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Infrastructure
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	Key points

· Victoria, Queensland and South Australia have a number of characteristics that should see them as the best placed jurisdictions for the delivery of infrastructure, including:

· detailed infrastructure plans with a level of committed funding from the state budget and committed delivery timeframes

· scope to apply alternative planning processes to infrastructure projects.

· It is difficult to discern the basis of jurisdictions’ policies for determining what infrastructure developers should contribute to their developments, what level of charges should be borne by the private sector and what infrastructure government should provide. Thus, there is little consistency across jurisdictions in either the type or the quantum of contribution that developers may be called on to fund:

· in 2009-10, New South Wales had the highest residential infrastructure charges ($37 000, on average, per greenfield lot) and covered the broadest range of infrastructure items. Queensland charges have risen significantly in the last five years to be the second highest in 2009-2010 (at about $27 000 per greenfield lot). South Australia charged for the narrowest range of infrastructure items and had the lowest charges in 2009-10 (around $3693 per greenfield lot).

· New South Wales ($550 000 per hectare) and Queensland ($340 000 per hectare) also had the highest infrastructure charges applying to commercial and industrial land. Victoria had the lowest charges at $175 000 per hectare. 

· Recovering the cost of infrastructure from developers is most appropriate where that infrastructure is used to service a specific development (rather than a situation where that infrastructure will be shared among the broader community).
· The jurisdictions employ an array of different measures to coordinate the provision of infrastructure into greenfield areas. A number of ‘leading practice’ characteristics suggest themselves from these different approaches. Those characteristics are:

· detailed land use planning supplemented by infrastructure specific planning

· a designated body responsible for the coordination of infrastructure in new development areas with the following features:

· as wide a remit as possible (that is, the body’s operations should not be limited to just a few areas within a city)
· responsibility for engaging all infrastructure providers — both public and private — as part of the planning process
· sufficient power to direct or otherwise bind infrastructure providers to the delivery of the immediate and near term infrastructure needs of settlements (as agreed through a structure planning process) 
· the ability to elevate significant strategic issues and/or decision making to the level of Cabinet when and where it is relevant to do so.

	


Infrastructure plays an important role in the planning of cities and the delivery of development outcomes. This has been recognised by the Council of Australian Governments (COAG) which has included the integration and coordination of infrastructure planning with land-use planning in the assessment criteria for the COAG Reform Council’s Review of Capital City Strategy Planning Systems. 

Infrastructure is an important factor in the effective and efficient functioning of Australian cities. For example, the extent and quality of transport infrastructure is important for firms needing to transfer their goods from ports or warehouses to customers or retail stores, while workers rely on some of that same infrastructure on a daily basis to get to their jobs, and families to get to schools, shopping and recreation. More generally, the extent and quality of infrastructure affects the living standards of all Australians with services such as telecommunications, electricity, transport and water regarded by the community as essential to the basic quality of life (Allen Consulting Group 2003). 

In general terms, infrastructure comprises the physical and organisational structures that support the operation and functioning of an enterprise or community. Within a community, infrastructure can be separated into categories of economic infrastructure (including water and sewerage, transport, energy distribution and information and communication networks) and social infrastructure (including matters such as schools, police, hospitals and recreation facilities) (New South Wales Parliament Public Accounts Committee 1993). By value, around 70 per cent of Australia’s infrastructure stock is economic infrastructure (Allen Consulting Group 2003).

This chapter focuses on how different aspects of infrastructure provision interact with the planning, zoning and development systems of the states and territories. Specifically, it outlines some of the trends and emerging issues in the provision of infrastructure (section 6.1) and then compares the state and territory frameworks for providing infrastructure (section 6.2), developer contributions toward the provision of local infrastructure (section 6.3) and coordination of infrastructure delivery to greenfield sites (section 6.4).
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Trends and emerging issues in infrastructure 

Infrastructure provided by government

The majority of economic and social infrastructure in Australia is provided, owned, operated and maintained by either the Commonwealth, state/territory or local governments — responsibilities for different aspects of government owned economic infrastructure are outlined in table 6.1. Historically, the main reason for government involvement in infrastructure has been the potential for the market failures posed by the natural monopolies, public good characteristics and/or the externalities associated with many forms of infrastructure. However, since the early 1990s, there has been an increase in the role of the private sector in providing, owning, operating and maintaining infrastructure, particularly economic infrastructure. In considering the extent of private sector provision of infrastructure, Chan et al (2009, p. 11) noted that while there is probably scope for increased private sector involvement in some areas, ‘strong public good features make it difficult, even undesirable, to privatise some infrastructure services including, for example, the bulk of the (non-trunk) road networks and many services which benefit the broad community’. Because of this, wherever the private sector is involved it is generally regulated extensively to ensure the public interest is served.
Table 6.
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Responsibility for government owned economic infrastructure in Australiaa
By level of government
	
	Commonwealth
	State/territory
	Local government

	Airports
	
	
	

	Local
	
	
	(

	Regional
	
	(
	

	Major
	(b
	
	

	Aviation services
	(
	
	

	Dams
	
	(
	

	Electricity supply
	
	(
	(

	Ports
	
	(
	

	Public transport
	
	(
	(c

	Railways
	(
	(
	

	Roads
	
	
	

	Local
	
	(
	(

	Rural
	
	(
	(

	Urban
	
	(
	

	National
	(
	
	

	Sewerage
	
	(
	(

	Storm water management
	
	(
	(

	Telecommunications
	(
	
	

	Water supply
	
	(
	(


a In individual jurisdictions, some of these types of infrastructure may be predominantly under private ownership and/or management — for example, a great deal of South Australia’s infrastructure is privately owned and controlled. b Australia’s 22 major airports are currently under long term leases to private sector operators. c Buses only.

Sources: Infrastructure Australia (2008); South Australian Government, pers. comm., 20 January 2011.

A number of comparatively recent reviews, reports and studies have considered the trends in the nature and extent of the infrastructure provided by government. Dollery, Byrnes and Crase (2007) compiled a number of these reviews and reports to demonstrate a broad trend of underinvestment in infrastructure replacement and renewal across most jurisdictions. 

An overall trend of declining government infrastructure provision was evident in the analysis of Allen Consulting Group (2003) and Chan et al (2009). Allen Consulting Group (2003) showed the decline in terms of government capital formation as a percentage of gross domestic product in Australia from 1984 to 2002, while Chan et al (2009) noted a decline in the relative share of government infrastructure investment of total infrastructure investment.
 Chan et al (2009) attributed much of this decline in the government share of infrastructure investment to:
· previously government-owned infrastructure providers being privatised (with the expectation that private ownership would make them more efficient)

· fiscal policy constraints encouraging governments to seek greater private sector participation in the provision of infrastructure.

Other factors observed by Chan et al as contributing to the trends in the provision of infrastructure included population density and distribution, geographic factors, the regulatory environment, and changes in the structural composition of economies. 
In real terms, infrastructure spending has been increasing since 1998-99
 for the Commonwealth and most states and territories (including local councils on an aggregated basis for each state and territory) — figure 6.1 illustrates the level of infrastructure spending for 1998-99, 2007-08 and 2008-09. In all jurisdictions, except Western Australia, growth in local council infrastructure spending has outstripped that of the corresponding state/territory government. This growth in local government spending has been funded, in part, through increases in the developer contributions levied by local councils — for example, Urbis JHD (2006) found an increase of over 100 per cent (in real terms) of the infrastructure contributions applying to single residential lots in Sydney and Brisbane between 1995 and 2006.

A number of reasons for this upward pressure on developer contributions have been advanced to the Commission and are discussed in section 6.3. 

Figure 6.
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Commonwealth, state, territory and local government — non-residential building and infrastructure construction,a 1998-99, 2007-08 and 2008-09
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a Consists of: 1) non-residential buildings (including all their fixtures, facilities and equipment) — for example, medical centres and schools; and 2) structures other than buildings, such as roads; railways; airfield runways; bridges; tunnels and subways; waterways and harbours; long distance pipelines, communication and power lines. It excludes major improvements to land such as dams and dykes for flood control. b Deflated on a state by state basis using the non-residential building construction producer price index for the relevant state/territory (ABS Producer Price Indexes, Cat. no. 6427.0, 2010).
Data source: Based on ABS (2010, unpublished data).
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State and territory frameworks for infrastructure provision

As part of their responsibility for aspects of economic infrastructure (table 6.1) and social infrastructure (such as schools, hospitals and police services), the state and territory governments also undertake much of the infrastructure planning for their respective jurisdictions (including their capital cities). While infrastructure planning receives some coverage in the strategic land use plans of the capital cities, it is generally only considered at a very high level. For example, the plans specify broad actions or aspirations such as ‘improving roads’, ‘increasing the number of homes with broadband connections’ and ‘preparing an infrastructure plan’. However, the Adelaide (The 30 Year Plan for Greater Adelaide) and Sydney (City of Cities: A Plan for Sydney’s Future)
 plans are exceptions and provide more detail on infrastructure planning — including details of specific projects. The Adelaide plan outlines details of specific energy, education, health, road, rail and water projects, as well as planned community facilities. The Sydney plan provides details of specific road and rail projects.

