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Introduction

The Greens welcome the draft Affordable Housing Contributions Plan as a positive step towards creating more affordable housing in the inner city.

Stable, adequate and affordable housing is not only essential for well-being and health but also contributes to a sense of community.  

The Greens submission addresses aspects of the draft plan, discusses the CUB site, and makes recommendations.

Housing unaffordability and affordable housing
Housing in Sydney is less affordable now than it was during the 1991 recession. Buying a house in inner Sydney is out of the reach of most people on average incomes, and renting is increasingly expensive.  Rental vacancies in Sydney are below 2% - and even less in the inner areas of Sydney, resulting in greater competition for tenancies and upward pressure on rents. 

Both State and Federal governments have done little to combat unaffordability. Despite (or because of) a plethora of payments such as first homeowners grants and rent assistance schemes, prices and rents continue to rise. The supply of non-market housing via government intervention has stagnated. It is little wonder that 118,000 Sydney households are in housing stress.
 Many of these households are ineligible for social housing and cannot afford either the deposit for a house purchase or, if they can raise the deposit, the on-going mortgage repayments.

Workers who would like to live nearer to the workplace often cannot afford to do so. This is being increasingly reflected in key worker shortages in high cost areas of Sydney. Already, many are commuting long distances to their jobs in the city. Councils on Sydney’s North Shore have spoken about the difficulties they are experiencing in recruiting local government workers.

Affordable housing has a key role to play in ensuring people can afford to live near to where they work. The State Government has an opportunity in Redfern Waterloo to create a model affordable housing scheme that would contribute to overcoming the problems of cost, time, and adverse impacts on families that long journeys-to-work create.

The Draft Plan correctly analyses the growing affordability problem in its operational area and the growing polarisation of incomes of residents. But the number of affordable housing units the plan proposes – 75 – is nowhere near ambitious enough. The State Government is allocating insufficient resources to the provision of affordable housing generally and appears, in the Redfern Waterloo area, to be forgoing a significant opportunity to make a real contribution to resolving, in part at least, this significant problem.

The Government should actively counter pressure to keep ‘undesirables’ out of private housing developments. It should legislate for ‘ inclusionary zoning’, i.e. the inclusion of affordable housing within all new multi-unit developments, including the CUB site. This would contribute to social mix, which the Government ostensibly supports.

The Redfern-Waterloo Authority Act and EP &AA should be amended to permit councils and other relevant authorities to require, in high-cost areas throughout NSW, contributions in the form of actual housing, not solely equivalent monetary contributions.
 

Development to which the Plan applies

The Plan is currently restricted to the operational area of the RWA and to major developments that are subject to Part 3A of the EP&A Act for which the Minister is the consent authority.

The Plan should in principle, however, apply to all multi-unit developments of 10 units or more within the Redfern Waterloo operational area, and throughout most of NSW, not just developments subject to the Minister’s control or areas listed in SEPP 70.

The restrictions on the Plan as proposed reduce the amount of levies that may be collected for new developments and thereby limit the amount of affordable housing able to be funded from such levies.

The way the Plan has been drafted reflects the Government’s piecemeal approach to affordable housing in NSW. It would be better to have a clear set of rules for developers and a fairly uniform levy for affordable housing within the legislation.

The NSW Government should be taking a similar approach to other global cities such as London in the London Plan, and to the many US jurisdictions that have affordable housing levy ordinances.

The EP&A Act and the Redfern-Waterloo Authority Act should be amended to empower consent authorities across the State to levy for affordable housing.
 

The plan requires a monetary contribution only

The level of contribution required is equivalent to affordable housing comprising of just 1.25% of the total gross floor area of the development in the operational area or $59 a square metre. This is low when compared to the levy pertaining to Green Square (3%) and LandCom (7%).

The Draft Plan notes this and says the 1.25% is “not unreasonable” but fails to explain why the percentage could not be higher, given a 3% levy for affordable housing is very modest and has not discouraged development elsewhere. The proximity of the operational area to the CBD and the Government’s emphasis upon it as part of Sydney’s ‘global arc’ suggest that the locational advantages would far outweigh any disincentive in being required to provide a 3% affordable housing levy. 

The Plan seems to have decided on the net product first (75 units) then worked backward by costing the 75 units and then setting the levy accordingly (at $59 a square metre). This seems rather odd, as in other schemes the levy (eg. 3%) is set first, then the units produced from the levy (in the form of actual units of equivalent monetary contribution).

