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1 Executive summary 

This submission is made on behalf of the Western Sydney Planning Partnership (Planning 

Partnership). It presents the Planning Partnership’s priorities for the reform of the infrastructure 

contributions systems in NSW. The Planning Partnership is a local government led initiative. 

Therefore, this submission focusses mostly on the funding of local infrastructure.1  

The nine councils that are part of the Planning Partnership administer almost 50 contributions 

plans (both s7.11 contributions plans and section s7.12 contributions plans) and the total value of 

infrastructure and related costs in these plans exceeds $9.5 billion. In addition, the nine councils 

have entered into over 190 planning agreements which include commitments to deliver $1.1 billion 

worth of local infrastructure.  

The Planning Partnership appreciates the opportunity to provide input to the Review of 

Infrastructure Contributions in NSW and looks forward to working with the Productivity Commission 

during the next phase of consultation.  

 

List of Recommendations 

1. The Planning Partnership recommends that if some form of Essential Works List is retained 

in the future:  

- there should be a clear and stated policy basis for what is considered essential and what 

is not   

- it should have regard to benchmarks for the amount and type of infrastructure required 

to support growth  

- items on list should be clearly defined and the scope of works covered by each item be 

clarified   

- it should specifically address green infrastructure (ie, open space for recreation, urban 

and bushland and waterways) 

- where items are excluded, alternate funding sources (such as grants or SIC 

contributions) should be identified. 

2. The Planning Partnership recommends that councils are supported to build capacity to 

secure land at a lower cost. This could be achieved by sharing resources across several 

councils.  Alternatively, the NSW Government could take a more active role in supporting 

councils to acquire land sooner and for lower costs. This could include an expanded role for 

the Office of Strategic Lands.   

  

                                                
1 On some issues, this submission might not represent the views of individual councils or non-council 
members of the Planning Partnership. 
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3. The Planning Partnership recommends the NSW Government encourage sustainable council 

borrowing for essential infrastructure to support new growth. This could include: 

- Clarifying implications of borrowing on councils’ fit for future standing 

- Confirming that contributions plans can include the interest cost associated with any 

borrowings for infrastructure in the plan 

- Government underwriting the risk in repaying borrowings 

4. The Planning Partnership recommends that the Productivity Commission consider the 

problems an independent review of contributions plan was trying to solve and whether the 

IPART review function remains that best way of dealing with any of these problems that 

persist.   

5. If an independent review is maintained in the new system of developer contributions, the 

Planning Partnership recommends that:  

- Existing review thresholds are replaced with suitable thresholds for each infrastructure 

category and are based on works-only (i.e., excluding land)  

- all parties (councils, IPART and Minister’s delegate) involved in the review process be 

held to set timeframes. 

- the Minister’s delegate be required to provide an explanation of why any independent 

recommendations are not supported 

- the Department of Planning, Industry and Environment commit to updating policy or 

relevant guidance material to address issues identified through the independent review 

process. 

6. The Planning Partnership recommends further work is done to clarify responsibilities for 

providing and funding stormwater management infrastructure. 

7. The Planning Partnership recommends that the Department of Planning, Industry and 

Environment, through a consultative process involving councils and industry, establish a 

standard structure and format for all contributions plans.   

8. The Planning Partnership recommends councils be supported financially and through the 

publishing of clear guidance documents and/or templates to consolidate existing 

contributions plans, potentially into a single plan for each local government area.  

9. The Planning Partnership recommends a review of the appropriate percentage for section 

7.12 contributions. 

10. The Planning Partnership recommends that: 

- a consistent policy basis for the consideration of exemptions be developed 

- the impact of the granting exemptions on the availability of funding for infrastructure be 

considered and where appropriate an alternate funding source identified to fill the gap 

created 
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- information regarding across the board exemptions be provided in a single source so it 

is easy to find. 

11. The Planning Partnership recommends councils are provided with funding to update plans, 

invest in electronic contributions management systems and improve online access to plan-

related information 

12. The Planning Partnership recommends that the Department of Planning, Industry and 

Environment publish clear and comprehensive policy guidance to support the implementation 

of a new contributions system. 