Most of the dedicated infrastructure planning documents prepared by the jurisdictions focus on matters of economic infrastructure (transport and water, in particular — table 6.2. The Northern Territory is the only jurisdiction not to have a plan for any form of infrastructure
, while Western Australian’s publicly documented infrastructure planning appears very limited.
 Queensland has a comprehensive infrastructure plan for South East Queensland (South-East Queensland Infrastructure Plan and Program) and its local councils are required to prepare Priority Infrastructure Plans (PIPs — box 6.1) for their local areas. Local councils in New South Wales are also required to prepare infrastructure plans (Section 94 Contribution Plans), but those plans are more localised in nature and apply only to ‘incoming communities’ rather than the broader local council area. Similarly, the Precinct Structure Plans prepared by Victoria’s Growth Areas Authority (GAA) for government designated growth areas include detailed infrastructure plans for individual precincts.
Infrastructure plans are influenced by past land use choices and will themselves influence future land uses and alternatives for infrastructure. For example:

 … because of previous land use choices, the option of preserving transport corridors no longer exists in some populated areas, leading to the development of infrastructure such as tunnels. (Australian Logistics Council, sub. 46, p. 4) 
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Infrastructure planning documents

Excluding budget papers, corporate planning documents and the strategic land use plans of the capital cities 
	
	Infrastructure planning documents

	NSW
	Metropolitan Transport Plan (2010)

State Infrastructure Strategy (2008)a

	Vicb
	The Victorian Transport Plan (2008)

Our Water Our Future: Next Stage of the Government’s Plan (2007)

	Qld
	South-East Queensland Infrastructure Plan and Program (2010)c 

	WA
	Roads 2025 Regional Road Development Strategy (2007)

	SA
	Water for Good Plan (2009)

Strategic Infrastructure Plan (2005)

	Tas
	Tasmanian Infrastructure Strategy (2010)

Southern Integrated Transport Plan (2009 – Draft)

Tasmanian Transport Infrastructure Investment Strategy (2006)

Cradle Coast Integrated Transport Strategy (2006)

Northern Tasmania Integrated Transport Plan (2003)

	ACT
	ACT Government Infrastructure Plan (2010)d

	NT
	—


a First released in 2006 and updated biennially. b Victoria is in the process of developing a new outcomes based metropolitan planning strategy (see chapter 3). c First released in 2005 and updated annually. d Updated annually.

Sources: Infrastructure Australia 2010a; KPMG 2010; Productivity Commission State and Territory Planning Agency Survey 2010 (unpublished).
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Priority Infrastructure Plans — Queensland

	Each local council in Queensland is required to prepare a Priority Infrastructure Plan (PIP). PIPs must align with the land use planning reflected in the strategic framework. PIPs are central to the planning framework for providing infrastructure to new developments in a timely manner. In doing so, they seek to ensure that all new developments are supplied with essential infrastructure such as water supply, sewerage, stormwater, roads and public parks.

PIPs are intended to provide a transparent basis for local council decisions about infrastructure funding — including the derivation and application of infrastructure charges. However, there is no requirement on local councils to levy infrastructure charges on development through their PIPs. 

PIPs are in the early stages of implementation in Queensland and, up to October 2010, only one local council had a PIP in place.  

	Source: Department of Infrastructure and Planning (Qld) (2010c).

	

	


Western Australia stands out in terms of its processes for planning and acquiring land to be used for strategic transport corridors (see box 6.2). Among the other jurisdictions, New South Wales, Victoria, Queensland, South Australia and the ACT
 have advantages over Tasmania and the Northern Territory in this aspect of the infrastructure planning process. 
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Case Study: long-term planning and acquisition of strategic corridors and sites in Western Australia

	The Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) has the power to plan and reserve land for major infrastructure corridors and interchange sites (such as freight terminals and rail lines). It does this through local and regional planning schemes, by providing statutory protection for land reserved under those plans and finally by acquiring the land. 

The WAPC takes a long-term approach to its acquisition of reserved land and seeks to obtain that land well in advance of its intended use for infrastructure projects. Most of the land is acquired from voluntary sellers, but any land affected by a reservation in a regional scheme can generally remain in private ownership (or at least under private management) until the Government needs it for a public purpose. 

In 2009-10, the WAPC acquired 46 properties totalling 195.7 hectares at a cost of approximately $68 million. The purchases of reserved land are funded by the Metropolitan Region Improvement Tax — a land tax received annually by the WAPC.

	Source: Department of Infrastructure and Transport (2010).

	

	


Funding planned infrastructure

The delivery of planned infrastructure is dependent upon committed funding. Table 6.3 reflects KPMG’s (2010) assessment of the alignment of the capital city land use and infrastructure plans with the relevant 2009-10 state/territory budget. Brisbane/South-East Queensland was found to have the strongest links between budget funded initiatives and priorities outlined in their metropolitan and infrastructure plans. As such, Brisbane/South-East Queensland has better prospects than other cities for the delivery of the infrastructure contained in its plans.
 While Sydney’s Metropolitan Transport Plan contains a ‘10-year funding guarantee’ for certain projects, Sydney was rated poorly by KPMG due to changes in decisions relating to major public transport infrastructure initiatives such as the North West Rail Link.
 The absence of a comprehensive strategic planning framework in Darwin and Hobart contributed to the low ratings for these cities.
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Alignment of infrastructure planning with 2009-10 state/territory budget

	
	Alignment of metropolitan and infrastructure plans with the 2009-10 state/territory Budget
	Score 
(out of 10)

	Sydney
	Low
	5

	Melbourne
	Moderate
	7

	Brisbane (SEQ)
	High
	8

	Perth
	Moderate
	4

	Adelaide
	Moderate
	6

	Hobart
	Very low
	3

	Canberra
	Moderate
	7

	Darwin
	Very low
	2


Source: KPMG (2010).

Planned timing of infrastructure delivery

The timeframes established for the delivery of planned infrastructure are important to the effectiveness of land use planning. For example, the creation of a new suburb may be dependent on the extension of a trunk road. Uncertainty around the timing of the delivery of that infrastructure can see the creation of that suburb delayed as planners fear leaving the suburb disconnected from the rest of the city to the disadvantage of those who move there. Conversely, certainty around the timing of infrastructure delivery allows planners to proceed with a new suburb with some confidence.

For those state and territory infrastructure plans containing delivery timeframes, the timeframes for ‘committed’ projects do not extend beyond 2017 (table 6.4). While this provides some certainty for town planners in those jurisdictions making near term planning decisions, only Queensland’s longer term indicative infrastructure delivery timeframes provide insights for town planners looking to make longer term planning decisions.
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Delivery timeframes for infrastructure contained in plans

	
	Plan
	Year plan prepared
	Forward horizon for delivery of projects 

	NSW 
	Metropolitan Transport Plan
	2010
	2014. Other projects are scheduled for funding between 2010–2020.

	Vica
	Victorian Transport Plan
	2008
	2017

	Qld
	South-East Queensland Infrastructure Plan and Program
	2010b
	2013-14 for projects with committed funding 

2031 indicative delivery timeframes for projects where funding has not been committed

	SA
	Strategic Infrastructure Plan
	2005c
	2014-15

	Tas
	Tasmanian Infrastructure Strategy
	2010
	2012 d

	ACT
	ACT Government Infrastructure Plan
	2010
	Projects are scheduled for funding to 2013‑14e


a Victoria is in the process of developing a new outcomes based metropolitan planning strategy (see chapter 3) which will include infrastructure delivery timeframes. b First released in 2005 and updated annually. c The South Australian Government has commenced the process to update this plan, which is due for delivery in 2011. d Delivery dates extend to 2020 for proposed (rather than committed) projects. e The ACT also has a 10 year Capital Works Programme and long, medium and short term programmes for major infrastructure.

Sources: Department of Infrastructure, Energy and Resources (Tas) (2010b); Department of Infrastructure and Planning (Qld) (2010b); Government of South Australia (2005); State of Victoria (2008); South Australian Government, pers. comm., 20 January 2011.
Planning processes for infrastructure projects

The systems and processes used by the jurisdictions for progressing infrastructure projects through the planning system can have a significant impact on the timely delivery of infrastructure. The ACT and the Northern Territory are the only jurisdictions where a major infrastructure project goes through the planning system in the same manner as any other development (table 6.5), although there are separate approval processes that apply to infrastructure projects in ‘Designated Areas’ of the ACT where the National Capital Authority has a works approval role. In all other jurisdictions, such projects receive a (potentially) different treatment to the ‘normal’ planning process. Table 6.6 illustrates some of the unique features within the jurisdictions’ planning and infrastructure frameworks with the potential to contribute to the timely delivery of planning approvals for infrastructure.

Table 6.
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Alternative planning processes for major infrastructure projects

	
	Infrastructure specific provisions
	Major/significant  
projects  
provisionsa
	Standard assessments provisions
	Dedicated ‘infrastructure projects’ legislation
	State planning policy

	NSW
	
	(b
	(
	
	(c

	Vic
	
	
	(d
	(e
	

	Qld
	(
	(
	(
	(f
	

	WA
	
	
	(g
	
	

	SA
	(
	(
	(
	
	

	Tas
	
	(
	(
	(h
	

	ACT
	
	
	(i
	
	

	NT
	
	
	(
	
	


a Excluding provisions applying to projects ‘called in’ by the relevant Minister.  b The State Environmental Planning Policy (Major Development) 2005 established classes of transport, communications, energy and water infrastructure projects that can progress as ‘Part 3A’ projects under the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (NSW). Project can also proceed under Part 5 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (NSW).  c State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 which is aimed at simplifying the process for providing essential infrastructure such as education, hospitals, roads and railways, emergency services, water supply and electricity delivery.  d An integrated process can be pursued for projects requiring an Environmental Effects Statement (EES).  e Major Transport Projects Facilitation Act 2009 (Vic).  f State Development & Public Works Organisation Act 1971 (Qld).  g There is a ‘coordinated pathway’ available to applicants which involves assistance from the Department of State Development.  h Major Infrastructure Development Approvals Act 1999 (Tas).  i Major infrastructure projects would likely be assessed under the ‘Impact Track’ — the most detailed assessment process. Separate approval processes will apply to infrastructure projects in ‘Designated Areas’ of the ACT where the National Capital Authority has a works approval role.

Sources: Development Act 1993 (SA); Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (NSW); Land Use Planning Act 2009 (NT); Planning and Approvals Act 1993 (Tas); Planning and Development Act 2005 (WA); Planning and Development Act 2007 (ACT); Planning and Environment Act 1987 (Vic); Sustainable Planning Act 2009 (Qld); Major Infrastructure Development Approvals Act 1999 (Tas), State Development & Public Works Organisation Act 1971 (Qld). 
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Unique planning provisions for infrastructure projectsa
	
	Details of planning provision

	NSWb
	Infrastructure projects progressed under Part 5 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 do not require the completion of a development application and are often determined by the proponent agency (after that agency has completed the environmental assessments and any other assessments required under the Act).

