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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1  OVERVIEW 

The housing affordability challenge for low to moderate income workers in Brisbane 

Housing in Brisbane’s inner and middle suburbs is becoming markedly less affordable for workers on low- 

to-moderate incomes.  Many of these workers are employed in jobs that are essential to the running of the 

city, such as in education, healthcare, transport, policing, retail, administrative support, services and 

hospitality.  The housing affordability problem not only constrains the employment choices and quality of 

life of the individuals affected, but also raises consequent challenges for the economic competitiveness 

and social and cultural well-being of the city as a whole. 

 

Market forces alone cannot address this imbalance.  It is thus crucial that governments play a strong role 

in providing clear guidelines for delivering equitable planning outcomes for the greater community.  One 

way to achieve this is to ensure that a proportion of housing within inner and middle ring suburbs remains 

affordable to low-to-moderate income groups.  Areas targeted for urban renewal offer the greatest 

potential for delivering such an outcome. 

 

Housing cannot be seen in isolation from other conditions of urban and suburban life.  The cost and 

convenience of living also depends on the quality of local areas and the opportunities they offer – as well 

as the costs they impose on residents.  Transport, accessibility and urban form are very important to the 

cost and attractiveness of different areas. 

 
Research objectives and methods 

The objectives of this research were to: 
 

• identify potential planning mechanisms to improve the supply of affordable housing in targeted 
inner Brisbane  urban renewal locations; 

• identify and assess delivery models for achieving affordable housing outcomes; 

• identify a package of concessions that would attract significant affordable housing activity; and 

• develop recommendations for an integrated planning approach to achieve long term provision of 
affordable housing within targeted urban renewal areas. 

The multiple research methods combined literature review, documentary research, desktop case studies, 

key informant interviews and financial modelling.  Key informants included peak industry representatives, 

developers, senior public servants, policy makers, consultants, community association leaders and 

affordable housing providers. 

 

Urban Renewal: Case studies where affordable housing is a priority 

Responses to similar problems in other cities include London, with targets of 35-50% affordable housing 

units in private housing developments and recent efforts in South Australia to achieve targets of up to 15% 

affordable housing in redevelopment.  In these and several other cases, the affordable housing targets 

were combined with two or more of a variety of policy approaches, including inclusionary zoning, 

agreements, bonuses and other incentives. 
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A number of Australian case studies provide useful examples of a range of approaches to delivering 

affordable housing in urban renewal projects, including: 

• Subi Centro (Perth), developed by Subiaco Redevelopment Authority striving for 10-15% 
affordable housing by applying targets, asset and income tests and tenure restrictions. 

• Western Australia’s First Start shared equity scheme with the Department of Housing retaining 
30-40% equity of homes for households below certain income thresholds. 

• Adelaide’s Balfours / Bus Station redevelopment, with land contributed by the City of Adelaide 
and developed by the WestCentral Consortium (150 affordable units and 360 student units out of 
total 1300 units). 

• Inkerman Oasis (Melbourne) public-private partnership between City of Port Phillip and Inkerman 
Developments with affordable housing (28 of 242 units) an important element of a project 
committed to environmental, social, cultural and economic sustainability. 

• Kelvin Grove Urban Village (KGUV, Brisbane), well known as a Government-University 
partnership involving the not-for-profit Brisbane Housing Company as a developer and landlord 
alongside private market companies. 

 
Regulatory, incentives-based, and mixed approaches 

Affordable housing outcomes can be delivered via a range of regulatory approaches, incentives 

approaches and mixed approaches. 

 

The main regulatory approach is ‘inclusionary zoning’, with mandatory targets for affordable housing, as in 

London and Vancouver.  Another regulatory approach, less commonly used for housing affordability, is 

transferable development rights (TDR), as used in many places for heritage conservation and protection of 

prime farmland. 

 

Incentives approaches include parking concessions, infrastructure charges relief, and the granting of 

bonus development rights in return for affordable housing provision.  The key informant interviews raised 

some doubts about the practicality and effectiveness of bonuses in Queensland’s performance based 

planning system – for example it was argued that the allowable amount of floor space or building height 

cannot be legally tied to affordable housing. 

 

Mixed approaches included tenure and financing innovations, joint ventures (by the private and community 

housing sectors), community / industry education, and design and funding measures aimed at allowing 

smaller apartments to be developed. 

 
Financial Modelling 

The study includes financial modelling investigating the potential for delivering affordable housing as a 

significant component of mixed use and high density residential development on two ‘typical’ inner 

Brisbane brownfield sites of 2,000 m2 and 1.2 hectares respectively.  Alternative development scenarios 

were evaluated, comparing different packages of planning concessions and affordable housing incentives 

such as density uplifts and deferred land purchase.  The modelling demonstrates strong potential – 

particularly on larger sites - for a suite of planning incentives and reduced infrastructure charges to 

enhance project viability through the inclusion of affordable housing at no cost. 
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1.2  CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The conclusions of the research support the packaging of a suite of approaches rather than relying 
separately on either regulatory or incentives mechanisms.  In addition, the report sees a key leadership 
role for Brisbane City Council in identifying desirable integrated affordable housing sites and brokering 
deals with developers, financiers and affordable housing providers. 
 
The recommendations range from the strengthening of approaches already being taken by Council to new 
initiatives that require Council to take a lead role in partnership with other key players in development, 
finance, the community sector and the State Government.   
Planning System Reform 

• In partnership with State Government, industry and community groups, develop regulatory 
processes which remove barriers to inclusionary zoning 

• Provide specific provisions in Planning Schemes for affordable housing, such as plot ratios, 
setback requirements and car-parking requirements 

! Reform subdivision and titling arrangements to allow Multiple Dwelling Units on small lots 
where this is consistent with good neighbourhood planning 

• Modify building codes and regulations to include greater flexibility and facilitate cost-efficient 
housing production 

• Provide a secure and consistent operating environment for an ‘affordable housing industry’ to 
develop 

• Ensure timely and efficient approval processes for affordable housing developments by 
establishing a dedicated Affordable Housing specialist team or facilitator within Council directly 
linked to key personnel in associated State Government regulatory bodies 

Planning Policy 

• Strengthen and promote the co-ordinated city-wide urban renewal strategy for Brisbane 

! Integrate Structure Plans, Local Area Plans and Neighbourhood Plans into this overall 
strategy 

• Develop and promote a coherent Affordable Housing Policy and Implementation Strategy 

• Move towards a progressive regime for development assessment fees and infrastructure charges 
that rewards socially and environmentally responsible housing provision 

• Establish a clear vision of urban form patterns that support inclusive and mixed communities 

! Amend Planning Schemes to include the provision of low-cost and affordable housing 
which considers the factors of density, mixed use, accessibility, car parking provision, 
connectivity and tenure, particularly in existing and emerging TODs 

! Continue to encourage vertical mix within inner-city developments (retail, commercial, 
residential) together with horizontal mix of light industry and spaces for community and 
neighbourhood cultural activities 

• Refine co-ordination of land use planning for housing developments with other area-based 
priorities such as transport, employment and economic development planning 

• Survey and assemble a comprehensive Asset Register of Council, State and Commonwealth 
owned land, including land held by statutory authorities which would be suitable for the provision 
of affordable housing 
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• Identify redevelopment sites that will foster community capacity building including ensuring the 
retention of appropriate Affordable Housing and the provision of new Affordable Housing within 
iconic local buildings 

• Investigate the potential use of Transferable Development Rights (TDR) to stem losses of existing 
clusters of affordable housing in the inner and middle suburbs 

Financing and Delivery Models 

• Investigate alternative financing arrangements which allow for small multiple dwelling unit sizes, 
separating residential and parking tenure and other tenure innovations such as shared equity 

• Initiate and lead a partnership with Federal and State Governments, the development industry 
and community sector to remove financing and mortgage insurance barriers to the development 
and sale of smaller multiple dwelling units. 

• Broker partnerships between private developers and not-for-profit housing companies in the 
delivery of affordable housing stock 

Design and Innovation 

• Encourage innovation and sharing in best-practice design solutions to the variety of urban 
environments that make up a typical Queensland city 

• Clearly articulate the relationship between new urban living, accessible public open space and 
affordable built spaces for community and cultural development and local economic activity 

• Clearly articulate the relationship between public transport proximity, reduced car parking 
requirements and high quality walkable streets 

• Encourage hospitals, universities and other large employers to include on-site housing in the 
redevelopment or expansion of their facilities 

• Work with Queensland Transport to develop viable orbital public transport links that will increase 
the affordability and convenience of life in the outer suburbs (thereby reducing the pressure on 
the inner suburbs) 

Education and Public Awareness 

• Ensure the qualities that support liveability are understood and prioritised with affordable housing 
promoted as a means to defend and enhance liveability 

• Promote social cohesion and increase community engagement with diverse urban environments  

! Enhance community understanding of Affordable Housing as a component of broader 
socio-economic sustainability  

• Actively market Council’s approach to Affordable Housing to the finance, development and 
building industries to encourage participation in the provision of Affordable Housing  

Collaborative Partnerships and Capacity Building 

• Highlight and implement the potential leadership role of Brisbane City Council as a broker of 
affordable housing outcomes 

• Develop a strategic and legal framework for BCC to partner with developers and community 
housing providers in joint ventures 

• Through the Local Government Association of Queensland call on State Government to introduce 
exemptions from state taxes and fees for affordable housing  

• Continue to establish mechanisms that enhance the transparency and accountability of the 
governance of affordable housing development and management 
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2.0   INTRODUCTION  

2.1   OVERVIEW 

The urban fabric of Brisbane is changing at a rapid pace as South East Queensland continues to 

experience burgeoning population growth and strong economic development (Queensland Government 

2007a).  Competition for limited land resources is at an all time high and despite a shift towards increased 

densities and mixed-use developments, pressures on housing affordability continue to escalate.   

 

Harnessing the region’s growth while ensuring equitable social and design outcomes presents a significant 

challenge for government, industry and community groups.   

 

In May 2007, Brisbane City Council Lord Mayor Campbell Newman flagged the need to develop a policy of 

‘inclusionary zoning’ (IZ) for inner urban renewal areas to ensure low-to-moderate income workers are not 

excluded from inner and middle-ring suburbs as a result of rising house prices and rapidly rising rents1. 

 

In response, this report, “Creating Inclusive Communities: ensuring housing affordability in inner city 

redevelopment”, examines how the planning system can improve the supply of affordable housing within 

key precincts targeted for urban renewal.   

 

Drawing on existing research, data and models, this paper aims to offer practical solutions to animate the 

vision of ‘inclusive communities’ through the provision of the ‘diverse and affordable housing options’ 

advocated in the South East Queensland Regional Plan 2005 – 2026 (SEQRP) (Queensland Government 

2005:69 s8.4) and Living in Brisbane 2026 (BCC nd).   

 

The research has the potential to influence policy and practice in ways that will benefit large numbers of 

inner-urban workers, as well as the socio-economic sustainability of Brisbane.  It is also hoped the 

research outcomes will benefit industry and community stakeholders in relation to the provision of 

affordable housing.   

 

This independently commissioned report and its draft recommendations were formally presented to the 

Brisbane Inner City Advisory Committee (BICAC) on 28 February 2008 for review and discussion. 

2.2  PROJECT BRIEF 

The Brisbane Inner City Advisory Committee (BICAC) is designed “to enhance the integration of planning 

and development in the inner city”2.  BICAC plays an important advisory and co-ordination role and has 

identified the need to achieve balance and sustainability in the major urban renewal projects planned for 

Brisbane City.  Key urban renewal areas targeted include Bowen Hills, Newstead, Spring Hill, New Farm, 

Fortitude Valley, Brisbane CBD, City West Precinct, Peel St / Kurilpa, West End, Highgate Hill, 

Woolloongabba and Dutton Park. 

 

BICAC considers the ‘Four C’s’ of Commerce, Community, Conservation and Culture to be its guide in 

achieving good outcomes for the people of Brisbane.  Housing plays a central role across the four C’s and                                                 
1   'Council bids to keep workers in inner city” (29/05/07):  
 http://www.brisbanetimes.com.au/news/queensland/council-bids-for-affordable-housing/2007/05/29/1180205224190.html 
2  BICAC Terms of Reference (Refer to Appendix A) 
 
 



Creating Inclusive Communities – Ensuring Housing Affordability in Inner City Redevelopment 

  6  

provides the foundation for individuals, families and communities to reach their full potential through 

economic, social and cultural engagement. 

 

There is concern, that lack of appropriately located affordable housing could have adverse impacts on the 

economic, social and cultural life of the city. 

 

Housing affordability for key workers, many of whom are on low- to-moderate incomes, has become a 

critical social and economic problem for a number of Australian cities (Yates et al, 2006). Employment 

opportunities for workers employed in health, education, sanitation, administration and hospitality are often 

located in the inner city.  If affordable housing is not available within reasonable travel time, these workers 

may be economically disadvantaged.  Further, the city’s economic performance and social functioning may 

be adversely affected if it becomes difficult to attract these key workers. 

 

This report forms part of the community housing sector's contribution to BICAC through its representative 

Queensland Community Housing Coalition (QCHC).  The scope of the project was finalised after 

consultation with council and is a joint venture initiative between QCHC, Bond University and 

LandPartners.  The outcomes of this paper respond to the purpose and objectives identified in section 2.   

 

2.3  PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES OF THE RESEARCH 

The purpose and objectives of the research project are: 

• to identify potential planning mechanisms to improve the supply of affordable housing in targeted 
inner Brisbane urban renewal locations; 

• to identify and assess delivery models for achieving affordable housing outcomes; 

• to identify a package of concessions that would attract significant affordable housing activity; and 

• to develop recommendations for an integrated planning approach to achieve long-term provision 
of affordable housing within targeted urban renewal areas. 
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3.0  RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

Multiple research methods were combined in this project, including literature and documentary reviews, 

key informant interviews, desktop case studies, and financial modelling. 

3.1  CASE STUDY AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

A preliminary literature review was conducted to identify affordability indicators and realistic targets for the 

level and provision of affordable housing.  The results of this review can be found in Section 5 and 6. The 

scope of the literature review also includes international and Australian case studies that demonstrate the 

effectiveness of the planning system to influence positive outcomes in the provision of affordable housing 

in urban renewal areas.  This review is included in Section 8.   

3.2  KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEWS 

Semi-structured interviews were arranged with key informants and organisations involved in policy or 

development affecting affordable housing provision in Brisbane.  A total of 18 interviews were conducted 

(Table 1).   

 

The interviews were conducted by the research team and recorded with consent of all participants.  The 

interview protocol received ethics approval from the Bond University Human Research Ethics Committee 

(project number RO-703).  Interviewees were supplied with an explanatory statement, participant informed 

consent form and semi-structured questionaire prior to interviews.  These documents are included in 

Appendices B, C and D.  Interview times ranged from 45-60 minutes. 

 

The information gathered in these interviews has been directly incorporated into the content of the report 

where appropriate.  Additionally it has guided the literature review process.  A summarised transcript of the 

interviews can be found in Appendix E.  
Table 1: Organisations from which key informant interviewees were drawn 

Organisations 

Brisbane Housing Company LendLease 

Department of Housing Housing Industry Association 

Local Government Association of Queensland  Byrne Urban Design 

Office of Urban Management Montague Developments 

99 Consulting Dept of Local Government, Planning, Sport & Recreation  

Brisbane City Council West End Community Association 

Property Council of Australia Spiral Community Hub 

Urban Development Institute of Australia FKP 

Urban Renewal Brisbane Queensland Community Housing Coalition    



Creating Inclusive Communities – Ensuring Housing Affordability in Inner City Redevelopment 

  8  

3.3  MODELLING 

Two real sites in key urban renewal areas were identified through consultation with Brisbane City Council.   

The two sites chosen, in West End and Bowen Hills, are typical of those likely to be developed into high 

density residential and mixed use development in Brisbane’s inner suburbs.  Affordable housing-based 

modelling was carried out by Housing Services Australia Pty Ltd on both sites.  The results of this 

modelling can be found in Section 13 and Appendices F and G. 
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4.0  DEFINITIONS & BROAD INDICATORS 

The following provides a summary of a number of key definitions which were clarified during the literature 

review. 

4.1  AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

Balchin et al. (2006:127) make the distinction between need and demand, where need is defined as an 

essential requirement and demand is the “quantity or an attribute of a product that can be afforded at a 

price”.  Affordability as such, is a relative concept and embraces notions of opportunity and choice as 

much as financial capacity. 

 

In light of this, any definition of affordable housing needs to be broad enough to encompass a diversity of 

economic arrangements and flexible enough to deliver quality outcomes that meet a range of community 

needs.  Such needs include housing which is well located, safe and secure.  Finding an affordable balance 

between income and housing costs also requires consideration of relationships such as accessibility to 

employment opportunities and essential services, as well as transport and utility costs.  

 

For the purpose of this paper, affordable housing will thus be defined as housing which 

is reasonably adequate in standard and location for a lower-to-middle income household3; and 

does not cost so much that a household is unlikely to be able to meet other basic living costs on a 

sustainable basis (National Affordable Housing Forum, 2006). 

4.2  HOUSING AFFORDABILITY 

In spite of sustained national economic growth and low unemployment, it is evident that housing 

affordability has fallen in Australia over recent years, with housing prices and rents increasing 

disproportionately to income (UDIA, 2007).  Refer to Figure 1.  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 1: National House Prices and Earnings ( 

Source: UDIA (2007:10) based on ABS and REIA data – June 2007 
                                                 

3  Those which are in the lower 60% or so of the income scale 
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According to the 3rd Annual Demographia International Housing Affordability Survey: ratings for major 

urban markets (Demographia, 2007:1), Australia has “the most pervasive housing affordability crisis” with 

an overall median multiple of 6.6 and a Brisbane median multiple of 6.1. Refer to Table 2.   

 

Table 2: Housing Affordability – Australia 

Housing Affordability - Australia  
Using Median Multiple (Median House Price/Median Household Income) 2006 (3rd Quarter) 

Market Rank Affordability Rating Median Multiple 
Median House 

Price 
Median Household 

Income 
Adelaide 5 Severely Unaffordable 6.5 $285,000 $43,900 
Brisbane 6 Severely Unaffordable 6.1 $330,000 $54,000 
Canberra 8 Seriously Unaffordable 4.9 $375,000 $76,000 
Darwin 7 Severely Unaffordable 5.6 $385,000 $68,200 
Hobart 3 Severely Unaffordable 7.0 $290,000 $41,500 
Melb’rne 4 Severely Unaffordable 6.6 $377,000 $57,100 
Perth 2 Severely Unaffordable 8.0 $430,000 $53,900 
Sydney 1 Severely Unaffordable 8.5 $520,300 $61,200 
Median  Median 6.6   

 
Source: 3rd Annual Demographia International Housing Affordability Survey (2007:32) 

 

Looking at Brisbane in greater depth, this is clearly reflected in a 2001 – 2006 comparative analysis of 

home purchase affordability provided by the Urban Development Institute of Australia (UDIA) (Table 3).  

This analysis shows an average decrease of 57% and 30.6% in affordability for detached and attached 

housing respectively within a 5 year period.  Figure 2 further highlights the relationship between declining 

affordability and proximity to the CBD. 

 

Table 3: Brisbane 2001 – 2006 Affordability Comparative 

 Avg Household 
Income ($) 

Avg Detached* 
House ($) 

% Affordable** Avg Attached 
House ($) 

 % Affordable** 

Location 2001 2006 2001 2006 2001 2006 2001 2006 2001 2006 

Inner Brisbane 71,461 90,164 304,548 588,752 61% 4% 264,837 396,683 77% 45% 

Middle Brisbane 68,196 85,405 212,997 429,484 87% 24% 196,253 332,766 92% 58% 

Outer Brisbane 61,910 77,120 178,147 363,903 86% 32% 178,143 309,393 91% 65%  
* Detached house sales on allotments under 2000m² 
** The UDIA/Matusik Affordability Measure has four categories:  

" Affordable – when the average household can buy 51% (or more) of the housing for sale in their local area 
" Some constraints – when the affordable proportion is between 31% and 50% of the total local sales 
" Seriously constrained – when this proportion is between 16% and 30% 
" Unaffordable – when 15% or under of the sales at the time cannot be purchased by the average household in 

the local area.  
 
Source: UDIA (2007) based on Matusik Property Insights, RP Data & Australian Tax Office – June 2007 
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 Location             Affordability Index Rating 
 

Figure 2:  Brisbane – Affordability Index Rating  

Source: UDIA (2007:37) - based on data from the UDIA/Matusik Affordability Measure  
          

 

In short, the housing affordability situation for the majority of households in Brisbane, who earn less than 

the median income of $58,000 per year (ABS, 2006)4  is growing worse.  

These data raise serious concerns with regard to sustainability for low-to-middle income groups that work 

in high cost areas such as the inner-city.   

 

Implications of a lack of appropriate affordable housing are that many workers either pay a high 

proportion of their incomes in meeting their housing costs and /or travel long distances in order 

to work in their chosen location (Yates et al., 2006).   

 

If affordable housing is not available within reasonable travel time, these workers may be economically 

disadvantaged.  Further, the city’s economic performance and social functioning may be adversely 

affected as a result of high employer costs associated with labour market turnover (Yates et al., 2006). 

 

Market forces cannot address this imbalance.  It is thus crucial that governments play a strong role in 

providing clear guidelines for delivering equitable planning outcomes for the greater community.  One way 

to achieve this is to ensure that a proportion of housing within inner and middle ring suburbs remains 

affordable to low-to-moderate income groups.  Areas targeted for urban renewal offer the greatest 

potential for delivering such an outcome. 

4.3  URBAN RENEWAL 

Urban renewal involves redevelopment, rehabilitation and revitalisation of urban neighbourhoods.  

Unfortunately, this often leads to gentrification which can increase property values and negatively impact 

on the affordability of an area.  If left to market forces, low-to-moderate income groups can become 

disadvantaged and displaced as more affluent households move in.  Brisbane, like many Australian cities, 

has seen a 'back to the city' movement.  Coupled with the region's strong population influx and limits to 

urban growth set by the SEQ Regional Plan, house prices and rents in inner and middle ring suburbs have 

become increasingly unaffordable as evidenced in Section 4.2.  

  

Strategic planning of urban renewal sites can mitigate against the loss of affordable housing, however 

local and state government commitment is required to ensure equitable outcomes for the wider 

community.  Mechanisms available through the Queensland planning system currently include conditional 

development on master-planned government owned sites as in the case of Kelvin Grove Urban Village 

(Refer to Section 8.0) and planning gains such as density bonuses and car parking relaxations for 

properties which are placed under a 10 year Affordable Housing covenant.                                                 
4  ABS Census data 2006 – median household income – Brisbane LGA, www.censusdata.abs.gov.au  
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Presently, the Integrated Planning Act 1997 (IPA) does not allow for mandated requirements such as 

'inclusionary zoning' or 'windfall' levies to steer market and community responses.    