Cost per deliverable unit

Were affordable housing units to be built upon Government-owned land within the operational area of the RWA, the cost per deliverable unit would be significantly reduced, as the land-cost would be largely eliminated. Building on already-existing State-owned land, such as that owned by State Rail or other authorities, would moreover ensure that ongoing revenue from the site returned to government. 

The failure to utilise the Wilson Street SRA-owned site for affordable housing, despite many groups suggesting this, is a serious and inexplicable oversight. 

Lack of other funding

According to the contributions scheme modelling, the 1.5% contribution will completely pay for 75 new units. Managing those units should be straightforward, provided that a tenancy manager (eg. a community housing organisation, the DOH, City West Housing Co.) is given the resources to take on the additional stock. The State Government needs to commit enough funds so that new housing can be managed, maintained and repaired in a timely and efficient manner. Any surplus income should be directed to creating more affordable housing for the area.

The Government should provide recurrent funding and/or land contribution to augment the money raise from the developer levy. Given that the housing will generate a surplus, the more capital stock it can obtain at the outset, the more cost-effective the scheme will be.

The City West Housing Company had the advantage of State and Commonwealth funds, plus developer contributions in its early stages, setting it up on a firm foundation to make a surplus and expand. It appears, however, that the scheme proposed by the RWA will be funded by a low, monetary-only, developer contribution determined by the market value of land – which will deliver a small number of expensive-to-produce units.

It is essential that the State Government make additional recurrent payments and/or land available to the affordable housing scheme in order to ensure that it starts from a sound base and over time is able to recoup the outlay, make a surplus, and ultimately expand. The Commonwealth Government could be asked for a contribution as well.

Affordable housing via inclusionary zoning is not unusual or even radical (see Appendix 1 for examples). The RWA should urge the State Government to replicate the very successful City West model in Redfern Waterloo (and elsewhere in NSW). Over time, such a scheme would produce a surplus, costing government little in the long term. Such schemes are low-risk. 

There is a clear need for more affordable housing as affordability has been declining. The government needs to intervene as a matter of urgency, and there is no better place to start than in Redfern-Waterloo.

The CUB site should include affordable housing 

The Affordable Housing Planning Agreement between the RWA and Carlton United Breweries is a draft only, so there is no guarantee that its provisions will be identical to those in the Draft Agreement. It is significant, however, that CUB’s contribution will be in monetary form only and that no actual housing units will be provided by the developer at the CUB site as part of the contributions plan/deed or agreement. Thus the people of Chippendale will bear the brunt of no affordable housing units being required there. 

The deliberate legislative impediments that require development contributions at the CUB site to be spent in the RWA operational area should be removed. The Greens believe affordable housing should be provided at the redeveloped Carlton and United Brewery site. This site would be eminently suitable for a flagship affordable housing scheme and could be home to hundreds of students, inner city workers and others. The tenant mix could be similar to that of the City West Housing Company tenants - a range of people on low to moderate incomes. Such housing would generate an ongoing surplus, and the money could be used to develop more affordable housing in Redfern Waterloo.

An experienced housing manager such as City West Housing Company, SWISH, MACH or even the Department of Housing could manage the tenancies and units (given the extra resources to do so).

The advantages of including affordable housing on the CUB site are many: 

· The site is close to two major transport hubs and close to three educational institutions and the CBD, making it a perfect site for affordable housing.

· The economies of scale mean the production of affordable housing units as a percentage of all units may be more cost-effective than in small-scale developments.

The NSW Greens recommend:
1. A 10% affordable housing requirement for all new multi-unit developments in the RWA area.

2. Title to the housing to remain with government or community housing provider.

3. The affordable housing units to be held in perpetuity.

4. The units to be available to those on up to 120% of median incomes for NSW.

5. The units to be targeted towards a mix of very low, low, and moderate income tenants.

6. The units to be prioritised for: low to moderate income City and surrounding area workers (eg. people working as cleaners, apprentices, in hospitality/bar/restaurants, technicians, public transport, hairdressers, etc); older people with a long connection to the area; students of the University of Sydney, UTS and City TAFE campuses.

7. The number of car parking spaces for all of the new units to be limited to less than one per unit due to the proximity of public transport.