	Vic
	The Major Transport Projects Facilitation Act 2009 provides a streamlined assessment process for declared major transport projects. The Act allows the Planning Minister to grant planning, environmental and heritage approvals for declared projects and provides for a curtailed assessment process where the subject land is already government owned and no heritage approvals, planning scheme amendments or planning permits are required.

	Qld
	The State Development & Public Works Organisation Act 1971 allows the Environment Impact Statement component of the approval process to be managed by the Coordinator-General for declared projects.c It is also allows for development applications in declared State Development Areas to be determined by the Coordinator-General of the Department of Infrastructure and Planning.
The Sustainable Planning Act 2009 provides that certain designated community infrastructure does not require approval under a planning scheme, nor need meet any scheme requirements.

	WA
	The Lead Agency Framework provides a ‘coordinated pathway’ through the approvals process. For major infrastructure projects the Department of State Development is the ‘Lead Agency’ and, in this capacity, provides proponents with a primary contact and case manager for Government approval processes.

	SA
	Under the Development Act 1993, Crown development processes apply to public infrastructure projects — this process applies to private sector providers if they are government endorsed or licensed. The Crown development process entails a curtailed public consultation process (15 days where it applies) and limits the powers of the referral agencies in deciding the application. The application is decided by the Planning Minister and once that approval is granted, no other approvals are required.

	Tas
	A dedicated planning panel is formed under the Major Infrastructure Development Approvals Act 1999 to assess and decide each declared infrastructure project.


a This table excludes the ACT and the Northern Territory as there are no unique planning provisions that apply to infrastructure projects — that is, only the standard planning provisions apply in these jurisdictions (see table 6.5). Separate approval processes will apply to infrastructure projects in ‘Designated Areas’ of the ACT where the National Capital Authority has a works approval role.  b Larger projects (including those likely to significantly affect the environment) are more often dealt with by the Minister for Planning under Part 3A of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (NSW) than under Part 5.  c The Coordinator-General operates under the State Development and Public Works Organisation Act 1971 (Qld) and is a separate legal entity to government. The Coordinator-General has the power to purchase land and other assets, as well as the power to enter into contracts. A key part of the Coordinator-General’s role is the coordination of major development projects in Queensland.
Sources:  Department of State Development (WA) (2010); Development Act 1993(SA); Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (NSW); Major Infrastructure Development Approvals Act 1999 (Tas); Major Transport Projects Facilitation Act 2009 (Vic); State Development & Public Works Organisation Act 1971 (Qld); State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 (NSW); Sustainable Planning Act 2009 (Qld). 
Building Australia Fund

Under the Nation-building Funds Act 2008 (Cwlth), Infrastructure Australia provides advice to the Commonwealth Government on requests for funding from the Building Australia Fund (BAF). Such requests typically relate to infrastructure projects in the transport, communications, energy and water sectors. Infrastructure Australia is required to assess the proposed projects against the Building Australia Fund Evaluation Criteria which, in summary, require a consideration of:

· the extent to which projects address national infrastructure priorities

· the extent to which proposals are justified by evidence and data

· the extent of ‘efficiency and co-investment’

· the extent to which efficient planning and implementation has occurred (BAF Evaluation Criteria Legislative Instrument — F2008L04764).

Even where a project does not meet all the criteria in full, Infrastructure Australia can determine the project to be ‘conditionally meeting the criteria’ if it considers the criteria will be met prior to the commencement of funding. Allocations from the Building Australia Fund in 2009-10 (table 6.7) suggest that most jurisdictions have some projects, if not entire infrastructure plans, that meet the Building Australia Fund Evaluation Criteria. 
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Building Australia Fund projects

2009-10 Commonwealth Budget 
	
	Projects
	Funding

	
	
	$ millions

	NSW
	Hunter Expressway
Pacific Highway — Kempsey Bypass
	2 069

	Vic
	Regional Rail Express 

East West Rail Tunnel — preconstruction work 
	3 265

	Qld
	Gold Coast light rail
Ipswich Motorway — additional works
	1 249



	WA
	Oakajee Port common user facilities
	339

	SA
	Gawler rail line modernisation
Noarlunga to Seaford rail extension
	585

	Tas
	–
	–

	ACT
	–
	–

	NT
	Darwin Port expansiona
	50


a Project still being developed and funding has not yet been provided by the Commonwealth.

Sources: Commonwealth of Australia (2009); Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Local Government (2010). 

Overall assessment of state and territory frameworks

Victoria, Queensland and South Australia have a number of characteristics that should see them as the best placed jurisdictions for the delivery of infrastructure, including:

· detailed infrastructure plans with a level of committed funding from the state budget and a committed delivery timeframe that provides some certainty to stakeholders

· scope to apply alternative planning processes to infrastructure projects. This recognises both the unique nature of infrastructure projects and the need to decide them in a timely manner. 
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Developer contributions for local infrastructure

Background to developer contributions for local infrastructure

Developer contributions for local infrastructure in Australia are typically designed to recover from developers the cost of infrastructure provided by government for new developments. They are distinct from the ‘development charges’ levied in some countries which are premised on having developers internalise the marginal external cost imposed by development and which, as a result, influence the location and nature of development (Clinch and O’Neill 2010).
 
New developments require economic and social infrastructure. For greenfield projects, major economic and social infrastructure items (such as major roads, energy infrastructure, schools and hospitals) are typically located ‘off-site’ while basic economic infrastructure such as local reticulation infrastructure and assets to connect new developments to the existing infrastructure network are located within the subdivision (with benefits accruing overwhelmingly to the subdivision residents). Infill developments (where major infrastructure is already in place), on the other hand, may require enhancements to the capacity of the existing infrastructure network to accommodate the additional demand associated with higher density development such as wider roads, upgraded (or new) main water pipes, treatment plants, storage facilities or pumps. 

In most jurisdictions, the supply of major economic infrastructure items are the separate responsibilities of state/territory governments, state/territory government business enterprises and private sector infrastructure providers (table 6.8). The cost of this major economic infrastructure is typically recovered from developers via ‘headworks’ or similar charges.
 Outside of Western Australia, developers are typically responsible for the minor works connecting the subdivision and individual lots to the main infrastructure networks (table 6.8). 
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Body providing infrastructure (in practice) in greenfield areasa 
	
	Syd
	Mel
	SEQ
	Per
	Adel
	Hob
	Can 
	Dar

	Roadsb
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Trunk/arterial roads
	State
	State or Council
	State or Dev or COB
	State
	GBE
	State
	State or 
Devh
	State

	Local roads
	Council or Dev
	Council or Dev
	Council or Dev
	Priv or Council
	Dev
	Council or Dev
	Dev
	Council or Dev

	Water
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Headworks
	GBEd
	GBE
	GBE or COB
	GBE
	GBE
	Otherg
	GBE
	GBE

	Minor worksc
	GBE or   
Devd
	Dev
	GBE or COB
	Priv
	Dev
	Dev
	Dev
	Dev

	Sewerage
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Headworks
	GBE or  
  Devd
	GBE
	Council or Dev or COB
	GBE
	GBE
	Otherg
	GBE
	GBE

	Minor worksc
	Dev
	Dev
	Council or Dev or COB
	Priv
	Dev
	Dev
	Dev
	Dev

	Storm water
	Council or Dev
	GBE or Dev
	Council or Dev
	GBE or Council
	Council
or Deve
	Council or Dev
	State or
Dev
	Dev

	Electricity
	GBE
	Priv or Dev
	GBE
	GBE or Priv
	Priv or 
Devf
	GBE
	GBE
	GBE or Dev

	Gas
	Priv
	Priv or Dev
	Priv
	Priv
	Dev
	Priv
	GBE
	State


Dev Developer.  State State government agency or department.  GBE State government business enterprise.  Priv Private sector provider. COB Council owned business.  a This table describes who provides selected infrastructure in greenfield areas in practice, as distinct from who ultimately owns the infrastructure and is responsible for its maintenance.  b Roads and associated infrastructure such as bridges.  c For example, the reticulation pipe works that connect properties to the headworks.  d Relates to the greater Sydney Metropolitan area.  e Local council for headworks and developer for works within the subdivision.  f Private sector provider for headworks and developer for works within the subdivision.  g Southern Water Corporation which is owned by local councils. h Sometimes the work is completed by the developer and the costs incurred reimbursed by the ACT Government.
Source: PC State and Territory Planning Agency Survey 2010 (unpublished).
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Legislative frameworks for development contributions

	Legislative authority to charge for local, regional and community infrastructure varies across jurisdictions. Frameworks generally embody principles and objectives, types of contributions required and scope of infrastructure for which contributions can be levied.

New South Wales — s. 94 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 and s. 64 of the Local Government Act 1993 enable councils to levy development charges through development contribution plans. Councils may alternatively apply a flat levy as a percentage (1–3 per cent) of proposed cost of development (s. 94A). There is also provision for planning agreements between developers and consent authorities for developer contributions instead of, or in addition to, s. 94 contributions. State infrastructure contributions for regional infrastructure may be levied in designated growth centres. Water (including recycled water) and sewerage treatment infrastructure charges can be levied separately under section 73 of the Sydney Water Act 1994 for Sydney Water’s area of operations and the provisions of the Water Management Act 2000 for other water supply authorities.
Victoria — Part 3B of the Planning and Environment Act 1987, amended by the Planning and Environment (Development Contributions) Act 1995 and the Planning and Environment (Development Contributions) Act 2004, provides councils with the power to specify contributions based on development contribution plans, conditions on planning permits, or voluntary agreements between councils and developers.

Queensland — Integrated Planning Act 1997 and Sustainable Planning Act 2009 (overlapping operation during 2009-10) enable councils to require development contributions based on Priority Infrastructure Plans which identify infrastructure charges for eligible contributions. Also outlines anticipated infrastructure needs for the community as a whole.