4.4  INCLUSIVE COMMUNITIES AND MIXED COMMUNITIES 

It is widely accepted in academic and professional circles that a vibrant, creative city is a diverse city 

(Jacobs, 1972; Florida, 2002; Queensland Government, 2005).  The provision of affordable housing 

across all neighborhoods supports social diversity and equity of access to jobs, education and amenity 

that is integral to community cohesion and economic efficiency.  This view is consistent with Principle 9: 

'Provide a Social Mix' of State Planning Policy (SPP) 1/07 – Housing and Residential Development, where 

social mix is identified as a key aspect of community wellbeing and sustainability (Queensland 

Government 2007b:27). 

 

Social inclusion is based on concepts of social justice and social equity.  As such, achieving real outcomes 

within communities is reliant on strong government direction and intervention to offset the inequities 

generated by market forces.  Without strong policies guiding redevelopment in areas targeted for urban 

renewal, social marginalisation and disadvantage are inevitable.  As discussed in Section 4.3, increased 

property values which urban renewal inevitably triggers, negatively impacts on affordability.  If 

unaddressed, displacement of existing low-to-moderate income households occurs.  Additionally, these 

groups are excluded from future opportunities to reside in these neighbourhoods. 

 

A commitment to inclusive communities would, therefore, present structurally as 'mixed communities', 

where a “...place may be mixed in terms of its buildings, their built form, size, designated uses, tenure, 

market value and /or rental levels” (Jensen Bowers Town Planners, 2006:22).  The benefits of mixed 

communities can contribute to sustainable outcomes through: 

• deconcentration of disadvantage;  

• ability to meet changing demographic needs; 

• greater integration of home / work / recreation needs; 

• equitable access to facilities and services; 

• greater efficiencies in transport and infrastructure delivery; 

• decreased crime and anti-social behaviour; and 

• cross fertilisation of ideas, skills and creativity. 

4.5  INCLUSIONARY ZONING 

Inclusionary zoning is a planning mechanism that encourages or requires a percentage of new residential 

development in targeted areas be affordable for people on low-to-moderate incomes.  In return, 

developers may be granted density bonuses and other incentives such as parking relaxations, 'fast 

tracking' of development applications, fee waivers or reductions and subsidised infrastructure charges to 

offset developer costs. 

 

The objectives of inclusionary zoning policies are to: 

• increase the supply of affordable housing through capturing value that is created by government 
decisions to change land use; 

• create socially and economically integrated communities; and 
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• provide opportunities for residents to obtain affordable housing in locations that are well located 
to employment, transportation choices and services (Metro Vancouver, 2007). 

While inclusionary zoning is a flexible strategy that can be applied to both ownership and rental properties, 

there are a number of common elements which underpin all policies.  These include: 

 

• specification of the set-aside or percentage of affordable housing units required; 

• the minimum project size or threshold value which triggers the inclusionary zoning policy; 

• the income targets of residents; 

• period of affordability; 

• developer incentive package; and 

• monitoring, enforcement and management. 

Some inclusionary zoning policies also allow for an in lieu payment rather than on-site provision.  These 

payments are transferred to an Affordable Housing Fund and channeled into construction projects 

elsewhere.  However, there is debate that this action runs counter to the philosophy of inclusionary 

zoning's objective of creating mixed- income inclusive communities. 

 

Currently Brisbane City Council does not have an inclusionary zoning policy per se.  Instead, affordable 

housing outcomes are encouraged through development bonuses as long as they do not compromise 

local amenity.  These are determined on a case by case basis (Brisbane City Council, 2000).  
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5.0  TARGET GROUP AND AFFORDABILITY INDICATORS 

5.1  WHO IS MISSING OUT? 

With reference to the affordable housing definition provided in Section 4.1, the target group for this project 

is confined to low-to-moderate income and key worker groups that work in the inner-to-middle ring suburbs 

who cannot access the market, cannot afford the market without being in housing stress and cannot 

access highly targeted social welfare housing.  Refer to Figure 3. 

 

Many of these people include workers on award wages, particularly those in hospitality, retail and social 

services, including emergency service workers and entry level healthcare and education workers.  Others 

affected include people employed in part-time and casual positions as well as unskilled workers. 

Household compositions that are especially vulnerable to housing stress include single income 

households, single parents, young people and retirees on social benefits who do not own their own home 

outright. 

 

Figure 3: The Social and Affordable Housing Continuum 

Source: Mike Myers Presentation to LGAQ Conference 2007, Queensland Community Housing Coalition 
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An inclusive communities approach within inner-to-middle city areas would require a continuum of 

responses that provide opportunities for discount to market rent and pathways to home ownership through 

a range of targeted subsidies.  This is discussed further in Sections 9 and 10. 

5.2  AFFORDABILITY INDICATORS 

Establishing a comprehensive suite of affordability indicators is a necessary requirement to guide housing 

development which protects against displacement and provides for a diverse labour force, where people 

can live in the communities in which they work. 

 

Addressing the gap between local housing needs and local housing markets requires knowledge of 

household income and demographic profiles, employment markets and accessibility issues.  Affordability 

indicators that could be used to guide development include: 

• Income Profile: % of low-to-moderate income households in an area as a proportion of all 
households. 

• Housing Stress: % of low-to-moderate income households paying more than 30% of household 
income on direct housing needs. 

• Rental Affordability: % of rental stock affordable to low-to-moderate income households by 
dwelling size (without exceeding 30% of net household income). 

• Purchase Affordability: % of housing stock able to be affordably purchased by low-to-moderate 
income earners (without exceeding 30% of net household income). 

 

Other indicators to consider include: 

• housing tenure profile; 

• local employment markets; 

• development activity in area; and 

• transport / accessibility issues. 

 

Additionally, the Framework for National Action for Affordable Housing5 suggests a two pronged indicator 

approach with regard to assessing needs for affordable housing, setting targets and monitoring progress.  

This approach distinguishes between supply and occupancy, where:  

• Supply indicators measure the amount of housing which meets specified affordability criteria 
relative to specified levels of income within the community.  For example, the proportion of homes 
for which rent or deemed mortgage costs are below a standard percentage (say 30%) of the 
median household income for specified categories of households. 

• Occupancy indicators measure the amount of housing which meets specified affordability criteria 
relative to the income of occupant households.  For example, the proportion of homes for which 
rent or deemed mortgage costs are below a standard percentage (say 30%) of the income of the 
particular household which occupies it. 

 

                                                
5 Achieving a National Affordable Housing Agreement, Background Paper 2: Key Terminology and Indicators, National 

Affordable Housing Forum, July 2006: http://www.housingsummit.org.au/media/BP2c.pdf 
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6.0  TARGETS 

The SEQ Regional Plan (Queensland Government, 2005) estimates that Brisbane requires around 

145,000 new homes by 2026, with 115,000 of these dwellings being constructed in infill sites.  The key 

question for people in housing need – and, indeed, for the social and economic sustainability of the city -  

is how much of this housing will be affordable and what mechanisms will be put in place to achieve this.  

Without firm targets and benchmarks, it is unlikely that affordable housing for low-to-moderate income 

households will be adequately addressed.    

 

Setting evidence based targets will give meaning and direction to key policies outlined in Section 8.4 of the 

SEQ Regional Plan with regard to housing mix and affordability.  It will also send a strong signal to the 

market and to community stakeholders and will provide a basis for performance reporting. 

 

Currently Brisbane City Council and the newly established state Urban Land Development Authority 

(ULDA) have not set targets for the provision of affordable housing in key inner-city redevelopment sites.  

Examples of moves towards affordable housing targets in South Australia and the UK are set out below. 

6.1  UNITED KINGDOM 

The approach to planning for affordable housing in the United Kingdom is largely through the planning 

system which allows for land to be acquired for affordable housing provision, and, to a lesser degree, in 

offsetting the costs associated with this provision. 

 

In response to the increasing need for affordable housing across London, a London wide target of 50% 

affordable housing provision from new residential development has been set by the Mayor of London.  It 

also sets 10 year and annual monitoring targets for each local government to meet the increasing need for 

additional housing. 

 

Many of the 33 local governments in London are seeking 50% affordable housing for all market housing 

schemes, with a minimum reasonable target of 35% affordable housing for all sites capable of providing 10 

units or more. The provision of off-site affordable housing is being resisted as it is considered to hinder the 

creation of sustainable communities and thus contribute to segregation of housing tenure. 

 

There is a variety of potential supply sources, by which affordable housing may be obtained by local 

authorities in London. In addition to public funding and Housing Corporation funding, the supply source for 

new affordable housing includes: 

 

• market housing developments secured through s106 planning obligation agreements; 

• vacant homes brought back into use and non housing units being converted to housing; 

• Council estate regeneration schemes; 

• new housing provided by registered social landlords through recycled grant funding; and 

• registered social landlords, undertaking self-funded schemes. 

 

Planning obligations, also known as Section 106 Agreements, are typically legal agreements negotiated 

between local authorities and developers in the context of granting planning consent. They provide a 

means to ensure that a proposed development contributes to the creation of sustainable communities, 
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particularly by securing contributions towards the provision of affordable housing and other necessary 

infrastructure. 

6.2  SOUTH AUSTRALIA 

Recent moves in South Australia are a step forward from the Development Act 1993 which governs 

development assessment and plan making in that State. The 1993 Act did not include any specific 

provisions relating to affordable housing, nor did it directly require planning authorities to consider social 

impacts when assessing development. 

 

The South Australian Government has recently taken on responsibility for social sustainability by pursuing 

affordable housing objectives through the planning system and other associated legislation.  The State’s 

Housing Plan provides a target of “10% affordable and 5% high need housing in all significant new major 

housing developments” (Government of South Australia, 2005:17).  In addition to this target, the South 

Australian Government has shown commitment to undertaking the following housing initiatives: 

• introducing the HomeStart EquityStart loan which gives government housing tenants an extra 
$50,000 loan to buy their own home; 

• investing $10.9 million in nine capital projects to construct 102 houses and a 14 room residential 
facility for people with intellectual disability; 

• providing $15 million for accelerating urban renewal programs; and 

• developing one-stop Housing Services SA (HSSA) Centres to make it easier for low income and 
high needs customers to access all government funded housing services. 

 

Furthermore, the Statutes Amendment (Affordable Housing) Act 2007 has enabled South Australia to 

become the first state in Australia to set targets for affordable homes to make up 15% of significant new 

developments.  The Act also provides new powers for Councils to make special planning provisions for 

developers who agree to meet the affordable housing target in their developments.  
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7.0  PLANNING AND POLICY CONTEXT 

7.1  INTRODUCTION 

This section provides an outline and brief discussion of the planning and policy context for the provision of 

affordable housing through the planning system in Brisbane. 

7.2  QUEENSLAND STATE GOVERNMENT  

The Integrated Planning Act 1997 (IPA) provides a framework to integrate planning and development 

assessment so that development and its effects are managed in a way that is ecologically sustainable, and 

for related purposes. In accordance with Section 1.3.6 of IPA the creation and maintenance of the cultural, 

economic, physical and social wellbeing of people and communities is maintained if well-serviced 

communities with affordable, efficient, safe and sustainable development are created and maintained. 

 

To achieve this objective, the Queensland Department of Housing encourages local councils to use more 

flexible development assessment provisions under IPA 1997 in order to promote higher residential 

densities in the form of attached dwellings and apartments. This is intended to reduce costs associated 

with development approval and thus make such dwelling forms more affordable. 

 

While IPA does not expand on the affordability issue, it does address public housing.   However as defined 

in IPA this is restricted to housing that is provided by or on behalf of the State or a statutory body 

representing the State, for short or long term residential use, that is totally or partly subsidised by the State 

or a statutory body representing the State.  For the housing industry to be responsive to the range of 

affordable housing needs of communities, the planning system needs to influence the provision of 

affordable housing as part of all significant new housing developments. 

 

State Planning Policy 

The State Planning Policy for Housing and Residential Development which came into effect in January 

2007, sets out the State Government’s objectives for housing and its implementation through local 

planning schemes.  A key aim of the Policy is for Brisbane and larger higher growth local governments to 

identify the existing and future housing needs of their communities and remove any barriers to allow for 

greater opportunities for housing options through their planning schemes (Queensland Government, 

2007b). 

 

In particular, Principle 9: Provide a Social Mix, specifically identifies that social mix is a key aspect of 

community wellbeing and sustainability and supports the “improved access to housing options in well-

serviced areas for all groups and individuals” (Queensland Government, 2007b). 

 

This policy however only applies to local governments when making or amending their local planning 

schemes.  It furthermore does not extend to the development assessment process, however this is typical 

of most state planning policies.  
Urban Land Development Authority 

The main purpose of the Urban Land Development Authority Act 2007 is to provide for particular parts of 

the State to be declared as areas called urban development areas and to establish the Urban Land 

Development Authority to plan, carry out, promote or coordinate and control the development of land in 

those areas.  The Authority will in particular facilitate the provision of a range of housing options to address 
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diverse community needs and the provision of an ongoing availability of affordable housing options for low- 

to-moderate income households.  

 

SEQ Regional Plan 

The SEQ Regional Plan 2005 – 2026 is a regional planning strategy which has been prepared to manage 

growth, plan the infrastructure to support it and ensure that the Queensland way of life is preserved for 

future generations.  Housing mix and affordability is addressed within Principle 8.4 of the plan and aims to 

provide a variety of housing options to meet diverse community needs and achieve housing choice and 

affordability. This principle is supported by the following policies: 

• Provide housing choice through a range and mix of dwelling type, size and location in new 
residential development. 

• Support an increased provision of affordable housing through community-based, not-for-profit 
entities and housing cooperatives.  

• Encourage all major new development and redevelopment to incorporate affordable housing, 
including appropriate housing for the entry buyer and low-income housing markets.  

• Consider measures for providing and retaining affordable housing in Local Growth Management 
Strategies.  

• Consider affordable housing in decisions on the disposal or redevelopment of government 
property and surplus land.  

• Monitor housing prices, land availability and other factors which affect housing costs as part of an 
annual land monitoring program.  

 

Further to the above, the regional plan also notes that:  

The supply of Affordable Housing throughout the region can be influenced by flexible land use 

policies to provide a range of housing type and tenure.  It is important that Affordable Housing is 

not marginalised to fringe areas.  It should be well located in relation to transport, community 

facilities and services, open space and recreation, and education and employment 

opportunities. (Queensland Government 2005:69)  

In order to meet these policies, local governments need to ensure that they are incorporated and 

adequately addressed within their emerging Local Growth Management Strategies which are to 

demonstrate how the SEQ Regional Plan will be implemented.  

7.3  BRISBANE CITY COUNCIL 

Overview 

Brisbane City Council, through the planning and development process, is continually exploring options 

relating to the protection, retention, and production of affordable housing, including voluntary incentives, 

development relaxations and the potential for statutory covenants on title and management plans.  Policy 

work in progress includes developing a Brisbane Housing Plan to coordinate the development efforts of a 

range of affordable housing providers and developing an Affordable Housing Incentives Package to 

encourage private developers to provide affordable housing6. 

 

                                                
6  BCC Affordable Housing Projects, http://www.brisbane.qld.gov.au/BCC:BASE:1875323803:pc=PC_1707 
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Brisbane City Plan  

The Brisbane City Plan, prepared under the IPA 1997, comprises of a Strategic Plan which sets out broad 

policies that underpin Council's corporate programs, desired environmental outcomes and land use 

structure.  The Plan also identifies self-assessable and assessable development as a measure to facilitate 

the City Plan's desired environmental outcomes and regulate development within Brisbane. 

 

In this context of rapid growth and changing lifestyles, the challenge for Brisbane as highlighted in the City 

Plan is to ensure an efficient supply of residential land and housing that can “encourage affordable 

housing through the retention or provision of low cost housing, special needs housing and caravan parks”. 

 

Local Plans are a key tool in providing site specific guidelines aimed at managing growth and change in 

suburbs and protecting their character and livability. They also provide opportunities for key sites to be 

identified for future provision of affordable housing.  For example, the Bulimba District Local Plan states 

that if the Department of Defence ceases activities on the Army site, “redevelopment must incorporate a 

mix of housing types and give careful consideration to the need for affordable housing in this locality”. 

 

Local Growth Management Strategy 

The State Government’s release of the SEQ Regional Plan 2005-2026 aims to provide a framework for 

managing population growth and development in the region and includes a requirement for all Councils in 

South East Queensland to prepare a Local Growth Management Strategy (LGMS). 

 

The current Draft CityShape Implementation Strategy acts as Brisbane's Local Growth Management 

Strategy and once finalised it will become an amendment to the State Government’s SEQ Regional Plan 

and form the framework for assessing development applications in Brisbane.  

 

The aim of the LGMS is to translate policies, targets and planning concepts in the Regional Plan into 

practical strategies that can be implemented by local governments. Notably, the need to provide 

accessible housing for all is one of the key guiding principles of Brisbane’s LGMS.  

 

The Residential Development Strategy is one of eight within the LGMS and its purpose is to set out how 

Brisbane will meet the residential targets of the SEQ Regional Plan with a focus on ensuring that planning 

for new residential development is orderly and efficient, and achieves the plan’s residential policies. 

 

The Strategy highlights the need for housing affordability and provision of a more diverse dwelling mix 

than is currently available to cater to all socio-economic and age groups. It also places emphasis on the 

need to integrate housing and transport to ensure the best cost-benefit outcome for investments in 

transport infrastructure and to minimise the number of trips using private vehicles. 

 

The Strategy also highlights the findings of the recent Housing Needs Assessment for Brisbane City which 

indicated a significant mismatch between the dwelling types being provided and the forecast needs of 

future households.  In particular, the assessment highlighted that demand for small dwellings units (one 

and two bedrooms) will outweigh supply, and there will be a noticeable surplus of large dwellings (three + 

bedrooms).  In response to this, Council have noted that redevelopment opportunities for smaller dwellings 

will be investigated, to overcome the oversupply of large dwellings (three + bedrooms) in the Urban 

Footprint. 
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The Strategy also highlights that an increasing proportion of Brisbane City residents (41% of households 

in 2003) are experiencing housing stress, with the Housing Needs Assessment revealing: 

• private rental residents and those receiving Commonwealth Rent Assistance are paying more 
than 30% of their income in rent; and  

• approximately 20% of the city's middle and outer suburbs house low income families, especially 
in the north-eastern and southern suburbs. 

Council is keen to support partnerships similar to the collaborative approach between Brisbane City 

Council, the Queensland Government and the Brisbane Housing Company to provide affordable housing, 

with a focus on involving all levels of government and drawing upon the expertise of community not-for-

profit organisations.  

 

Urban Renewal Brisbane 

The Brisbane City Council established Urban Renewal Brisbane (formerly Urban Renewal Task Force) in 

1991 with the support of both the Federal and State Governments through the Building Better Cities 

Program (BBC).  The original 730 hectare area, comprising Fortitude Valley, New Farm, Teneriffe, 

Newstead and Bowen Hills, was identified for renewal initiatives with each suburb containing large areas 

of unused land with redevelopment potential.  

 

The urban renewal area now covers more than 1,000 hectares with the addition of land in Bulimba, Albion, 

Milton, West End, South Brisbane and Woolloongabba. 

 

The aim of Urban Renewal Brisbane is to create vibrant living and working environments through 

innovative planning and development and notably to increase housing and employment opportunities. 

Their current priorities are focused around:  

• transit oriented developments; 

• development of urban planning policies and their implementation such as Neighbourhood 
Planning, the LGMS, and the SEQ Regional Plan and Infrastructure Program; and 

• efforts to maximise the benefits of development to all stakeholders through 'place making'. 

Other initiatives of Urban Renewal Brisbane have delivered new and improved riverfront access, green 

spaces, streetscapes, road networks and cultural diversity as the product of their ability to forge strong 

partnerships with developers, community networks, local businesses and government agencies.  Such 

partnerships are critical to achieving affordable housing outcomes.  

 

Previous Initiatives 

Previous efforts of Brisbane City Council to impose developer contributions of 1.5% to 5% for the provision 

of affordable housing in urban renewal areas, most notably through an early exhibited draft of the West 

End – Woolloongabba District Local Plan, were rejected by the State Government. 

7.4  SUMMARY 

In summary there is a clear need to ensure that the planning system delivers sustainable communities and 

underpins good economic and social outcomes, including affordable housing outcomes for all 

Queenslanders.   Furthermore the review of the Integrated Planning Act needs to provide strong and 

consistent objectives for housing within a community sustainability framework. 
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8.0  URBAN RENEWAL MECHANISMS 

8.1  INTRODUCTION 

Large increases in property prices in Australia since 2000 have been especially significant in desirable 

inner city locations. These locations include West End in Brisbane, Redfern in Sydney, Port Melbourne in 

Melbourne and Fremantle in Perth.  Localities such as these once housed a range of low-income 

households in share-houses, boarding houses and other types of accommodation.  

 

As the pace of urban renewal has intensified, former worker's cottages have been purchased and 

renovated by professionals, families, and investors.  Much of the accommodation provided by these 

housing forms has not been replaced.  

 

Local, State and Federal Authorities have worked together to bring parcels of land to the market where 

they in the main have been profitable sites managed by major development companies.  Across the nation 

this process has not been strategically aligned with a goal of large scale provision of affordable housing 

outcomes. There are however, some exceptions.  This section summarises some examples where 

affordable housing has been delivered or is being incorporated into major projects.   

8.2  OPPOSITION TO URBAN RENEWAL AND DENSIFICATION  

All of Australia's capital cities have formulated metropolitan growth strategy documents outlining desired 

growth types and delivery time-frames.  Affordable housing close to employment and transport nodes is a 

key priority of these documents.  The major document relevant to Brisbane is the South East Queensland 

Regional Plan (Queensland Government, 2005).   

 

The high cost of delivering new infrastructure to outer regions of major cities is a major political issue, as is 

the densification of established inner and middle ring suburbs. The so-called NIMBY proportion of the 

population represents a powerful lobby group against further densification of character suburbs. Save our 

Suburbs is a not-for-profit coalition of residents lobbying against further development of existing suburbs 

(Lewis, 1999).  The existence of this and similar groups highlights the ongoing conflict provoked by plans 

to increase urban density.  

8.3  ROLE OF PRIVATE AND PUBLIC SECTOR IN URBAN RENEWAL PROJECTS  

One of the most practical opportunities for mandating that development sites yield a positive and 

substantial volume of affordable housing is for careful utilisation of government owned urban renewal 

sites.  Local, State and Federal Authorities control major parcels of land in capital cities that are often 

suitable sites for the provision of affordable housing.  An example of such co-operation is the provision of 

50 units of affordable housing for key workers in the Docklands precinct of Melbourne.  This project was a 

co-operative venture between the National Australia Bank, Melbourne Affordable Housing, Lend Lease, 

VicUrban and a number of other partners.  The units are available for rental to low-income workers 

(Melbourne Affordable Housing, nd).  

