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17 April 2025 
 
 
Steven Head 
General Manager 
Hornsby Shire Council 
PO Box 37 
Hornsby NSW 1630 
 
 
Sent to: hsc@hornsby.nsw.gov.au 
 
 
Dear Steven 
 

Re: Draft Hornsby Town Centre Plans and Guides 
 
 
I write regarding the draft Hornsby Town Centre Plans and guides as exhibited. 
 
As a general comment, Urban Taskforce is concerned with the highly prescriptive 
nature of the draft controls detailed in the draft Hornsby Town Centre Public Domain 
Guidelines and the draft Hornsby Town Centre Development Control Plan 
Amendments (draft DCP). The concern arises from the impact on costs, feasibility 
and constraints on flexibility. The level of prescription threatens to reduce much 
needed housing supply in the middle of a housing affordability crisis. 
 
The 4% section 7.12 levy proposed in Hornsby Town Centre Precinct’s draft Section 
7.12 Development Contributions Plan 2025, alone, risks sterilising the majority of sites 
across Hornsby due to the impact on project feasibility. 
 
When added to the affordable housing (in perpetuity) contributions levied on the 
Transport Oriented Development (TOD) precinct area, along with other taxes, fees 
and charges born by development proponents, the combined impact will seriously 
erode the feasibility of much needed investment in the Hornsby Town Centre. 
 
These town centre plans and guides (and the Section 7.12 contributions plan) 
require amendment in relation to all the provisions that impact development 
feasibility, and the delivery of employment and housing in the Hornsby Town Centre. 
 
Building Height Strategy and Floor-to-Floor Heights 
 
Section 4.5.5.2 – Building and Floor Heights proposes 3.2m floor-to-floor height for 
residential uses. This provision should be changed for additional development 
efficiency. Design Criteria 4B.1 of the Apartment Design Guide (ADG) specifies a 
2.7m floor-to-ceiling height minimum for habitable rooms in residential uses, and this 
should be what the draft DCP is centred around. 
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When a developer can deliver complying services into a ceiling void with a slimmer 
profile, then they can reduce floor-to-floor heights under 3.2m. This is their 
competitive advantage in potentially creating an additional story within the height 
maximum.  
 
This increased yield serves to make project feasibility more achievable. Mandating a 
3.2m floor-to-floor height minimum removes this efficiency and reduces yield in sites 
with height constraints. 
 

Recommendation 1: Hornsby Shire Council should change the minimum floor-to-
floor height to simply reflect the ADG’s 2.7m floor-to-ceiling height 

 
Tower Form 
 
The slim, base-middle-top urban form that are prescribed under Section 4.5.5.4 
Tower built forms are a desirable urban design feature. However, these reductions of 
gross floor area must be placed in the context for the myriad contributions, taxes, 
fees and charges imposed on development proponents during the delivery of 
housing. 
 
Restricting the residential floor plate limits (1,000sqm) across most sites, alongside 
heritage overlays and view corridor constraints, adds cumulative pressure on project 
viability and ends up placing limits on architectural creativity. 
 
Delivering gross floor area yield at the top of towers, where square metre value is 
highest and where project viability is achieved (or not), is vital to up-take in Hornsby 
and the town centre’s economic success.  
 
This design feature should be kept as a desirable feature but not placed as a 
requirement in the draft DCP. 
 
Tower Form objectives should prioritise employment opportunity and new housing 
supply, along with design excellence, and not be prescriptive on built form controls. 
 

Recommendation 2: The draft DCP should reflect greater flexibility in tower floorplate 
dimensions and building form, allowing site-responsive designs to optimise yield and 
design quality. 

 
Lot Amalgamation Controls 
 
Section 4.5.3.2 – Lot Amalgamation of the DCP requires compliance with 
amalgamation provisions even on sites not formally designated for amalgamation in 
the Hornsby Local Environment Plan (LEP). 
 