Western Australia — The Planning and Development Act 2005 allows government to require contributions for on-site physical infrastructure and the ceding of land for primary schools and open space. The scope of contributions is guided by the Western Australian Planning Commission State Planning Policy 3.6: Development Contributions for Infrastructure.
South Australia — Development contributions in South Australia are dictated by the Development Act 1993, Local Government Act 1999, South Australian Water Works Act 1932 and the Sewerage Act 1929. The Development Act 1993 allows councils to require basic subdivision infrastructure (access roads, hydraulic connections) and the dedication of open space (s. 50A). s. 146 of the Local Government Act 1999 allows the levying of separate rates, service rates and service charges which can be used as indirect development charges. Capital contributions for water and sewerage infrastructure are provided for in the regulations under the Water Works Act 1932 and Sewerage Act 1929.
Tasmania — Part 5 of the Land Use and Approvals Act 1993 allows planning authorities (the local council) to ‘negotiate’ agreements with developers that specify development contributions for infrastructure as a condition of a permit, a planning scheme provision or a special planning order (s. 73A). s. 70 of the Act defines infrastructure as the ‘… services, facilities, works and other uses and developments which provide the basis for meeting economic, social and environmental needs’.

ACT — No statutory power for development contributions exists but s. 184A of the Land (Planning and Environment) Act 1991 provides for a ‘change of use charge’ (the equivalent of betterment in other jurisdictions) for variations of Crown Leases that increase the lease value. Developer contributions in addition to change of use charges can also be imposed with a lease variation. Developers can also provide infrastructure as a condition of the initial release of land under a Crown Lease with the cost offset against the amount paid for lease.
Northern Territory — Part 6 of the Planning Act 2009 allows local service authorities to make contribution plans mandating contributions toward infrastructure external to the development as a condition of development. Car parking, roads and drainage are the only infrastructure for which authorities could demand contributions.

	Sources:  PC (2009); AHURI (2008).

	

	


In some cases, infrastructure that would otherwise be funded by a utility authority will be paid for by developers where the developers have requested the infrastructure be installed ahead of the time originally planned by the utility authority. This is known as ‘out of sequence’ development and is discussed further in section 6.4. 
The legal basis for collecting developer contributions is prescribed in legislation in all jurisdictions and is described in box 6.3.

Principles for levying developer contributions for local infrastructure
Most jurisdictions refer to specific principles or criteria that must be followed before development contributions can be charged for a particular proposal. For example, development/infrastructure plans must demonstrate a nexus between the contribution, the need for the service and the development itself. In addition, issues of equity, transparency, accountability and consistency feature prominently in policy guidance related to developer contributions (box 6.4). However, such tests are less relevant where voluntary agreements between consent authorities and developers or when a system of flat levies is used (these are discussed below).

As noted by Australia’s Future Tax System Review Panel:

In principle, efficient provision of infrastructure would be encouraged where its users pay for the construction of infrastructure that would be avoidable (that is, not needed) if the development did not proceed. By levying infrastructure charges that reflect these costs, State and local governments provide signals to develop housing in ways and places of greatest value. The cost of infrastructure increases directly with distance from essential headworks and inversely with the density of development (Slack 2002). To the extent that a developer can respond to these costs, for example, by choosing to build closer to an existing development or by increasing the density of housing, charging the developer can improve housing supply. (2009, E4–5: Infrastructure charges)

Efficient (and equitable) charging regimes for different types of infrastructure were discussed at length in the Commission’s 2004 inquiry into First Home Ownership (box 6.5). Key findings from that inquiry included that up front developer charges were most appropriate where the associated (social and economic) infrastructure was used to service a specific development or location rather than being shared among the broader community. 
	Box 6.
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Principles underlying the application of development contributions

	1. Need and nexus

The need for the infrastructure included in the development contribution plan must be clearly demonstrated (need) and the connection between the development and the demand created should be clearly established (nexus).

2. Transparency

Both the method for calculating the development contribution and the manner in which it is applied should be clear, transparent and simple to understand and administer.

3. Equity

Development contributions should be levied from all developments within a development contribution area based on their relative contribution to need.

4. Certainty

All development contributions should be clearly identified and methods of accounting for escalation agreed upon at the commencement of a development.

5. Efficiency

Development contributions should be justified on a whole of life capital cost basis consistent with maintaining financial discipline on service providers by precluding over recovery of costs.

6. Consistency

Development contributions should be applied uniformly across a ‘Development Contribution Area’ and the methodology for applying contributions should be consistent.

7. Right of consultation and arbitration

Land owners and developers have the right to be consulted on the manner in which development contributions are determined. They also have the opportunity to seek a review by an independent third party if they believe that the calculation of the contributions is not reasonable in accordance with set procedures.

8. Accountability

There must be accountability in the manner in which development contributions are determined and expended.

	Source: Adapted from Western Australian Government (2009).

	

	


In contrast to the principles outlined in box 6.5, developers in the ACT pay a levy which reflects the increase in the value of a development proposal associated with rezoning or to permit a change of use of a particular parcel of land.
 Additionally, impact fees are levied in certain localities (primarily New South Wales) with reference to the external costs associated with development. These can include the need to increase infrastructure capacity, build new schools, libraries, sporting fields, transport or affordable housing (Gurran, Ruming and Randolph 2009). 
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Infrastructure pricing

	Infrastructure charges were a major theme of the Commission’s 2004 inquiry into First Home Ownership (PC 2004) with a number of conclusions drawn regarding the most efficient and equitable allocation of costs among users and at what point in time those costs should be paid. Broadly, the appropriate allocation of capital costs hinges on the extent to which infrastructure items provide services to those in a particular location rather than across the community.

Basic economic infrastructure

The practice of developers constructing local roads, paving and drainage up-front, contributing these assets to local government and passing the full costs on to residents (through higher land purchase prices) is both efficient and equitable as the assets are predominantly used by or for the benefit of local residents (the principle of user or beneficiary pays).

Major (shared) economic infrastructure

The application of a user pays approach to shared infrastructure is less straightforward as the extent to which any investment will be used by those in the development relative to others needs to be established. The Commission saw merit in upfront charging to finance major infrastructure where the incremental costs associated with a new development can be well established and, in particular, where such increments are likely to vary across developments. This suggest that the costs of trunk infrastructure provision should be attributed in line with incremental costs which would also accommodate ‘out of sequence’ development where adjoining land is not developed sequentially along networks of major infrastructure.

The Commission also commented that investment for infill development, where it is required to upgrade or augment system-wide components that provide comparable benefits to users in well-established areas, would, in principle, be better funded out of borrowings and recovered through rates or taxes (or the fixed element in periodic utility charges). It also endorsed the use of debt financing for infrastructure that provided benefits that are widely distributed across the community, provided adequate disciplines for cost recovery and debt repayment over the life of the assets existed.

Social (community) infrastructure

Similarly, where social infrastructure satisfies an identifiable demand related to a particular development (such as a neighbourhood park) the costs should be allocated to that development with upfront developer charges an appropriate financing mechanism. In most cases, however, beneficiaries of these services are likely to be dispersed throughout the community and such investment has traditionally been funded from general revenue sources drawn from the wider community. Accurate cost allocation of infrastructure that provides broadly-based benefits would be difficult if not impossible. Hence, requiring developers to contribute upfront to finance the costs of provision will likely be inefficient and inequitable with general revenue being the only realistic option unless direct user charges (such as for an excludable service like a community swimming pool) are possible.

	

	


As per box 6.5, social infrastructure items are generally most appropriately funded through general revenue measures and certain shared economic infrastructure should be charged at incremental cost. 
Participants generally agreed with this pricing framework with the University of Sydney, for example, noting:

The draft report makes a number of sensible observations in relation to development contributions. Ultimately, development contributions are appropriate for local infrastructure and facilities required by a development, but the contribution framework should be designed to encourage their efficient provision and in support of wider strategic objectives, such as housing diversity. (sub. DR89, pp. 5–6)

However, as shown below, the jurisdictions varied considerably in their application of these principles in 2009-10 with New South Wales, Victoria and Queensland imposing up front developer charges for the widest range of infrastructure items and South Australia and Tasmania the narrowest.

Jurisdictional infrastructure contribution arrangements
Appendix F contains a detailed description of each jurisdiction’s approach to determining developer charges. In summary, in 2009‑10, New South Wales (and, increasingly, Queensland) had the most liberal legislation, allowing contributions to be levied for a wide range of economic and social infrastructure such as public transport, child care centres, libraries, community centres, recreation facilities and sports grounds (table 6.9). 
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Public infrastructure eligible for mandatory contributions (excluding basic infrastructure)

	
	NSW
	Vica
	Qldb
	WA
	SAa
	Tasa
	ACT
	NT

	Child care centres
	(
	(
	(
	(
	( 
	(
	(
	(

	Community centres
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Education
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Libraries
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Parks
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Public transport
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Recreation facilitiesc
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Sports grounds
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Trunk roads
	(
	(
	(
	(
	((
	(
	(
	(


a Developers can negotiate their contributions in these jurisdictions and so any negotiated contribution may cover a broader or narrower range of matters than those listed in this table.  b Infrastructure charges for community centres and libraries are limited to cost of land and associated cost of clearing. Infrastructure charges for public transport are limited to dedicated public transport corridors and associated infrastructure). c Including areas of open space.
Sources: Adapted from PC (2009) and jurisdictional feedback.

In contrast to New South Wales, South Australia confines its contribution approach to provisions for open space, access roads and hydraulic connections and car parking (where onsite provision is not available). Tasmania uses a flexible arrangement whereby the amount of contribution and uses to which it may be put are negotiated which is also a feature of the South Australian and Victorian systems. Aside from land for schools, social infrastructure is generally not funded (PC 2008b). In the ACT, contributions generated by its ‘betterment tax’ go to consolidated revenue and can be used to finance any infrastructure or objective.
How developer contributions are applied
Development contributions are applied and collected in different ways across Australia and may include levies (calculated either per lot, hectare or dwelling or as a proportion of development value depending on the location and type of development) or, as noted above, impact fees (which recognise the actual impact of the proposal on particular local infrastructure or amenities) — typically for infill developments. Development contributions are set as part of the planning process and their payment effectively becomes a condition of final approval. The payment can be in the form of cash, land, buildings or works in kind. 