 

In a number of states, most notably Western Australia, South Australia, and Victoria, state-based 

development agencies are forming partnerships to deliver shared equity projects enabling low-income 

households to initiate a mortgage and become a majority equity holder in a dwelling.  These properties are 

generally house and land packages in growth areas or in some cases former public housing stock.  
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Some innovative urban renewal and shared equity programs are outlined below.  A future potential growth 

area is linking shared equity multi-unit residential programs with master-planned urban renewal areas.   

8.4  SELECTED URBAN RENEWAL CASE STUDIES IN MAJOR AUSTRALIAN CITIES  

Perth  

The Perth Metropolitan Strategy is titled Perth Network City.  The intention is to provide a regional 

framework for high quality public transport and amenity for residents of the greater Perth Region.  The 

state development corporation is Landcorp (Landcorp, nd).  This agency works closely with local 

authorities and development companies to make land available for new residential communities.  

 

Case Study: Subi Centro-Urban Renewal Project  

Through the Subiaco Redevelopment Authority (SRA) the City of Subiaco has undertaken to facilitate the 

release of some affordable owner-occupier apartments in Subi Centro, a major mixed-use urban renewal 

precinct close to central Perth.  The Housing Diversity Policy ensures that 10-15% of all new housing units 

built on land released by the SRA are to be built as affordable housing, housing for special needs or social 

housing.  The SRA is also committed to the provision of affordable rental stock (Subiaco Redevelopment 

Authority, nd). 

 

Persons applying to live in the affordable housing stock must meet assets and income criteria to be eligible 

to enter the ballot system to secure a home.  Household income must be under $50,000 per annum and 

liquid assets including cash and shares must be below $10,000.  Mortgage and related housing expenses 

must not exceed 35% of income.  To ensure the stock remains affordable SRA has placed restrictions on 

the certificate of title and strata management scheme.  Affordable owner-occupier housing is only to be 

sold to eligible parties through a controlled process.  No private sales, transfer of property through wills, or 

bequests are allowed (Subiaco Redevelopment Authority, nd).  

 

First Start: Shared Equity Project  

The Western Australian government has recently invested $300 million into the First Start Scheme.  It is 

envisaged that the scheme will be available to about 3,000 households over three years.  The program is 

able to be utilised for home construction or purchase of an existing home (Department of Housing and 

Works, nd).  The Department of Housing and Works will hold between 30% to 40% of the equity in a 

home.  

 

Eligible participants will hold a mortgage for 60% to 70% of the total cost of the home.  Homes valued at 

up to $365,000 can be purchased through this scheme.  Eligibility is open to single people, couples and 

families.  New income thresholds were recently announced: families on up to $70,000, couples on up to 

$60,000, and singles on up to $43,000 a year are eligible.  Equity can be purchased from the government 

as the financial ability of the householder to repay debt improves (Department of Housing and Works, nd). 

 

Adelaide  

The Metropolitan Strategy for Adelaide is titled Metropolitan Adelaide (Planning SA, nd).  The goal of the 

strategy is to preserve the existing amenity of the city while allowing for denser neighborhoods where they 

can be accomodated and linked to existing or planned public transport links.  The state development 

corporation of South Australia is the Land Management Corporation.  This authority holds a large 

proportion of land available in South Australia for future residential use.  
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Case Study: Balfours / Bus Station Site - Urban Renewal Project with Planning Targets and 
Development Conditions  

The government of South Australia has legislated but not mandated that all new developments provide 

15% of their stock as affordable housing.  In principle the mix is 5% high needs, 5% affordable rental and 

5% to affordable owner-occupier stock.  In practice this can be varied according to the site and the 

demographics of the community as well as access to appropriate services.  The Balfours / Bus Station 

project was offered by the City of Adelaide through a competitive tender process.  Urban Construct and 

Multiplex formed the WestCentral consortium, the winning bidder for the site.  Out of a total of 1300 units 

approximately 150 are expected to be delivered as affordable housing.  360 will be available as student 

accommodation (Woodhead Architecture, nd). 

 

The link between availability of student housing and affordable housing has not been studied extensively. 

Intuitively it would seem both populations are seeking similar types of accommodation and it is 

arguable that former low cost housing in Adelaide is being utilised as student accommodation.  The 

Adelaide City Council is not an equity partner in the Balfours / Bus Station project but is taking an active 

role in shaping the commercial, social and ecological outcomes on the site (Woodhead Architecture, nd). 

 

Homestart: Government Assisted Home Purchase Scheme  

Through the Homestart program, the government of South Australia has a range of loans and equity 

products that allow low-income former residents of public housing to purchase their own home.  Properties 

available to purchase are listed on a government website and eligible persons can apply directly to buy a 

desired property (Government of South Australia, nd).   

 

At present there are no restrictions on the ability of purchasers to sell on the open market.  If necessary, 

covenants can be placed on properties to ensure they remain available to eligible persons.  The criteria 

used by the authority is that household income must not exceed 120% of median income.  This measure is 

linked to ABS data and adjusted annually in line with the Consumer Price Index.  Other loans are 

specifically aimed at sectors of the population that may have difficulty entering the housing market such as 

indigenous persons and recent TAFE or university graduates (Government of South Australia, nd). 

 

Such a program of government assisted home purchase could feasibly be extended to the purchase of 

privately constructed housing. 

 

Melbourne  

The Metropolitan Strategy is titled Melbourne 2030.  Priorities of the plan include densification of some 

existing neighborhoods and improvements to public transport.  The Victorian state development 

corporation is VicUrban (Vicurban, nd). 

 

Case Studies: Inkerman Oasis and Woodstock: Private Public Partnership with Planning 
Mechanisms  

Inkerman Oasis is an innovative project developed on a site of about 1.2 hectares in St Kilda 

approximately 5 kilometres from central Melbourne.  The project was a partnership between the City 

of Port Phillip and Inkerman Developments.  Of 242 units 28 were delivered as affordable housing.  These 

units are currently managed by Port Phillip Housing Association (Port Phillip Housing Association, nd). 



Creating Inclusive Communities – Ensuring Housing Affordability in Inner City Redevelopment 

  25  

 

The project won numerous awards for commitment to positive social, cultural and ecological outcomes. 

Sustainable initiatives, such as maximum solar access, water recycling and harvesting, solar hot water 

heaters and native gardens, ensure utility bills are minimised, a bonus for residents on low incomes.  The 

integration of art into the project and the thoughtfulness of the architectural process lifts the project to a 

high standard of liveability and community (City of Port Phillip, nd). 

 

Port Phillip Housing Association is actively supported by council in the mission of purchasing existing 

buildings to be utilised as low-income housing as well as a new development program which has delivered 

a number of innovative projects including Woodstock.  

 

The Woodstock project was initiated with $3.7 million of funding from the Victorian state government as 

well as a $1.2 million contribution of land and cash by the City of Port Phillip.  The project was built over 

the airspace of a council car park and consisted of 15 studios and 16 one bedroom units for single people. 

Three of the units are configured to be suitable for persons with a disability (Port Phillip Housing 

Association, nd). 

 

Ownhome: Shared Equity Program  

Through VicUrban, the state development corporation and a private development company, Burbank, the 

state of Victoria is promoting a shared equity scheme.  Ownhome requires applicants to have 

a gross income of between $54,000 and $60,000 per annum.  Further conditions include being eligible for 

the First Home Owners Grant, holding less than $10,000 cash and not holding a direct or indirect interest 

in property in Australia.  Applicants must be over 18, residents or permanent citizens of Australia and 

willing to live in the home for at least 12 months from date of purchase (Ownhome, nd).  

 

Properties have been made available by ballot in a range of locations across Melbourne including 

desirable coastal locations such as Bonbeach by Port Phillip Bay.  MetroVillage 3175 in the outer urban 

renewal area of Dandenong will offer shared equity purchasers a range of housing styles including 

detached dwellings and two level apartments (Vicurban, nd).  The majority of the dwellings offered through 

this scheme are detached housing and not necessarily well serviced by adequate public transport. 

 

Sydney  

The Sydney Metropolitan Strategy City of Cities: A Plan for Sydney's Future (New South Wales 

Department of Planning, nd), envisages a network of villages preserving character while allowing for 

increased density and improved public transport connections.  The New South Wales state development 

corporation is Landcom. 

 

Case Study: City West/Green Square: Contribution of Market Sales to Affordable Housing  

City West Housing (CWH) is a not-for-profit entity that operates in the Pyrmont / Ultimo and Green Square 

areas close to central Sydney.  These areas have undergone extensive redevelopment and gentrification 

which has resulted in the loss of significant volumes of affordable housing stock.  In 1991 the Department 

of Planning undertook the City West Regional Environmental Study.  At about the same time the Federal 

Government introduced the Building Better Cities (BBC) program.  One of the goals of BBC was to 

encourage the retention and production of affordable housing (Gurran et al. 2007). The City West 

Affordable Housing Committee was initiated in 1992 and soon after the City West Affordable Housing 

Program began (City West Housing, nd).  
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A fund was established to pool developer contributions of 0.8% of the sale value of residential sales and 

1.1% of the sale value of commercial properties.  The Sydney Regional Environmental Plan 26 (SREP 26, 

Amendment 4) introduced in 1995 provided the legal, administrative and funding basis for collecting and 

pooling funds to be directed towards the provision of affordable housing.  Further funding was provided by 

State Government contributions mandated as a percentage of land sales in the Pyrmont / Ultimo district to 

major development companies.  Through the BBC program the Federal Government also committed 

capital to the CWH program.  City West Housing has constructed approximately 446 units in the 

Ultimo/Pyrmont area (Gurran, et al, 2007).  

 

Green Square is a major inner city urban renewal scheme that illustrates some of the legal, financial and 

cultural challenges inherent in the process of constructing significant volumes of affordable housing stock 

in Australia.  The Local Environment Plan enabled provision of affordable housing in Green Square.  A 

major development company, Meriton Apartments, brought a case in the New South Wales Land and 

Environment Court against the Department of Planning and the City of Sydney.   

 

The Land and Environment Court ruled that provision of affordable housing was a valid goal of the Local 

Environment Plan.  Following this, State Environmental Planning Policy 70 (SEPP70) Affordable Housing, 

was initiated.  This mechanism allowed for 3% of gross floor area (GFA) for residential zoned property and 

1% of GFA for commercial property, or a cash equivalent, to be made available for affordable housing. 

This value is agreed at the time development consent is issued (City of Sydney, nd). 

 

CWH as the not-for-profit housing company, received $1 million in seed funding from the New South 

Wales State Government and so far development contributions have raised approximately $29 million. 

Despite this CWH has had difficulty securing appropriate sites for affordable housing.  Part of the reason 

for this is that, due to the long lead time inherent in major development projects, CWH only receives 

contributions five or six years after the land is purchased.  The City of Sydney, through the Sydney 2030 

strategy, is presently assessing other mechanisms to ensure the provision of affordable housing including 

directly gifting land to CWH and other affordable housing providers (City of Sydney, nd). 

 

At present CWH has a project underway to deliver 58 units in Green Square and aims to deliver 

approximately 330 units in Green Square over a 25 year period (City West Housing, nd). 

 

Brisbane  

The metropolitan strategy applicable for Brisbane and surrounding regions is the South East Queensland 

Regional Plan (Queensland Government, 2005). This document recognises Brisbane as the centre of a 

diverse region and aims to guide direction of new housing, transport and employment for a 

rapidly expanding population.  The newly established state development authority of Queensland is the 

Urban Land Development Authority (Urban Land Development Authority, nd). 

 

Case Study: Kelvin Grove Urban Village - Government, University Partnership  

The Kelvin Grove Urban Village (KGUV) is a project jointly undertaken by Queensland University of 

Technology and the Queensland Government.  Set on 17 hectares of land previously used for military 

purposes, the site is now a mix of housing, retail, commercial, educational and other uses.  Brisbane 

Housing Company (BHC) has completed 155 units on 4 sites in the project (Brisbane Housing Company, 

nd). 
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Private development companies including Indigo have also completed successful projects.  The KGUV is 

also home to a number of theatre companies and an innovation centre.  The success of this project is 

based on a number of factors.  The site has a number of advantages including proximity to central 

Brisbane and good transport connections.  The Queensland Government through BHC has ensured that 

provision of affordable housing is a key component of a successful community (KGUV, nd).   

 

Selected International Urban Renewal Case Studies  

California: Market Housing with some Inclusionary Zoning  

California, like Australia, has a number of highly desirable coastal cities and has seen rapid appreciation of 

older housing stock in prime locations.  At present California has over 100 local authorities that enacted 

inclusionary zoning legislation enabled by state laws. The evidence from California suggests that 

mandatory zoning provides the highest chance of having affordable housing units delivered to the market.  

 

California is also similar to Australia in possessing a highly complex and expensive planning system.  

Cities with a forward thinking and strong council appear to have been successful in integrating affordable 

housing into infill, greenfields and urban renewal areas.  A good example of a city that has slowly built up 

its stock of affordable housing is Santa Monica, a coastal city in the Greater Los Angeles area.  

 

Santa Monica has chosen to encourage a community-based development model that has provided a 

range of affordable housing options for local residents.   Santa Monica provides incentives such as smaller 

setback requirements and density uplifts for projects with a proportion of affordable housing.   They also 

relax parking requirements and make housing development more affordable for community-based 

developers. 

 

After failing to pass legislation two years ago to make inclusionary zoning mandatory, Los Angeles Mayor 

Antonio Villaraigosa is again attempting to enable this law.  A coalition of developers and resident groups 

is opposing the proposal.  The proposed law contains provisions for increased density and car-parking 

bonuses (Planetizen, nd). 

 

Vancouver, Canada: A Multi-pronged Approach (is the glass half full or half empty) 

Vancouver is an example of positive city-wide planning with defined outcomes including the provision and 

retention of affordable housing, a co-operative planning model for large projects, a transparent use of 

developer contributions for community infrastructure and management of neighbourhood change (Punter, 

2004). 

 

The City of Vancouver also has a policy of promoting eco-density, a planning framework that provides 

smaller dwellings, walkable neighbourhoods, and provision of affordable housing.  

 

Despite it’s commitment to retain and create multiple types of affordable housing for purchase and rent, 

the City of Vancouver is still unable to provide adequate affordable housing for many residents of the city.  

Restrictive planning requirements, high cost of land and extensive foreign ownership of housing assets all 

play a role.  
At present social housing accounts for 14.5% of the city's rental housing stock and 8.5% of overall housing 

stock (City of Vancouver, nd).   Downtown Vancouver has about 7000 Single Room Occupancies (SROs) 
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that make up a significant proportion of the affordable housing stock in the city.   However many of the 

residents of these tenancies pay 60% or more of their income on rent (City of Vancouver, nd).    

 

The Vancouver experience is interesting in terms of affordability outcomes.  Similar cities such as Portland 

in the United States with smart growth policies are very desirable places to live, with this demand ensuring 

property prices remain high. Some critics argue that low-density sprawling cities such as 

Houston support a high proportion of affordable housing due to limited restrictions on release of land for 

new sub-divisions (Demographia, nd). 
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9.0  CONCESSION PACKAGES 

9.1  OVERVIEW 

Ideally, all levels of government work towards a common goal.  At present a number of direct and indirect 

property taxes are acting together to make the provision of low-cost housing more unaffordable.  Australia 

has a complex regulatory and tax environment that adds a significant burden to the cost of housing and 

ensures the provision of housing is operating at less than optimal capacity.  

 

The previous Federal Government placed no emphasis on strategic planning at regional and city levels, 

preferring to let market forces dictate outcomes.  One result of this lack of policy direction is a form of 

economic separation whereby high income earners are well established in desirable locations close to 

services, employment and enjoying high levels of amenity.  Increasingly low income families are living in 

dormitory suburbs with inadequate employment, transport and recreational opportunities.  

 

A significant skilled immigration program while delivering many benefits for Australia, creates further 

competition for limited housing.  Annual net migration to Australia is approximately 177,000 persons per 

year.  At present underlying demand for housing starts is at approximately 170,000 per year.  Actual starts 

for 2006/2007 were approximately 150,000 (Housing Industry Association, nd). 

 

Some reasonably priced accommodation is still available in some pockets of most major cities.  However 

once costs such as lack of public transport, local shopping, access to employment and low amenity are 

accounted for, little reasonably priced rental accommodation is available in most cities and regions of 

Australia. 

 

9.2  LOCAL GOVERNMENT TAXES AND OTHER CHARGES   

Local governments have attempted to increase the proportion of community infrastructure through 

increased infrastructure charges and a range of levies for facilities such as libraries and parks.   Affordable 

housing in Queensland as such is not deemed as essential social infrastructure so does not attract the 

benefit of these charges.   

 

Provision of affordable housing is compounded by lagtimes on development approvals as many local 

governments are increasingly under-resourced for the volume and complexity of development applications 

they are presented with.   

 

Brisbane City Council has an advantage in that it is has a large geographical area with a large rate payer 

base and is thus better placed to operate strategically to achieve goals such as provision of affordable 

housing. 

 

9.3  STATE GOVERNMENT TAXES AND OTHER CHARGES   

State governments are able to provide a strategic direction to councils and in theory should be working 

with the Federal Government on facilitating housing development closely linked with employment and 

transport opportunities.  State government receives a large proportion of its revenue from direct and 

indirect taxes on property, most notably stamp duty.  Stamp duty and other transaction taxes can act as a 
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disincentive for many home owners to move to locations and housing forms that are better suited to their 

needs.  

 

9.4  FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TAXES  

Federal taxes are potentially the most distorting taxes that affect residential housing costs.  The decision 

to make the principal place of residence tax free has fostered an environment where Australians invest 

heavily in housing in the hope of capital growth.  Favourable negative gearing rulings allows investors to 

offset losses made in housing against income earned in an unrelated venture.  An argument can be made 

that negative gearing encourages investment in rental properties but this is at the expense of first home 

buyers and others on low incomes.  GST distorts the prices of new stock in comparison to existing stock 

and makes provision of low cost housing stock unrealistic without major concessions from government.  

 

With three levels of government taking taxes, levies and sundry charges from new stock it is obvious that 

dwelling prices will be adjusted upwards.  Taxes on developers, builders and suppliers are simply passed 

on to the purchaser of the dwelling and ultimately the tenants.  

 

9.5  FEDERAL INCENTIVES  

National Rental Affordability Scheme  

The new Federal Labor government has proposed a range of measures to address housing affordability. 

These include the National Rental Affordability Scheme.  This scheme will provide institutional investors 

with $6,000 per year in federal money for each unit rented to a low income person, couple, or family 

housed in an eligible unit.  The money would be available for a period of ten years.  

 

In association with this input a state government would have to pay $2,000 in cash or in kind through 

reduced planning costs, stamp duty, management services, or similar.  Rental costs would be set at a 

minimum of 20% below market value (Australian Labor Party, 2008).   No mention is made of the many 

areas where even this level of assistance would still leave most rental properties unaffordable.   The goal 

of this scheme is to leverage Federal and State funding mechanisms to build 50,000 affordable rental 

dwellings in various locations.  

 

It is expected a cost of about $623 million over five years will attract approximately $2.5 billion in private 

investment from superannuation funds and other major investors.  Prime Minister Rudd recently 

announced the program would be extended with an eventual goal of leveraging federal funds to build 

100,000 new rental properties (Australian Labor Party, 2008). 

 

Housing Affordability Fund  

The $500 million Housing Affordability Fund will be a competitive fund that will be accessed by local 

government authorities and developers who can prove they will deliver housing at a reduced cost.  

Funding will be available where local councils and private developers can demonstrate that delivery of low 

cost housing to private buyers has been due to innovative provision of new infrastructure.  This 

infrastructure may include public transport, parks, roads, schools and libraries.  

 

Local councils will be encouraged to streamline the development approval process thereby reducing 

holding costs that are invariably passed on to home buyers.  The orderly provision of housing related 
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infrastructure is intended to ensure that new development sites are provided with a reasonable level of 

amenity.  If available resources from this fund are well targeted considerable private investment in new 

development is anticipated (Australian Labor Party, 2008). 

 

National Supply Research Council  

The National Supply Research Council (NSRC) is proposed to address the holistic issues of land supply, 

zoning and infrastructure provision.  The NSRC will look at a range of issues including immigration, 

internal migration, infrastructure provision and the development assessment and approval process.  The 

Property Council of Australia and the Urban Development Institute of Australia have consistently called for 

a national body to co-ordinate housing construction in major cities and regions (Australian Labor Party, 

2008).  

 

9.6  STATE INCENTIVES  

The Department of Housing holds a number of key sites in SEQ that may be useful in easing the lack of 

affordable housing in the state.   A recent requirement that 25% of the housing in the new Boggo Road 

Urban Village be dedicated to affordable housing sends a message that quotas will be pursued on other 

redevelopment sites.  

 

As detailed in the interviews (Section 12), a State Government informant stated that there is nothing in 

Queensland planning law to prevent inclusionary zoning.   Inclusionary zoning is likely to work best where 

a special zone is identified, which has high development potential, is well serviced and can accommodate 

mixed housing types.   

 

The greater the certainty that is provided, in a performance-based planning system, the more attractive to 

developers such a zone is likely to be.  Transparency is important, as are skilled planners capable of 

assessing applications.  

 

State government interviewees agreed with developer interviewees that innovation requires reward and 

recognition, preferably through a suite of planning and tax incentives such as stamp duty rebates and land 

tax rebates for affordable housing provision. 

 

9.7  LOCAL INCENTIVES  

Brisbane City Council like many Councils in Australia has been surprised by the sustained rise of property 

prices at a time when the state and federal government have had few coherent policies to ensure 

affordable housing is retained in communities. 

 

An inclusionary zoning proposal can gain greater public support when linked to planning incentives such 

as local government rate rebates and fee waivers, fast-tracking development assessment and approvals 

to reduce holding cost fees and bonus incentive schemes for affordable housing provision. 
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10.0  DELIVERY MODELS AND LONG-TERM SUPPLY 

10.1  INTRODUCTION  

A range of models is available for the delivery of affordable housing.   This section outlines shared equity, 

the Institutional Investment Rental Model, public-private partnerships (PPP) and the Community / 

Business Partnership model.  In addition, approaches to long-term supply of affordable housing once it 

has been provided, are considered. 

 

10.2  SHARED EQUITY  

Shared Equity is gaining credibility as a viable element of a suite of possible solutions to address housing 

affordability.  A number of commercial lenders including Rismark and Adelaide Bank are offering Shared 

Equity loans.  Under the commercial model lenders require a 5% deposit and pay 80% of the purchase 

cost of the property.  The financial institution holds 20% of the value of the property and upon sale takes 

40% of capital growth (Equity Finance Mortage, nd).  Not-for-profit models are generally a little more 

generous and capital gains are shared equally on the basis of contribution.  

 

This paper has outlined shared equity projects formulated by governments in Western Australia and 

Victoria and South Australia.  At present shared equity projects make up a small minority of affordable 

housing projects in Australia.  Brisbane City Council is close to finalising a shared equity project in 

Hurworth Street, Bowen Hills through a not-for-profit model that will provide a mix of affordable and market 

housing delivered through a community business partnership.  

