
  

 

Director,  Planned Precinct Infrastructure Delivery 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39 , Sydney   NSW   2001 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
Re: Re:   Submission re Problems– Proposed Special Infrastructure Contribution  
 
I have concerns about and see problems with the workings and implications of the proposed SIC 
model :-   
 

1. The model upon which you are asking for public feedback is overly simplistic.  It needs to contain 
more detail, which could also include “what if” or hypothetical situations.  

2. The model figures calculate to equate to 7,525 dwellings, this is in excess of the proposed 6,800 
dwellings. Such a level is excessive and is above the 22% increase of the North District Plan.  

3. Relying on such high levels of residential development will mean the “jobs focus” for the planned 
precinct is lost. 

4. The reliance on a contribution rate per dwelling will encourage approval of  DAs for housing to build 
up the Contribution.  There is thus a conflict of interest in best planning outcomes from development 
versus best financial outcomes for infrastructure funding. 

5. The supply of needed infrastructure will always lag behind the demand because the contribution is 
not made until the DA is considered by relevant authority.  Thus, a proportion of new homes, for 
example, will be in place but the infrastructure may not.   This is acknowledged on p 03 which states 
that SIC “…provides certainty…that infrastructure is funded and will be delivered alongside or soon 
after new developments”   .   SOON AFTER is not good enough. Infrastructure must come first. 

6. Developers have successfully made applications for deferment of paying SIC because they are not 
yet making any return – they do not see it as an advance payment, but rather as a payment to be 
funded when the sale of their product allows.  This aspect make the time lag even  worse. 

7. SIC should be fully paid on lodgement of a DA.  Then refunded if it is not approved. Of course, this 
introduces a conflict of interest for approval authorities. 

8. What controls are proposed to ensure that , P10 “the cost of the SIC should not be passed on to 
buyers”?  Having just seen the bad banking ethics exposed by a Royal Commission, it is impossible to 
believe that the cost of SIC will not contribute to the sale-price of dwellings. 

9. Works–in-Kind  have risks i) that developers will cherry-pick what they provide to primarily enhance 
appeal of their development, ii) that they will pay a reduced real rate because they will inflate the 
price of delivery (using a friendly quantity surveyor) and actually deliver the works for less cost. 

10. SIC should not be used to fund schools, roads nor the things normally provided for by taxes. 
Everybody pays taxes, the people in the new homes pay taxes, their taxes should be contributing 
towards schools, roads etc.  just as do everyone else’s taxes. 

11. Open Space schedule should include more new open space. 
12. The allocation of funds between the 3 LGAs does not seem justified as Willoughby gets a lot but has 

less of a burden of the excessive new development. 
13. More analysis needed on model implications, where apartments have already been approved or 

land already rezoned. 
 

I request the SIC model is reviewed and re-exhibited taking into account the above problems. 
 
Yours sincerely  
J S 
08 February  2019 
 