Many jurisdictions allow for voluntary agreements (or negotiated contributions) between consent authorities and developers to extend the range of infrastructure for which contributions can be levied. Advantages associated with negotiated agreements include improved flexibility and certainty but they may also suffer from reduced transparency and accountability and higher transaction costs compared to legislative instruments. The basis for development contribution charges in each Australian jurisdiction is shown in table 6.10.

Table 6.
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Basis for developer charges in Australia

	
	Direct site costs
	Local facilities
	Regional facilities
	Approach to developer charges

	NSW
	(
	(
	(
	Set fee per site/dwelling

Flat levy s.94A (1–3 per cent)

Negotiated agreement

	Vic
	(
	(
	Potential in growth areas
	Set formula (eg per dwelling charges)

Negotiated agreements

Based on Developer Contribution Plans as part of Precinct Structure Plans.

	Qld
	(
	(
	(
	Set fee set by council through PIP or by standard State Government regulation.

	WA
	(
	(
	
	Percentage of development site (subdivisions)

Constraint applying to land

	SA
	(
	(
	
	Set formula

Negotiated agreements

	Tas
	(
	(
	
	Negotiated agreement

	ACT
	
	
	
	Assessed at set percentage of the increase in value of the lease resulting from change of use charge.

	NT
	
	
	
	A service authority or local authority may make a contribution plan under section 68 of the Planning Act. Contribution plan can be for the purposes of repair and maintenance of capital works, works required as a condition of a development plan, or the provision of public car parking. Plan must specify the formula for calculating the contribution and the intended order in which works are to occur.


Sources: Gurran, Ruming and Randolph (2009), Productivity Commission estimates, Jurisdictional planning authorities.

The impact of developer contributions on the costs of development is likely to vary significantly by jurisdiction and the approach or formula used to levy those charges can bias investment decisions by developers. For example, a fixed charge per lot may distort investment toward larger, low density developments because the developer is liable for a lower overall infrastructure charge. Alternatively, a levy (based on a percentage of construction costs or land value) treats all development types equally and thus avoids such distortions (Evans 2004). 

The submission by Nicole Gurran and Lucy Groenhart (Department of Urban and Regional Planning at the University of Sydney) also supported contribution requirements calculated on a per hectare basis or as a proportion of development value.
Neither approach encourages a perverse incentive (for instance, a single dwelling on a large lot is a rational response to contribution formulas determined on a per dwelling basis), nor promotes higher profit seeking activity at the expense of wider strategic goals (again, a premium housing development of fewer, higher value homes, would receive a development discount on many local government charging regimes, which are based on a per lot or per dwelling formula), leading to sub-optimum outcomes. (sub. DR 89, p. 60
During the consultations for this report, stakeholders in all jurisdictions raised concerns over increases in developer contributions in recent years and/or concern over the potential for future increases. Box 6.6 provides some examples of stakeholders’ views on these increases and on developer contributions more generally.

In brief summary, the reasons advanced for the increases in developer contributions include:

· the rise of market instruments, such as user‑pay charges, as an approach to levying developments 

· fiscal constraints on local governments, such as rate capping in New South Wales, have led to a greater reliance on other funding alternatives (including development contributions) to fund infrastructure

· urban expansion pushing development further from existing infrastructure networks and, in turn, increasing the cost of connecting new developments to those networks

· community expectations of a broader range and higher quality of urban infrastructure than previously

· the temptation for the body setting the infrastructure contribution to ‘gold plate’ or ‘over spec’ infrastructure requirements — particularly if that body is responsible for the subsequent maintenance of that infrastructure.
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Stakeholders’ views on developer contributions

	Woolworths echoed the views of developers in nominating infrastructure charges as the most significant area of concern, particularly in Queensland:

… infrastructure charges for a neighbourhood shopping centre in an inner Brisbane suburb have increased from approximately $285 000 in 2005/2006 to $2 790 000 in 2009/2010. Increases of this magnitude have taken Queensland from being, on average, the most economical State from an infrastructure charges/contributions point of view to being the most expensive where it is now significantly more expensive (on average) than all other States. (sub. 65, p. 11)

… Woolworths notes that there is currently little or no clarity as to the how these infrastructure charges/contributions are levied by Councils. This means that similar Woolworths’ developments have been subject to somewhat varied infrastructure charges — not just in different states but also within the same local government areas. For example, it is estimated that in the case of supermarket based infrastructure charges/contributions across Australia [these] range from $260/100m2 of gross lettable area (GLA) to $75 000/100m2 of GLA. (sub.65, p. 11)

The Housing Industry Association (HIA) summarised the situation where the jurisdictions charge for a wider range of developer contributions in the following terms:

Although state and local governments have sought to justify development charges as ‘user charges’, increasingly new residential development has been called upon to carry the cost of community infrastructure the benefits of which are consumed across the broader community and may not accrue to the same individuals who bear the cost of the development charges. In such circumstances, the development charges are more akin to a tax on development as distinct from a user charge. (sub. 42, p. 35)
Brisbane City Council responded specifically to the HIA’s characterisation on infrastructure charging as a tax in saying:

The HIA opinion that infrastructure charges are a tax is fundamentally flawed in relation to Brisbane. It is very clearly a user-pays approach and the development community pays only for its share of the use of new infrastructure. Council does not, can not, recover the full cost of infrastructure through infrastructure charges in Qld. (sub. DR74, p. 2)
Some participants commented on the use of developer contributions as a means to boost financial resources. In that regard, the Western Australian Government recently observed:

The capacity of local governments to provide the additional infrastructure and facilities to accommodate future growth and change is limited by the available resources. As a result, local governments are increasingly seeking to apply development contributions for the construction of infrastructure and facilities beyond the standard requirements, such as car parking, community centres, recreation centres, sporting facilities, libraries, child care centres and other such facilities. (Western Australian Government Gazette, 20 November 2009, p. 4689)

	

	


(Continued next page)
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	Box 6.6
(continued)

	Similarly, the Urban Taskforce Australia focused on the situation in New South Wales and the incentives created by regulated council rates in that jurisdiction:

Local councils are being asked to do more with less funding, and councils across the state are being forced to make some very hard decisions when it comes to service and infrastructure provision. Without appropriate funding, local councils are either forced to leave existing infrastructure to deteriorate, not provide additional services and/or facilities or seek an alternative source of revenue.

Finding an alternative source of funding has been the preferred option of local councils and unfortunately, the preferred vehicle has been development levies. (sub. 59, p. 94)

The South Australian branch of the Urban Development Institute of Australia noted that:

[South Australia’s] [l]ocal planning authorities typically negotiate additional developer contributions during the development assessment process. This means a high level of uncertainty is experienced by both parties to these negotiations. (sub. 53, p. 11)

The Australian Property Institute and the Spatial Industries Business Association noted that:
In actuality, councils are still not collecting 100% of the costs for infrastructure leaving the remainder to be covered through general rates. Whilst the level to which councils are willing to discount the cost of infrastructure is an internal policy decision, industry often sees the differing rates as simply inconsistent charging between council jurisdictions. In many instances, cost recovery from infrastructure charges is only in the order of 50–70%. There is a great degree of variation across Queensland’s high growth Councils in the infrastructure charges levied on new developments. Those at the higher end of the charging range generally cover more infrastructure networks in their calculation methodology and are more advanced in meeting current State Government infrastructure planning requirements. (sub. 20, p. 14)

	

	


Table 6.11 provides some aggregate measures of the developer contributions collected by a selection of local councils over the period 2009-10. The councils included in table 6.11 come from a sample of greenfield/growth area councils within capital city planning areas. 
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Developer contributions received by councils with greenfield development areas,a 2009-10

Capital city planning areas
	
	
	Total infrastructure contributionsb
	Total contributions as a share of council revenue
	Aggregate developer contributions remaining unspent as at 30 June 2010

	
	Councils in sample
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Minimum
	Maximum

	
	Number
	$ million
	$ million
	%
	%
	$ million
	$ million

	Syd
	9
	0.5
	65.1
	1
	36
	0.0
	46.2

	Mel
	6
	27.9
	203.1
	16
	57
	3.6
	62.1

	SEQ
	7
	1.8
	180.0
	8
	12
	11.5c

	Per
	6
	0.7
	9.8
	1
	20
	2.4
	12.6

	Adel
	4
	0.0
	6.3
	0
	18
	0.2
	7.2

	Hob
	2
	0.6
	2.1
	5
	10
	2.4c

	Dard
	n.a
	na
	n.a
	n.a
	n.a
	n.a
	n.a


na not applicable.  a Data is based on a sample of councils known to have greenfield development areas. Canberra has been excluded as infrastructure charges did not apply in 2009-19 (box 6.3). Data was primarily sourced from the annual reports of the councils. .b Infrastructure contributions in this context includes all infrastructure received by the council from developers, including: cash payments made for infrastructure charges and/or lieu of infrastructure requirements (such as green space), assets (such as land for community facilities) dedicated to local councils under an infrastructure charging regime and subdivision assets (such as roads and drainage) that developers hand over to local councils once they have been constructed.  c Data was only available for one SEQ and one Hobart council.  d Darwin City Council, Litchfield Council, Katherine Council and Alice Springs Council have development contribution plans in place for subdivisions. Developers are required to make a per lot contribution for local infrastructure such as roads external to the subdivision. Councils are not required to report the developer contributions collected to the Department of Lands and Planning.
Sources: Productivity Commission survey of state and territory planning departments and agencies (2010, unpublished); Productivity Commission survey of local councils (2010, unpublished); local council general purpose financial statements for 2009-10.
Infrastructure contributions
 were a higher share of council revenues in Sydney and Melbourne in 2009-10, when compared to other capital city planning areas (table 6.11). Across all capital city planning areas, land (including land under roads), roads and drainage accounted for the large majority of ‘in kind’ developer contributions.

