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Local contributions and New framework for state infrastructure contributions 

 

Dear Ms Speare and Ms Megan 

 

I write in relation to “Local contributions” and “New framework for state infrastructure contributions” 

exhibition packages, prepared by the Department of Planning, Industry and Environment (DPIE), 

which has been made available for industry comment until 10th December 2021. 

 

This document represents Urban Taskforce Australia’s (The Urban Taskforce) submission to both 

exhibited packages on local and regional infrastructure contributions. 

 

At the time the Infrastructure Contributions Bill 2021 was presented to the NSW Parliament the 

Urban Taskforce called for a plethora of changes and raised many concerns. Our objections were 

detailed in the submission to the Inquiry into the Environmental Planning and Assessment 

Amendment (Infrastructure Contributions) Bill 2021. The Bill’s passage through the Parliament was 

delayed and DPIE established Technical Working Groups (TWGs) to resolve the full range of 

issues and the Urban Taskforce was a part of the TWGs. 

 

The TWG process resulted in significant improvements to both the Local and Regional 

infrastructure contribution packages. The currently exhibited document packages reflect the 

outcome of this work. The Urban Taskforce appreciates the opportunity to have been involved in 

the process of improving the reforms. 

 

Nonetheless, while vastly improved and now better explained, the proposed reforms are not yet 

fully supported. There is need a for further drafting changes before the Local and Regional 

contribution packages are finalised. Our recommendations are outlined in this submission. 
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Regional Infrastructure Contributions 

 

Impact on feasibility 

 

The Urban Taskforce notes that the proposed RIC rates in the SEPP have been set with regard to 

the amounts proposed in the Productivity Commission’s Review of Infrastructure Contribution Final 

Report recommendations. We draw the Committee’s attention to the qualification in the 

Productivity Commission’s recommendation that 

 

the proposed rates are “subject to no substantial impacts on feasibility”. 

 

It is critical that the NSW Government carefully monitors the rate of new housing supply. We 

cannot afford a new tax that results in a reduction in feasibility of housing supply. 

 

The current feasibility assessment does not consider the considerable, cumulative impact of other 

policies that have either recently been introduced or are currently being finalised (ie. Design and 

Place SEPP, the Housing Affordability SEPP, the D&BP Act & Regulations, The RAB Act, etc) or 

the available evidence of increasing costs caused by labour and material shortages. The impact of 

the planning reform changes will be significant and render many developments unfeasible.  

 

The Urban Taskforce has consistently noted the comparably high cumulative impact of fees, taxes 

and charges at local, state and federal level applied to developments in this State compared to 

others on the eastern seaboard. Without a cumulative impact assessment which includes all state 

fees and charges, and further impacts of other recent legislation and policies, it is not possible to 

implement the Productivity Commission’s recommendation. The cumulative impact of rising 

construction costs, increased infrastructure contributions and charges to planning policy (and the 

instruments thereof) are rendering development of new housing supply unfeasible. 

 

Recommendation 1: Given the Productivity Commission’s recommendation that 

charges should have no substantial impact on feasibility, the context becomes 

critical. The Urban Taskforce recommends that DPIE conducts a cumulative impact 

assessment of all taxes, fees and charges together with recent and proposed 

planning policy changes, and how they impact the feasibility of housing 

developments. 

 

Recommendation 2: The Urban Taskforce recommends that if a review shows a 

negative impact on feasibility and housing supply, contribution fees and charges 

should be reduced to be consistent with the recommendation in the Productivity 

Commission’s report for fees to have no substantial impacts on feasibility. 

 

 

RIC credits 

 

While RIC fees will often be paid through a monetary contribution, contributions can be delivered 

through an Infrastructure Delivery Agreement (IDA) by dedicating land or providing works of equal 

value. Where the value of land/or works delivered exceeds the RIC payable for a particular stage 
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of a development, the system allows for developers to earn credits which they can draw on to meet 

their RIC financial obligations in later stages as the development progresses. 

 

Firstly, the Urban Taskforce notes that the IDAs will result in time delays between the period when 

the works are delivered and when the RIC contribution is due. Secondly, there will be instances 

where the value of the works contribution exceeds the value of the financial contribution that would 

have otherwise been payable. While the system allows for the use of credits on future stages of 

developments as noted before, there is a lack of clarity as to how the surplus offset credits will be 

managed. 