This creates unnecessary complexity and barriers to development. Developers may 
face unreasonable acquisition expectations or need to prove attempts to purchase 
isolated lots, creating uncertainty and delays. 
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Recommendation 3: Hornsby Shire Council should clarify that amalgamation 
requirements only apply to designated key sites in the Hornsby LEP. Council should 
allow flexibility and streamline documentation required for sites adjacent to isolated 
lots by removing mandatory evidence of purchase attempts. 

 
 
Solar access requirements 
 
Section 4.5.7.7 Solar access and ventilation outlines the requirement for a minimum 2 
hours of unobstructed sunlight to 70% of dwellings between 9am–3pm on 22 June. 
While Urban Taskforce supports adequate access to the sun in homes, this technical 
provision is too stringent and may reduce project yield and feasibility. Further, not 
every occupant demands this amenity.  
 
Shift workers, students, hospitality workers, etc. do not require the high levels of 
sunlight that the draft DCP controls require. There seems to be no contemplation 
that consumers might be capable of selecting a home which meets their own needs 
and budget. This requires a re-think. 
 
Overshadowing limitations are a trade-off for the amount of housing that can be 
supplied. Date-specific solar minimum methods are arbitrarily specific and inflexible, 
especially for dense mixed-use areas. 
 
An annual average sunlight measure or other trade-off models may be more 
appropriate for Hornsby Town Centre. There should be provision for flexibility to utilise 
other models to justify solar access extents or for flexibility in the quota of homes that 
need to meet these requirements. 
 

Recommendation 4: The draft DCP should be changed to make solar access 
provisions more flexible with opportunity for non-compliance to be examined on a 
merit basis, and not simply controlled by a black-and-white mandate. 

 
 
Overshadowing photovoltaic solar 
 
The Urban Taskforce does not support draft DCP’s provisions that require the design 
and scale of new developments to minimize overshadowing of existing solar 
collectors. Cities and town centres grow and evolve. Solar panels, of all things, 
should not be a determining factor in future built form. 
 
The loss of energy production from overshadowing solar panels of a neighbouring 
property is not comparable to the productivity of a town centre having the height 
and density it requires for housing and employment. 
 
Adding this control to the pile of other hurdles that prevent height and density in this 
politically-heightened moment of the housing crisis is a miscalculation. 
 
A more appropriate approach would be to encourage solar panel installation, while 
advising property owners to consider the potential for future developments that may 
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cause overshadowing with recommendations to check applicable planning 
controls for surrounding land when determining panel placement. 
 

Recommendation 5: Control 4.5.7.7 (c) should be removed from the draft DCP and 
provisions put in place for landowners to understand where panels should be placed 
to reduce chances of overshadowing from future developments.  

 
Bicycle parking standards for new development 
 
Section 4.5.9.2 Cycling links (e) requires bicycle parking provision in all developments 
in accordance with Section 1.C.2.1 Transport and Parking. This section, among other 
requirements, restricts bicycle parking and facilities to the minimum rates provided in 
in Table 1C.2.1(e). 
 
Mandating bicycle parking and facility rates at a time when the role of transport is in 
flux is foolhardy. With the advent of public bike-share infrastructure and shifting 
demographics of essential workers, tradespeople and shift workers, who have a 
dependency on cars, end-of-trip facilities need to remain flexible. 
 
This feature is regularly delivered by developer members of the Urban Taskforce 
based on market demand, and should stay a flexible offering, delivered where 
needed and wanted. 
 

Recommendation 6: Bicycle parking and facilities should be left to the private sector 
that will deliver based on market demand. When businesses call for these facilities, 
the private sector will respond. 

 
Car parking rates 
 
Under the draft DCP, new developments will have to adhere to the minimum 
requirements found in Table 1.3.2-c for developments outside of the 800m radius, 
maximum requirements for developments per Table 1.3.2-b within this 800m radius, 
with an overlay of the two tiers prescribed by Figure 1.3-b as well as other land-use 
and building-size specificities. 
 