Councils in Sydney and Melbourne also retained higher levels of unspent developer contributions than other capital city planning areas. The aggregate level of contributions unspent by Melbourne councils were usually the equivalent of three years collections, at most. In contrast, for two Sydney councils, the aggregate level of unspent contributions amounted to over 10 years of collections (assuming those annual collections were not dissimilar to the 2009-10 year).

There are a number of possible reasons for the variation across councils evident in table 6.11, including:

· Melbourne, and to a lesser extent, Sydney councils are more transparent in their reporting of subdivision assets (such as roads and drainage) that developers hand over to them. Hence, some of the infrastructure contributions for other cities may be under reported

· the small population (and rating base) of some councils contributes to a higher ratio of development contributions to total council income — this is particularly the case for councils in new development areas.

While councils with higher infrastructure charges might be expected to have higher infrastructure contributions overall, that is not necessarily the case. For example, Pittwater council has among the highest infrastructure charges for residential development at $62 000 per lot, but only collected $547 000 in infrastructure charges in 2009-10 (Pittwater Council 2010).

Infrastructure charges across cities/jurisdictions

Comparisons of infrastructure charges within and across jurisdictions (figures 6.2 and 6.3 and table 6.12) need to be mindful of the unique characteristics of the developments to which such charges are applied. Greenfield developments, for example, have different yield potentials, constraints, potential land uses, environmental attributes and characteristics. Infill developments, on the other hand, vary in terms of the age and capacity of existing infrastructure to cope with the additional demands from new development. 

As noted above, differences in the range of infrastructure items covered by legislation and development control plans and the methodology used to apply those charges (including the definition of attributable costs and level of cost-recovery) makes comparisons difficult. Not surprisingly, it is difficult to obtain a consistent set of estimates even within the same council area. Also, the absence of a formal development contribution scheme in South Australia and Tasmania (where developers may negotiate agreements with individual councils — table 6.10) means that collection of data for these jurisdictions is problematic. 
That said, infrastructure charges for residential infill developments were highest in Brisbane at $27 000 per dwelling during the benchmarking period. However, Brisbane City Council (sub. DR74, p. 2) noted that limits imposed by the Sustainable Planning Act (SPA) 2009 (which came into operation in December 2009) meant that cost recovery of infrastructure charges is lower than 50 per cent in infill areas and that prior to the SPA, Brisbane City Council subsidised infrastructure charges for many years at up to 35 per cent. Accordingly, it commented that the subsidies do not appear to be reflected in the average charges shown above which only relates to the unsubsidised charge. Sydney has pursued a full cost recovery approach to infrastructure charges (applied to a wider range of infrastructure items including major roads, rail and social and recreational infrastructure) and this resulted in much higher charges ($15 000 per dwelling) than Adelaide ($5577), Perth ($5000) and, especially Melbourne ($1609).

Figure 6.
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Residential infrastructure charges infill and greenfield, 2009-10
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Data source: Urbis 2010b.

In 2009-10, greenfield infrastructure charges were generally much more significant than for infill developments, particularly in Sydney, Melbourne and Perth. Sydney had the highest residential infrastructure charges imposed on developers at an average of $37 300 per lot for greenfield developments, which also covered the broadest range of infrastructure items. Brisbane’s charges have risen significantly to be the second highest in 2009-2010 (at about $27 000 per greenfield lot). Adelaide charged for the narrowest range of infrastructure items and had the lowest charges though unusually the average infill charge ($5577) was higher than the average greenfield charge ($3693)
Table 6.
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Council infrastructure charges, June 2010

Per residential lot
	Council
	Charge ($)
	Council
	Charge ($)
	Council
	Charge ($)
	Council
	Charge ($)

	NSW
	
	Vica
	
	Qld
	
	WA
	

	Pittwater
	62 000
	Moreland City
	17 900
	Redland City
	40 319
	City of Wanneroo
	31 003

	Camden
	59 000
	Cardinia Shire
	17 000
	Gold Coast City
	32 146
	
	

	Ku-ring-ai
	54 000
	Stonnington
	12 400
	Sunshine Coast Regional
	26 089
	
	

	The Hills Shire
	54 000
	City of Whittlesea
	12 000
	Brisbane Cityc
	25 798
	
	

	Hawkesbury City
	51 000
	Yarra City
	 8 400
	Moreton Bay Regional
	24 818
	
	

	Blacktown City
	44 000
	
	
	Townsville City
	24 511
	
	

	Campbell-town City
	41 000
	
	
	Cairns Regional
	24 158
	
	

	Leichardt Municipal
	40 000
	
	
	Toowoomba Regional
	23 952
	
	

	Wyong Shire
	35 000
	
	
	Ipswich City
	22 095
	
	

	Tweed Shire
	32 585
	
	
	Logan City
	15 271
	
	

	Liverpool City
	31 000
	
	
	Scenic Rim Regional
	14 983
	
	

	Sydney City
	27 000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Manly
	20 000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sutherland Shire
	14 500
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ashfield Municipal
	 9 201
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City of Canada Bay
	 3 000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Warringah
	1% of DCb
	
	
	
	
	
	


a Figures for Moreland, Stonnington and Yarra relate to infill developments.  b DC denotes development cost. c Brisbane City Council (sub. DR74, p. 2) noted that in Brisbane charges are also collected and remitted to private developers who provide infrastructure. The developers’ charges are reduced if infrastructure is provided — although this is not reflected in the approval. Therefore, the Council commented that the charges shown in Table 6.12 do not accurately represent the actual final charge paid by the developer.
Sources: Urban Taskforce Australia (sub. 59); AEC (2010), PC Local Government Survey 2010 (unpublished), Urbis (2010b).

As well as the breadth of items charged for, higher greenfield infrastructure charges in locations such as Sydney also reflected the adoption of a full cost recovery approach to charging which was applied more strictly to greenfield as opposed to infill development. Sydney greenfield development charges included major roads, social and recreational infrastructure. Melbourne includes state based water infrastructure charges for greenfield development in new growth areas but not for infill development.

Infrastructure charges for both infill and greenfield locations in a selection of LGAs are presented in table 6.12.
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Employment lands infrastructure charges, 2009-10
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a ’Employment land’ is a broad collective descriptive of land applied to industrial and commercial uses.
Data source: APP/Landcorp WA (2010).

Comparisons of infrastructure charges for employment lands are even starker with New South Wales towering over other jurisdictions (for which information is available) at $550 000 per hectare.
 This was around double the figure in Queensland and more than three times that charged in Victoria in 2009-10 (figure 6.3).

More specifically, a recent comparison of infrastructure charges for around 20 retail (supermarket) developments approved in 2009 and 2010 in New South Wales, Queensland and Victoria found that Queensland had a significantly higher average infrastructure charge rate of $28 000 per 100 sqm of gross lettable area compared to $16 000 in New South Wales and $4000 in Victoria (Urbis 2010c). Noting that this form of development was generally comparable across states in terms of size, retail mix and development cost, the authors went on to comment that:
There is a great deal of inconsistency in infrastructure charges for retail developments between NSW, Queensland and Victoria. Importantly, within each state the range of infrastructure charges between different locations is so great as to be a significant risk factor for development investment. (Urbis 2010c, p. ii)
In support of the conclusion, the study found that there was significant variation in infrastructure charges as a share of overall development costs. In New South Wales, these shares ranged from less than 1 per cent to 9.5 per cent, in Queensland from less than 1 per cent to 25 per cent and in Victoria from less than 1 per cent to just under 3 per cent.
Leading practice in levying developer contributions

Broadly, the appropriate allocation of capital costs hinges on the extent to which infrastructure provides services to those in a particular location relative to the community more widely. The Commission has previously enumerated the following principles:

· use upfront charging to finance major shared infrastructure, such as trunk infrastructure, for new developments where the incremental costs associated with each development can be well established and where such increments are likely to vary across developments. This would also accommodate ‘out of sequence’ development
· infill development where system-wide components need upgrading or augmentation that provide comparable benefits to incumbents should be funded out of borrowings and recovered through rates or taxes (or the fixed element in periodic utility charges) 
· for local roads, paving and drainage, it is efficient for developers to construct them, dedicate them to local government and pass the full costs on to residents (through higher land purchase prices) on the principle of beneficiary pays
· for social infrastructure which satisfies an identifiable demand related to a particular development (such as a neighbourhood park) the costs should be allocated to that development with upfront developer charges an appropriate financing mechanism
· for social infrastructure where the services are dispersed more broadly, accurate cost allocation is difficult if not impossible and should be funded with general revenue unless direct user charges (such as for an excludable service like a community swimming pool) are possible.
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Delivering infrastructure

Concerns over the coordination of infrastructure delivery with planning and development processes were frequently raised with the Commission during its consultations for this study — for example, the ‘[c]oordination of service infrastructure provision often lags behind planning processes’ (Western Australian Local Government Association, sub. 41, p. 10). These concerns are not new, having also been raised as a potential issue in Melbourne 2030 — ‘[t]oo often the delivery of infrastructure lags behind the development it is meant to serve’ (Department of Infrastructure (Vic) 2002, p. 120). Box 6.7 provides some examples of poor coordination from the submissions to this study. 