13. The Planning Partnership recommends that the Integrated Planning and Reporting 

Framework be adjusted to incorporate reporting on the implementation aspects of the 

contributions system – what has been provided, what is being provided and what is being 

planned for provision. This would assist with ensuring infrastructure planning and funding 

becomes integrated into the broader operations of council. 
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2 Reform priorities 

2.1 Ensure secure and sustainable funding for essential infrastructure 

An effective infrastructure contributions system must start with an agreement about what 

infrastructure is required to facilitate new development.  

The NSW Government needs to be clear about its expectations for the level of service in new and 

changing communities and it must ensure that adequate funding is available to meet the expected 

level of service.  

As noted in the Productivity Commission’s Issues Paper, local government’s revenue raising 

capacity is constrained. Recently announced changes to the rate peg to account for population 

growth will help meet some of councils’ ongoing costs of servicing new residential population but 

should not be viewed as a funding source for upfront land and works costs.  

Special variations to the rate peg are also unsuitable funding source for these upfront costs. It 

would take many years to generate enough money to fund essential infrastructure through revenue 

from a special variation (and currently the maximum period for any special variation is seven 

years).  There are also equity implications because ratepayers in already established areas have 

not had to pay for growth infrastructure.  

Further, if council rates are increased they will add to cost of living expenses in areas where 

housing affordability is already a concern.  In contrast, in a well-functioning developer contributions 

system, a developer should be able to estimate the contribution amount, along with other known 

construction costs, and factor this into the price they are willing to pay for the raw land.   

If councils are responsible for providing infrastructure they should be assured of secure and 

sustainable funding to pay for the infrastructure. It is estimated that one Western Sydney Council is 

unable to recover at least $360 million of works that it will need to provide. This represents about 

10 per cent of the value of all works.   

If it is proven that funding for the infrastructure through developer contributions does impact 

development feasibility, councils should be offered grant funding.  

Restricting what councils can fund from contributions without making sure there is alternative 

funding available to meet expected level of service can lead to inefficient models of delivery or 

absence of essential services. The imposition of an Essential Works List for section 7.11 

contributions is particularly concerning (see breakout box below).2  

 

  

                                                
2 All contributions plans that propose a maximum residential contribution above the relevant review threshold 
(currently $30,000 per dwelling/ lot in identified greenfield areas and $20,000 per dwelling/ lot elsewhere) are 
subject to an Essential Works List. The Essential Works List is defined in the Local Infrastructure 
Contributions Practice Note.  
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Recommendation  

1. The Planning Partnership recommends that if some form of Essential Works List is retained 

in the future:  

- there should be a clear and stated policy basis for what is considered essential and what 

is not   

- it should have regard to benchmarks for the amount and type of infrastructure required to 

support growth  

- items on list should be clearly defined and the scope of works covered by each item be 

clarified   

- the infrastructure requirements of infill development should be recognised  

- it should specifically address green infrastructure (i.e., open space for recreation, urban 

and bushland and waterways) 

- where items are excluded, alternate funding sources (such as grants or SIC 

contributions) should be identified. 

2.2 Improve councils’ capacity to secure land at a lower cost  

The cost of acquiring land for local infrastructure is significant and, in some cases, exceeds half 

the total cost of infrastructure in a contributions plan.  In greenfield areas, this is often due to the 

extensive amount of land required for open space and stormwater management.  In infill areas, the 

quantity of land required may be smaller but its unit cost (e.g., dollars per square metre) is typically 

higher than in greenfield areas. 

Councils in the Western Sydney Planning Partnership are subject to high levels of financial risk 

when it comes to acquiring land. Although significant, the costs included in a contributions plan are 

often far less than the price councils have to pay when it comes time to purchase the land. This is 

because land prices escalate rapidly.  

To address this problem, the Planning Partnerships supports the indexation of contributions rates 

by a bespoke land value index or the ABS Established House Price Index (Sydney) for plans that 

contain a substantial amount of land and where the relevant council has not already acquired most 

of this land. 

However, we also acknowledge that indexing contributions will generally increase contribution 

rates and that reforms would ideally reduce developer charges as well as ensure councils have 

sufficient revenue to fund acquisitions.  