 

The Urban Taskforce has four major concerns relating to the proposed set up of RIC credits and 

the lack of clarity of the credits system.  

 

1. Firstly, Urban Taskforce members are concerned about the inability to use surplus Works-

in-Kind credits (Base contribution) to pay charges for the other two components of the 

infrastructure contributions – the Strategic Biodiversity Component (SBC) and Transport 

Project Component (TPC). This would lead to situations where a developer would have 

accumulated significant surplus credits via IDAs and then be required to pay additional 

charges for SBC and TPC. 

 

The Urban Taskforce understands that DPIE is currently exploring how surplus credits 

(Base contribution) can be used across the other two components of the RIC. It is critical 

that this be resolved before this package is finalised. The Urban Taskforce is ready to 

assist the process and provide advice as we believe that providing this flexibility of credit 

use is essential for preventing locking away large amounts of funds that would otherwise be 

used on development projects. 

 

2. Second, we are concerned about the inability to transfer RIC credits from one to other 

development sites in the same region.  

 

The Urban Taskforce appreciates the objective of the RIC SEPP “to facilitate and support 

the delivery of regional infrastructure in NSW by requiring a RIC to be made in relation to 

development for which development consent is required in Greater Sydney, Lower Hunter, 

Illawarra-Shoalhaven and Central Coast.” It is understood that the RIC revenue and 

expenditure will occur within the clearly defined regions. 

 

However, it is unclear why RIC credits cannot be used to pay infrastructure contributions - 

whether for the baseline RIC component or any of the other two - for other development 

projects within the same region (e.g. Greater Sydney). At present, the RIC credits can only 

be used for later development stages of the same project. This is a major issue for 

developers with multiple projects within the same region as they could face significant cash 

flow challenges, while cash is tied up in RIC credits. 

 

If more flexibility is allowed and credits are transferable, the stipulation will assist 

developers to get projects moving when cash flow is tight. This, in turn, will improve the 

efficiency of housing supply. 
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3. The third concern the Urban Taskforce has is that credits are non-refundable. There are no 

thresholds or triggers which would provide the developer with an option to refund their 

credit, if there is no prospect of them being able to use the credits in the near-term (or other 

appropriate milestone or trigger), should they choose to do so. Credits should be able to be 

refunded because large excess contributions can result in a huge amount of developers’ 

funds being locked for indefinite periods. 

 

RIC credits should also be able to be traded as it will provide greater flexibility. It is 

important to note that the credits should not be time-limited as it creates a diminishing value 

of the tradable credit as it gets closer to the expiry date. The exhibited package is unclear 

on whether the RIC credits will be time limited. 

 

4. Fourth, the indexing of the RIC credits. Under the proposed RIC scheme, surplus offsets 

can be held as credits until they are used at some point in future. It is important for the 

value of the credits to be preserved through appropriate indexation. 

 

The Urban Taskforce understands that the RIC credits are intended to be indexed. 

However, the currently exhibited documents do not explicitly state how it will be ensured 

that the value of the credits does not diminish over time. 

 

Recommendations relating to our concerns regarding RIC credits follow. 

 

 

Recommendation 3: The Urban Taskforce recommends that any surplus RIC credits 

(Base contribution) be able to be used as offsets across the other two components 

of the RIC – the Strategic Biodiversity Component and Transport Project Component. 

 

Recommendation 4: The Urban Taskforce recommends that RIC credits be able to be 

transferred to other projects within the region, not just used for the same 

development. 

 

 

Recommendation 5: The Urban Taskforce recommends that the final version of the 

RIC SEPP and associated documents: 

a) provide a pathway for RIC credit refund - after a certain time or a particular 

milestone 

b) make RIC credits tradable assets and develop a necessary structure to enable 

the trading scheme 

c) clearly state that the RIC credits have no expiry date 

 

Recommendation 6: The Urban Taskforce recommends that the indexing of credits is 

clearly outlined in the RIC documentation, including the specific index which will be 

used. 
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Improving opportunity for private sector delivery of infrastructure 

 

The Urban Taskforce asserts that the regional infrastructure contribution reforms include a 

consideration for an early infrastructure development by the private sector. Investors and 

landowners should be able to build infrastructure that has been agreed upon with the NSW 

Government and receive credits for this work. In most cases, the developers that will pay for the 

entire infrastructure project will end up paying an amount well in excess of the cumulative charge 

for infrastructure contributions.  