The failure to coordinate the delivery of infrastructure with development can have a number of effects, including:

· isolating residential developments on the city fringe for a considerable amount of time before they are adequately serviced by public transport, schools and health services (City of Marion, sub. 3)

· detracting from the ability of local councils to zone land for future ‘release’ and limiting their ability to approve land subdivisions or housing developments (Australian Local Government Association, sub. 33)

· creating ‘uncertainty and inconsistency’, deterrents to business investment, relocation and time costs for developers, and financing difficulties for developers (Adelaide City Council, sub. 23) 
· creating significant financial, environmental and social costs where infrastructure agencies are forced to deal with development on a number of fronts before the capacity in existing areas is ‘efficiently utilised’ (Department of Infrastructure (Vic) 2002).
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Examples of poor coordination in the delivery of infrastructure

	Western Australia

The Western Australian Local Government Association contends:

Even when land has been earmarked for development for a number of years in strategic documents, the provision of services does not follow in a timely manner and in some instances does not occur at all (due to costs of provision). There have been many attempts in recent years by Local Governments and the Department of Planning (DoP) to engage with service providers to coordinate strategic planning. The Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) has an Infrastructure Coordinating Committee (ICC), however, they have no power to ensure coordination occurs. (sub. 41, p. 10)

Buckland Park, South Australia

Buckland Park is a proposed development outside the fringe of metropolitan Adelaide. The development will not be serviced by regular public transport in its early stages and so will be largely car dependent. While the developer is said to have funded a community bus to provide some transport services, as at August 2010 there had been no state government commitment to a public transport service for the suburb (Adelaide City Council, sub. 23 and Council of Capital City Lord Mayors, sub. 31).

Hobart, Tasmania
The Council of Capital City Lord Mayors contend that in Hobart, as a result of the absence of any real metropolitan or regional planning, a reactive approach of responding to planning/development/infrastructure needs once they reach a certain threshold has prevailed. The approach has resulted in unfettered growth in the south east beaches area that has placed increasing pressure on the road network (Council of Capital City Lord Mayors, sub. 31).

	

	


In contrast, good coordination can lead to ‘[m]ore quality, higher value projects being delivered; increased willingness to invest/develop; and greater resident knowledge and satisfaction with on-ground developments’ (Adelaide City Council, sub. 23, p. 5). 
However, given that infrastructure is costly and takes time to build, it is not possible for governments or businesses to deliver infrastructure instantaneously to every potential development across a city. Priorities must be set.

Coordinating infrastructure in the new development areas of capital cities

Coordinating the delivery of infrastructure can be a complex task. For most cities and jurisdictions it will involve a number of government departments and agencies (including those responsible for transport, health and education), as well as private sector infrastructure providers. The planning arrangements within a city can add to this complexity — for example, within in the City of Perth local council area, the Western Australian Planning Commission, the East Perth Redevelopment Authority and the Swan River Trust, as well as the City of Perth Council, are all planning decision making authorities (Western Australian Local Government Association, sub. 41, p. 10). Further, coordination and cooperation in the provision of infrastructure between different councils is also required for matters such as stormwater and bicycle routes (Adelaide City Council, sub. 23).

The coordination of infrastructure delivery was most often raised as an issue in the context of greenfield development areas. Servicing greenfield areas with economic infrastructure involves a mix of government and private sector infrastructure providers, with that mix varying depending upon the city (table 6.13). 

Aside from managing the mix of infrastructure providers, the task of coordinating infrastructure provision is made more difficult given each state government ‘in many instances needs to fund the delivery of … key infrastructure, but has [its] own separate ‘planning’ cycle’ that may not align with the development cycle (Australian Local Government Association, sub. 33, p. 9). Accordingly, there can be delays in delivering key infrastructure such as arterial roads which may then flow onto delays in the completion times for other aspects of infrastructure (including local roads). In this context, the extent of committed budget funding for infrastructure (table 6.3) is an important consideration in the ability to ensure the reasonable coordination of infrastructure provision.

Most jurisdictions use a mix of methods to coordinate infrastructure delivery (table 6.13). As noted in box 6.7, the absence of strategic land use planning in Hobart limits the scope for the coordination of infrastructure provision and has led to a more reactive approach to the provision of infrastructure in that city.
 The ACT is unique among the jurisdictions in that the vast majority of unserviced greenfield land is controlled by the ACT Government.
 This gives the ACT Government the ability to only ‘release’ land for development that has the requisite infrastructure in place or for which the installation of infrastructure is imminent.

Table 6.

 SEQ Table \* ARABIC 13
Methods applied to coordinate infrastructure provision in greenfield areas, 2009-10

Capital cities

	
	Syd
	Melb
	SEQ
	Per
	Adel
	Hob
	Can
	Dar

	Infrastructure coordination considered in the strategic land use plan
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	naa
	(
	Nob

	Methods
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Detailed land use planning
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	
	(
	

	Dedicated infrastructure planning (including a focus on coordination)
	
	(
	(c
	
	(d
	
	
	

	Alternative process(es)
	PAPe
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Statutory body
	
	GAAf
	ULDAf
	
	
	
	
	

	Coordination committee
	(g
	(h
	RCC
	ICC
	GPCC
	
	(i
	

	Engaging with private sector and GBE infrastructure providers
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(


GAA Growth Areas Authority.  GPCC Government Planning and Coordination Committee.  ICC Infrastructure Coordinating Committee.  PAP Precinct Acceleration Protocol.  RCC Regional Coordination Committee.   ULDA Urban Land Development Authority.  a Not applicable. Hobart does not have a strategic land use plan, however coordination is recognised as an issue in the Tasmanian Infrastructure Strategy.  b Although the plan does includes a target to ‘develop economic infrastructure in Territory Growth Towns’.  c At both the level of state and local government.  d This is anticipated in the 30-year Plan for Greater Adelaide, but is yet to come into full effect. e Applies in prescribed areas only.  f The operation of this body is limited to prescribed areas and the coordination of infrastructure is one part of its broader responsibilities.  g From 2006-2010, the Infrastructure and Planning Committee of Cabinet and Land Supply CEOs Group served this function. Their role has been subsumed by the Land and Housing Supply Coordination Task Force (LHSCTF) announced in September 2010, although the LHSCTF is more focused on infrastructure funding than coordination.  h Victorian Department of Planning and Community Development indicated a coordination committee existed but did not name that committee. i A Regional Management Framework exists between the ACT and New South Wales Governments. 
Source: ACT-NSW Regional Management Framework; Department of Infrastructure and Planning (Qld) (2010d); Department of Planning (WA) (2010); Department of Planning and Local Government (SA) (2010); Productivity Commission survey of state planning departments and agencies (2010, unpublished).
While some jurisdictions have statutory bodies with powers and/or responsibilities for providing infrastructure, such as VicUrban (Victoria), Landcorp (Western Australia) and Land Development Agency (ACT), only the Growth Areas Authority (GAA — Victoria) and Urban Land Development Authority (ULDA — Queensland) have the coordination of infrastructure among their responsibilities: the GAA can only apply these powers in Victoria’s government declared ‘designated growth areas’ and the ULDA can only apply these powers in the few precincts across Queensland that have been declared ‘Urban Development Areas’ by the Queensland Government.

Not of all the methods employed by the jurisdictions to coordinate the delivery of infrastructure have been effective.
 In Western Australia, the Infrastructure Coordinating Committee’s (ICC’s) effectiveness has been limited due to its ‘relatively low‑level role as an advisor to the WAPC’ (Economic Audit Committee 2009, p. 96). The Economic Audit Committee (2009) also noted that the ICC’s rejuvenation was essential to delivering robust strategic infrastructure planning in Western Australia.
South Australia’s Government Planning and Coordination Committee (GPCC — box 6.8) seems well placed to contribute to coordination outcomes due to its wide 
engagement of the state bureaucracy, role in promoting accountability and clearly defined responsibilities for infrastructure. Both Victoria’s GAA and Queensland’s ULDA also have strong models for coordinating the delivery of infrastructure (box 6.9). However, both models have certain limits to their effectiveness:

· the GAA’s ability to coordinate infrastructure delivery is curtailed by the inability to either bind infrastructure providers to their commitments to deliver the immediate and near term infrastructure needs of settlements (as determined and agreed through the Precinct Structure Planning (PSP) process) or to direct the provision of infrastructure (using similar powers to those of the ULDA)

· the ULDA has the broadest and most complete powers to ensure the delivery of infrastructure, but these powers can only be applied in the few precincts across Queensland declared as Urban Development Areas by the Queensland Government.
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Coordination Committees and frameworks

	Regional Coordination Committee (RCC) — Queensland

The function of an RCC is to advise the State about the development and implementation of a region’s regional plan. The regional planning Minister determines the membership of an RCC and members must include a Minister, mayor, councillor of a local council or an ‘appropriately qualified person’. RCCs are also allocated key roles in confirming priorities in, and monitoring implementation of, regional plans — including the delivery of infrastructure.

Infrastructure Coordinating Committee (ICC) — Western Australia

ICC members include representatives from departments with responsibility for land development, housing, environment, water, health, state development and transport (among other areas), and representatives from the Western Australian State Treasury and Department of the Premier and Cabinet. It advises the WAPC on plans for the provision of infrastructure and promotes inter-agency cooperation in decisions related to urban development. It has the power to coordinate the urban development program and the provision of infrastructure for land development.
Government Planning and Coordination Committee (GPCC) — South Australia

The GPCC is made of the chief executives of state government agencies (including those responsible for water, health, education, transport, energy and infrastructure). Part of the GPCC’s role is to ensure greater accountability of individual agencies in the delivery of policies and targets contained in the 30-year Plan for Greater Adelaide. The GPCC is charged with working with local councils on a number of matters, including:

· addressing critical infrastructure issues associated with the development of new growth areas and transit corridors 

· securing and coordinating the delivery of infrastructure into areas identified as ‘significant’ by the GPCC 

· overseeing and approving the structure planning priorities for new growth areas and transit corridors.

The GPCC is compelled to elevate strategic issues and/or decision making to the level of Cabinet when and where it is relevant to do so.
Regional Management Framework (RMF) — ACT 

The RMF was agreed to by the New South Wales and ACT Governments in 2006. The RMF seeks to ensure the cooperative management of issues across the New South Wales-ACT border, including matters relating to the location, sequencing and timing of urban development and related infrastructure such as roads, communications and water, as well as community infrastructure.