Several councils view compulsory acquisition as an onerous process from both an administrative 

and cost basis. At least one Western Sydney council has a policy not to acquire land through 

compulsory acquisition, instead waiting for land to be offered for sale.  The Planning Partnership 

believes that councils could acquire land at lower costs, including through earlier acquisitions, if 

they had enhanced capacity and capability to: 

1. Borrow funds from TCorp or another financial institution to finance acquisitions ahead of 

receiving contributions revenue (see recommendation below) 
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2. Prepare strategic land acquisition programs  

3. Better negotiate the complexities of the compulsory acquisition process   

4. Maintain land and prohibit illegal dumping in the time between purchase and when it is 

required for local infrastructure. 

The lack of capacity within individual councils may be partly due to the small number of 

transactions undertaken by each council.  This could be addressed by developing capacity and 

capability across a group of councils. 

Alternatively, the NSW Government could take a more active role in support councils to acquire 

land sooner and for lower costs. This could include an expanded role for the Office of Strategic 

Lands (OSL).  Using its acquisition expertise, OSL could help councils establish priorities for land 

acquisition, obtain independent valuations for each parcel of land and commence negotiations with 

affected landowners to successfully deliver the land to councils for local infrastructure projects. 

Expanding the role of OSL may also enhance efficiencies in the land acquisition process in 

situations where one or more NSW Government agencies require land within the same or adjacent 

lot as land that is required by a local council. In such cases, the land owner would only have to 

deal with one party, instead of two.  

Recommendation  

2. The Planning Partnership recommends that councils are supported to build capacity to 

secure land at a lower cost. This could be achieved by sharing resources across several 

councils.  Alternatively, the NSW Government could take a more active role in supporting 

councils to acquire land sooner and for lower costs. This could include an expanded role for 

the Office of Strategic Lands.   

2.3 Encourage sustainable borrowing for essential infrastructure  

The Issues Paper asks whether earlier land acquisition could be funded by pooling of 

contributions, or borrowings.  Councils in the Western Sydney Planning Partnership support 

borrowing between contributions accounts (pooling of contributions) for purchasing land however 

they often don’t have the funds to do so.  

The use of borrowing is constrained by perceptions that Councils in the Western Sydney Planning 

Partnership are concerned that borrowing from TCorp or another financial institution can 

jeopardise their ‘fit for future’ standing.  In some cases, councils have prioritised borrowing for 

other civic projects over contribution plan items.  

One council has applied under the NSW Government’s Low Cost Loan Initiative for a subsidy on a 

10-year loan it intends to use to assist with forward-funding delivery of some infrastructure in a 

contributions plan. Several councils are aware of the initiative but have decided not to apply.  
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Recommendation  

3. The Planning Partnership recommends the NSW Government encourage sustainable council 

borrowing for essential infrastructure to support new growth. This could include: 

- Clarifying implications of borrowing on councils’ fit for future standing 

- Confirming that contributions plans can include the interest cost associated with any 

borrowings for infrastructure in the plan 

- Government underwriting the risk in repaying borrowings. 

2.4 Refine IPART’s plan assessment function  

For the past decade, the Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal (IPART) has been required 

to review certain contributions plans that propose residential contributions over a threshold 

amount.3   

The current review arrangements are problematic for a number of reasons and have led to:  

• Uncertainty for councils and developers 

• Additional costs to councils (preparing applications and responding to IPART requests) 

• Reliance on other funding sources 

• Gaming of the system 

• Geographic distortions 

• Delays in approving development. 

 

Need for an independent review  

The discussion paper recently exhibited by the Department of Planning, Industry and Environment 

(DPIE) said that the purpose of reviewing higher-rate local infrastructure contributions plans is to 

ensure transparency and accountability.4 At other times, IPART’s assessment function has been 

justified on the grounds of perceived ‘gold-plating’ of infrastructure in contributions plans.  

However, it is not clear that assessment by IPART is the most efficient or effective way to ensure 

transparency and accountability in the contributions system.  

Alternative ways of enhancing transparency and accountability, or reducing the opportunities for 

gold-platting, may include: 

• establishing clear standards or benchmark levels of provision 

                                                
3 IPART assesses contributions plans that propose contributions above $30,000 per lot or dwelling in 
identified greenfield areas and $20,000 per dwelling in other areas. Some areas are exempt from review.  
4 DPIE, Improving the review of local infrastructure contributions plans, Discussion Paper 
April 2020. 
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• establishing agreed asset standards for new/upgraded infrastructure 

• publishing benchmark costs based on the efficient cost of meeting the required asset 

standards 

• enhancing the accessibility of plan information (e.g. through standardised presentation of 

information) so that developers and other stakeholders can scrutinise plans during the 

statutory exhibition period. 