 

The Urban Taskforce appreciates the complexities of such early infrastructure development 

system and the time it may take to fully regulate the process. However, at the very minimum, we 

recommend developing a mechanism for assessing unsolicited proposals by developers. Even a 

simple assessment process which can be improved over time would be beneficial. By working 

together with landowners and developers, the NSW Government can improve their early 

identification of infrastructure needs and align better with the industry on where development is 

needed. 

 

Recommendation 7: The Urban Taskforce recommends that the Regional 

Infrastructure Contributions include a mechanism for assessing unsolicited 

proposals by developers for early infrastructure development. 

 

Recommendation 8: The Urban Taskforce recommends that a credit system is 

developed for the recovery of the investment made by a developer on public 

infrastructure. 

 

 

Transport Project Component (TPC) of the RIC 

 

The Urban Taskforce has always supported investment in major infrastructure as a means to 

service new jobs and homes for Sydney. However, it has always been the responsibility of the 

State Government to fund and deliver classified roads, freeways, and public transport.  The 

declining state government allocation (once you discount Motorways and roads paid for through 

tolls) has resulted in an increasing reliance on developer fees and charges to pay for the 

opportunity to house our growing population.  This is manifestly unfair.  Most of those who live in 

established communities did not make a contribution to this form of public infrastructure when their 

homes were developed.  The TPC must only be applied where there is clear, direct and significant 

uplift in the utilisation of the land (GFA/FSR/Height and use). 

 

Urban Taskforce is particularly concerned to ensure that there is not a duplication of charges paid 

as part of the LVC and other local levies; and there is a significant uplift/ increase in yield where 

this TPC contribution is paid. 

 

The Urban Taskforce remains concerned that further details are required regarding where TPCs 

will apply. From the currently exhibited document it is unclear which current and future 

developments will be affected. There should be clear parameters where TPC will apply and these 

parameters should be published as soon as possible. 
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At present, no maximum TPC value has been set. The Urban Taskforce asserts that establishing a 

maximum rate is essential to enable feasibility analysis at an early stage the development projects. 

It is important to note that the full composition of RIC should not have ”substantial impacts on 

feasibility” on projects (as per the Productivity Commission’s Report recommendations). This 

should be considered when calculating and setting the cap on the TPC. 

 

The TPC should also be set early, at the point of rezoning and not come as a surprise at a later 

stage. Setting the TPC at the point of rezoning will provide developers with a full understanding of 

the RIC costs and each of the individual components. 

 

Recommendation 9: Industry needs to be certain that they will not be “mugged” by 

an unanticipated TPC. Details on where a TPC is to apply must be published early 

and rates set (under a maximum cap). The TPC cap must be set with a view to 

minimise the impact on the delivery of housing supply. The areas where a TPC 

applies should be clearly defined. 

 

 

Strategic Biodiversity Component (SBC) of the RIC 

 

The SBC is a contribution that will be paid by new developments on land that has been 

biodiversity-certified. The calculation of the SBC charges involves assessing direct, indirect, and 

cumulative impacts to biodiversity of the proposed development, establishing and managing new 

conservation lands to offset impacts to biodiversity, as well as managing landscape-scale threats 

to biodiversity by addressing weeds, pest animals, fire, disease. 

 

The SBC scheme should be amended to include the allocation of credits to landholders/developers 

for any on-site works that improve or add to biodiversity outcomes on the property. These credits 

can then be used to offset the Strategic Biodiversity Component of the RIC or be able to be traded. 

 

Further, to enable the SBC credit scheme, there should be an effective market. When there is no 

market activity for SBC credits, the Urban Taskforce recommends that the Government should 

step in and correct the market failure. The Government needs to make the market by setting a 

reasonable price and guaranteeing the purchase of those credits.  

 

Both recommendations on the SBC are consistent with The Urban Taskforce’s representation to 

the Strengthening the Biodiversity Offsets Scheme. 

 

Recommendation 10: The Urban Taskforce recommends that on-site works that 

improve or add biodiversity outcomes on the property should be appropriately 

valued and credits issued to the landowners/developers. These credits should be 

used to offset the Strategic Biodiversity Component of the RIC or be able to be 

traded. 