 

10.3  INSTITUTIONAL INVESTMENT RENTAL MODEL  

At present the Institutional Investment Rental Model is well established in the UK, Europe and North 

America.  However it is not well represented in Australia.  The model pools investor funds into a vehicle 

that may develop, hold and purchase large quantities of rental housing stock.  The stock is generally 

managed by a not-for-profit housing provider.  In the United Kingdom this entity is often a Registered 

Social Landlord.  This model works well where a favourable taxation environment is in place at a federal 

level.  

 

In the United States the Low Income Housing Tax Credit System has encouraged the construction of a 

significant volume of affordable housing units.  In Australia Westpac has introduced the Westpac 

Residential Property Trust, a fund which allows investors to invest indirectly in residential property. 

At present the fund is holding mostly Department of Defence housing but is the type of vehicle that could 

invest in affordable housing.  Westpac is among a handful of financial organisations that has expressed 

interest in providing the financial vehicles that could substantially increased the supply of low income 

rental housing (Westpac, nd). 

 

10.4  PPP MODEL  

As in other advanced economies property developers in Australia are dependent upon governing 

authorities to provide favourable planning outcomes.  Under the traditional system land is purchased or 

optioned by a development company which then seeks to maximise its economic gain by building the most 



Creating Inclusive Communities – Ensuring Housing Affordability in Inner City Redevelopment 

  33  

desirable mix of properties.  The PPP model in theory reduces risk for the public sector and provides the 

private sector an opportunity to deliver goods or services in an efficient manner.   

 

An example of a social housing PPP undertaken in Australia is the Bonnyrigg Living Communities Project 

(NSW Department of Housing 2007).  This project is a 30 year agreement between the NSW Department 

of Housing, Becton, Westpac, Spotless and St George Community Housing.  This project will involve the 

refurbishment of existing housing and infrastructure as well as the building of new community facilities and 

about 2000 units of social and private housing stock.  This program is the first of many with a goal of 

revitalising public housing estates in New South Wales.  The consortium will also be contracted to provide 

tenancy management and to provide social interventions where necessary.   Although pursued with vigour 

recently by eastern seaboard states the PPP model has not been shown unequivocally to provide better 

social and economic outcomes (Treasury New South Wales, nd).  

 

10.5  COMMUNITY BUSINESS PARTNERSHIP MODEL  

The community / business model is a collaborative model based on using the appropriate strengths of the 

community or not-for-profit sector in partnership with the business sector.  Richlands TAFE 

Redevelopment by BHC in partnership with a major Australian bank provides an example of this. 

 

10.6  MECHANISMS ENSURING LONG-TERM SUPPLY  

Approaches aimed at ensuring long-term supply tend to depend on legal or economic mechanisms.  

Under the economic model properties are designated as affordable for a period of time - ten years is often 

mandated - and then either sold or rented on the open market.  This scheme is based upon the 

assumption that in ten years the industry will be sustainable and producing units to replace those that are 

sold to the free market.  The proposed federal government incentive schemes are based on the ten year 

model.  

 

A second approach is to have a caveat or similar restriction attached to the title to ensure the dwelling is 

offered for rent or to buy to eligible persons in perpetuity.  The strength of this scheme is the certainty that 

a dwelling will always be housing a person or persons in need.  The weakness of this model is that the 

property market is unpredictable and caveats that cannot be altered may be inappropriate for market 

conditions in ten years.   A possible solution for this problem is to have a regulated system similar to that in 

the UK that is governed by the Housing Corporation; an independent statutory body.  
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11.0  INNOVATION AND DESIGN  

11.1  INTRODUCTION  

This section outlines innovations in tenure and financing of housing for affordability, as well as introducing 

design innovations associated with moves toward development of social cohesion and ecological 

sustainability.  

 

11.2  STRUCTURE & TENURE IINNOVATIONS  

A number of innovative tenure models are emerging to address the affordability issue.  Some of these 

options include co-operative housing and the Community Title model. 

 

Co-operative housing can include self-build home ownership or rental co-operatives or a mix of both.  Co-

operatives are regulated entities that exist for mutual benefit and can attract government, corporate and 

individual resources into the housing system for a range of people with different income levels. 

 

The Community Title model is well understood and commonly used in New South Wales and Queensland. 

This model allows for individual ownership of an apartment with collective ownership of communal spaces. 

The model is similar to Strata Title in that individual stock can be bought and sold by any person who 

wishes to.  It is possible to place statutory covenants on titles to ensure a social / affordable housing 

outcome is maintained.  

 

11.3  FINANCE  

A number of financial institutions have indicated an interest in providing financial services to the affordable 

housing sector.  These services may include development funding, mortgage finance for shared equity 

projects, equity investment (National Rental Affordability Scheme) and products relevant to the not-for-

profit  / community housing sector.  There is a growing number of financial institutions that are responding 

to the affordable housing agenda.  Further approaches to innovative financing were raised in the 

interviews.  See Section 12.7. 

 

11.4  SOCIAL COHESION  

Housing security is a major global issue fueled by steady increases in population and land prices.   The 

key for government, business and the community is to creatively build high quality, high density, 

sustainable places that support the range of people who keep cities and towns interesting, dynamic 

places. 

 

The affordable housing movement has an opportunity to engage in property development that is focused 

on community building.  The model of mixed tenure, mixed income, mixed use developments that is slowly 

gaining favour allows a range of living possibilities to emerge.  The fast growing sole person and single 

parent households can be integrated with dwellings suited for families and older persons.  Medium and 

high density developments create opportunities for places of work, leisure, retail and child-care to be 

integrated into well designed liveable spaces.  
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With increased density, urban sustainability innovations such as car-sharing, public transport, walkable 

streets and the provision of bicycle paths can be viable in all new developments.  Well-

crafted developments have the potential to enhance physical health, mental health and connections to 

community.  Fuel and utility bills can be reduced. 

11.5  SUSTAINABLE URBAN DESIGN  

The role of housing in ecological sustainability is of great importance.  It is probable that ever increasing 

car based suburbia is no longer a valid response in the face of limits of natural resources including fuel, 

water and available land.  These and other factors are leading to a gradual densification of Australia's 

major cities.  It is essential that future development be mindful of a range of possible future scenarios 

including increased utility costs and the possibilities of shortages of water, fuel and other natural resources 

that were perceived as abundant in the second half of the twentieth century.  

 

Urban renewal areas represent an opportunity for dense, walkable and inclusive cities to flourish with a 

reduced dependence on cars.  The possibility of integrating places of work, leisure and shopping with 

residential units is an opportunity to considerably reduce the demand homes have on imported fuel, coal 

fired power and fresh water.  Cities as always will be places of adaptation and innovation.  The diverse, 

inclusionary cities will be more resilient than cities that have allowed premium land to be exploited for 

private gain and short term economic outcomes only. 

 

Additional scope for design innovation was identified in the key informant interviews, as discussed in 

Section 12. 
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12.0  KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEWS 

12.1  INTRODUCTION 

Each key informant interviewed in the research was asked to respond to five previously distributed 

questions during a one hour long conversational semi-structured interview (see Appendix D).  Questions 

addressed perceptions of the problem of housing affordability in Brisbane, and opinions on planning 

mechanisms, incentives, targets and known examples.  Because of the conversational nature of the 

interviews, our informants tended to roll their answers together in their responses, particularly to the final 

three multi-faceted questions and sub-questions.   Responses to the five interview questions are reported 

here under subheadings relating to the objectives of the research.  A more detailed summary of the 

interview responses is provided in Appendix E. 

 

12.2  PERCEPTIONS OF THE HOUSING AFFORDABILITY PROBLEM IN BRISBANE 

Our informants agreed – to varying degrees - that housing affordability for key workers is an emerging 

problem in Brisbane, less acute than in larger cities such as Sydney, London and New York.  A common 

theme appeared to be that Brisbane would more than likely follow the trends of other major Australian and 

global cities and as such it was timely to discuss strategies for addressing the issue.  While interviewees 

emphasised the stress on owner-occupiers as a result of high purchase prices and consequently high 

mortgage repayments, there was general agreement that increasing rental levels are also causing housing 

stress. 

 

Development industry informants stated that a major cause of the affordability problem is the high cost of 

building new housing. These costs have risen 50% since 2000, with multi-unit construction costs now 

reaching between $2500 to $5,000/m². 

 

Other factors contributing to high housing costs were stated as: 

• inner-city gentrification by professionals attracted by the proximity to CBD workplaces; 

• greater recognition of the attraction of inner-urban lifestyles; 

• the trend to smaller household size and the increase in single person households; 

• differential between Brisbane housing prices and those of Sydney and Melbourne, enabling in-
migrants to bid up local prices; 

• taxation laws, including the effect on demand of negative gearing and the capital gains tax 
regime; 

• macro-policy that supports real estate investment;  

• low interest rates over the past decade; 

• deregulated financial markets; 

• restrictions on urban fringe development as a result of the declaration of an urban footprint; 

• reduced access to public housing; 

• complicated planning laws and slow approval times; 

• high infrastructure charges; 

• planning standards such as car parking requirements that appear to disregard accessibility to 
public transport; 

• low supply of housing development sites; 
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• minimum unit sizes determined by mortgage insurers; and 

• the rising cost of travel was argued to be exacerbating the housing cost problem. 

 

Department of Housing and developer interviewees made similar statements that households on incomes 

up to $80,000pa (eg a two income family with two children) find it difficult to afford current inner city 

housing costs.  By comparison, it was noted that eligibility for public housing cuts out at an income level 

just under $60,000pa. 

 

Several interviewees stressed the challenge to be met.  For example, a national developer informant and 

an industry body representative both claimed an extra 15k – 20k affordable housing units are needed 

annually. 

 

One informant suggested the need for an assessment between 'affordable living' vs 'affordable housing' as 

transport costs also impact significantly on affordability. 

 

Key Workers 

The emphasis of interviewees appeared to be weighted towards the impacts of housing cost on lower 

income workers and households, rather than the social and economic impacts on the city of key workers 

being unable to afford accommodation close to the city centre.  It was also noted that key worker 

occupations are becoming more dispersed as SEQ becomes more multi-centred (BCC interviewee).  The 

relationship between housing and employment location is therefore more complex than in the past.   

 

While there was no general consensus on the definition of “key workers”, the interviewees cited a wide 

range, including: 

• tourism and hospitality workers; 

• industrial workers; 

• insurance and administration; 

• medical staff; 

• cultural / arts workers; 

• essential services including police and emergency services workers; 

• teachers; 

• child care workers; 

• cleaners and other service occupations; 

• temporary and part-time workers; 

• shift workers working outside public transport hours; and 

• taxi drivers. 

 

Importantly it was noted that what constitutes a key worker varies from city to city or region to region, 

depending on primary employment sectors.  For example, Noosa and Byron Bay consider their key 

workers to be those employed in hospitality and tourism. 
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One interviewee suggested that the problem is not simply one of expensive housing, but also a problem of 

certain key workers being underpaid: teachers and nurses were cited as examples.  Another stated that 

centralisation of hospitals and schools caused additional problems and that these facilities need to be 

decentralised throughout the metropolitan region. 

 

A Brisbane City Council informant stated that bus drivers were less affected by inner city housing costs, 

because their shifts typically start in outer suburban depots.  This interviewee noted that train drivers 

report for duty at not only inner city Mayne, but also at outer suburban depots.7 

 

Affordable housing for child care workers is seen as critical, as many other workers in the city are 

dependent on conveniently located child care centres. 

 

Students, while not ‘key workers’ were also noted as affected by the affordability issue.  Older renters, on 

fixed incomes, were also noted as adversely affected and at risk of displacement from areas with good 

access to services and public transport. 

 

12.3  PLANNING MECHANISMS 

One of the consultants interviewed argued that effective delivery of affordable housing for key workers 

needs to be part of a broader focus on delivering sustainable development and mixed communities.  

Housing diversity and tenure-mix in neighbourhoods emerged as key factors in increasing consumer 

choice and the ability to address the life cycle needs which exist within communities.  It was also noted 

there is an unrealised potential for affordable housing to be included in office development.   

 

Adelaide was cited as a good example of local and state government working together to achieve 

affordable housing (consultant interviewee). 

 

One of the industry informants stated that industry will respond quickly if barriers to dual occupancy 

development are reduced, however the examples cited were in the outer suburbs. 

 

A number of planning mechanisms were discussed in the interviews, including incentives, bonuses, 

inclusionary zoning, concessions (such as car parking relaxations) and targets.  Significant comments on 

these are outlined in the following sub-sections, prior to discussion of broader mechanisms, including 

tenure options, financing innovations and other relevant topics. 

 

One local government interviewee, raised Transferable Development Rights (TDR) as a possible 

mechanism for retention of existing affordable housing stock – such as boarding houses – as 

redevelopment occurs.  This would be an appropriate use for a mechanism that is well established in 

heritage conservation planning in some Australian cities, as well as in protecting prime agricultural land in 

the USA. 

 

A number of interviewees noted that planning mechanisms alone would not be enough to address housing 

affordability issues.  A raft of solutions would be needed comprising a mixed package of planning, taxation, 

                                                
7 Brisbane thus appears to have some insulation against the type of problem reported in Sydney, where unverified anecdotal 

reports are that most Sydney train drivers live in outer suburbs.  It has been claimed that Sydney train services throughout 
the network were severely curtailed during the 2004 bushfires, because train drivers living on the Central Coast were 
unable to get to Sydney due to rail and road closures by bushfires.  
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legal (titling) and finance reform.  Such a package would require reform across all levels of government, as 

reported later in this section. 

 

Incentives  

Interviewees varied in their support for bonuses for affordable housing provision, such as bonuses in 

density, building height, plot ratio or gross floor area (GFA).  Waverley Council, covering Sydney’s Bondi 

area, was cited by a developer as an example of development bonuses in return for provision of affordable 

housing.  While some argued strongly for such bonuses, others (from both the development industry and 

government) argued that bonus systems do not work well in a performance-based planning system like 

Queensland’s Integrated Planning Act.   

 

If a particular density, plot ratio or building height is acceptable in planning terms (regardless of whether it 

includes affordable housing), there is no incentive for a developer to include affordable housing to achieve 

that density, plot ratio or height.  One industry informant described bonus systems as a “mockery” of the 

whole planning process.  A state government informant stated, in defence of bonus approaches, that the 

focus must be maintained on the desired outcome, in this case affordable housing and social 

sustainability.   

 

Further to this, another state government informant stated that there is nothing in Queensland planning 

law to prevent inclusionary zoning.  Inclusionary zoning is likely to work best where a special zone is 

identified, which has high development potential, is well serviced and can accommodate mixed housing 

types.  The greater the certainty that is provided, in a performance-based planning system, the more 

attractive to developers such a zone is likely to be.  Transparency is important, as are skilled planners 

capable of assessing applications. 

 

New York City was cited as an example of inclusionary zoning, whereby local authorities reduce or waive 

headworks charges, give density bonuses and reduce other statutory charges including rates and fees for 

water and sewerage. 

 

One of the consultant interviewees argued for affordable housing percentages to be negotiated when land 

is being rezoned, while another interviewee noted that attempts to do so in the West End riverside areas 

were overturned because the State Government accepted the development industry’s argument that this 

was discriminatory. 

 

One consultant stated that inclusionary zoning would be appropriate in strategically located rapidly 

redeveloping areas such as West End, Hamilton and Chermside.  Another informant agreed that urban 

renewal areas provided strong opportunities to capture value for affordable housing provision.  This 

informant also suggested that, rather than applying the same rules to all development, it might be better to 

incorporate attractive density bonuses/incentives as an alternative, so that developers can choose to 

follow either “Pathway A or Pathway B”. 

 

A key point was that any inclusionary zoning should be city wide. There was a strong feeling that spot 

zoning for affordable housing was not equitable and could have unintended consequences. It was 

generally felt that affordability was a city wide problem and should be tackled in a holistic way by providing 

incentives in a range of locations, not only inner city locations.  
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A local government informant cautioned that infrastructure capacity issues may work against incentives 

approaches.  There is pressure to develop to infrastructure capacity to maximise the return on investment 

in the infrastructure; on the other hand, bonus densities may result in exceeding the infrastructure 

capacity.  A further complication is that infrastructure renewal, in infill development areas, is expensive.  

 

State government interviewees agreed with developer interviewees that innovation requires reward, 

preferably through a suite of planning and tax incentives. 

 

Some interviewees referred to the ability for government owned land to be gifted or subsidised for 

redevelopment incorporating affordable housing.  This was put forward only as a partial response to the 

housing affordability problem and it was acknowledged that wider initiatives are required. 

 

Car parking relaxations were advocated by several interviewees from across the spectrum of interests 

(community, industry, government).   Areas close to public transport were seen as suitable areas for car 

parking relaxations.  The provision of car parking, particularly in the inner city, adds to the costs of both 

land and construction.  Savings in this area would reduce the cost of housing development and make 

development by community housing cooperatives more feasible.  One of the developers interviewed 

expressed some concern that financiers of private development might prevent major reductions in car 

parking occurring. 

 

Most respondents saw some merit in relaxing car parking requirements as long as it is done thoughtfully. 

The lesson here is that it is difficult to match vehicle and housing requirements and where council and/or 

developers get it wrong, the results in lack of amenity can be considerable for residents and neighbours of 

affected developments. There is still considerable opportunity here given the rising price of fuel, the 

desirability of reducing car dependence, and the savings the development industry can make by reducing 

car parking in new developments.  According to a community informant there is the opportunity for a user 

pays system, where residents can opt in or out and car parking can be rented or even sold separately to 

help fund affordable housing.  

 

Targets 

The planners interviewed were clear that any affordable housing targets set, must relate to housing need; 

that is a housing needs analysis is needed to determine the percentage of the population experiencing 

housing affordability problems. 

 

While a not-for-profit developer stated that 20% for affordable rental accommodation and an additional 

10% for affordable ownership are achievable percentages, development industry informants were very 

cautious about targets.  For example, one informant expressed concern that developers would pay for 

achievement of targets and the passing on of this cost to the general market would work against 

affordability. 

 

Government informants expressed some confidence in the feasibility of target percentages up to 15%, but 

tended to prefer the determination of site specific  targets related to the area, the nature of landholdings 

and ease of site amalgamation. 

 

Development industry informants tended to see inclusionary zoning and affordability targets as more 

suited to government owned renewal sites rather than being more generally applied throughout the 

market.  
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12.4  INNOVATIVE TENURE OPTIONS 

Several interviewees expressed support for tenure innovations as an effective response to the problem of 

housing cost for key workers.  A mix of tenures, broader than just a choice between ownership and rental 

was called for.  In particular, shared equity was supported.  This was argued as assisting more people to 

gain a sense of self worth and self determination through home ownership. 

 

The Brisbane Housing Company (BHC) model was praised by one private sector informant because its 

small size enabled it to be competitive, flexible and responsive to needs, to negotiate effectively and 

because it does not have to go through a public tendering process.  This informant supported a wider use 

of the BHC approach, to house key workers as well as its current focus on social housing needs. 

 

Two informants outlined a mutual trust arrangement, whereby an affordable housing provider partners with 

a bank, the provider develops the site, the trust will own it and lease it to the affordable housing provider 

for 20 years. 

 

One informant stated that title transfer arrangements could be used to implement voluntary restrictions on 

rental levels in return for plot ratio bonuses. Ten year covenants were cited as another means, but some 

reservations were expressed regarding this not being a long term solution. 

 

A community interviewee argued that community driven development, such as co-housing, can minimise 

the financial risk of the project because the tenants / purchasers are known at the outset. 

 

12.5  PARTNERSHIPS FOR STRONG GOVERNMENT LEADERSHIP 

Most discussion pointed to the value of partnerships in the production of affordable inner city housing.  A 

number of such partnerships have been referred to in various sections of this report.  Government, at 

various levels, has been a key partner in many of the examples cited by the interviewees and the 

preceding literature review.  Most of the “success stories” cited have involved strong government 

leadership and commitment to create a predictable framework in which the private sector may be 

confident to become involved. 

 

One state government informant contended that a major investment and leadership by the federal 

government would “create an industry” in affordable housing by shifting the culture and creating new 

expectations of possibilities. 

 

Another state government interviewee spoke of partnerships between local government and communities 

as “the way of the future”, with government contributing land and management expertise.  Clear 

boundaries and frameworks were cited as essential, while other partners may also be required to 

supplement smaller councils’ resources and to secure funding and avoid financial losses and 

unsustainable levels of public subsidy. 

 

12.6  LAND SUPPLY ISSUES 

Industry peak bodies called for local and state government to identify suitable development sites, fast-

track approvals in the identified areas and contribute to infrastructure development in urban infill areas. 
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12.7  INNOVATIVE FINANCING 

Interviewees advocated a range of innovative financing approaches, including: 

 

• securing investment by superannuation funds, particularly in longer term leases (minimum 15-20 
years); 

• leveraging Council’s rate base; 

• shared equity loans; and  

• reducing the mortgage insurer specified minimum apartment size (possibly through a combined 
lobbying effort by government, industry and community groups). 

 

The US tax credit system was described by one industry informant as having major financing benefits, 

effectively making inclusionary zoning schemes work.  State governments call for private sector tenders 

for federal tax credits, which run for 10 years on housing that is retained as affordable housing for 15 

years.  Developers sell the tax credits to a secondary market through brokers.  This system is claimed to 

effectively defray 60-80% of the developer’s cost of producing the dwelling. 

 

In site selection, one developer informant mentioned the importance of affordable housing providers 

having up-front knowledge of the timing at which higher density development of a particular site will 

become viable.  In addition, this informant advocated the value of state and local government acquiring 

sites for affordable housing and then offering those directly to the affordable housing provider. 

 

Another developer interviewee noted that minimum development sizes are crucial to the ability to include 

affordable housing: a minimum of 150 residential units was cited for inner city mixed use projects.  

Suitable sites need to be targeted, for maximum residential development. 

 

Long Term Retention of New Affordable Housing Stock 

A number of interviewees pointed out that long term commitments and involvement are not desired by 

developers, who generally do not want to be tied to a development once it is completed and occupied.  A 

developer informant highlighted the value of establishing and resourcing providers like BHC, as well as 

purchase vehicles such as shared equity.  This informant noted that 10 year covenants may raise 

questions regarding the consequences of that housing reverting to the market after 10 years, particularly if 

density bonuses and other concessions (like reduced car parking) have been incorporated in the 

development. 

 

A community informant cited Somerville Eco-Village, Chidlow, WA, which has an anti-speculation clause 

requiring a pro-rata percentage of profit to be returned to the community if the dwelling is sold within the 

first five years. 

 

Covenants on the property title are problematic under Queensland land law, so informants highlighted the 

value of negotiations, partnerships and drafting of legal instruments such as organisational constitutions. 

 

One community interviewee stated that shared equity is better seen as a financing mechanism, rather than 

as a means of retaining particular dwellings as ‘affordable’ in perpetuity.  By operating as a “social equity 

bank”, the shared equity arrangement enables the affordable housing provider and its beneficiaries 
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(including new / later co-buyers) to keep pace with real values in the market.  This means that the social 

equity subsidy remains available to assist another household. 