 

Review thresholds  

The current review thresholds are $30,000 per dwelling/ lot in identified greenfield areas and 

$20,000 per dwelling/ lot elsewhere. Importantly, these thresholds are also the cut-off point for 

funding of community facilities or other infrastructure that is not on the Essential Works List. 

Under the current system, plans for areas with high land values are more likely to trigger 

the existing review thresholds, even though councils have little control over the price of land they 

are obliged to acquire for local infrastructure. This also means that areas with high land values are 

more likely to have to find alternative sources of funding for items that are not included on the 

Essential Works List.  This is clearly not equitable. 

The ‘all in one’ review threshold has also led councils to pursue inefficient approaches to managing 

development impacts. For example, one Western Sydney council removed certain stormwater 

management assets from a contributions plan to ensure the contribution rates did not reach the 

review threshold.  This required the installation of many ‘temporary’ basins and long-term higher 

maintenances costs that have not been an efficient outcome. 

Similarly, the policy does not recognise that the inclusion of some road infrastructure in 

contributions plans is to facilitate orderly development and equitably distribute the land and cost 

burden across the area to which the plan applies.  

Earlier this year, DPIE proposed increases to the contribution thresholds. While increasing the 

review thresholds is welcome, it does not address the structural issues with the existing thresholds.  

If, in a new system of developer contributions, an independent review role is retained, an 

assessment function that is triggered by contributions reaching a threshold amount, the thresholds 

should:   

• include only works (not land) costs,  

• be set for each infrastructure category (rather than all categories combined). 

Further, any caps should be set with reference to the actual cost of providing the infrastructure that 

is required, rather than at arbitrary amounts.  
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Timeframe for review process and response  

The IPART review process creates significant delays in the making of a new or revised 

contributions plan.  This can, in turn, lead to delays in approving development applications5 and 

adds to the uncertainty of local infrastructure funding arrangements. While councils are held to 

strict deadlines for the assessment of DAs, there are no legislative timeframes for the review of 

contributions plans.  

In its November 2019 submission to the NSW Productivity Commission, IPART reported that the 

review process takes an average of two years. This includes an average time period of 17 months 

between IPART finalising its assessment report and the applicant council receiving advice from the 

Minister on how to amend its plan.6  

The Minster has recently nominated the Deputy Secretary, Greater Sydney Place and 

Infrastructure, to advise councils of any amendments required to the contributions plan following 

an IPART review.  This should reduce the length of time councils have had to wait for a response 

however DPIE must also ensure appropriate resources are allocated to the review of IPART 

assessment reports and the preparation of internal advice to the Minister’s delegate.  

Lessons from past IPART reviews and continual feedback of findings into policy 

development 

Over the past ten years, the largest adjustments to costs or contribution rates recommended by 

IPART have related to:  

• the use of what it considers ‘unreasonable’ costing sources 

• the application of allowances for cost contingencies 

• methods of calculating contribution rates, including the apportionment of costs across 

different types of development. 

These are issues that could be addressed through clearer policy guidance.  

Individual councils that have submitted several plans to IPART have, over time, become more 

familiar with IPART’s expectations on each of these matters, However, IPART’s findings and 

recommendations do not appear to have fed into the development of NSW Government policy and 

guidelines.  This risks councils unfamiliar with IPART’s previous decisions making the same 

‘mistakes’.  It also means that the benefit of IPART’s insights are not shared with councils who 

have plans that do not trigger an IPART review.   

Further, while IPART’s reports provide robust explanations for each of its recommendations, the 

response from the Minister (or the Minister’s delegate) only indicates which recommendations the 

council must address.  Councils are not provided with any explanation for why certain 

                                                
5 A consent authority must not determine a development application in relation to land under a Precinct Plan 
in the State Environmental Planning Policy (Sydney Region Growth Centres) 2006, unless a section 7.11 
contributions plan for that land is in force. (Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000, 
cl 270A) 
6 IPART submission to Kickstarting the productivity conversation discussion paper, 27 November 2019.  
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recommendations are supported/not supported.  This is a particular concern where IPART has 

recommended the inclusion of certain land or works but the Minster or Minister’s delegate has not 

agreed. 