 

Recommendation 11: In case of a market failure, the Government should create an 

SBC credit market by setting a reasonable price and purchase SBC credits from 

landowners/developers. 
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Draft Cumberland Plain Conservation Plan (CPCP) and the SBC 

 

The Urban Taskforce notes that SBC is payable for area within the Draft Cumberland Plain 

Conservation Plan (CPCP), with a proposed $5,000 per dwelling. Further, the SBC rate is based  

on the proposed development’s impacts on biodiversity. The Urban Taskforce is concerned about 

the proposed rate per dwelling and asserts that the charge should be based on the scale of the 

development and its actual biodiversity impact. The SBC should be calculated as biodiversity 

impact per hectare of land – for example, the number of hectares on which trees have been 

removed.  

 

Recommendation 12: The Urban Taskforce recommends that the SBC, that is 

currently charged per dwelling or per square metre of new gross floor area, is 

amended to be calculated as the biodiversity impact per hectare of land on which the 

biodiversity impact occurs. 

 

We note that the NSW Government has already committed $84 million in the first five years of the 

CPCP, with a focus on planting 100,000 trees to restore koala habitat, establishing biodiversity 

stewardship sites on private land, and installing 120 kilometres of koala exclusion fencing to 

protect koalas. 

 

The CPCP proposes to further fund the conservation program through developer contributions. As 

such, it is imperative that the relevant SBC contributions and associated funds are primarily spent 

on offsets to be secured within the Cumberland subregion. Secondly, when this is not possible, the 

funds are used to acquire additional like-for-like sites when they can’t be secured from within. 

 

Recommendation 13: The Urban Taskforce recommends the Cumberland Plain 

Conservation Plan and the associated Biodiversity Conservation Trust secure 

offsets as their first priority, in order to offset the biodiversity impact for urban 

development in the area. The funds from the SBC should be primarily used for that 

purpose and priority. 

 

Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 – the CPCP and the SBC 

 

The Urban Taskforce asserts that the Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 should be 

‘switched off’ when Government designates area for future urban growth. By removing restrictions 

imposed by the Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995, the Government can enable growth, 

boost housing supply and give effect to current and future urban growth strategies. At the same 

time, the Government should ensure the biodiversity impact is offset to other areas in the Greater 

Sydney Area or across NSW, including national parks. Offsetting the biodiversity is managed 

through the SBC and the relevant conservation plans, such as the CPCP. 

 

Recommendation 14: The Urban Taskforce recommends that when a land area is 

earmarked for future urban development growth by the Government, the Threatened 

Species Conservation Act 1995 should be ‘switched off’ and offsets to occur in 

designated areas. 
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Coordination of all Relevant Infrastructure Plans and funding documents 

 

Coordination between State and Regional planning on infrastructure is key and rules and 

expectations should be clear on how and when the RIC funds should be spent. 

 

Any new infrastructure spend must deliver additional opportunities for the delivery of new housing. 

Without an increase in housing supply, an increase to infrastructure contributions will see already 

unaffordable housing prices rise further, thus reducing the affordability of homeownership. To 

increase supply and push down prices, additional areas for new housing must accompany 

infrastructure investment and delivery. 

 

The Urban Taskforce is concerned to ensure that RIC funds are dedicated to infrastructure that 

facilitates urban development and is not used to fund “pet projects” or “pork barrelling”. 

 

There should be a commitment for the Government to include infrastructure prioritisation in each 

agencies’ ten year asset management plan (TAMP). Such commitment and transparency about 

where the development will occur will assist industry to plan development projects, which in turn 

will justify the infrastructure investments. 

 

Recommendation 15: The Urban Taskforce recommends that each infrastructure 

allocation should be consistently reflected in the Budget papers strategic planning 

documents and Agency Asset Management Plans. 

 

 

Transitional provisions 

 

Very large project that aim to deliver high numbers of housing often have a significant lead up time, 

require various stages of development and may take up to 10 years to fully complete. Regardless 

of the long development timeframe, the decision to commence such projects relies on a feasibility 

analysis done at the beginning and with regard for all costs involved. A sudden introduction of any 

new cost like a new RIC may render these projects unfeasible. 

 

Large projects that have progressed through the pipeline would also already have negotiated 

VPAs to deliver infrastructure or make other contributions. The security of those arrangements - 

whether with local councils or other state agencies - should be allowed to proceed as this will give 

certainty to significant projects which will deliver much need housing across Sydney. The Urban 

Taskforce asserts that projects that have lodged or obtained concept DA should not be collateral 

damage of the introduction of the RIC and must be excluded from additional or alternative 

contributions than those considered under the current policies. 

