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Q1 Address

Full Name

Post Code 2066

Email Address

Q2 How old are you? 37 - 46

Q3 All submissions may be made public (including full
name and postcode only). If you prefer your submission
to be published anonymously (using your postcode only),
please click here:

I would like to make an anonymous submission

Q4 After reading the document, how well do you feel you
understand the PIC model?

78

Q5 How could we improve the model? Is there anything you think we have missed?

It's not clear how the "scenarios" are testing policy options. They appear to reflect development take-up rates, which are forecasts, not 
options. To test the value of staging and sequencing, you would need to test different staging and sequencing options, then stress test 
those options against different development scenarios. You've fundamentally got the whole investment planning process around the 
wrong way, which doesn't address the problem/opportunity. The findings are therefore completely flawed. There is no way possible that 
the NPV of investing in PLR2 precincts is greater than investing in a place like Harris Park or Camellia which already has PLR1 (lower 
cost) and are closer to jobs and amenity. You've probably included sunk costs in your analysis, with is wrong. 

Is the policy problem really staging and sequencing? How much out-of-sequence development really is there? Is there any evidence 
that this is a significant opportunity cost to the employment of resources in NSW? There is a lot of evidence that restrictive zoning is 
cost to the economy...

Q6 How could this model be used to help other places?

It can't, the model is flawed.

#2#2
COMPLETECOMPLETE

Collector:Collector:   Web Link 1 Web Link 1 (Web Link)(Web Link)
Started:Started:   Thursday, November 07, 2019 4:37:40 PMThursday, November 07, 2019 4:37:40 PM
Last Modified:Last Modified:   Thursday, November 07, 2019 6:22:55 PMThursday, November 07, 2019 6:22:55 PM
Time Spent:Time Spent:   01:45:1501:45:15
IP Address:IP Address:

Page 1



GPOP Place-based Infrastructure Compact Pilot

4 / 41

Q7 How can community and industry better participate?

You should discuss the problem you are trying to solve...  

Households and businesses are spending billions of hours/dollars to fund expensive mortgages, expensive toll roads, and sprawling 
greenfield development. The mis-allocation of product capacity in the NSW economy is astonishing! Staging and sequencing in GPOP 
isn't really the problem with infrastructure planning and investment in NSW. We have completely lost sight of how to build efficient cities 
that have affordable housing (not subsidised), affordable transport, and affordable energy and water.  

A new $700k housing in NSW will have nearly $200k taxes... there is no infrastructure funding problem! There is no staging and 
sequencing problem. The problem is we've just spent too much on inefficient cars and sprawling infrastructure, and we haven't invested 
in railways, walking and cycling.

Q8 What findings from the GPOP pilot do you agree
with?

Respondent skipped this question

Q9 Do you think there is anything else that could be considered?

Finding 1 is flawed, see modelling comments. 

Finding 2 doesn't prove the benefits or affordability of these amenities.  

Finding 3 isn't useful. Making laundry lists of infrastructure is a waste of time. Limit the analysis to the costs that have a meaningful 
impact on staging and sequencing, and measure those. The NSW is the largest recipient of tax revenue from development activity, 
GST, Stamp Duty, SIC, so of course they need to fund infrastructure.  

Finding 4 and 5 are basically arguing that staging and sequencing matters. Maybe it does, but your model doesn't prove that.  

The far more important findings would be related to what infrastructure we should be building and where... When should be aligned with 
market feasibility and take-up rates, I can't imagine the question of "when" is as much of a burden on economic resources compared to 
expensive mega projects like Westconnex and Beaches Link that lock us into expensive and inefficient transport.

Q10 Do you understand why we need to stage and
sequence development in GPOP?

Yes

Q11 Do you have feedback on the sequencing plan?

Is this a strategy or an investment case? Not sure it needs Actions. The whole this is confused about what it is. It would be far more 
informative to understand when decisions like PLR2 need to be made... If you did a proper analysis of staging and seqencing, there is 
no way it would be cheaper to build PLR2 precincts before you build precincts like Camelia, even if you need to bury the JRD in a 
trench like Southern Cross Drive and connect all the at grade streets and LR. I think you've confused sunk costs with marginal costs.
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Q12 What do you think about the service and infrastructure priorities?

It's a nice laundry list of projects, but the staging and sequencing doesn't demonstrate their value to the community is greater than their 
cost. You're measuring the wrong thing.  

The analysis should focus on city-shaping projects (roads and rail) that increase the carrying capacity of the land, and development 
enabling projects (utilities and land for schools and open space). All the community supporting stuff (classrooms, hospital beds, 
libraries, community centres, museums, etc) won't change with the staging and sequencing of precincts. These are policy decisions that 
would be considered elsewhere and shouldn't form part of the analysis.  

If you wanted to identify the most valuable infrastructure to prioritise for the government, you'd need to do a CBA for each investment 
option and compare them. If you did the analysis properly you'd find that the cost of spending on rail is far cheaper than the cost of 
spending on cars, roads, motorways and sprawl... but that's a different policy problem.

Q13 Have we missed anything?

I think you've missed the opportunity to demonstrate to government that compact, walkable, transit-oriented, infill development is the 
most efficient, affordable and sustainable way for to achieve the Central City housing targets. The process should have produced a 
business case to secure a funding envelope for the city-shaping and growth-enabling projects to ensure the government will support the 
private sector investment as needed to achieve the "what, where and when" identified in the planning process.  

Housing targets are just a forecast. The question of when should be staging and sequencing, not a fixed moment in time. The 
government should be making all necessary public investments to support an efficient housing and employment development market. 
The idea that you would limit growth and constrain the market is madness. This is just a unnecessary burden on the economy, inflating 
housing prices and disproportionately affecting younger people. 

There is no funding challenge. We collect far more taxes from development activity than we spend on development related 
infrastructure. We should be ready and willing to make all necessary investments needed to realise the most efficient, well-planned and 
valuable development programs.