This lack of explanation also means there is no position or direction from the Minister as to how 

this item of infrastructure can or will be delivered. 

Recommendations 

4. The Planning Partnership recommends that the Productivity Commission consider the 

problems an independent review of contributions plan was trying to solve and whether the 

IPART review function remains that best way of dealing with any of these problems that 

persist.   

5. If an independent review is maintained in the new system of developer contributions, the 

Planning Partnership recommends that:  

- Existing review thresholds are replaced with suitable thresholds for each infrastructure 

category and are based on works-only (i.e., excluding land)  

- all parties (councils, IPART and Minister’s delegate) involved in the review process 

be held to set timeframes. 

- the Minister’s delegate be required to provide an explanation of why any independent 

recommendations are not supported 

- the Department of Planning, Industry and Environment commit to updating policy or 

relevant guidance material to address issues identified through the independent review 

process.  

2.5 Clarify responsibilities for providing and funding stormwater 
management infrastructure 

The responsibility for managing stormwater is shared between private land owners, councils and 

state-owned corporations. The responsibilities vary by location, as well as the type of stormwater 

infrastructure. Strategies for managing stormwater in an urban environment may require 

investment in riparian land, corridor stabilisation works, detention basins, bioretention basins/ 

raingardens/ swales, and drainage channels.  

Depending on the type and location of development, infrastructure for stormwater management is 

funded through one or more of the following: 

• Development contributions levied pursuant to section 64 of the Local Government Act 1993  

• Development contributions levied pursuant to section 7.11 or section 7.12 of the EP&A Act  

• Requirements for developers to mitigate stormwater quantity and quality impacts on site 

(e.g., through on-site detention)  
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• Periodic charges on property owners levied by state-owned corporations (e.g., Sydney 

Water charges in the Rouse Hill Development Area).7  

In addition to creating confusion, these funding arrangements are inequitable. In areas where 

contributions are levied under section 7.11 of the EP&A Act 1979, the stormwater component may 

tip residential contributions over the relevant IPART review threshold, which in turn triggers the 

application of an essential works list. This means that plans for these areas cannot include 

community facilities and these must instead be funded through council’s general revenue or 

government grants.   

Section 7.11 plans are less likely to reach the IPART-review threshold in areas where the council 

requires developers to provide all stormwater infrastructure through direct provision,8 where 

Sydney Water is the Trunk Drainage Authority or where stormwater is funded through contributions 

levied under section 64 of the Local Government Act 1993.  

When the review thresholds “cap” were introduced, the policy did not recognise that the inclusion 

of stormwater, water quality and quantity devices/basins and some road infrastructure into 

contributions plans was not because they were “essential” but to facilitate orderly development and 

equitably distribute the land and cost burden across the drainage catchments and Plan. That is, 

these items are expected as being direct provision, but councils have included them in 

contributions plans in areas where there is multiple ownership, to assist all stakeholders. This 

purpose was lost or misunderstood when the cap was introduced, and the consequence is that 

social infrastructure for which development contributions were particular introduced to deliver are 

not being provided in lieu of items which should be direct provision. 

The range of funding mechanism used also means that the costs are also borne by different 

parties. Notably, developers pay contributions and bear the cost of works required through direct 

provision. In contrast, periodic charges are borne by property owners once development is 

complete.  Further, some charges are regulated and others are not.  

The Planning Partnership is preparing a Street Design Guidelines and an Engineering Design 

Manual. These documents will help to achieve a better quality and more consistent approach to 

managing stormwater across councils in Western Sydney. However, reform of the funding 

arrangements to support the implementation of these documents is beyond the scope of the 

project.  

Recommendation  

6. The Planning Partnership recommends further work is done to clarify responsibilities for 

providing and funding stormwater management infrastructure. 

 

                                                
7 In 2008 the set Sydney Water’s and Hunter Water’s developer charges for water, wastewater and 
stormwater to zero.  
8 As discussed in section 2.4, some councils have pursued direct provision of stormwater infrastructure to 
avoid triggering the review threshold, even though direct provision may not be the most efficient means of 
managing stormwater impacts. This issue could be addressed by removing or restructuring the review 
thresholds.    
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2.6 Establish a standard structure and format for all contributions 
plans 

Practice Notes issued in 2005 and 2006 included templates for section 94 (now section 7.11) and 

section 94A (now section 7.12) plans, respectively.  Neither template was mandatory. Some 

councils have used the templates with few changes since. Others never used the templates or 

have since updated plans to address changes to policy and local preferences. As a result, the 

structure and format of plans varies significantly across councils and even within some councils.  