 

Recommendation 16: The Urban Taskforce recommends that necessary transitional 

and savings provisions are introduced for projects that have already lodged or 

obtained concept DA to be excluded from the RIC. 
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Aspects of the proposed RIC exhibition package that The Urban Taskforce supports include: 

 

● The RIC applies to an entire region and will not be divided into subregions 

● The RIC charge is fixed and provides a level of certainty for developers 

● The transition provisions make it clear that there will be no duplication in charges for old 

Special Infrastructure Contributions and new RICs. 

 

 

Local contributions 

 

The local contributions reform introduces a new category of infrastructure contribution called a land 

value contribution (LVC) to be tied to rezoning proposals. LVC is developed as a new alternative 

approach to existing s7.11 contributions. Local councils can choose to adopt a LVC plan for a 

precinct when there is a change to the land’s zoning that will enable more intensive development 

of the land and, as a result, increase the value of the land.  

 

The LVC will be determined at gazettal of rezoning. LVC will be determined by Council prior to 

submission for Gateway approval. DPIE will then assess the contributions plan together with 

Council’s planning proposal for intensive development of the identified land on which the LVC 

applies. If the Gateway determination approves the submitted contributions plan and planning 

proposal, Council will be required to exhibit both documents for a minimum period of 28 days. 

 

There are aspects of the proposed Local contributions package that The Urban Taskforce 

supports: 

 

● The timing of payment of the Local contributions, including Land Value Contribution (LVC) 

is consistent with other infrastructure charges – be payable prior to issue of Occupation 

Certificate (not construction certificate). 

● The LVC is capped. 

● We note the LVC charge is being paid once, is a flat rate across the rezoned area, and the 

amount is indexed over time. 

● The Urban Taskforce supports the proposed increased transparency through the reporting 

requirement for councils. 

● The new LVC will not be applied to any existing development applications (DA) or planning 

proposals. 

● If a Council adopts a LVC plan for a re-zoning, the developer, if it considers the plan to be 

unreasonable, can ask the Productivity Commission to review that plan. 

● The Urban Taskforce welcomes the retention of local Planning Agreements as they provide 

flexibility and a quick tool for spot rezonings (as opposed to the LVC which is applied on a 

precinct level). 

 

The Urban Taskforce and its membership have a number of concerns about the Local contribution 

package, mostly in relation to the LVC. LVC is developed as a new alternative approach to existing 

s7.11 contributions and the decision to adopt LCV is left to each individual council. 

 

An anomaly that has not been addressed is the concerns that councils pick and choose with a view 

to maximising their revenue, between s.7.11, s.7.12 and now LVC.  
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The emphasis should be on the most efficient delivery of infrastructure, at the lower cost, to unlock 

housing supply. It should be mandated that, when selecting which contribution scheme to apply, 

Councils have to evaluate options for the impact and their ability to actually result in increased 

delivery of infrastructure and then result is a substantial shift in planning approvals and housing 

supply. Guidelines on how to conduct this assessment should also be developed. 

 

Recommendation 17: The Urban Taskforce recommends the Local Contribution 

Reform mandates that councils follow a prescribed evaluation process when 

determining which contribution scheme to use – s7.11, s7.12 or the LVC - and that 

appropriate guidelines and review processes are developed to support councils and 

ensure they do not game the system to maximise revenue. 

 

 

Riparian Zones 

 

When calculating public purpose land requirements, for the purposes of the LVC, councils will 

consider the following: 

 

● open space (for example parks and sporting facilities) 

● community facilities (for example childcare centres and libraries) 

● transport (not including carparking) 

● stormwater management. 

 

The LVC, as currently proposed, does not consider riparian zones in the formula.  

 

The Urban Taskforce strongly asserts that riparian zones should be included and notes that 

including riparian zones in public spaces is common practice for Voluntary Planning Agreements 

and s.7.11 contributions. Riparian zones are regularly used as spaces for sport activities, bike 

tracks, walking trails, etc. The Draft Aerotropolis SEPP illustrates this point. It proposes that the 

Environment and Recreation zone is applied to certain lands along Thompsons Creek, within the 

Aerotropolis Core Precinct which are affected by 1:100 flood risk, to create opportunities for 

amenity and recreation (see Western Sydney Aerotropolis Discussion Paper on the Proposed 

State Environmental Planning Policy, page 13). 