 

While a government informant saw the US tax credit program as having some benefits, these were 

reduced by the strict timeframes and the need to refinance properties on expiry of the tax credit period. 

 

Alternative means of urban infrastructure delivery 

Development industry informants contended that the current system of infrastructure charges contributes 

directly to high housing costs.  One industry peak body informant argued that local government should 

leverage its rates base to service debt to pay for urban infrastructure, particularly in redeveloping areas 

where the wider community benefits from new infrastructure. 

 

12.8  TAX INCENTIVES AND CONCESSIONS  

Some interviewees expressed strong concern that the combination of tight regulatory controls and high 

taxation are incompatible with the production of affordable housing.  One industry peak body informant 

cited tax of $150,000 per block on new development at West Dapto, Wollongong. 

 

Tax incentives and concessions, that interviewees stated might assist the provision of affordable housing, 

included: 

• stamp duty concessions; 

• land tax exemptions; 

• council rates reductions; 

• GST waiver on affordable housing units; and 

• income and company tax concessions and tax credits as in the US. 

 

These incentives and concessions would involve all three levels of government.  Interviewees from across 

the spectrum noted with concern that the Federal Government has not been active in enabling housing 

affordability and several expressed concerns that the effectiveness of local government in this area is 

hampered by lack of state and federal support.   

 

Others from the private sector, emphasised the housing cost impacts of state and local government 

imposts such as infrastructure charges, land tax and inefficient development control systems.  One local 

government informant attributed the planning system blockage to the shortage of planners and outlined a 

number of initiatives being taken to mitigate the problem.  The state-local government project, DA online, 

was described as a forthcoming improvement. 

 

12.9  METROPOLITAN STRUCTURE: LINKING HOUSING, EMPLOYMENT AND TRANSPORT 

The nexus between housing, transport, and employment was a recurring theme; most participants 

emphasised the necessity of a more coherent, holistic approach to these issues.  

 

In the words of a consultant interviewee, “better public transport would allow for key workers to more 

readily access greater employment opportunities”.  An industry informant claimed that the challenge and 

costs of resolving inner city housing affordability suggest that it would be more effective to spend 
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significant funds on upgrading public transport so that key workers can live in more affordable outer 

suburbs. 

 

A local government informant highlighted the need for Brisbane’s public transport network to develop 

orbital links as well as the existing radial pattern, to enhance mobility and choices of housing and work 

locations.  Further, implementation of the community driven “City Shape” vision will require jobs to “go 

where the housing is” through the development of more significant employment nodes at Indooroopilly, 

Chermside and Garden City, as well as jobs and local services at smaller local centres throughout the 

metropolitan area. 

 

An independent developer stated that, if affordable housing is to be provided in the TOD areas developed 

under the SEQ Regional Plan, costs will need to be minimised by reducing car parking requirements 

around these accessible nodes.  This interviewee also stressed the need for affordable workplaces to be 

delivered, to accommodate creative industry start-up businesses.  This informant pointed out that people 

will tolerate smaller and less lavishly equipped housing if high quality public spaces and cultural spaces 

are available in the area. 

 

A couple of interviewees also related affordable housing to the need to provide affordable workspaces (for 

creative industries, start-up businesses and convenience stores) and affordable spaces for communities to 

develop their social capital. 

 

Design and Built Form Issues 

As mentioned above, finance insurance requirements on minimum apartment size was seen as an 

affordability issue.  One respondent offered an example of how the balconies had been allowed to be 

counted in the apartment floorspace calculation by one lender, thereby enabling a smaller internal 

floorspace to be achieved. 

 

Small apartments can be profitable, as one developer exemplified.  In student apartments built in South 

Brisbane, the fastest selling and fastest renting apartments were 23m² studios, which attracted a good 

rental level. 

 

BHC provided benchmark floor areas for various apartment types: 

• 25m² bedsit 

• 42m² 1 bedroom unit 

• 55m² 2 bedroom unit 

• 70m² 3 bedroom unit 

• 70m² 2 bedroom townhouse 

 

A developer informant, with an architecture degree, pointed out that higher ceilings are necessary to 

enhance the feeling of space in very small apartments.  This informant noted that higher floor-to-ceiling 

height is less expensive to provide than more extensive floor area per apartment.  However, 8.5m building 

height limits in low-rise areas can make this difficult to achieve. 

 

The high cost of high-rise development was noted by several interviewees, as was high density more 

generally.  A local government informant noted that 4-5 storey high density development is less energy 
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consumptive than high-rise housing.  One industry peak body informant cited anything above 3 storeys as 

unsustainable in terms of environmental impacts and energy use.  The cost of high-rise construction is a 

further barrier to affordability.  Interviewees did not mention, however, that high densities are achievable in 

low-rise built forms.    

 

Because of high land costs, density was agreed as very important to affordability, if the balance between 

land cost and construction cost can be achieved. 

 

Several interviewees mentioned the need to design for subtropical climate comfort and energy efficiency to 

avoid occupants facing high operating costs such as air conditioning. In addition, higher density 

development was said to reduce sustainability outcomes via the energy costs of: 

• common area lighting; 

• elevators; 

• air conditioning (due to lack of cross ventilation); and 

• moving water around the building. 

 

Despite identifying the above, one peak industry body informant opposed mandatory sustainability 

standards, stating that this results in “lowest common denominator” responses without necessarily 

achieving the intended benefits or savings.  NSW BASIX was cited as having instantly added $20,000 to 

the cost per unit. 

 

The “livability check”, in BCC’s draft LGMS (BCC 2007), was described as a design framework that would 

be suitable for use in an inclusionary zoning regime.  This set of criteria addresses community aspects, 

numbers, energy impacts and aesthetics. 

 

12.10  SUCCESS STORIES CITED BY KEY INFORMANTS 

In response to Question 3 (see Appendix D) interviewees cited approximately 20 examples of potentially 

successful planning mechanisms or incentives from a range of cities addressing affordable housing 

problems, some of them involving transfer of public housing into tenant ownership.  The full range can be 

seen in the table summarising the interviews in Appendix E.  This discussion is restricted to those 

examples for which more detail was provided by the interviewee. 

 

Victoria Harbour, Melbourne 

50 affordable rental units for low-moderate income key workers and vocational trainees were achieved in a 

152 unit mixed use development at Melbourne Docklands. The deal was negotiated between Lend Lease, 

State Government, National Australia Bank and Melbourne Affordable Housing Agency.  

 

Lend Lease also has mixed tenure housing schemes in the UK involving: 

 

• Joint ventures with government, where the surplus value of a government provided site is used by 
the government for social housing (Lend Lease partners with government via the urban 
regeneration and social housing developer, First Base); and 

• Government land used for affordable housing and mixed tenure schemes and government defers 
settlement on the land component of the project at a discount rate, which provides cashflow 
advantages for the developer. 
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Interviewees cited Kelvin Grove Urban Village and Brisbane Housing Company as success stories of 

government and industry working together to produce affordable housing. Others cited Sydney’s Green 

Square and City West for similar reasons. 

 

Bridge Housing was cited as a Californian community organisation that acts as a broker to package 

financing, tax credits and rates concessions and establishes a company to develop each project. 

 

12.11  CONCLUSION:  THE NEED FOR A MULTI-PRONGED APPROACH  

The interviews suggest that the housing affordability problem is unlikely to be resolved by focusing solely 

on planning responses or on demand side solutions.  Effective solutions are likely to be based on a 

combination of responses, combining: 

 

• government support (leadership, tax incentives and planning incentives); 

• private sector innovations; 

• tenure approaches, including dual ownership; and 

• innovative financing approaches. 

 

A whole of industry approach is more likely to generate successful outcomes, through involving 

government, regulators, bankers, developers and consumers (developer interviewee). 

 

Diversity in housing product and a mix of tenures were regarded as essential by several interviewees.  

Inner city housing product needs to address the needs of families as well as singles and childless couples. 

 

One state government informant expressed concern that, in the private sector, there is a stigma attached 

to affordable housing.  This was echoed indirectly by some of the development industry interviewees.  This 

interviewee raised the need for public and industry education, suggesting that it will be necessary to 

identify overseas models that market affordable design options effectively. 
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13.0  AFFORDABLE HOUSING VIABILITY MODELS 

13.1  OVERVIEW 

This section presents the results of two financial modelling exercises conducted on two ‘typical’ inner city 

urban renewal sites: a large 12,420m2 site in West End and a smaller, 1,955m2 site in Bowen Hills.  Each 

case study is prefaced by a clear statement of the purpose and underlying assumptions of the modelling.  

Because this purpose and the underlying assumptions are critical to the interpretation of the modelling, the 

statement is repeated for each case study. 

 

13.2  321 MONTAGUE ROAD, WEST END 

The site located at 321 Montague Road, West End is a large corner lot which includes a total site area of 

12,420m².  The natural topography of the land is relatively level, but recent earthworks have left a large 

excavation hole in the centre of the site.  The land was previously used by Energex for industrial purposes.  

Adjoining the land to the north-east along Montague Road, retail and commercial development fronts the 

street.   

 

Figure 1: Site Location (Source: ebimap) 

As illustrated in Figure 1, the site has road frontage to Montague Road, Beesley Street and is also 

bounded on its north-western side by Pidgeon Close.  Between this street and the river is the “KoKo” 

development comprising luxury residential apartments up to a height of seven storeys.  

 

The site is currently zoned Medium Density Residential. The Medium Density Residential Areas are 

located near to the city, with good access to public transport and centres and are to accommodate medium 

density and / or medium rise multi-unit dwellings of up to 5 storeys in height.  

 

321 Montague Rd 
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Given the mix of uses prevailing in the area, for the purposes of this model, the Multi-Purpose Suburban 

Centre (MP3) zoning development guidelines have been used as a basis for what may be achievable on 

the site.  It is felt that the MP3 assumption is appropriate in terms of neighbouring developments – 

specifically the retail / commercial development immediately adjacent to the site and extending northwards 

along Montague Road and also the residential development to the north-west. 

 

13.3  ASSUMPTIONS 

Purpose and Underlying Assumptions 

The purpose of the modelling is to assist Council in understanding the financial dynamics of including an 

affordable housing component in a development where it is proposed to gift the affordable component, 

while at the same time achieving an acceptable level of profitability to the developer and its financiers.  

The modelling also demonstrates the effects of Council support to the developer by way of GFA uplifts, 

parking relaxations, infrastructure cost exemptions for the affordable component, and deferred purchase of 

land (assumed to be public land). 

 

The following financial models are based on the developer gifting the affordable housing component to a 

suitable not-for-profit entity.  The gifting is assumed to be on a permanent basis at nil cost to the recipient 

– it is not assumed to be gifted on a 10 year temporary basis or on the basis of payment to the developer. 

 

Development Assumptions 

At 12,420m2 the site is very large and extends for about 165 metres along Beesley Street from Montague 

Road to Pidgeon Close.  In keeping with surrounding development, the site is capable of supporting a 

mixed use retail / commercial development at the Montague Road end and a residential apartments 

development at the Pidgeon Close end. 

 

The development concept comprises dividing the site into two approximate halves, with attractively 

landscaped grounds and an access road forming the separation between the two parts. 

 

Fronting onto Montague Road it is proposed to construct a shopping precinct comprising six retail stores / 

showrooms; two or three cafes / diners and a supermarket – all at ground level and linked by a pedestrian 

arcade providing access from Montague Road and Beesley Street.  Above the retail shops it is proposed 

to construct two levels of commercial offices. 

 

Car parking for this part of the development would be provided by way of two above ground decks on the 

roof of the supermarket, a further underground carpark beneath the whole complex and a small number of 

parking spaces at ground level.  Car parks would be accessed from Beesley Street which would also 

provide access for service vehicles. 

 

In total, on-site carparking for about 190 vehicles would be available for the retail / commercial 

development, and this should be adequate for the scale of the development.  If extra parking is needed, an 

additional part basement could be constructed, the additional cost of which could be accommodated within 

the overall scale of the development without seriously affecting viability. 
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The residential component of the development comprises five towers of apartments.  The two towers in 

the central part of the residential area are seven levels, while the other three towers are five levels above 

ground initially (rising to seven levels with density increases).   

 

On-site parking to meet the needs of the residential component would need to be quite extensive – up to 

263 cars are required in Scenario A.  About 35 cars can be accommodated at ground level; basement 

parking is proposed for the remainder, with either one or two underground levels depending on the most 

cost-effective design.   

 

Because the commercial carparking requirements are unchanging and the residential parking 

requirements vary by a relatively small amount (223 to 263 cars) under the different scenarios, it has been 

assumed that the size of the development can accommodate sufficient cars in rooftop and basement car 

parks, and therefore a “ballpark” cost has been adopted which varies only slightly between scenarios.  The 

ballpark also allows for lifts, travelators, etc. for all components of the development. 

 

Finance Cost Assumptions 

Finance costs for the land purchase are based on the full cost of the land being financed at 10% interest 

for a period of 3½ years (eighteen months to design the project and obtain planning approval and a further 

two years for detail design and construction). 

 

Finance costs for the construction phase are based on construction costs being 100% financed at 10% 

interest for 2 years multiplied by a factor of 0.5 to allow for progress draws over that time frame. 

13.4  DEVELOPMENT SCENARIOS 

Financial models for four different scenarios (A to D) are presented in Appendix F with a summary below 

for ease of comparing the financial data.   

 

SCENARIO: 321 Montague Rd, West End  A: Standard 
market-based 
mixed 
development  

 B: As per A but 
with 18% 
affordable 
housing 
component  

 C: As per B but 
with planning 
concessions  

 D: As per C but 
with deferred 
purchase of land  

Retail Component (m2)             3,073                3,073                3,073                3,073  

Commercial Component (m2)             1,848                1,848                1,848                1,848  

Affordable Housing Component (m2)  Nil                2,320                2,320                4,640  

AH Units: % of GFA / % of total units  Nil   17.6% / 28.0%   14.3% / 24.0%   25.0% / 38.7%  

Mainstream Residential Component (m2)           13,200              10,880              13,920              13,920  

Total GFA (m2)           18,121              18,121              21,161              23,481  

Site Area / Plot Ratio  12420 / 1.46   12420 / 1.46   12420 / 1.70   12420 / 1.89  

 

Development Costs $ $ $ $ 

Total Land Costs     12,480,000        12,480,000        12,480,000        12,480,000  

Total Design and Permitting Costs       4,835,000          5,255,000         4,855,000         4,855,000  

Total Construction Costs     46,631,662        46,286,812        53,054,232        57,781,812  

Total Dev. Finance and Holding Costs       9,846,666          9,854,181        10,490,923         6,263,681  

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS     73,793,328        73,875,993        80,880,155        81,380,493  
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Net Realisation     90,307,118        78,919,508        95,144,625        95,617,383  

Development Profit     16,513,790          5,043,515        14,264,470        14,236,890  

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS PROFIT % 22.38% 6.83% 17.64% 17.49% 

 

The four scenarios are as follows:  
Scenario A - A “Code” development (plot ratio of 1.46) comprising retail as described plus residential 

units.    All residential units are mainstream units – there is no affordable housing component in this 

scenario.   All scenarios assume the inclusion of a small number of high-yield penthouse and larger luxury 

units on the upper levels to aid viability. 

 

Scenario A Outcome:  Profit under this scenario is a healthy 22.4%. 

 

Scenario B - The same basic scenario as “A”, but with 18% of the residential GFA allocated to affordable 

units.  It is assumed there are no relaxations or development incentives of any kind. 

 

Scenario B Outcome:  This scenario demonstrates the financial resilience of the project achieved 

through economies of scale and a small high-yield residential component.  Attempting to create a code 

development with a no-cost affordable housing component of 18% of total residential GFA would destroy 

the viability of most projects.  In this case, profit drops to 6.8% which is too low to be commercially viable 

and would be very difficult if not impossible to finance – however, the fact that there is any profit at all is 

remarkable.  

 

Scenario C - In this scenario, the following concessions and incentives have been assumed: 

• Plot ratio of 1.7 (achieved via a modest density uplift concession); 

• No infrastructure charges on the affordable component; 

• Reduced carpark requirements for the affordable component; and 

• Height of all residential towers is increased to seven levels above ground – in keeping with the 
height of the adjoining KoKo development. 

 

Scenario C Outcome:  In this scenario, profitably recovers to 17.6%.  Although well below the original 

level of 22.4%, this is still high enough to be viable and gain financial support.  The GFA uplift of 3040m2 

covers the 2320m2 of affordable housing and provides an additional 720m2 of GFA to provide more market 

units.  The majority of these units are assumed to be larger, located on the upper levels and higher priced, 

thereby assisting viability. 

 

Infrastructure charges fall due to the assumption of waiver in respect of the affordable housing units and 

this, together with the assumed reduced parking requirements, also contributes to improved viability. 

 

Scenario D - Essentially, this is the same scenario as “C” but here it is assumed that the land is public 

land, the purchase of which can be deferred until project completion.  While the land must still be paid for, 

the deferment results in significant savings in interest charges and holding costs on the land.  These 

savings are then converted into additional affordable units.  As a consequence of the increase in 

affordable GFA, the plot ratio undergoes a further modest increase to 1.89. 
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Scenario D Outcome:  The number of affordable units literally doubles from 49 to 98 (from 14% to 25% of 

total residential GFA and from 24% to 39% of the number of units), while profitability remains virtually 

unchanged.  Thus, the entire saving from the deferred land purchase flows undiluted into additional 

affordable housing stock.  The size of the affordable component in both GFA and number of units would 

now be regarded as having reached saturation point from a social perspective for this type of 

development. 

 

13.5  SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

Positive Findings 

The development in this model is large and very strong financially.  It is therefore possible to achieve a 

significant component of affordable housing with only modest uplifts in density.  Nonetheless, it is clear 

from the modelling that planning incentives and reduced infrastructure charges can make the difference 

between viability and non-viability for a project where the inclusion of an affordable housing component at 

no cost is proposed.  In this case, profitability improves from 6.8% (Scenario A) to 17.6% (Scenario B) 

through the application of these incentives. 

In such a strong project the incentives can be seen to translate more directly into viable provision of 

affordable housing.  As Scenario C illustrates, the provision of just over 3000m2 in increased GFA, plus 

$400,000 in reduced infrastructure charges and a further $500,000 in reduced parking requirements 

together add up to over $9 million in increased profitability while delivering 49 affordable housing units free 

of charge. 

 

In Scenario D, the cost savings of $4.7 million are directly comparable to the increased construction costs 

of $4.5 million to provide more affordable units at the same level of profit. 

 

Negative Findings 

There are felt to be no significant negatives arising from this model.  However, even with such a strong 

project as this, it can be seen that density uplifts cannot be converted 100% into affordable housing.  

Scenario C demonstrates that 2320m2 (76%) of the assumed GFA increase of 3040m2 can be converted 

into affordable units – this should be regarded as a very good result. 

 

Conclusion 

This modelling is based on a large parcel of land (12,420m2) with assumed medium to high density levels 

(plot ratios of 1.5 to 1.9).  The modelling demonstrates that in a project of sufficient size and particularly 

where there is the possibility of including a small but significant component of high-yield market product, 

the viability of delivering an affordable housing component at no cost can be strengthened considerably. 

 

Even so, it can be concluded that the incentives Council could make available would make a significant 

difference – without them, as demonstrated previously, the project struggles to achieve viability in 

attempting to deliver a good outcome (refer Scenario B).     
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13.6  TUFTON STREET, BOWEN HILLS 

The site is located at 11 O'Connell Terrace, Bowen Hills, with frontage also to Tufton Street and comprises 

approximately 1,955m2 of land. The land faces southward onto O’Connell Terrace and slopes gently 

downwards to the north.  A retail and commercial development adjoins the land to the east along 

O'Connell Terrace, whilst existing development in Tufton Street comprises houses and notably a 

Department of Housing residential development rising to five levels above ground on the western side of 

Tufton Street. 

 

The site illustrated below in Figure 2, is included in the Bowen Hills Local Area Plan and is currently zoned 

Special Purpose Centre – Office park (SP13).  Office park is the use of premises for office development 

that promotes the integration with surrounding office, special purpose and residential activities. 

 

Given the mix of uses prevailing in the area, for the purposes of this model, the Multi-Purpose Suburban 

Centre (MP3) zoning development guidelines have been used as the basis for what may be achievable on 

the site.  It is felt that the MP3 assumption is appropriate in terms of neighbouring developments – 

specifically the retail / commercial development immediately adjacent to the site and extending eastwards 

along O’Connell Terrace.  

 

Figure 2: Site Location (Source: ebimap)    

Tufton Street 
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13.7  ASSUMPTIONS 

Purpose and Underlying Assumption 

The purpose of the modelling is to assist Council in understanding the financial dynamics of including an 

affordable housing component in a development where it is proposed to gift the affordable component, 

while at the same time achieving an acceptable level of profitability to the developer and its financiers.  

The modelling also demonstrates the effects of Council support to the developer by way of GFA uplifts, 

parking relaxations, infrastructure cost exemptions for the affordable component and deferred purchase of 

land (assumed to be public land). 

 

The following financial models are based on the developer gifting the affordable housing component to a 

suitable not-for-profit entity.  The gifting is assumed to be on a permanent basis at nil cost to the recipient.  

It is not assumed to be gifted on a 10 year temporary basis or on the basis of payment to the developer. 

 

Development Assumptions 

The basic development concept consists of a café and retail shops at street level along O’Connell Terrace 

with adequate parking at ground level behind.  The residential component is above the shops and carpark 

with additional parking in the basement.  The carparks are segregated with retail parking at ground level 

and residents’ and visitors’ parking in the basement – both parking areas being accessed by entrances 

from Tufton Street. 

 

Parking requirements have been calculated in accordance with the following formulae: 

• Café - one carpark per each 1/8 of GFA  

• Shops - one carpark per each 3/50 of GFA 

• Residences - 1.25 carparks per residence (< 75m²) 

• Affordable Units - 0.25 carparks per residence (as per Brisbane Housing Company) where 
relaxation is assumed. 

The retail component comprises one café of 40m² and six shops of 70m² each plus access/circulation.  

This component does not vary under the different scenarios.   

 

The residential component varies in accordance with assumed uplifts, while variations in the mix between 

mainstream and affordable units are aimed at maximising the affordable component while retaining 

acceptable levels of profit. 

 

Finance Cost Assumptions 

Finance costs for the land purchase are based on the full cost of the land being financed at 10% interest 

for a period of 2½ years (one year to design the project and obtain planning approval; a further eighteen 

months for detail design and construction). 

 

Finance costs for the construction phase are based on construction costs being 100% financed at 10% 

interest for 1½ years multiplied by a factor of 0.5 to allow for progress draws over that time frame.    
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13.8  DEVELOPMENT SCENARIOS 

Financial models for four different scenarios are presented with a summary page for ease of comparing 
the financial data in Appendix G.   

