


 

 
3. Response to Issues Paper Questions 

Please see Council’s response to a number of the Issues Paper questions overleaf. 
 
4. Conclusion 

The infrastructure contributions system has not always supported the delivery of timely, quality 
and essential infrastructure that new or evolving communities depend on. Therefore, an 
overhaul of the infrastructure contributions system is long overdue, and Council welcomes the 
Productivity Commissioners review. Whilst a simplified system that better serves councils and 
the development industry alike is welcomed, any new system must acknowledge the difference 
between metro and regional/rural councils, providing equity and the relevant flexibility that is 
required in the various geographical locations of NSW.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
  













 

developer experiences bankruptcy, if deferred contributions or securities are tied to the property 
title, this may make future development of the site (by others) unfeasible and essentially sterilise 
development.  

Would support to access 
borrowing assist councils with 
delivering infrastructure? What 
could be done to facilitate this? 
Are there barriers to councils to 
accessing the Low Cost Loans 
Initiative?  

Initiatives such as the Low-Cost Loan Initiative (LCLI) are helpful in allowing Council to receive 
subsidised loan funding to deliver infrastructure of significant value and which may not be 
ordinarily possible within the delivery timeframe. 

It is noted that single infrastructure projects which service a catchment area, beyond the LGA 
boundaries can be covered by cross-boundary infrastructure contributions planning. 
Unfortunately, it is likely that this is rarely undertaken due to the limited guidance on how to 
achieve this, as well as other issues, such as limited staff resources/skills to administer the plan 
(particularly when amendments need to be made), the requirement for both/all councils to 
undertake public exhibition, etc. The review should provide clarity, to encourage the use of cross-
boundary infrastructure contributions planning. For example, in the Shoalhaven, cross-boundary 
infrastructure contributions could have been utilised to fund projects deemed regionally 
significant, including regional sporting facilities and parks, had these options been known at the 
time.  

What else could be done to 
ensure infrastructure is 
delivered in a timely manner 
and contributions balances are 
spent?  

Land acquisition is often one of the biggest hurdles to the provision of infrastructure.  

In the Shoalhaven, early land acquisition for the purpose of reducing costs has been implemented 
in Moss Vale Road South URA and has been possible through the LCLI. In addition to potential 
cost savings, this also has the benefit of enabling council to deliver infrastructure sooner and in 
line with the release of the subdivision.  

Escalation of land values, or perceived escalation, created issues in negotiating the acquisition 
as part of this process. Whilst the land valuation completed for the parcels of land subject to 
acquisition indicated a lower rate per square metre for acquisition than the Contributions Plan 
(CP), the negotiations to acquire the land resulted in Council spending much more than the cost 
indicated by the land valuation. However some land owners also contested the value per square 
metre as per the CP indicating that the land was valued double or more purely based on the R1 
zoning and perceived uplift of land value (i.e. it did not take into consideration encumbrances on 
the land identified for acquisition).  

Additionally, the review needs to focus on the SIC framework and in particular the preparation of 
SIC determinations, to ensure an efficient process, providing transparency and certainty for 
councils. Given the SIC process needs to be established prior to the finalisation of a URA, 
adjustments to the current timeframes are crucial. As such, the following issues are raised in 
relation to the SIC; 