 

Recommendation 18: The Urban Taskforce recommends that given the efficacy of 

riparian land is generating green, blue and recreational public spaces, riparian zones 

are included in the assessment when calculating public purpose land requirements 

for the purposes of LVC. 

 

 

Security is needed 

 

The Urban Taskforce is concerned that unless public purpose land requirements plans are 

rigorously scrutinised and reviewed, councils will do everything possible to identify land to push the 

LCV to 20% - thus effectively rendering the scheme a 20% tax. Great rigor will be needed to 

ensure that councils will not inflate costs or the land “take” to justify the maximum cap of 20% at 

the time of Gateway Assessment.  
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The LVC system is dependent on rigorous review by DPIE at Gateway Assessment stage which 

will minimise the identified land to the necessary size for delivery of infrastructure. DPIE can 

engage suitably qualified engineers and quantity surveyors to assist in the thorough review 

process and also decide to include IPART where appropriate. 

 

Recommendation 19: The Urban Taskforce recommends DPIE implements a rigorous 

review process at the time of Gateway Assessment of the land identified by councils 

for public infrastructure to ensure only the minimum land, yet sufficient for delivery 

of the necessary infrastructure, is included in the LVC. 

 

 

The s7.12 charges and how they will be applied is unclear. The currently exhibited documents 

propose an amendment to the EP&A Regulation to set new local levy condition rates for named 

development types by area.  

 

The documents reflect objections from Councils to the s7.12 changes that had been considered, 

as per the supporting study s7.12 Development Contributions - Contributions Reform - Review of 

Charging Methodology. 

 

However, during the exhibition period of the infrastructure contributions reforms, the Minister for 

Planning Rob Stokes and Local Government NSW, agreed the “blanket rate councils can charge 

will be re-set”. The details of what was actually agreed are unknown. The Urban Taskforce urges 

DPIE to exhibit the latest version of intended changes to s7.12 as a matter of priority and allow our 

members sufficient time to provide comments. 

 

Preventing changes to the Essential Works List (EWL) items for 3 years is opposed. We note the 

Minister for Planning’s announcement from November 2021 that “councils that currently fund 

community infrastructure from developer contributions will be allowed to continue to do so.” 

 

The Urban Taskforce notes that the terms of reference for IPART’s review of the EWL (currently on 

exhibition) state that works for community facilities must not be included in the EWL, and thus 

should not be paid for by developers. This is in line with the recommendations in the Productivity 

Commission’s Report. 

 

Recommendations 20: The Urban Taskforce recommends that the Essential Works 

List is changed, without any delays, to prevent further funding of community 

facilities through local contributions, as per IPART’s initial recommendations 

(currently on exhibition) and the recommendation from the Productivity 

Commission’s Report. 

 

Recommendation 21: The Urban Taskforce recommends DPIE exhibits any resultant 

changes to s7.12 contributions and allow a sufficient period of public exhibition for 

comment by industry. 

 

 

It is important that developers know, upfront, the cost of contributions to be paid when they 

purchase the land so that this can be factored in the price. Large increases in contribution rates 
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after the land has been purchased can materially impact feasibility and prevent a development 

from proceeding. Further, increase in contributions may be an even greater concern to landowners 

that do not plan on developing their land. 

 

The Urban Taskforce looks forward to additional engagement with DPIE in finalising the RIC and 

Local contributions reforms. 

 

The Urban Taskforce’s recommendations can be found in consolidated form at Attachment 1. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 
Tom Forrest 

Chief Executive Officer 
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Attachment 1 – Summary of all Urban Taskforce recommendations 

 

 

Regional Infrastructure Contributions 

 

1.  Recommendation 1: Given the Productivity Commission’s recommendation that 

charges should have no substantial impact on feasibility, the context becomes critical. 

The Urban Taskforce recommends that DPIE conducts a cumulative impact 

assessment of all taxes, fees and charges together with recent and proposed planning 

policy changes, and how they impact the feasibility of housing developments. 

 

2.  Recommendation 2: The Urban Taskforce recommends that if a review shows a 

negative impact on feasibility and housing supply, contribution fees and charges 

should be reduced to be consistent with the recommendation in the Productivity 

Commission’s report for fees to have no substantial impacts on feasibility. 

 

3.  Recommendation 3:The Urban Taskforce recommends that any surplus RIC credits 

(Base contribution) be able to be used as offsets across the other two components of 

the RIC – the Strategic Biodiversity Component and Transport Project Component. 