SCENARIO: Tufton St, Bowen Hills 

 

 A: Standard 
market-based 
mixed 
development  

 B: As per A but 
with 18% 
affordable 
housing 

 C: As per B but 
with planning 
concessions  

 D: As per C but 
with deferred 
purchase of land  

Retail Component (m²)                 500                  500                  500                  500  

Commercial Component (m²)  Nil   Nil   Nil   Nil  

Affordable Housing Component (m²)  Nil                  243                  243                  405  

AH Units: % of GFA / % of total units  Nil   10.0% / 18.2%   7.1% / 13.3%   11.9% / 22.9%  

Mainstream Residential Component (m²)              2,433               2,190               3,167               3,005  

Total GFA (m²)              2,933               2,933               3,910               3,910  

Site Area / Plot Ratio  1955 / 1.5   1955 / 1.5   1955 / 2.0   1955 / 2.0  

 

Development Costs $ $ $ $ 

Total Land Costs 2,860,000 2,860,000 2,860,000  2,860,000  

Total Design and Permitting Costs      1,085,000         1,145,000         1,300,000         1,260,000  

Total Construction Costs      7,447,193         7,384,858         9,944,694         9,901,966  

Total Dev. Finance and Holding Costs      1,250,185         1,245,978         1,418,767           668,383  

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS    12,642,378       12,635,836       15,523,461       14,690,349  

   

Net Realisation  14,467,219       13,286,486       18,243,969       17,456,697  

Development Profit   1,824,841           650,650         2,720,509         2,766,348  

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS PROFIT % 14.43% 4.90% 14.91% 15.85% 

 

The four scenarios are as follows: 

 

Scenario A - A “Code” development (plot ratio of 1.5) comprising retail as described plus 30 x 2 bedroom 

units of approximately 70m² average size plus circulation.    All residential units are mainstream units – 

there is no affordable housing component in this scenario.  Building height would be three levels overall – 

one retail/ground level plus two residential levels above. 

 

Scenario A Outcome: Because of the GFA constraints of Code compliance and the need to provide 

basement parking to accommodate the required number of cars, profit is 14.4% of total costs.  This level of 

profit is regarded as marginal and could be difficult to finance.  Faced with this outcome, a developer 

would most likely design an impact assessable proposal aimed at providing a better return through 

increased density. 

 

Scenario B - The same basic scenario as “A”, but with 10% of the residential GFA allocated to affordable 

units.  It is assumed there are no relaxations or development incentives of any kind. 

 

Scenario B Outcome: Even though construction costs of the affordable component are lower, the small 

size of this component means that total development costs are virtually unchanged.  Because the 

affordable units are gifted and are created by reducing the number of marketable units, sales revenues fall 
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significantly and profitability is severely affected.  The resultant 4.9% profit is considered to be too low to 

be viable and would be incapable of obtaining finance. 

 

Scenario C - In this scenario, the following concessions and incentives have been assumed: 

•  Plot ratio of 2.0 (density uplift concession) 

•  No infrastructure charges on the affordable component 

•  Reduced carpark requirements for the affordable component  

 

Scenario C Outcome: In this scenario, profitably reaches 14.9%, marginally higher than in the original 

“Code” scenario.  It should be noted, however, that in order to achieve this result only 243m² of the 

assumed 977m² in density uplift can be converted into affordable units – the remaining 734m² of additional 

GFA needs to be used for marketable units to cover the cost of gifting the affordable ones.  Previously the 

243m² affordable component comprised 10% of GFA and 18% of the number of units but under this 

scenario the figures drop to 7% and 13% respectively due to the increase in total GFA, even though the 

m2 size of the affordable component is unchanged.   

 

The increased GFA of itself results in increased costs – more market units means more carparks overall, 

even allowing for some reduction due to the relaxation that applies to the affordable component.  Hence a 

larger basement carpark is required.  Similarly, although it is assumed there are no infrastructure charges 

for the affordable component, the increased number of market units results in higher infrastructure charges 

overall. 

 

Profitability has improved only slightly and at 14.9% would still be regarded as being at the bottom end of 

project viability. 

 

Scenario D - Essentially, this is the same scenario as “C” but here it is assumed that the land is public 

land, the purchase of which can be deferred until project completion.  While the land must still be paid for, 

the deferment results in significant savings in interest charges and holding costs on the land.  These 

savings are then converted into additional affordable units. 

 

Scenario D Outcome: The number of affordable units increases from 6 to 11 (from 7% to 12% of total 

residential GFA and from 13% to 23% of the number of units), while profitability improves to 15.9%.  

Although still low, this level of profit is considered viable and capable of achieving financial support. 
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13.9 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

Positive Findings 

It is clear from the modelling that planning incentives and reduced infrastructure charges can make the 

difference between viability and non-viability for a project where the inclusion of an affordable housing 

component at no cost is proposed. 

 

To have the desired effect, it would seem that there needs to be a “suite of incentives” available as a 

package – no single incentive would appear to have sufficient cost-saving impact on its own. 

 

Under the right circumstances a suite of incentives could attract a developer to seriously consider 

including a no-cost affordable housing component in a development, provided reduced levels of profit were 

acceptable to the developer and its financier. 

 

Negative Findings 

While the incentives do make a significant difference, profitability is low in all the scenarios included in this 

model.  It would be unreasonable to expect that an incentive by way of density uplift would be converted 

100% into affordable housing.  As Scenario C demonstrates, of the assumed GFA increase of 977m² only 

243m² (25%) could be converted into affordable units – the remainder is required to create the additional 

marketable product needed to subsidise the affordable component. 

 

Conclusion 

This modelling is based on a good-sized parcel of land (1955m2) with assumed medium to high density 

levels (plot ratios of 1.5 to 2.0).  The modelling demonstrates the difficulty of delivering an affordable 

housing component at no cost while maintaining project viability.   

 

However, when all the available incentives (density uplift, carparking relaxations and 100% infrastructure 

charge relaxation for the affordable component, as per Scenario C) are taken into account, 7% of total 

GFA can be delivered as affordable housing even though profitability is low at 14.9%. 

The additional benefit that flows from the deferred purchase of the land can be very significant – in this 

case the resultant savings allow a 2/3 increase in GFA for the affordable component from 243m² to 405m² 

while profit shows a small but worthwhile improvement. 

 

From this model it can be concluded that the incentives Council could make available would make a 

significant difference – without them, the project is simply not viable (refer Scenario B).  However, the 

reality is that these incentives can only be expected to attract some developers in some circumstances 

and would only be applicable to those sites where the planning incentives would be appropriate and where 

the project is of sufficient size to absorb the added cost impacts while remaining viable.    
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14.0  RECOMMENDATIONS 

14.1  OVERVIEW 

The following recommendations arise from the literature review, documentary research, key informant 

interview analysis and financial modelling undertaken in the study.  The recommendations have also been 

influenced by feedback from BICAC to the presentation of preliminary outcomes at their meeting of 28 

February 2008.  The recommendations range from the strengthening of certain approaches already being 

taken by Brisbane City Council to new initiatives that require Council to take a lead role in partnership with 

other key players in development, finance and the State Government. 

 

14.2  PLANNING SYSTEM REFORM 

• In partnership with State Government, industry and community groups, develop regulatory 
processes which remove barriers to inclusionary zoning 

• Provide specific provisions in Planning Schemes for affordable housing, such as plot ratios, 
setback requirements and car-parking requirements 

! Reform subdivision and titling arrangements to allow Multiple Dwelling Units on small lots 
where this is consistent with good neighbourhood planning 

• Modify building codes and regulations to include greater flexibility and facilitate cost-efficient 
housing production 

• Provide a secure and consistent operating environment for an ‘affordable housing industry’ to 
develop 

• Ensure timely and efficient approval processes for affordable housing developments by 
establishing a dedicated Affordable Housing specialist team or facilitator within Council directly 
linked to key personnel in associated State Government regulatory bodies 

14.3  PLANNING POLICY 

• Strengthen and promote the co-ordinated city-wide urban renewal strategy for Brisbane 

! Integrate Structure Plans, Local Area Plans and Neighbourhood Plans into this overall 
strategy 

• Develop and promote a coherent Affordable Housing Policy and Implementation Strategy 

• Move towards a progressive regime for development assessment fees and infrastructure charges 
that rewards socially and environmentally responsible housing provision 

• Establish a clear vision of urban form patterns that support inclusive and mixed communities 

! Amend Planning Schemes to include the provision of low-cost and affordable housing 
which considers the factors of density, mixed use, accessibility, car parking provision, 
connectivity and tenure, particularly in existing and emerging TODs 

! Continue to encourage vertical mix within inner-city developments (retail, commercial, 
residential) together with horizontal mix of light industry and spaces for community and 
neighbourhood cultural activities 

• Refine co-ordination of land use planning for housing developments with other area-based 
priorities such as transport, employment and economic development planning 

• Survey and assemble a comprehensive Asset Register of Council, State and Commonwealth 
owned land, including land held by statutory authorities which would be suitable for the provision 
of affordable housing 
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• Identify redevelopment sites that will foster community capacity building including ensuring the 
retention of appropriate Affordable Housing and the provision of new Affordable Housing within 
iconic local buildings 

• Investigate the potential use of Transferable Development Rights (TDR) to stem losses of existing 
clusters of affordable housing in the inner and middle suburbs 

14.4  FINANCING AND DELIVERY MODELS 

• Investigate alternative financing arrangements which allow for small multiple dwelling unit sizes, 
separating residential and parking tenure and other tenure innovations such as shared equity 

• Initiate and lead a partnership with Federal and State Governments, the development industry 
and community sector to remove financing and mortgage insurance barriers to the development 
and sale of smaller multiple dwelling units. 

• Broker partnerships between private developers and not-for-profit housing companies in the 
delivery of affordable housing stock 

14.5  DESIGN AND INNOVATION 

• Encourage innovation and sharing in best-practice design solutions to the variety of urban 
environments that make up a typical Queensland city 

• Clearly articulate the relationship between new urban living, accessible public open space and 
affordable built spaces for community and cultural development and local economic activity 

• Clearly articulate the relationship between public transport proximity, reduced car parking 
requirements and high quality walkable streets 

• Encourage hospitals, universities and other large employers to include on-site housing in the 
redevelopment or expansion of their facilities 

• Work with Queensland Transport to develop viable orbital public transport links that will increase 
the affordability and convenience of life in the outer suburbs (thereby reducing the pressure on 
the inner suburbs) 

14.6  EDUCATION AND PUBLIC AWARENESS 

• Ensure the qualities that support liveability are understood and prioritised with affordable housing 
promoted as a means to defend and enhance liveability 

• Promote social cohesion and increase community engagement with diverse urban environments  

! Enhance community understanding of Affordable Housing as a component of broader 
socio-economic sustainability  

• Actively market Council’s approach to Affordable Housing to the finance, development and 
building industries to encourage participation in the provision of Affordable Housing 

14.7  COLLABORATIVE PARTNERSHIPS AND CAPACITY BUILDING 

• Highlight and implement the potential leadership role of Brisbane City Council as a broker of 
affordable housing outcomes 

• Develop a strategic and legal framework for BCC to partner with developers and community 
housing providers in joint ventures 

• Through the Local Government Association of Queensland call on State Government to introduce 
exemptions from state taxes and fees for affordable housing  

• Continue to establish mechanisms that enhance the transparency and accountability of the 
governance of affordable housing development and management 
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15.0  CONCLUSION 

This study adds to existing evidence that housing affordability is emerging as a serious problem in inner 

Brisbane, with particular impacts for ‘key workers’ on low-to-moderate incomes.  The housing affordability 

problem not only constrains the employment choices and quality of life of the individuals affected, but also 

raises consequent challenges for the economic competitiveness and social and cultural well-being of the 

city as a whole. 

 

The literature, documentary and case study reviews, together with the key informant interviews, revealed a 

range of regulatory approaches, incentives approaches and mixed approaches available for delivering 

affordable housing outcomes.  The main regulatory approach is ‘inclusionary zoning’, with mandatory 

targets for affordable housing, as in London and Vancouver.  Incentives approaches include parking 

concessions, infrastructure charges relief and the granting of bonus development rights in return for 

affordable housing provision.  

 

Mixed approaches include tenure and financing innovations, joint ventures (by the private and community 

housing sectors), community/industry education and design and funding measures aimed at allowing 

smaller apartments to be developed.  Transferable development rights (TDR) is a regulatory approach that 

may provide some incentive for retention of affordable housing. 

 

Financial modelling (Section 13) demonstrates the potential for delivering affordable housing as a 

significant component of mixed use and high density residential development on two ‘typical’ inner 

Brisbane brownfield sites of 2,000 m² and 1.2 hectares respectively.   Alternative development scenarios 

were evaluated, comparing different packages of planning concessions and affordable housing incentives 

such as density uplifts and deferred land purchase.  The modelling demonstrates strong potential – 

particularly on larger sites - for a suite of planning incentives and reduced infrastructure charges to 

enhance project viability through the inclusion of affordable housing at no cost. 

 

The final conclusion of the study is that no single approach, in isolation, is likely to be adequate to address 

the problem of retaining and providing affordable housing in inner urban renewal.  Rather, a suite of 

approaches is required and key elements of such a suite are recommended in Section 14.  Practical 

recommendations span planning system reform, planning policy, financing and delivery models, design 

and innovation, community and industry education and collaborative partnerships and capacity building.  

The package of recommendations recognizes that local government has varying levels of power and 

influence across these areas, reinforces existing efforts and indicates where new initiatives might assist 

the mitigation of the affordable housing deficit. 
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APPENDIX A BICAC TERMS OF REFERENCE 
 

Background/Context  

Brisbane’s Inner City suburbs have undergone significant change since the settlement of the city, with the 

last 10-15 years providing some of the greatest – broadening from a compact CBD servicing the 

metropolitan area with significant office space, public spaces, retail opportunities, entertainment and 

education.  The growth of residential uses and the services required by residents has broadened the role 

played by the Inner City.  Coupled with redevelopment and increased densities and uses in suburbs 

surrounding the CBD, the face and role of the Inner City requires integrated and innovative planning and 

development in order that it continues to be the premier centre leading the community, cultural and 

economic life of Brisbane. 

 

The Brisbane Inner City Advisory Committee (BICAC) has been formed by Brisbane City Council to 

enhance the integration of planning and development activity in inner Brisbane. The BICAC is charged 

with determining and influencing collaborative approaches that will provide transparency and high level 

engagement with the community over current and planned changes to the Inner City.  

 

Inner City Brisbane is defined as the suburbs of Bowen Hills, Newstead, Spring Hill, New Farm, Fortitude 

Valley, Brisbane CBD, City West Precinct, South Brisbane, West End, Highgate Hill, Woolloongabba and 

Dutton Park. 

 

Function of the BICAC 

The BICAC is a group of interested and committed government, industry and community representatives 

assembled to collectively identify issues in order to bring these to the attention of Brisbane City Council 

and the State Government. 

 

It is primarily a community engagement initiative, in that it is designed to enhance the integration of 

planning and development in the Inner City by providing a vehicle for collaboration between Government, 

industry and business stakeholders and community groups.  Accordingly, the BICAC will achieve this 

integration by utilising a range of engagement strategies and through a number of functions, including (but 

not restricted to): 

 
• Identification and translation of broader outcomes for Inner City and communication of these to 

project managers, agencies and organisations and broader community; 

• Overview/sight of planning and development projects, view to integrating social, economic and 
environmental outcomes –  providing advice to government, community and/or industry on these 
integration opportunities; 

• Oversight of existing and emerging proposals/projects in order to identify and determine potential 
for and/or extent of unintended impacts – providing advice to government, community and/or 
industry on the potential of these impacts; 

• Hosting one or two community forums annually to discuss with and resolve emerging/intransigent 
issues in the Inner City arising from (rapid) change; 

• Independent forum for discussion of issues raised at community level, through existing agencies 
or by the Community Liaison Committees (1 each for Inner North, City South and CBD). 

• Identify emerging trends and issues within the Inner City and determine possible processes for 
further investigation 
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Inner City planning, development projects designed to enhance environmental, social and economic 

outcomes.  In 2005, at the formation of this Advisory Committee the following projects are under way or 

nearing completion: 

• CBD Master-plan (incl 10 catalyst projects) 

• Urban Renewal in West End and the Inner North Eastern Suburbs 

• Inner City Place 

• Woolloongabba-West End Local Plan 

• Millennium Arts & Gallery Of Modern Art 

• North Bank 

• King George Square Redevelopment, incl bus tunnel  

• Howard Smith Wharves redevelopment 

• City West 

• Boggo Rd redevelopment 

• Other identified projects as determined. 

 

Priority projects will change throughout the life of the BICAC.  Criteria are to be determined for use by the 

BICAC in identifying those projects, initiatives and proposals of direct interest.  It is envisaged that these 

projects, initiatives and proposals can arise from any source, ie not only those that are initiated by Council 

or the government. 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 



 

May 2008  65  
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APPENDIX C PARTICIPANT INFORMED CONSENT FORM  
 

Creating Inclusive Communities: ensuring housing affordability in inner city 
redevelopment - BUHREC Research Project Number RO-703 

Participant Informed Consent Form  

This form constitutes the final page of the Explanatory Statement outlining research project RO-703. 

  

Please tick the boxes that apply: 

• I have read the above Explanatory Statement 

• I agree to take part in the above Bond University research project. 

• I am willing to be interviewed by the researcher 

• I am willing to allow the interview to be audio-taped 

 I understand that, as a key informant, my comments may be cited directly or indirectly in the research 

report, subject to my consent as follows: 

• my identity and affiliations will be protected where anonymity has been requested (see below), 
and that  

• where I have requested anonymity in respect of all or part of the interview discussion, no 
information that could lead to my identification will be disclosed in any reports on the project, or to 
any other party.  

  

Please tick the appropriate box: 

• I am willing to be identified as a key informant for this research project 

• I agree to my comments and discussion being attributed to me in the research report, and 
acknowledge that I can withdraw this agreement at any time. 

• I wish to remain anonymous and for my organisation/employer to remain anonymous 

• I wish to remain anonymous and for my organisation/employer to be acknowledged. 

 I also understand that my participation is voluntary; that I can choose not to participate in part or all of the 

project, and that I can withdraw freely at any stage of the project. 

  

Please tick the appropriate box: 

• The information I provide can be used by other researchers as long as my name and contact 
information is removed before it is given to them 

• The information I provide cannot be used by other researchers without asking me first 

• The information I provide cannot be used except for this project 

 

 Name:  .........................................................................................................(please print) 

Organisation: ……………………………………………………………… 

 Signature:  ................................................................................ Date: ............................. 
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APPENDIX D SEMI-STRUCTURED QUESTIONAIRE 
 

22 August 2007 

Creating Inclusive Communities: ensuring housing affordability in inner city 
redevelopment - BUHREC Research Project Number RO-703 

  

Participants will be asked to allow up to 1 hour. In-depth interviews will be conducted using a semi-

structured questionnaire based on the following opening statement and open-ended questions. 

  

Opening Statement and Interview Questions 

There is concern in several cities including London, New York, Sydney and Melbourne that middle and 

lower income workers are experiencing difficulty finding affordable housing close to inner city employment 

opportunities.  Further, "key workers” such as teachers, health care workers and bus drivers are essential 

to the running of the city.  In light of this, there is concern that lack of appropriately located affordable 

housing could have adverse impacts on the economic, social and cultural life of the city. 

  

1.        Do you think this issue is a problem in Brisbane?  If so, please elaborate. 

  

2.        Which occupations do you think are the key sectors for whom affordable housing close to inner city 

workplaces is particularly important? 

  

3.        Are you aware of any planning mechanisms or incentives that other cities have implemented to 

address this housing affordability problem?  If so, please elaborate. 

 

3A       Do you feel that such approaches are effective? 

  

4.        Are you aware of any planning mechanisms or incentives to address this problem in Brisbane 

(past/present/future proposals)?  If so, please elaborate. 

 

4A       Do you feel that they are effective? Please explain. 

  

5.        What mechanisms and/or incentives do you recommend for provision of affordable, accessible, 

housing for key workers in Brisbane? 

 

5A       What would be the benefits of these mechanisms for Brisbane? 

 

5B      Can you suggest a realistic target for the level of provision of affordable housing within urban 

renewal planning in Brisbane? (For example, South Australia requires 15%, and London is 

attempting to achieve targets as high as 50%) 

 

5C      What additional mechanisms would be needed to ensure the retention of a long-term supply 

of affordable, accessible housing?  Please elaborate.   
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APPENDIX E SUMMARISED TRANSCRIPT OF INTERVIEWS  
Detailed Summary Key Themes 

Do you think Affordable Housing is a Problem in Brisbane? 