	Sources: ACT-NSW Regional Management Framework; Department of Infrastructure and Planning (Qld) (2010d); Department of Planning (WA) (2010); Department of Planning and Local Government (SA) (2010).
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Statutory bodies coordinating the provision of infrastructure

	Growth Areas Authority (GAA) — Victoria

The GAA was established in September 2006 under the Planning and Environment (Growth Areas Authority) Act 2006 (Vic). One of its objectives under that Act is to ‘ensure that infrastructure, services and facilities are provided in the growth areas in a coordinated and timely manner’. The GAA’s scope of operations are limited to the designated growth areas of: Casey-Cardinia; Hume; Melton-Caroline Springs; Whittlesea; Wyndham; and Mitchell.

The Precinct Structure Plan (PSP) process is the primary means used by the GAA to achieve the coordinated and timely delivery of infrastructure — the provision of infrastructure being only part of a broader set of planning matters covered in a PSP. As part of the PSP process the GAA engages with, and provides advance notice of the development to, infrastructure providers (including state agencies and local councils). The PSP is prepared with input from infrastructure providers (among other stakeholders) and includes details of the infrastructure to be provided for a development area, the responsible agencies and funding mechanisms. However, regardless of the contents of a PSP, a finalised PSP does not bind or commit infrastructure providers in any way. PSPs can take some time to prepare — the GAA’s indicative timeframes are 6–12 months for preplanning and 18–24 months for PSP preparation and approval. However, as detailed in chapter 4, prior to the reforms giving rise to the GAA’s indicative timeframes, some plans took up to six years to complete.1
Urban Land Development Authority (ULDA) — Queensland

The broader scope of the ULDA’s functions and powers are outlined in chapter 4 (table 4.16 ). Under the Urban Land Development Authority Act 2007 (Qld) the ULDA has broad powers, within declared Urban Development Areas, to:

· coordinate or provide infrastructure for urban development areas

· coordinate, provide or pay for, infrastructure on land outside urban development areas to help the performance of the authority’s functions relating to urban development areas

· issue directions to a state or local government entity to provide or maintain infrastructure.

As such, not only does the ULDA play a significant role in coordinating the provision of infrastructure in declared Urban Development Areas, it has the power to compel agencies to provide infrastructure where its coordination efforts fail or even to build the infrastructure itself — powers unique to any agency across Australia. 

	1. The Victorian Government noted that under the current reformed system, PSPs now take 2–3 years to complete. 
Sources: GAA (2009); GAA (2010); Productivity Commission survey of state planning departments and agencies (2010, unpublished); Urban Land Development Authority Act 2007 (Qld).

	

	


In the Draft Report, the Commission outlined a number of leading practice features of a designated infrastructure coordination body and sought input from participants on other mechanisms that could be used to bind state bodies to deliver agreed infrastructure within agreed timeframes. A number of participants responded to this call, with the New South Wales Business Chamber calling for the establishment of a new body modelled on that of Infrastructure Australia (a statutory agency providing advice to all governments on infrastructure issues including infrastructure requirements, pricing, financing and regulatory reform). The Chamber argued that the new body would be responsible for the oversight and management of infrastructure planning, development, funding and implementation:
Modelled on Infrastructure Australia, we propose that this body would operate at ‘arms length’ from government and provide detailed cost-benefit analysis for major projects, including consideration of the potential economic and social benefits to communities and regions. Based on this analysis, Infrastructure NSW would recommend projects to Cabinet for funding. Drawing on effective government models used elsewhere, the establishment of Infrastructure NSW would provide a robust, transparent and competitive structure for responsibly procuring, funding and delivering infrastructure projects. (sub. DR80, p. 2)

The Queensland Department of Infrastructure and Planning, on the other hand, commented that while Queensland’s infrastructure policy processes were not fully integrated, this did not lead to delays:
In Queensland, binding state infrastructure agreements are in place which are relative to the Structure Plan. While they run as a separate process to structure planning under a declared master planned area process, the delivery of the structure plan does not need to to held up by the making of an infrastructure agreement. (sub. DR93, p. 13).
Other participants simply agreed with the Commission’s leading practice proposal. The HIA said in this regard:
To have any real traction, the powers would need to be sufficient so that the authority is able to bind state agencies to their agreed implementation plans. The [Draft] report also rightly mentioned that Victoria’s Growth Areas Authority whilst responsible for delivering on the detailed planning of a new release area has no powers to compel the work to be carried out. (sub. DR91, p. 2)
Leading practice in the coordination of infrastructure provision

A number of ‘leading practice’ characteristics suggest themselves from the different approaches of the jurisdictions. Those characteristics are:

· an approach to the coordination of infrastructure grounded in detailed land use planning and supplemented by infrastructure specific planning

· a designated body responsible for the coordination of infrastructure in new development areas with:

· a wide remit. If the body is not responsible for an entire metropolitan area, then responsibility for those areas planned to accommodate the majority of the city’s growth would focus attention on the locations most in need of infrastructure co-ordination

· responsibility for engaging all infrastructure providers — both public and private — as part of the planning process 

· sufficient power to direct or otherwise bind infrastructure providers to their commitments to deliver the immediate and near term infrastructure needs of settlements (as determined and agreed through a structure planning process)  

· the ability to elevate significant strategic issues and/or decision making to the level of Cabinet when and where it is relevant to do so (as South Australia’s Government Planning and Coordination Committee is compelled to do).
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�	Chan et al (2009) noted that the overall level of infrastructure investment had remained relatively stable.


�	While the overall trend for infrastructure spending has been one of growth over the period 1998�99 to 2008-09, most jurisdictions have experienced brief periods of declining infrastructure spending (both at the state/territory and local council levels) over this period — particularly between 2000-01 and 2004-05.


�	Brisbane City Council (DR74, p. 1) noted that this was largely due to the Queensland Government introducing charges for transport and drainage. The State’s requirement for fair apportionment led to water and sewer headworks charges increasing from what was previously a basic tax with no relationship to the real cost.


�	In December 2010, the New South Wales Government released the Metropolitan Plan for Sydney 2036. This document supercedes the Metropolitan Strategy for Sydney to 2031 (including City of Cities: A Plan for Sydney’s Future). However, the City of Cities: A Plan for Sydney’s Future remains the relevant planning document for the benchmarking period of 2009�10.


�	The Northern Territory’s Infrastructure Strategy is currently being developed and will shortly be considered by the Territory Government. It is expected that the Strategy will be released during 2011.


�	In addition to the Roads 2025 Regional Road Development Strategy a draft ‘Freight Network Master Plan’ (MacTiernan 2002) was released in 2002. However, the document does not appear to have progressed since that time.


�	The ACT has an advantage over other jurisdictions in this regard as the land reserved for transport corridors has, by nature of the ACT’s land tenure system, always been government owned.


�	Brisbane City Council (DR74, p. 2) noted that the Queensland Government was reviewing the Infrastructure Charges Framework and had not been clear about how councils will manage the shortfall in revenue whilst maintaining their investment in infrastructure. It also noted that the review represented a shift away from the need and nexus principles described in box 6.4.


�	The North West Rail Link was originally considered in 1998 (as the North West Heavy Rail Link) and in 2005 was scheduled for completion by 2017. Since that time the project has: been changed to the North West Metro; had its scope curtailed due to budget constraints; been deferred due to budget cuts; and been re-established in 2010 with construction to start in 2017.


�	‘Development charges’ can also generate funds that are applied to the funding of infrastructure, but that is a secondary function


�	Headworks charges are up-front payments by developers for part or all of the costs incurred to provide the infrastructure required for new developments (both greenfield and infill).


�	These charges are traditionally described as ‘betterment taxes’.


�	 The Urban Taskforce Australia (sub. DR92, p. 58) commented that the New South Wales Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979, includes allowable infrastructure expenses that were not infrastructure in the ordinary sense of the word. Examples include the provision of affordable housing, carrying out of research and preparation of reports, studies or instruments.


�	Brisbane City Council (sub. DR74, p. 2) disputed this contention and said that in Brisbane the standard of infrastructure is kept to basic standards of service and the infrastructure that can be charged for is strictly limited.


�	Infrastructure contributions in this context includes all infrastructure received by the council, including: cash payments made for infrastructure charges and/or in lieu of infrastructure requirements (such as green space), assets (such as land for community facilities) dedicated to local councils under an infrastructure charging regime and subdivision assets (such as roads and drainage) that developers hand over to local councils once they have been constructed.


�	Water and rail infrastructure charges for Sydney greenfield development were removed in December 2008.


�	NSW Planning noted that the majority of employment land is either not charged for infrastructure provision or is charged a minimum local levy only. State levies are only applied in identified growth areas which lack sufficient support infrastructure such as the North West Growth Centre. A desktop review by the Growth Centres Commission of infrastructure contribution rates for industrial land within the Penrith, Blacktown and Fairfield LGAs last year found that contributions for industrial land ranged from $150 000 to $450 000 per hectare. In relation to the State contribution, the special infrastructure contribution levy of the Western Sydney Employment Area — land zoned industrial in Western Sydney — is set at $180 130 per hectare of net developable area.


�	The only formal infrastructure coordination function in Tasmania rests with the Tasmanian Planning Commission which is responsible for coordinated provision of transport and infrastructure for state significant projects.


�	Unserviced land is land without the infrastructure required for development.


�	The New South Wales Government established the Sydney Metropolitan Development Authority (SMDA) on 17 December 2010. Among the authority’s functions is the coordination of transport and infrastructure planning.


�	In the Draft Report, the Commission cited the New South Wales Precinct Acceleration Protocol (PAP) as an example of an ineffective infrastructure coordination mechanism. The New South Wales Department of Planning responded by saying that the PAP was not a coordination mechanism but an initiative to allow developers whose land is located within the Growth Centres, but not yet released by Government, to have their land considered for release (provided the developer funds the release costs including supporting infrastructure) in advance of the Government program. As such, the PAP process is an alternative means of providing infrastructure in appropriate circumstances and was not considered ineffective.


�	Extending these powers to include infrastructure commitments over the medium to long term would provide long term certainty to planners, developers and the community. However, to do so would come at the unjustifiable cost of a reduced capacity to respond to changes in technology, community preferences, business needs, government budgets and settlement patterns in the time between the initial planning of a settlement and the time the infrastructure is due to be delivered.
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