 

4.  Recommendation 4: The Urban Taskforce recommends that RIC credits be able to be 

transferred to other projects within the region, not just used for the same development. 

 

5.  Recommendation 5: The Urban Taskforce recommends that the final version of the RIC 

SEPP and associated documents: 

a) provide a pathway for RIC credit refund - after a certain time or a particular 

milestone 

b) make RIC credits tradable assets and develop a necessary structure to enable 

the trading scheme 

c) clearly state that the RIC credits have no expiry date 

 

6.  Recommendation 6: The Urban Taskforce recommends that the indexing of credits is 

clearly outlined in the RIC documentation, including the specific index which will be 

used. 

 

7.  Recommendation 7: The Urban Taskforce recommends that the Regional Infrastructure 

Contributions include a mechanism for assessing unsolicited proposals by developers 

for early infrastructure development. 

 

8.  Recommendation 8: The Urban Taskforce recommends that a credit system is 

developed for the recovery of the investment made by a developer on public 

infrastructure. 

 

9.  Recommendation 9: Industry needs to be certain that they will not be “mugged” by an 

unanticipated TPC. Details on where a TPC is to apply must be published early and 

rates set (under a maximum cap). The TPC cap must be set with a view to minimise the 
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impact on the delivery of housing supply. The areas where a TPC applies should be 

clearly defined. 

 

10.  Recommendation 10: The Urban Taskforce recommends that on-site works that 

improve or add biodiversity outcomes on the property should be appropriately valued 

and credits issued to the landowners/developers. These credits should be used to 

offset the Strategic Biodiversity Component of the RIC or be able to be traded. 

 

11.  Recommendation 11: In case of a market failure, the Government should create an SBC 

credit market by setting a reasonable price and purchase SBC credits from 

landowners/developers. 

 

12.  Recommendation 12: The Urban Taskforce recommends that the SBC, that is currently 

charged per dwelling or per square metre of new gross floor area, is amended to be 

calculated as the biodiversity impact per hectare of land on which the biodiversity 

impact occurs. 

 

13.  Recommendation 13: The Urban Taskforce recommends the Cumberland Plain 

Conservation Plan and the associated Biodiversity Conservation Trust secure offsets 

as their first priority, in order to offset the biodiversity impact for urban development in 

the area. The funds from the SBC should be primarily used for that purpose and 

priority. 

 

14.  Recommendation 14: The Urban Taskforce recommends that when a land area is 

earmarked for future urban development growth by the Government, the Threatened 

Species Conservation Act 1995 should be ‘switched off’ and offsets to occur in 

designated areas. 

 

15.  Recommendation 15: The Urban Taskforce recommends that each infrastructure 

allocation should be consistently reflected in the Budget papers strategic planning 

documents and Agency Asset Management Plans. 

 

16.  Recommendation 16: The Urban Taskforce recommends that necessary transitional 

and savings provisions are introduced for projects that have already lodged or 

obtained concept DA to be excluded from the RIC. 

 

 

Local contributions 

17. Recommendation 17: The Urban Taskforce recommends the Local Contribution 

Reform mandates that councils follow a prescribed evaluation process when 

determining which contribution scheme to use – s7.11, s7.12 or the LVC - and that 

appropriate guidelines and review processes are developed to support councils and 

ensure they do not game the system to maximise revenue. 

 

18. Recommendation 18: The Urban Taskforce recommends that given the efficacy of 

riparian land is generating green, blue and recreational public spaces, riparian zones 
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are included in the assessment when calculating public purpose land requirements for 

the purposes of LVC. 

 

19. Recommendation 19: The Urban Taskforce recommends DPIE implements a rigorous 

review process at the time of Gateway Assessment of the land identified by councils 

for public infrastructure to ensure only the minimum land, yet sufficient for delivery of 

the necessary infrastructure, is included in the LVC. 

 

20. Recommendations 20: The Urban Taskforce recommends that the Essential Works List 

is changed, without any delays, to prevent further funding of community facilities 

through local contributions, as per IPART’s initial recommendations (currently on 

exhibition) and the recommendation from the Productivity Commission’s Report. 

 

21 Recommendation 21: The Urban Taskforce recommends DPIE exhibits any resultant 

changes to s7.12 contributions and allow a sufficient period of public exhibition for 

comment by industry. 

 

 

 