•No not at present, but will be in the near future 

•Still a supply of relatively affordable rental accommodation not far from city 

•Rent gradient isn’t as steep as other cities in Australia 

•Not a critical problem, but a looming problem (not wasted effort to address now) 

•Yes it has become a problem in recent years, worsening with time – driven by a couple of factors - increase of rental (last 12 
months & predictions of 25% increase in next 12 months) & purchase costs.  Also increase in cost of travel – now becoming less 
affordable 

•Variety of answers 

•Yes – dynamic  trends in housing market which are placing those with the assets in areas that have the highest accessibility (not 
a recent trend, but part of a dynamic of city growth over many decades) 

•Those who have the resources went to the most desirable locations 
•The desirability factor has changed decade by decade – sometimes it's climate – things wax and wan 
•Problems change by decade, solutions change by decade 

•At moment – gentrification of a lot of inner suburban areas based on the presumption of work in the CBD 

•Emerging problem for Brisbane 

•Inner City Areas are virtually not affordable 

•Single Professionals are dominating the inner city areas 

•Key Workers provide essential services 

•Not a problem compared to other cities, but becoming a problem due to financial burdens 
•Chance to provide affordable housing was lost a decade ago to strategically address the problem due to pooling of land in the 
inner city 

•The problem is creating a renewed interest in planning 

•Yes, not to the extent in other cities – Sydney, London & New York 
•Will have adverse impacts on the community and the ability of the city to act economically and socially 
•Qld – mining communities – people that support community functions are unable to live in those communities and because they 
are isolated, the community structure breaks down 
•Shared futures for Bowen Basin – government released unused government land for development of housing and housing type 
•Government worked with private industry to ensure single workers are housed adequately 
•Including social impact assessment with any intention of mining activities – people can plan for new influx of employment 
•Yes, not just Brisbane, but all major growth areas in SEQ 
•Loss of AH with redevelopment of inner city Brisbane 
•Also greenfield development 
•Various demand drivers – interest rates and deregulation of financial markets 

•Targeted industry issues (supply side) – land supply, planning & development system, infrastructure charging and cost of 
providing infrastructure and expectation of extent of infrastructure and services being provided to communities and building codes 
and added cost of new standards in energy efficient design.  Also building resource costs 

•More of an impact on purchase market, less on rental market (rents lag behind purchase market) 

•In Brisbane & SEQ corner in general, there is a genuine housing market – when get into regional cities and remote areas there is 
no genuine housing market (no supply and demand balance – problem is exacerbated) eg. Mining boom areas & tourism areas 

•Less obvious issue in Brisbane 

•Problem is not critical, but escalating 

•Globally there is concern around affordability of housing 
•Issue coming to light in Brisbane and around Australia for a number of reasons: 

1. reduction in household size 
2. different lifestyle choices 
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Detailed Summary Key Themes 

3. macro-policy such as negative gearing and restrictions on urban footprints 

•Not as big a crisis as is often portrayed in the media – however there is macro-policy that supports investment in real estate which 
will obviously affect the supply of affordable housing 

•Theoretically Brisbane will start to have those problems, looking at trends in other major Australian cities 
•But directly not experiencing those problems to the same extent, even compared to the Gold Coast 
•The problem of affordability is basically a problem of new – it is very difficult to build new affordably  
•Multi-unit accommodation in particular is very expensive to build (costs $2500-5000/m2) 

•Partly an issue about accessibility and commuting distances – Brisbane still has a relatively large stock of older accommodation 
within reasonable commuting distances of most of the major employment nodes 

•More obvious in larger cities, but fundamental issue to pay for affordable accommodation is stressed 
•What we have seen in in Brisbane in last 7 years is a microcosm of what has been experienced in London & New York – Qld 
government has presided over one of the most substantial shifts in intergenerational equity which has occurred (certainly within the 
last 100 years) 

1. taxation laws coupled with societal changes 
2. restrictions of land supply 
3. introduction of GST 
4. substantial period of undervaluation of real estate in comparative terms 
5. costs of infrastructure charges 

•“We have effectively had probably the worst cocktail that anyone could prescribe in terms of housing affordability and it's 
happened since around about 2000 and gone through right up until now” 
•Latest report by National Housing Policy Advisory Unit (UK) – problems they have are similar to here 

1. raw material supply for building zoned appropriate for future development 
2. very complicated planning laws – slowtrack projects 
3. delays to effect change 
4. regardless of quality of stock the price is so high  

•Crisis was not as bad 2 years ago mainly because of dual-income households and some ability to continue to buy properties that 
were relatively close to employment centres (ie. Mt Gravatt, Acacia Ridge, Inala) 
•Interstate migrations and high margins that property owners in Sydney and Melbourne can get for the sale of their properties has 
also influenced house prices in Brisbane  
•Relationship between popn base and numbers – also impacted on by quality of public transport 
•Access to public housing has reduced and having people near resources that they need is more of a critical issue in Brisbane at 
present, but there is a worsening trend for home ownership and key worker housing particularly in last 2 years 

•From 2000 construction costs have risen by 50% 

•Definitely – not catering for whole of society – 'user-pays' model in terms of pricing 

•In favour of key services providing for it's own housing – group care, group ethic 

•Yes – probably an issue in most cities of the world 
•Personal & professional experience – grown up children living at home due to difficulty finding affordable accommodation 

•Local government – difficulty in attracting workers in regional cities (Mackay, Cairns, Townsville) due to lack of affordable housing 
– mining and tourism impacts which relate to this 

•Currently not necessarily a key problem – but foreshadow that it will become so, the discussion now is good 

•Definitely – all the research shows that the medium multiple for average income earners has gone from 3 to 6-over 8 in Brisbane 
& all major towns in Qld (particulary in mining towns) 
•Support workers for main businesses – hospitality, nurses – impact of not having access to affordable accommodation will have a 
direct impact on the economy 

•Issue for everyone – not just support workers – recent RDC research (Qld) showed that unless earning combined income of $80k, 
there will be housing stress (rent & purchase) 

KEY WORKERS / TARGET GROUPS 

•Hospitality, tourism sector in SEQ 

•Private Sector as well  

•Industry, insurance sector, administration 

•Medical staff 

•Vibrant city needs a whole range of employment sectors including people in cultural arts, service support workers, emergency 
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Detailed Summary Key Themes 

service workers, students 

•Noosa key workers – hospitality and tourism workers – depends on community and what it needs to function 

•Relates to wage structures around particular employment sectors & workers (ie. Nurses & teachers are underpaid) 

•The relationship between housing & working is more complex than perceived in the past because of the multi-centre approach to 
cities (transport system is the glue which enables work and home to be separated)  

•Target group eligibility needs to link to service provision planning (this requires detailed planning) 

•DoH 'One Social Housing' common register can be accessed for very low to low and high needs groups 

1. Need eligibility interface for other groups such as key workers  

•Sectors where the availability to staff is challenging 

•Bus drivers start shifts in outer suburbs in Brisbane 

•Qld rail store trains in inner (Mayne) and outer storage facilities 

1. need accommodation near depot areas for transport workers 

•Hospitals and schools need to be scattered 

•Still want to have a mix in each suburb – variety of activity and services – suburbs that “live” 

•Public Transport providers, cleaners, contractors, café workers, temporary / part-time workers 

•Need to assess Affordable Living vs Affordable Housing 

•Service industry occupations – split shifts, late night shifts out of public transport hours 

•Essential services – teachers, police, nurses, medical staff 

•Also service industries – supermarkets and supporting staff, taxi drivers 

•Defining key workers is very dangerous (really an economic sector in our society rather than a particular profession) 

•If develop accommodation for only particular professions, it will be a pretty dour result 

•Artists / Students / Carers could be critical 

•Cleaners – Sydney (commercial issue – unable to afford transport into CBD – shortage) 

•Administrative staff, cleaners, couriers – support workers for CBD businesses 

•NSW government is very sensitive about classification of key workers – nervous about identifying that a whole lot of public service 
employees in health, education, childcare and emergency services are finding it difficult to afford to buy or rent – highlights the 
renumeration of public service employees 
•“If you spread the net too wide it becomes a meaningless concept” - anybody who is working in the modern economy 
•Health, education, emergency services, childcare – also includes hospitality and retail, artists (Melbourne Affordable Housing) 

•Need a tight definition – public service employees (without whom the city stops functioning) 

•All support workers because communities should be inclusive and self-sustaining for transport and infrastructure – consolidating 
urban development 

•Targeting housing for particular keyworkers does have some merit 

•Focus on income levels that are having difficulty – up to $80K range in particular (2 income household with a couple of kids), with 
public housing eligibility cutting off at just under $60K 
•Policy push to see how can ease people out of public housing into private rental market / ownership because there is such high 
pressure on the system from people worse off 
•Growing demand on public stock – in last 5 years increased by 30% - most of the growth is single households 
•Looked a little at occupations ie. Police officers, child care workers, teachers, nurses, cleaners (service industry) – on Sunshine 
Coast big issue with hospitality workers 

•High risk category – older renters (AHURI research paper) 

•'Key” means critical so needs to be broad enough to encompass all service sectors which make up the fabric of the city (ie. Cafe 
workers) 

•Police, bus drivers, cleaners, waitstaff who work in the CBD – reality is the best intentions of public / private sectors will be 
incapable of delivering sufficient volume of stock in established inner-city areas to reverse the issues of affordability in the market – 
requires efficient public transport systems to service outlying areas where these people will live 

•Health, education, food (farming), clothing – life essential needs 
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Detailed Summary Key Themes 

PLANNING MECHANISMS 

•US, tax incentives 

•Congestion growing expediently 

•Inclusionary zoning 

•Local authorities need to broaden horizons – Redlands allow for Duplexes on 800m2 lot to be Code Assessable – no incentives to 
develop duplexes, when such sites can be subdivided into small lots. 

•Different housing forms needed to be encouraged through the amendment of the city plan which is currently under review  

•Two separate households in one dwelling – rather than purely fonzie flats.  

•Industry will respond to changes in planning permissions to allow for dual occupancy. Barriers can be broken down – leadership 
required 

•Neighourhood plans are showing that community consultation is supportive of increased densities – examples have supported 
this.  

•Aware of London, Auckland and Adelaide’s affordable housing targets / initiatives 
•Important to achieve a mix of tenures  
•Sydney has a more modest target which is limited and provides developers with many loopholes. 
•Most interventions are piecemeal and not very effective 

•Adelaide is a prime example of local and state government working together to achieve affordable housing 

•Effective mechanisms need to focus on delivering sustainable development and mixed communities 
•Potential for affordable housing to be provided in office developments 
•Bonus gross floor areas 

•Penalties could be put in place to ensure all developments include affordable housing 

•Inclusionary zoning – hasn't done very well in Qld 
•Identifies an area (special zone) – has high development potential, well serviced and can accommodate mixed housing types 
•In this area any developer must have a proportion of AH included in development (transparent) 
•BCC did not do inclusionary zoning – it did a bonus system (West End example) 

•In a performance based system it doesn't work because the planning has set the density already – incongruent 

•The more certainty that can be provided in a performance-based system the more attractive it is to want to play 

•There is nothing to stop inclusionary zoning 
•Logical link between housing needs and zoning (that encourages a mix of housing) – better outcomes – build inclusionary zoning 
into planning scheme to ensure you get the outcomes you are seeking 
•Graduated standards – a lot of our standards are based on family homes (carparks, balconies, landscaping areas) 
•Transparent 
•Relies on skilled people to assess applications 

•Planning is shades of grey 

•Betterment tax (West End) – but overturned – if effective, need to be indiscriminatory 
•Capture uplift (in brownfield sites) – no history in QLD 
•No real planning mechanisms in Brisbane at moment – but they are needed and need to be flagged before need 

•Shared equity – mechanism of private ownership assists people to have a greater sense of worth 

•Brisbane Housing Company is a good example of an effective AH mechanism 
•BCC need to develop and foster mechanisms with the state government 
•Percentages of AH need to be negotiated when land is rezoned 
•AH should be sought as either a financial contribution or as a percentage of the units being developed  

•Tenancy arrangements are needed 

•New York – maintain rental levels for many years (rent control)   
•Subsidised land (non-competitive market) – government land 

•Shared equity – 25% retained by BHC – would reduce with time – purchaser has paid 75% of market price (GST exemption 
needs to be applied to be able to work for a minimum of 5 years).  Then able to sell on the open market.  Ideal model – if you can 
produce product for $100K, but worth $125K on the day (10-15% development margin & 10% GST) – cost neutral, but deferred 
value, because will appreciate down the track.  At time of sale, profit margin split on prorata basis between 2 parties – also needs 
some eligibility assessment tied to income and assets 
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Detailed Summary Key Themes 

•No one particular methodology – needs to occur organically to adapt to local needs (what capacity, will & resources are in a 
community?) 
•Plenty of councils aware of the issue, struggling with it, trying to hold good negotiations with DoH, researching potential models 
like BHC for other parts of the state – all models tend to rely on huge injection of up-front funds 
•Increasing number of councils developing housing strategies of which AH would form a component – Gold Coast, Townsville 

•Councils need to remain open to what they can do – there is a mindset that it is not their responsibility – a good question to ask is 
what's within our sphere of influence that meets our capacity to be able to deliver this? 

•Raft of issues – every city larger than Brisbane has addressed these problems before us – suite of solutions: 
1. government support (tax incentives and planning) 
2. private sector 
3. legal titling  
4. finance industry – how we can structure the funding of investments (dual ownership) 

•London – have tried to enact changes, but don't think anyone has solved the issue 
•BCC – supporting systems for boarding houses 
•Needs to be general encouragement of diversity in product (inner city development – not just 1-2 bedroom apartments – need to 
cater for families also) 

1. homogenising the product is going to lead to homogenising the people who live in them  

•Innovation requires reward – either through planning incentives or tax incentives or a multitude of a suite of things (government 
leadership at outset is important to set examples) 

•London – AH projects & renewal projects incorporating AH 
•US – looking at land supply issues 
•When OUM looked at models for Urban Land Development Authority – East Perth & VicUrban (redevelopment projects) – WA 
has a particular advantage, because state government owns a lot of land 
•Urban Land Development Authority – main purpose of the authority in the act is to provide housing options which includes the 
provision of AH 

•Relying on DoH on how that can be provided – whether it is a % provided by private developers, or whether it is land that is given 
to corporations like BHC 

••••Integrated models 

••••Recent research (QUT, University of Sydney) – planning mechanisms & AH – draft – Doug Baker (international practise) 

••••Green Square (Sydney) 
••••A lot of AH is happening in collaboration with state land development  
••••NSW planning system – Section 94 (contributions for AH) 
••••There is a tendency for mechanisms to be knee-jerk political actions & tokenistic in terms of the issues 
••••Crisis in terms of provision of housing and moving away from the 60/70s social housing model and moving into market-driven or 
market-delivered system (there are a lot of gaps in terms of provision and management) 

••••On a smaller scale – granny flats, reconfigure existing homes into units (but no incentives for this because if have 2 dwellings on 
a property, the servicing and infrastructure doubles) 

••••Stamp duty reductions 
••••First home owners grant 
••••Public housing program 
••••Council rate reductions 
••••Shared Equity Schemes 
••••Inclusionary Zoning 
••••Reverse mortgages 
••••US Tax Credit Program  
••••Bottom line is that you are providing AH out of developers profit or with a subsidy 

••••Subsume the developer's profit  

••••Subsidy 

•Ease constraints on zoning 
•Mining towns and regional centres in Qld – not a lack of supply, but lack of zoning (ie. Sugar cane land) 

•Strata development – looming problems – if going to create high density housing stock in inner-city, almost impossible to 
amalgamate preexisting strata – difficult to get multiple owners in block to sell at same time 

•Carparking relaxations – BHC 
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Detailed Summary Key Themes 

•Multi residential on small blocks – work with council to develop another assessment protocol which is community based rather 
than developer-led 

•Assessment protocol to understand 'what a sustainable development is' so when a group says “we want to manage our own 
water”, the frameworks are in place to support that 

PLANNING INCENTIVES 

•Extra rates to offset provision of AH 

•Brisbane City Council committed to no extra rates except for CPI increase 

•Direct housing provision through BHC 

•Wage subsidies 

•Location specific incentives are needed 

•Subsidies not useful in short-term 

•Direct intervention required 

•New models required into affordable construction costs – low to medium rise – prefab homes – Halley Homes in Caboolture. Kit 
homes for the mines. 80 homes can be constructed at the one time. 

•Affordability and energy efficiency need combined attention 

•Density bonuses – mockery of whole planning process 

•Incentive based approach is required 

•West End Local Plan aimed to give density bonuses but was not supported by the State Government 

•Carparking relaxations 

•10 year covenants 

1. 20 developments that use that criteria – increasing as weeks go by 

•Can look at overseas examples – but need to counter-balance with local situtation (different taxation systems) 

•Equity concerns around density bonuses 

•Broaden the choice (increase densities in other corridors), creates competition – the more able you are to meet affordability 
targets 

•Existing incentives within City Plan (Brisbane) which are fairly weak as far as current tools go – voluntary basis which have a 
limited success  

•AH 10 year covenant (not long-term solution) 

•Density bonuses in exchange for AH product (Waverley) 

•Voluntary restrictions on rental in return for plot ratio increases – title transfer arrangements (?) 
•Car parking relaxations – BHC & Public Housing can take risks because own properties for the long term, but more difficult for 
developer because may not be able to sell product (funding restrictions) 
•Have to be careful about ecomonic modelling adopted – can apply AH taxes which become a disincentive 

•Kurilpa Structure Plan – potential for AH outcomes through giving additional bonus densities 

•Realistically there aren't too many planning concessions that can be properly offered – no necessary relationship between 
plannning concessions and outcomes they are trying to get 

•Density bonuses and carparking waivers to reduce cost impacts to developers on levies and taxes - only engaging in bartering 
system in the planning process 

•Undermines integrity of the planning system – diminish public confidence that the planning system is a proper legally constituted 
way of assigning property rights in accordance with certain principles 

•Government land – can negotiate conditional development – because it is offset by discounted land 

•Most things council can do relate to landcost component of the dwelling – difficult to offset total cost of new construction to 
generate surplus 

•New York – develop incentives (inclusionary zoning incentives) – local authorities reduce infrastructure headwork charges or 
waived completely, density bonuses, reduction of other statutory charges – rates, fees for water & sewerage, etc 
•Need some financial benefit at the end of the development that goes back in to produce an affordable outcome 

•Brisbane City Plan – discuss planning incentives, but worded very loosely (no absolutes – no guaranteed outcome) – do not 
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identify land suitable for AH with fixed plot ratio – if this was the case, then developers would know how to deal with it – think it is 
the only way that council can get the private sector really interested in this – private sector wants to derisk as much as they can 

•Ideally it would be great if govt could have a firm policy regarding integration of AH in all major redevelopment sites (similar to 
Kelvin Grove Urban Village) 

•Density bonuses 

•Planning incentives on their own are not going to achieve outcomes that make a significant impact, even in terms of mitigating the 
loss of AH in urban renewal 

•Developers should have some responsibility in this – pushing the market for all it can bear – they won't touch anything that is not 
profitable 

SUCCESSES 

•Government owned land for inclusionary zoning is acceptable 

•A system where the private sector does not have to directly subsidise AH 

•Pre-fab housing – low density Halley Homes in Caboolture (popular in US) 

•BHC 

1. public works process adds 20% - BHC competitive, because small, flexible and responsive to needs 

2. but client base at moment is not key workers 

3. do not have to go through public tendering process 

4. affordable rental accommodation, not AH sold on (but are looking at models for that as well) 

5. successful tenancy management (tenants need to meet tenancy agreements – if they don’t they need to move on) – 
careful tenant selection 

6. 2 current developments (private development partnership) – alliances initiated by BHC (built on previous 
relationships) – can be win-win relationships if put together properly 

7. starting to expand – originally set up to provide public housing type accommodation – boarding house, now move 
towards mixed market and AH 

8. will start to see them target higher income groups 

9. BHC/Westpac mutual trust arrangement – BHC will develop the site, the trust will own it and lease to BHC for 20 
years 

•Inclusionary Zoning is reasonable where developers are given transparent and up front conditions  

•BHC is effective 

•Kelvin Grove Urban Village 

1. best model where govt and development worked together to provide a range of housing 

2. conditional development 

•UK – developer contributions 

1. model relied on strong government leadership – top-down directive 

2. local govts had to survey their housing needs, identify gaps and what changes were needed to address gaps 

3. similar to SEQRP & LGMS 

4. very active NFP housing sector – constantly pushing barriers, exploring new models (mixed use, funding, etc) – 
constantly looking for new development opportunities 

•US – tax credit system 

•Whole of industry approach more likely to generate successful outcomes (government & finance industry – bankers, regulators, 
property developers, consumers) 

•A lot of examples in US 

•Houston – readily available supply of land 

•Victoria Harbour – key worker scheme (mixed tenure) 
•152 apartments – 50 AH rental managed by a CHP for low-moderate income workers and those in vocational education 
and training 
•First Base (UK) – specialist AH provider 
•LendLease has mixed tenure housing schemes across UK 
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1. government land being applied as joint ventures (surplus is taken out by government for social housing 
outcomes) 

2. government land is applied to AH or mixed tenure schemes and government defers settlement on the land 
component of the project at a discount rate, which provides cashflow advantage for developer  

•NSW - % requirements to provide AH (Rouse Hill & Ropes Crossing – 3%) - rezoning deeds 

1. however, makes the other 97% more expensive 

•Kelvin Grove Urban Village is a great example of integration with AH outcomes 

•A good model to build on for other locations like Boggo Rd 

•City Edge (Canberra) – community housing company backed by government – sold public housing stock – partnership 
with private developers – sustainable development, sold most units to private market, but retained 10-15% AH 
•Community Housing Limited (VIC) – took on a development role – continue to look for more projects to maintain capacity 
•Stockwell gave interesting concept for Yerongpilly (only tender stage so far) 
•SA – Affordable Home Ownership program – income eligibility ($59K) – sell older public housing & signalling that AH 
leveraged off negotiations as a result of the 15% target may also get channelled into home ownership program – setting 
dampened price for 90 days ($250K) 

•Bridge Housing – San Francisco – package up financing (tax credits, rates concessions – 3-4) – set up company to develop each 
project – Bridge is the brokerage company 

••••Depends on what you are trying to achieve as to how successful an outcome is – there is potential to generate stock for AH for 
key workers through the planning mechanisms because demand is so high, however the ongoing management of stock is a 
significant issue 

••••UK joint venture projects – mixed tenure housing schemes (market – registered social landlord – key worker shared 
equity) 

••••Community Housing Ltd – CHPs (Victoria) 

••••Melbourne Affordable Housing 

••••Gold Coast Housing Company – Woodlands, Yarrabillba 

••••Needs to be massive expansion in the community housing sector - increase capabililty of CHPs by rationalising existing CHPs 
(properly resourced) or BHC (set up special vehicles) 

••••Noosa has taken some proactive steps to subsidise low income workers 

1. landlord subsidy – Sandy Pitter (Community Development Manager) – fairly small-scale 

••••Difficult to achieve success when horse has bolted – (ie. London) – renewal sites are mostly brownfield and there is 
some capacity to do a bit of social engineering 

••••Have to distort the market to make up for market failure – then on a slippery slope and it's not going to stop 

••••US tax credit scheme - California 

INCLUSIONARY ZONING 

•Not supported 

•Voluntary not compulsory inclusionary zoning 

•Not equitable 

•Inclusionary Zoning would be effective within West End, Chermside and Hamilton 

•BCC should be encouraging opportunities for the provision of AH 

•Pathway A & pathway B – incentive-based approach (density bonuses) 

•Part of inclusive communities is to focus on urban renewal because can capture some values 

•Trade-offs – theoretically the zoning is built up by infrastructure capacity (water, sewerage), desire to get certain numbers of popn 
in certain areas and each site is allocated a cost of infrastructure and a capacity to construct – if you artificially add through 
inclusionary zoning something on one side, you need to subtract from somewhere else 

1. in simple numbers the total area can't exceed 100% of the infrastructure capacity at any time (if allowing A to 
go to 120%, then B needs to be 80%) 
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•Upgrading facilities in existing communities is not easy – retrofitting is much more expensive in infill areas 

•Necessary to build infrastructure capacity if increase density (who pays) 

•Have to focus on the outcome when faced with argument from developers that if you allow 15 storeys because of AH provision, 
then you should allow 15 storeys for all development (not just AH outcome, but urban design outcome – possibly problem with 
planning schemes - need to be performance based rather than set strict limits) 

•It doesn't add up – it has never worked anywhere else in the world: 
1. create complications in terms of administration 

2. makes the other product more expensive 

•1994 – attempt to impose inclusionary zoning in West End – strongly opposed by industry.  All land had been purchased by 
developers on increased yield, and this would have impacted on profit margins and limited development.  State government 
dismissed proposal. 
•Lord Mayor's current proposal – trying to capture uplift on land value and put that uplift on land value associated with increased 
density into AH 
•Industry point of view – very concerned – as soon as you start it you are on a downhill slide and have to make sure that you 
capture value at the right place before you do that (means that you are taxing the landholder on the windfall gain – if it works it's 
fine, if it doesn't it's inflationary) 

•Has to have a strong planning scheme and structure (not backed by IPA legislation) 

TARGETS 

•Not aware of any other state that is taking a leading role 

•City Plan does not support affordable housing provision 

•Government owned land for inclusionary zoning is acceptable 

•Developers should not have to subsidise for AH – private sectors will only pass on the costs to open market housing sector 