The lack of a consistent structure and format contributes to the Productivity Commissioner’s 

observations that “Contributions plans can be opaque, making it hard for developers to calculate a 

potential contribution liability and the community to know what infrastructure it can expect and 

when”.9  It can also make it difficult for councils to administer plans, particularly when consultants 

prepared the plan or when council staff that were involved in preparing the plan are no longer 

employed by the council.  

This problem could be addressed by creating a standard plan format and structure, possibly with 

certain mandatory clauses.  This would minimise the need to contract technical expertise to 

prepare plans, make it easier for councils to administer, and make it easier for stakeholders to find 

the information they need.  

The Planning Partnership also agrees with the Productivity Commissioner that there is a significant 

opportunity to take advantage of the technology that is available and use digital tools to plan for 

infrastructure needs.  Technology can also be used to share information about what developers 

are required to pay.  

A standard structure and format should be developed collaboratively between DPIE, councils, 

developers and other relevant stakeholders. The process should start with identifying the 

information each stakeholder requires (e.g., through focus groups) and how they would prefer to 

access the information (e.g., online, text based, maps etc). This will help to ensure that superfluous 

information is not included in a plan and that the required information is easily accessible.   

Recommendation  

7. The Planning Partnership recommends that the Department of Planning, Industry and 

Environment, through a consultative process involving councils and industry, establish a 

standard structure and format for all contributions plans.   

2.7 Consolidate contributions plans across each council, potentially 
into a single plan  

There are currently close to 50 plans in force across the nine councils in the Western Sydney 

Planning Partnership. This includes both section 7.11 plans and section 7.12 plans.  While most 

plans are for specific areas, some are for specific infrastructure types.  

                                                
9 NSW Productivity Commission, Review of Infrastructure Contributions in New South Wales, p 36. 
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In some cases, it is unclear what plan applies to a development.  Also, local policy matters that are 

written into individual plans (e.g., timing of payment, land dedication, indexation, credits for existing 

development) are sometimes inconsistent, even within the same local government area.  This 

leads to uncertainty and administrative complexity.  

Consolidating contributions plans would reduce administrative complexity and provide greater 

clarity about the contributions payable by development. We note that the IPART review process 

may provide a disincentive for councils to consolidate plans if the entire consolidated plan needs to 

be reviewed each time a change in one precinct occurs.  

Recommendation  

8. The Planning Partnership recommends councils be supported financially and through the 

publishing of clear guidance documents and/or templates to consolidate existing 

contributions plans, potentially into a single plan for each local government area.  

2.8 Review the appropriate percentage for section 7.12 contributions 

Section 7.12 contributions operate as ‘flat rate levies’, meaning that they are charged as a 

percentage of the proposed development cost. The Environmental Planning and Assessment 

Regulation 2000 sets 1% as the standard highest maximum percentage which councils can levy 

under a s7.12 development contributions plan. The 1% maximum was imposed when these levies 

were initially incorporated in the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 1979 

(EP&A Act) in 2006 and the 1% was based on an equivalent system operated by the City of 

Sydney at the time. 

Although there have been localised variations to this maximum, at no stage has the appropriate-

ness of the 1% levy been reviewed against changing costs and community expectations regarding 

the provision of infrastructure. 

Recommendation  

9. The Planning Partnership recommends a review of the appropriate percentage for section 

7.12 contributions. 

2.9 Develop a consistent policy on exemptions 

One of the basic principles of a fair and equitable contributions system is that generally all 

development should make a fair contribution to the provision of infrastructure where demand is 

generated. There are, however, a range of situations where an exemption from contribution or the 

discounting of contributions may be appropriate. 

There are a range of development types that are considered exempt from the payment of a 

contribution. Where these development types generate demand for infrastructure, the granting of 

an exemption may result in a funding shortfall. 