Regardless of whether these parking rates are correct, parking provisions should be 
left up to market demand. This is one area where council’s apparent need to 
control the private delivery of housing stock, is best remedied by allowing the ebbs 
and flow of market demand to determine parking space requirements.  
 
The proposed prescriptive requirements increase design complexity, compromise 
project feasibility and discourage take up of development opportunities.  
 
The private sector deploys considerable resources, commissioning property and real 
estate experts to forecast parking demand for the time that a development is due 
to complete. Parking spaces, in medium and high-rise apartments, are costly 
substructural elements. The private sector is correctly incentivised to delivery parking 
to meet the needs of inhabitants. 
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Removing needed parking spaces from inner town centre sites is a form of social 
engineering. People who commute to work often still own cars and need to park 
them. Furthermore, these restrictions would disadvantage essential workers and 
tradespeople whose occupation rely on parking. 
 
The parking framework should be simplified by allowing market demand to form the 
outcome. Car share provisions should be encouraged but not mandated especially 
when a commercial provider is not confirmed. Cash-in-lieu requirements should be 
removed to avoid duplication of costs already incurred through Section 7.12 
contributions. 
 

Recommendation 7: Parking rates should be left up to developers to match market 
demand. Car sharing should not be mandated. Cash-in-lieu requirements should be 
removed. 

 
Section 7.12 Contributions 
 
The fixed-rate levies nominated in the Hornsby Town Centre Precinct Section 7.12 
Development Contributions Plan 2025 are too high and are opposed by Urban 
Taskforce members. 
 
The proposed 4% levy on residential development and 2% on non-residential 
development will significantly impact project feasibility in a location already 
burdened by infrastructure costs and height/setback limitations.  
 
The levy far exceeds typical industry benchmarks and fails to account for cumulative 
development contributions under state and federal mechanisms. There is no clear 
economic justification or viability testing to support this quantum. 
 
Section 7.12 levies had been capped at 1%. Former Planning Minister, Rob Stokes, 
changed this cap to 3% in 2021 for residential developments. However, these higher 
rates were to cover the cost of local infrastructure in greenfield locations – not 
established town centres. 
 
Applying a 4% Section 7.12 local infrastructure levy on new residential developments 
represents a significant and unacceptable impost on housing supply, given the 
current federal and state governments’ push to address the housing crisis and the 
established nature of the Hornsby Town Centre. 
 
The requirement for ministerial approval for Section 7.12 levies over 1% should be 
seen by Hornsby Shire Council as the guide of what is reasonable. There is no 
justification for a built-up centre with established hard and soft infrastructure to 
require such a burdensome levy in this time of a housing crisis. 
 
With the razor thin margins currently threatening the viability of both developers and 
builders across the sector, all taxes, fees and charges levied on new housing is simply 
transferred to the buyer, many of whom are struggling to enter the market.  
The 4% levy represents either substantial inefficiency in the planned delivery of 
infrastrucutre, or an opportunity to make up for the lack of amenity and 
infrastructure delivery mistakes of the past. Placing this quantum of tax on future 
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development risks under-investment in Hornsby as developers explore more 
competitive areas. There will simply not be the expected uptake. 
 
The approach taken by Council, to envision their preferred future infrastructure 
amenity, then price it, and divide it up against the calculated additional capacity, is 
an exercise of fantasy. It does not take into consideration the land-economic 
realities of housing delivery. 
 
Instead, Council should bring the fixed-rate percentage down to below 3% then cut 
the infrastructure cloth to match its budget. 
 
Furthermore, payment timing has been given as either prior to development consent 
or as a condition on a complying development certificate. This represents a 
substantial tax applied at the least affordable point of a project construction life 
cycle. Moving the Section 7.12 payment away from the start of construction where 
a developer is most leveraged to the occupational certificate stage, where final 
payments on presales are about to come in, would allow the private sector to 
achieve finance and speed uptake. 
 