8. All units to be designed to be adaptable to the needs of older or incapacitated people.

9. The surplus to be reinvested in more affordable housing.

10. Any home purchase scheme to include caveats on resale in order to maintain affordability.
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Appendix 1: Inclusionary zoning in other jurisdictions

London: 50% affordable housing

London was/is experiencing problems with labour supply and affordability, and as such struggles to house essential service workers (‘key workers’) such as nurses, teachers and others. In the London Plan, Mayor Ken Livingstone, recommended a 50% affordable target for all new housing developments in the Greater London area. Of this, 35% is social rented housing affordable to people on low incomes, and 15% is intermediate housing affordable to people on moderate incomes. One example of this policy at work is at the Imperial Wharf development on the Thames. About 1,600 homes are envisaged at Imperial Wharf, of which 47% will be pegged at affordable prices. These units will be set aside for a mixture of people including moderate income workers, students, elderly people and others unable to afford market rents.

Pyrmont –Ultimo: 3% levy plus government funding

City West Housing Company, set up by the NSW State Government, manages nearly 500 units. It aims to eventually provide 900 units: 600 in Pyrmont-Ultimo and 300 in Green Square. City West holds titles to all of the dwellings and as such is in a good position to expand. It houses three tiers of tenant: very low, low, and moderate-income households. Rents are no more than 30% of income, or, for those tenants on the highest incomes, at rents slightly below market. Tenants must show a connection to the area or work in close proximity to it, to be eligible. City West makes a surplus income because of the tenants’ income mix and can therefore afford to maintain its dwellings and expand. City West’s affordable housing is funded through levies from developers. It received an initial start-up funding from the Commonwealth and State governments. It is a successful model, but unfortunately has not been replicated throughout Sydney and NSW.


South Australia: 

In 2005 the South Australian government undertook to ensure that 10% of new developments with 20 or more units would be set aside for affordable housing. The new Balfours / Bus station project in Adelaide has pledged 15% of its 1300 apartment development for affordable housing (about 195 units) for students and people on low-to-moderate incomes
.
The USA:

Over 200 jurisdictions have affordable housing ordinances. Jurisdictions with inclusionary zoning ordinances on the books include:

· Burlington, Vermont 

· Barnstable County, Massachusetts, 

· Boulder, Colorado

· Longmont, Colorado
· Cambridge, Massachusetts 
· Loudoun, Virginia
· Fairfax County, Virginia 

· Chapel Hill, North Carolina 

· Davidson, North Carolina 

· Tallahassee, Florida 

· Madison, Wisconsin 

· Frederick County, Maryland

· Montgomery, Maryland 
· Santa Fe, New Mexico 

· San Francisco, California 

· Palo Alto, California 

· San Mateo County, California 

· Sacramento, California 

· West Hollywood, California 

· Huntington Beach, California 

· San Diego, California 

· New York, New York 

· Montclair, New Jersey 

· Princeton, New Jersey

Most jurisdictions require affordable housing contribution of berween 10% - 20%, and even up to 35%.
California

As of 1994, 64 Californian jurisdictions had inclusionary zoning in place (54 cities and 10 counties). 66% of the programs are mandatory. Some houses are for sale but there are conditions put on resale to maintain affordability. Incentives include: density bonuses, tax credits, fee waivers. Market and affordable units are built at the same time.

New Jersey

There are 55,000 units of affordable housing produced by a mandatory inclusionary zoning target of 20%. Each municipality must come up with a target number of units based on the size of jurisdiction, the amount of vacant land and ration of exiting affordable housing units to market units. This is recalculated every 6 years.

� Judith Yates and Michael Gabriel, ‘Housing affordability in Australia’, research paper 3, national research Venture 3: Housing affordability for lower income Australians, AHURI, February 2006.


� In addition, the Government should also consider redesigning its land tax/stamp duty/developer contributions regime to encourage affordable housing. Betterment should be taxed; moving should not and the First Home Owners Grant in its current form is not helping affordability as it is not means-tested. Adding to Government housing stock and widening eligibility can also offer alternatives to overpriced market housing as well as security of tenure. At the federal level, tax concessions that encourage speculative investment in housing (Capital Gains Tax reductions, ‘negative gearing’) should be reviewed.


� The Greens have argued for a 10% levy in most areas of NSW where multi-unit development is taking place, and have drafted a Bill to amend the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act (EP&AA) for this purpose.


� See the Greens Affordable Housing (Developer Contributions) draft Bill for details: available at �HYPERLINK "http://www.sylviahale.org.au/"��http://www.sylviahale.org.au/�





� Adelaide City Council (2004), p.1; Shelter SA (2005), pp.1-2
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