The following are some observations that relate to the current system: 
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2.10 Provide funding for councils to update plans, invest in electronic 
contributions management systems and improve online access 

The Issues Paper recognises that the local government sector faces a significant shortage of the 

skills required to efficiently deliver contributions plans.10 This shortage also extends to the skills 

and knowledge required to administer contributions plans and identify process improvements. 

A simpler contributions system is likely to reduce resourcing requirements across government, not 

just in the local government sector.  However, the transition to a new system may take several 

years and during that period the strain on resources is likely to be exacerbated.   

Pooling of resources of across councils is one way to address skills shortages. The Planning 

Partnership’s developer contributions project has enabled councils to come together to share 

knowledge and build capacity. This has been assisted through the engagement of a consultant 

who is providing expert technical advice throughout the project.  

Financial support from the NSW Government, to individual local councils or for regionally-based 

projects, would assist with the transition to a new contributions system. In particular, support could 

be provided to:  

• update and consolidate local contributions plans  

• invest in electronic contributions management systems (i.e. systems that automate the 

process of calculating, indexing, payment, and tracking of contributions expenditure), 

and/or  

• improve online access to plan-related information. 

A dedicated fund, operationally similar to the Planning Reform Fund which was used to support the 

development and implementation of planning system reforms, could be established for this 

purpose. 

Recommendation  

11. The Planning Partnership recommends councils are provided with funding to update plans, 

invest in electronic contributions management systems and improve online access to plan-

related information 

2.11  Provide clear and comprehensive policy guidance 

Current information and requirements for contributions are set out in an array of Regulations, 

Ministerial Directions, Planning Circulars and draft documents.  Practice notes for the preparation 

of s7.11 and s7.12 plans have not been updated since 2005 and 2006, respectively.  Attempts 

have been made to update a Planning Agreements Practice Note, with the most recent draft 

exhibited this year, but a final version has not yet been published. 

The absence of clear and comprehensive policy guidance has led to:  

                                                
10 NSW Productivity Commission, Review of Infrastructure Contributions in New South Wales, p 53. 
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• Uncertainty for both councils and developers 

• Extensive costs incurred to navigate the system  

• IPART influencing policy decisions with exposure to only a handful of plans  

• Time consuming and costly disputes in the NSW Land and Environment Court 

IPART’s section 7.11 contributions plans review findings and recommendations suggests that 

existing gaps include: 

• Guidance on the how costs should be apportioned and the appropriate units of charge for 

each type of infrastructure for each category of development  

• Guidance on the use of cost-benchmarks for infrastructure works and plan administration. 

• Guidance on suitable cost contingency allowances 

• Guidance on how to estimate the cost of land required for local infrastructure.  

Recommendation  

12. The Planning Partnership recommends that the Department of Planning, Industry and 

Environment publish clear and comprehensive policy guidance to support the 

implementation of a new contributions system.  

2.12  Reporting requirements  

Additional reporting requirements are often promoted as a means of improving transparency, 

however, reporting on its own will not result in improved transparency. Unless the reporting is 

actively used to monitor and improve the implementation of contributions throughout the state it 

adds little value and places unnecessary strain on resources. 

When developing a reporting system, the following should be considered: 

• What are the existing reporting requirements and how are they used? 

• Who the data provided under the reporting requirements is aimed at and to what extent is 

the expected information reasonable? 

• Are there any existing reporting mechanisms that could be adjusted to achieve the same 

outcome? 

Under current reporting requirements income, expenditure, interest earned and opening and 

closing balances held must be reported for each plan and planning agreements as a note to the 

Annual Financial Statements using the current accounting standards. This provides sufficient 

information regarding the financial status of contributions plans to identify whether the plan is being 

implemented. If this information was appropriately monitored by DPIE it is sufficient to identify 

those councils that may require further investigation.  

The Integrated Planning and Reporting Framework is the standard reporting framework for council 

operations. This framework references all major corporate strategic documents with the exception 
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of contributions plans. If additional reporting is required as to the infrastructure provided under the 

plan and the delivery of items under the plan it should be incorporated into this framework rather 

than a separate reporting mechanism. 

Recommendation  

13. The Planning Partnership recommends that the Integrated Planning and Reporting 

Framework be adjusted to incorporate reporting on the implementation aspects of the 

contributions system – what has been provided, what is being provided and what is being 

planned for provision. This would assist with ensuring infrastructure planning and funding 

becomes integrated into the broader operations of council. 

  
