Recommendation 8: Section 7.12 levies should be reduced to below 3% with any 
shortfall to be met through the general rate base or changes to the scope of 
infrastructure works. Payment of the levy should occur at Occupation Certificate 
stage rather than Construction Certificate stage. 

 
Finalisation Report and Strategy Implementation Concerns 
 
The Finalisation Report and associated strategic documents prepared to support the 
draft DCP reference key State Government priorities such as the TOD Program and a 
Public Infrastructure Delivery Plan. However, these documents fall short of 
articulating how the proposed planning controls will translate into viable, market-
driven delivery of housing and employment space. 
 
The projection of 6,000+ new dwellings within the Town Centre appears aspirational 
(at best) and not supported by a framework that realistically aligns with current 
market conditions, delivery constraints, or development feasibility. 
 
From the perspective of the development industry, this represents a significant gap.  
 
There is no demonstrable link between the planning framework and actual financial 
or operational feasibility studies. For instance, critical considerations such as 
construction staging, absorption rates, return-on-investment timelines, and 
infrastructure funding mechanisms (including cost apportionment and sequencing) 
are not addressed. The blatantly high Section 7.12 levies only serve to strengthen the 
feeling that land economic considerations are far from Hornsby Shire Council’s mind. 
 
This weakens the credibility of the housing targets and risks setting the precinct up for 
under delivery, particularly in a market facing cost escalation, planning delays, and 
rising financing hurdles. 
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In its current form, the strategy assumes that the development industry will respond 
to zoning and height increases alone, without offering clear enabling levers such as 
uplift bonuses, flexible built form provisions, or infrastructure staging that aligns with 
market absorption. 
 
The document is also silent on key phasing tools.  
 
There are no mechanisms for prioritising delivery across precincts, no thresholds to 
trigger infrastructure upgrades, and no commitments to co-funding public realm or 
transport improvements that would unlock development. This “build it and they will 
come” approach undermines confidence in the plan’s implementation. 
 
To correct this, Council should embed economic deliverability into the planning 
framework itself. This can be achieved by explicitly mapping planning controls to a 
feasibility analysis and developing a phased infrastructure delivery strategy aligned 
to projected housing take-up. 
 
The strategy should shift from compliance-based statutory planning toward a more 
collaborative, merit based, market-facing implementation model. Council should 
partner with the private sector to co-design delivery pathways, where infrastructure 
agencies, landowners, and council staff can coordinate real-time problem-solving.  
 
This will help position the Hornsby Town Centre as a genuine exemplar of TOD-led 
regeneration and not merely a policy ambition. 
 

Recommendation 9: Council should explicitly link planning controls with economic 
deliverability and stage infrastructure delivery in line with actual development. 
Introduce regular review triggers and a monitoring framework to adjust controls if 
housing delivery targets are not met. The strategy must shift from compliance-based 
planning to enabling growth and partnering with industry. 

 
Conclusion 
 
Hornsby has the potential to become a thriving, mixed-use strategic centre and 
exemplar of transport-oriented development in Sydney. 
 
Hornsby Shire Council should reconsider the position of this draft DCP in the context 
of slow investment in the region and the challenges of the housing crisis. Negating 
land-economic considerations will mean Hornsby does not capture the housing and 
employment opportunities offered by the Town Centre.   
 
The draft framework as proposed, risks undermining the Town Centre’s potential 
through overly-prescriptive regulation, excessive levies, and uncosted public-domain 
requirements.   
 
Council should review the draft DCP and ensure planning controls and contributions 
support feasible, high-quality development that delivers jobs, homes and broader 
public benefit. 
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Should you wish to discuss any aspect of this submission further, please call our 
Policy, Planning and Research Analyst, Benjamin Gellie, on 0461 566 807 or via email 
benjamin@urbantaskforce.com.au 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Tom Forrest 
Chief Executive Officer 
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