•Nervous about targets – end result is that developers will pay for this 

•Segmented approach is best 
•Targets should depend on the type of Project  

•Timeframes of for example 10 years provide many limitations 

•5-15% tends to be reasonable 
•Mix of housing and tenures – trend of homeownership is also changing with Gen X & Gen Y 

•Tried 10% around 15 years ago (properties need to be indistinguishable compared to other properties) – but how realistic is that 

•Developers are making super profits.  They could potentially contribute 10% - 15% of units as affordable housing 

•Comfortably generate 20% - AH rental accommodation, add 10% for AH ownership (30%) 

•Need to understand what community need is 
•State Planning Policy – developed a model for target setting 
•Housing needs analysis – In UK can't have a target unless you have done a housing needs analysis 

•Targets need to be robust – be able to stand up to challenge in courts 

•No targets set – so dependent on area and nature of landholdings, size of blocks, ease of amalgamation to do significant 
developments, relocation issues 
•No strict recipe that will work 
•Setting visions allows for proactive planning rather than reactive planning – city is under enormous pressure through growth 
•Woolloongabba – identified as an area for key workers and student accommodation 

1. principles and ideas of vision will direct redevelopment  

•No targets set within Urban Land Development Authority Act – site specific and different outcomes (different planning schemes, 
transport relationship) 
•Emphasis on flexibility 
•Developing a policy to assist Authority in it's operation, because Act is quite silent on a number of issues – relying on DoH to 
provide that advice 
•In QLD haven't seen too much variance from 15-20% (but don't know whether that works with regard to catering for community 
profile) 

•Maybe it isn't a %, but need some type of benchmark (each site will be different) & who is going to make the call 
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•Typical challenges in QLD, only 40% of new growth is coming from infill and 60% is coming from New Town – while there is a 
focus on what you can do to capture the increased value that comes from urban renewal and distribute that for some social 
benefits, it is much more difficult when looking at some of the New Towns like Yarrabillba, South Caloundra and Ripley Valley 
(there doesn't seem to be much focus on targets) 

•SA – 15% has a science behind it, because identify that 15% of the popn  are struggling in the market 
•SA also prepared to trade things off over sites – this site might be good for 20%, while another may be good for 10% (take a 
broader view) 
•East Perth Redevelopment Authority which Urban Land Development Authority is based on promotes a target of 10-15% 
•Need targets that are meaningful 
•Problem with targets for government – need policies to back them up (planning mechanisms don't work on their own, so need 
whole of policy package) 

•Like to see targets around Urban Land Development Authority, but what does that mean with regard to commitment – targets can 
sometimes get in the way of discussions around AH – sometimes the more useful question is what are we trying to achieve, what 
outcomes do we want – eg. Diversity & choice – it doesn't have to be done through highly subsidised rental housing - can be done 
through long-term lease to secure supply of AH 

•Urban Land Development Authority – commit to provision of AH on sites, but need discussion on how much and how that is going 
to be implemented (eligibility requirements and ongoing management) 
•Currently no targets or policy framework for provision 
•Any target needs to be informed by historical research that looks at developments in previous eras – significant research question 

•AH % in developments needs to be cost effective for managers otherwise it becomes too resource intensive 

SUPPLY RETENTION 

•Need to address demand and supply – demand exceeds supply 

•Mechanisms upfront need to ensure long-term supply for those specific target groups / key workers 

•Housing groups have not been able to manage supply for up to 10 year periods – generally 5 year plans are in place 

•Ongoing commitments are not favoured by developers – not appealing 

•Developers do not want to be tied to a development once construction is completed and occupied. 

•Incentives are required for private long-term investment 

•Superannuation investors are desirable as they provide long-term investment opportunities 

•Establishing and resourcing special purpose vehicles (ie. BHC) – scale up to provide a spectrum of housing from very low income 
-to-cusp of home ownership 
•Shared equity – need to monitor inflation (not generally a consumer-led product) 
•What happens to housing configured for AH (reduced carparking) when it reverts to market housing? 

•10 year covenant - Housing sector may react when AH reverts to market housing (especially when density bonuses have been 
applied) -  then government will have to step in and purchase dwellings 

•What's affordable today, may not be affordable in 20 years time (especially in key areas) – tenure is the only way that you will 
guarantee long-term, affordable, accessible housing (being left in government or housing provider hands, where rentals can be 
controlled and not left up to market forces) 
•Long term supply is very different to short term supply 

•How many more boxes do we need – sardine city question.  Moving feast over time - “I don't think we can afford to relax” 

•Somerville Eco-village – Chidlow, WA (non-speculation clause) – if sell within first 5 years, a diminishing percentage of profit is 
returned to the community 

•Ongoing challenge to ensure perpetuity 
•Titling system – covenants (very difficult in Qld to put covenants on title and link to landuse) – conditions built into legal 
documents (organisation constitutions) rather than attached to land-use 
•Community asset vs individual asset 

•Also affordable workspaces and small tenures 

•Retention of AH in urban renewal precincts – no legislation that will enforce the inclusion of AH – a large part of achievements of 
BCC have occurred through negotiations 

•There are a lot of hang-ups around restrictive covenants – may prescribe the use, but doesn't prescribe the management facility 

•Needs to be promoted – private developers work with not-for-profit housing companies (with groups that have experience of long-
term ownership & management of AH) – partnerships 
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•Work on site by site basis – predicated on good design outcomes (balances risk with benefit – has to be win-win) – developers 
don't want to be long-term managers 

•Limited in types of implementation tools – essentially only dealing with provision of land for housing companies, haven't really 
addressed the how do you do it in the free market and how do you make sure it is retained in perpetuity 
•East Perth Redevelopment Authority talked about putting this condition in contract of sale, but haven't managed to see that 
through 
•Tried to incorporate into Act in terms of enabling authority to have those types of covenants, but DoH weren't prepared to wear 
that (concerned about ongoing management) 

•See DoH as being responsible for implementing this policy platform because it is their expertise – there business is to deliver 
housing 

•SA AH Act took concept of statutory AH covenant and developed into a specific tool to be used by private sector and community 
sector – links into mandated 15% target on LandCom sites and 15% aspirational target on Northgate & other mixed development 
sites 
•Shared Equity Hurworth St – doesn't look to retain unit in the social framework forever but operates as a social equity bank, so 
value always rises in proportion – instead of trying to retain fixed no. of units in a fixed style of operation you actually look at it as a 
financing mechanism.  As long as you can keep pace with the real value of that market, you can always provide that social equity 
subsidy to help another family in that market 

•In Australia, there is a range of instruments used in a small number of cases but actually need scaling up to be part of a policy 
platform 

•Interested in different mechanisms used to capture benefit, but involves complexity – government interested in bringing back a 
shared equity model – narrowly targeted initially (people in public housing who might want to purchase their dwelling) 
•Demand side assistance (ie. First home owner's grant) can push price up, which can lead to artificial market conditions – has to 
be treated very cautiously 

•Preservation of AH big issue in States – tax credit program, but under limited time-frames (big refunding period when reach end 
of period) 

LAND SUPPLY 

•Vacant underutilized sites required – state ownership 

•Sydney have gotten it wrong – contain development on fringe without freeing up land and increasing supply 

•Supportive of government housing affordability strategy 

•Increasing density rather than purely land – double development potential in every suburb in Brisbane 

•Above 3 stories – environmental impacts do not make it work – energy efficiencies  

•Site specific outcomes 

•Wrong to assume high rise is inexpensive – one storey is cheaper but not efficient use of land 

•High rises will not address affordability 

•Michael Matusik – no. of stories will effect costs – thresholds 

•Increasing density does not necessarily equal affordability 

•Site selection important – at what time does a particular site lend itself to increases in density development.  If that is known 
upfront, then the value of that is already included in the value of land.  The benefit has got to be an intrinsic benefit that 
materialises during the development.  The value of the site is directly proportional to the development outcome 
•Land makes up 20-30% of total end cost of development 
•Purchase majority of land through state government & council – process - offer to housing company as a priority on the open 
market in a non-competitive environment (bought about one third on open market) 

•Smaller living spaces 

•A real issue for both greenfield and infill 
•Residential projects – 1000+ dwellings 
•Inner city mixed used project – 150+ units 
•To increase supply of AH in urban renewal areas – ensuring sufficient land allocated for residential purposes 

1. larger stock of residential in total 
2. specifically targeting sectors to have an inclusive mix 

•Lazy government asset which can be released to joint ventures which include a component of AH – requires councils to be 
involved in process (history of councils wanting a clean sale and not participating in development risk) 
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•If BCC comes within 30% of reaching it's 120 000 infill dwelling targets within the next 20 years, it will be an incredible feat 
•If took 20 storey apartment tower which had 6 units/level (120 units) – if were generous and allocated 2 people/unit (240 people) 
– to meet the popn projections for that infill – would need to build 100 20 storey towers each year for the next 15 years 

1. faith-based planning rather than reality planning 
2. plans do not meet any tested evidence (not meeting market, not providing choice with size or location) – market 

dysfunction  
•Brisbane is constrained by number of greenfield sites – infill will not be the solution 
•Need to take a more regional approach to delivering on the expectations of the community – Brisbane has been forced to come 
up with LGMS which is unachievable 

•Developers will walk away from Brisbane – as they did from Sydney 

•While not articulated in the strategy itself, behind scenes, there is an intent to do an audit of all local, state & federal owned land 
in high growth areas where there is pressure (as long as it is strategic) – not just SEQ, but also major growth areas such as 
Mackay, Moranbah 

•How can create additional affordable supply, so people who do have a better income capacity can survive in the private rental 
market 
•Infill will be dominated by units – 2 bedrooms seen as a standard market product, difference in price between 1 & 2 bedroom is 
fairly minor 
•Single bedroom & studios are a niche market 
•Emerging trend of converting houses into single accommodation (share houses created by individual tenancies) – BCC certainly 
looking at this as an option (limited regulation) - mention of incorporating into City Plan – very much targeted primarily at single 
men, but also at single women.  Carer's suite 

•Releasing more land does not solve problem 

•Noosa and Byron Bay – highly dysfunctional housing systems because of restrictions of supply 

•Substantial trend which won't change because the nature of the housing markets have changed quite drastically – once you get 
to a critical of size of geographic layout you hit a point of no return, where fringe development can no longer operate as a 
moderating influence on inner city prices – history will show us that the year 2000 is when that really happened in Brisbane (land is 
no longer plentiful) 
•Difference between attached & detached housing is quite substantial  
•Broad hectare study review (Brisbane) – ground truthed land that was deemed available for development (BCC – 5000 ha) and 
found that some land had already been developed, 20-25% was floodbound, 10% - Vegetation Management Act (UDIA & PIFU) – 
came down to about 3500 ha 
•Also yield in relation to location and market at time was too ambitious 
•Impact of under supply in economic terms was not appreciated 
•Only looked at greenfield sites 

•Increased environmental awareness has constricted the expansion growth model Australians were living under  

TRANSPORT / ACCESSIBILITY 

•Double development potential by increasing density around transport hubs and highly accessible locations 

•Traffic congestion increasingly exponentially 

•If putting accommodation near TODs, then need to be realistic (in bringing price down) to reduce carparking 
•Council need to lead from front with transport infrastructure ie. Light rail or more frequent bus services to overcome carparking 
demand 
•West End / South Brisbane provides a good example (flat topography, short trips) 

•How far can key workers travel to work?  Other opportunities beside inner city (travel time / travel cost) 

•Develop public transport systems which work in orbital as well as radial patterns – increase attractiveness (accessibility) to live in 
outer suburbs 
•In a pure sense rail is the biggest people mover – 40 years ago (railway construction came to a halt) – there is a problem that 
most existing major activity centres are not serviced by rail 
•Inner City Rail Capacity Study – Qld Transport 
•City Centre MasterPlan (BCC) – recommending another rail line from Park Ridge to Bowen Hills (undeground) – East Central 
matching West Central 
•Qld Rail problem – overcapacity going in, undercapacity going out – interested in alternative centers 
•Brisbane planning in the past has responded to QR requirements to knock back urban developments on the interstate railway line 
(didn't want complaints) – the shift to construct new railway stations means turning Algester and Calamvale around – retrofit rail 
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stations in very sensitive areas 
•Busways are more amenable to orbitals 
•Lightrail 
•'Brisbane Economic Development Plan' (Draft) – possibility of adding another million square metres of commercial area to the 
CBD in the next 20 years (50-75k extra workers) – increased pressure on inner city public transport and capacity logistics 

•Australia Trade Coast – only 1800 catchment to draw workers (shift workers tend not to use public transport) 

•Improved public transport would allow for key sectors to more readily access greater employment opportunities 

•As commutes get longer, when return to home, want to do everything else locally 

•There is a myth that SEQ has urban sprawl – bucket load of land around Gatton & Beaudesart – if governments invested properly 
in infrastructure (public transport system) it wouldn't be an issue for people to live in these areas  

•Public transport system does not meet need because of massive underinvestment by government in last 20 years (only 15% of 
people work in CBD) 

•The relationship between housing & working is more complex than perceived in the past because of the multi-centre approach to 
cities (transport system is the glue which enables work and home to be separated)  

•Peak oil – public transport will need to be part of the picture 

•How does density and mode of transport change our concept of difference? 

•Urban Land Development Authority – what soft infrastructure needs to be in place to support AH provision on sites 

•Love/hate relationship with motor vehicle (environmental pollution and congestion vs increased mobility) 

•Gen Y change jobs on average every 15mths, Gen X every 3-5 years 

EMPLOYMENT 

•Affordable employment / commercial spaces also necessary (art production / creative industry spaces) 

•If have large scale development (New Towns / Urban Villages) – opportunity to have residential / employment mix on site eg. 
Hamilton 

•Expect to see a trend of some institutions (ie. hospitals) to redevelop their sites to re-include the provision of AH for employees – 
but has not occurred yet 
•Scope to encourage employment to outer suburbs where majority of people live 

•Riverside area, West End, Bowen Hills, Mayne, parts of Nth Fortitude Valley 

•People on low incomes have a place to live a reasonable distance from their places of work 

•In accordance with BCC's 'City Shape' document -trying to get more jobs out into surrounding areas (major activity centres) 
•Have to measure housing affordability in the total picture with employment in the total picture 
•As congestion and affordability affects the CBD, the people living further out will be less able to do the daily commute 

•Offices establishing at Indooroopilly, Chermside and Garden City 

•Jobs are going to where housing is 

•Distribution of jobs around the region – SEQRP 

•Don't want more and more greenfield estates and concentration of jobs closer to CBD 

•Property Council of Australia – wants to halve proportion of jobs in CBD and relocate to other major activity centers 

•Every centre will have to have an affordable mix around it – but not limited to CBD 
•Network of centres – with hierarchy 

•Major head offices, government offices in CBD 

•Ancillary offices in other major activity centres 

•Synergies that tie people together in one area have to be questioned and then broken up where necessary 

•Homogeneity limits variety and stifles local economic activity (Teneriffe and New Farm) – introduce some service industry areas 
within neighbourhoods (to increase convenience) 

•AH for students around tertiary institutions 

•Only 15% of pop work in CBD – rest of employment is suburban based (schools, warehouse, retailing, hospitals, transport, 
business) 
•While CBD is very prominent, but in terms of total employment it is very low 
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•There are other major employment centres – new business parks or retail centres 

•Disconnected macro-development sites also need localised employment opportunities to offset affordability issues 

•Gen Y – if can't find AH, then what motivates them to find employment here 

SOCIAL INFRASTRUCTURE 

•Not just inner city – need to provide affordable housing on the outer circles of the city 

•The lack of affordable housing has resulted in many people facing Rent Rage 
•There is a need to build adequate infrastructure for social housing providers 

•Need to build non-profit organisations with assets and to ensure that Non-Profit managers can drive forward the project 

•The dynamics of urban area in Brisbane changed about 50 years ago – establishment of suburban shopping centres (Toombul, 
Indooroopilly, Garden City) 

•Daily trips became outwards rather than inwards 

•Public spaces / places important (if people spend majority of time in these spaces for social contact and activiites, less emphasis 
required on accommodation size) 

•Cultural spaces 

•Perception in the market place that if development has to include a proportion of AH, then it will detract from overall product – lack 
of education 

•If AH is a percentage of larger development, then the questions of who will have overall ownership & successful management 
need to be answered – need reassurance 

•Eligibility and ongoing management – equity 
•Assessment of what social infrastructure will need to be provided around high needs housing – eg. Kelvin Grove Urban Village – 
crucial to implementation 

•Creating the stock is the easy part  

•Any social infrastructure should be paid out of the widest possible tax base which means the whole community – progressive 
forms of taxation like income from income tax or very least GST 

•Kurilpa initiative – Richard Michelle & Neil Davidson - “World Service” organisation – proposal to Green  Cross – trust where 
people could donate land/money & service would retrofit the property to service those around it – workers focused on sustainability 
and community development work – would become hubs which people could travel to as needed 

COMMUNITY DIVERSITY 

•Location specific incentives are needed to achieve well balanced communities 

•Homogeneity – advantage to have accommodation diversity in all areas 

•West End / South Brisbane could be a model for a diverse community 

•Diversity of housing in all locations 

•Key social capital issue for communities 

•Access to affordable, accessible housing is a building block to a strong, resilient community 

•Urban renewal can be at the forefront by identifying the vision for the UR areas/precincts and to massage the planning to support 
a more inclusive community and a more equal balance between commercial and residential, as well as increasing efficiencies 
between home/work transit times 

•Push for diversity – different types of dwellings and different price points  

•Social engineering or visioning – government needs to take on in a much bigger role (what are we tryng to create here – 
visioning) 

 

POLICY / GOVT LEADERSHIP / LEVERS 

•Government owned land for conditional zoning is acceptable 

•Tax Breaks required 

•Incentives are needed from a federal level 
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•Need to address demand and supply 

•Location specific policies are required 

•Government doesn’t value it’s assets as much as the private sector 

•Need to evaluate and encourage sustainable construction materials – competing legislation 

•No local government authority in Australia which has provision of AH as a strategic direction 

•Urban Renewal Taskforce 

•Competing pieces to legislation – construction / sustainability 

•Urban Land Development Authority 

•Roles of Commonwealth and State still need to be sorted out 

•There is no federal 'cities' policy 

•Local government doesn't have the resources to solve whole problem 

•Need greater co-operation between all levels of government 

•Need greater integration between planning at state and local level (transport, location of hospitals, etc) 

•Local government is hamstrung – can do certain things, but obliged to comply with state legislation 

•Well meaning councils that impose conditions for a greater % of low-cost accommodation, tend to find themselves in court – 
places council in an adversarial role 

•Relationships not great between Commonwealth & State or State & Local – struggle with terminology and expectations of roles, 
ownership, responsibility 

•Local govt/community partnerships – way of the future (vacant land / management) – good engagement process with community 

•Need to develop clear boundaries and frameworks around these partnerships 

•Councils not in a position to run things as at a loss just because it is a community service – would need to be run at a profit  

•Smaller councils may need to draw on external resources to help broker  

•Complexity is huge 
•Can't have high tax & regulatory regimes and have affordability 
•West Dapto – SW Wollongong – tax bill will come to $150k/block 
•Government policy has caused problem 
•Lack of land  
•Local council development assessment processes 

•Land tax 

•Federal government has become the whipping boy for state and local governments – it is not the federal government that 
imposes high infrastructure charges, land tax or runs dysfunctional system of development assessment 

•All legislative regime is under state control including the release of land  

•Local government has rates base – should be leveraged to service debt which pays for infrastructure which is developed – the 
problem is that new development is being asked to pay for upgrading infrastructure across the community – additions to stock is 
bearing 100% of the tax and regulatory requirement & compliance burden 

•Local governments have artificially capped rate increases whilst communities demand increased services – do for political gain 

•BCC – high density policy for established urban areas – but have done nothing to make it easier for developers when it comes to: 

!Identifying the sites 

!Fast-tracking applications 

•Imposing very high infrastructure areas in infill areas 

•Stamp duty is a dead weight tax on all development – adds nothing to the economy, it detracts from economy – state government 
relies on this revenue without investing back into the sector 

•Stamp duty should be abolished on all property transactions – it's already been abolished on equity transactions – even if they 
abolished it on new stock 

•Property taxes have gone from below 10% of state budget to 42% in Qld  

•State is also receiving GST back 

•Institutions can't fund AH in Australia at present because no supportive tax arrangements as in UK or US – to assist them to 
bridge gap on return yields 
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•BCC infrastructure charges have gone up on average 33% in last financial year 

•Policy document – State Planning Policy – pushing diversity and trying to encourage local councils to ensure their planning 
schemes do not handcuff diverse communities 
•John Symond's proposal (Aussie Home Loans) – 'Back to the tax system' – would see use of national taxation system hand down 
subsidy and retrieve it again – done quite a bit in the states – interesting because not just about giving a handout 
•Policy question: If you target something at first homebuyers up to $80-$100K, how do you make sure that those people actually 
access it – someone needs to be gatekeeper – challenge for private market to do that – find that most affordable home ownership 
someone plays the gatekeeper role 
•If going to involve private sector in AH development, then need incentives & you will get some leakage – but if start to put some 
big money into a scheme like Federal government is proposing, you start to get a shift in culture, shift in expectations and that is an 
important trigger to create an industry – we currently don't have the industry (small-scale) 
•Stabilise market by securing longer term leases over property & try to grow a part of the market (ie. Superannuation funds) – 15-
20 years or more – how do you package this 

•HomeLink – conceptual model designed for smaller investors – put a stable supply of new affordable rental onto the market – 
federal, state & local government subsidy – there has been no response from Federal Government 

•BCC Urban Renewal – some attempts in past to apply an AH levy (unsuccessful) 
•Successful outcomes involve direct negotiation – working with landowners to improve outcomes 
•Preliminary work being done in establishing some areas developers may consider appropriate to innovate their projects with – 
diversity of product 
•Public consultation with a variety of stakeholders – vision established for area 
•Built form 
•Urban landscape 

•Social aspects – demographics and psychographics 

•Urban Land Development Authority – one of the main deliverables is to provide a range of housing types 
•Models will be different for each site (Albion, Fitzgibbon, Hamilton, Woolloongabba, Bowen Hills) 
•East Perth model similarity 

•Supply vs demand solutions – subsidies can distort demand 

•Need to introduce tax credit system if going to address the problem – otherwise only playing on the margins 
•Need tens of thousands of additional units produced – extra 15-20k/year additional to normal underlying rate of production in 
order to address the problem of AH 
•Local governments should be applauded for attempting to address the issue – but sometimes can be counter-productive (apply 
hypocratic oath – do no harm) 
•Work on planning policies and charging policies 
•Local government dysfunctional processes add to the time and cost of development 
•A lot of lazy government land assets that could be used for AH – Urban Land Development Authority (5 sites with potential for 
more land to be referred) 
•Gillian Goodfellow –  “A Discussion Paper: The Provision of More Affordable Housing” - Urban Renewal Taskforce Oct 1992 
(BCC) 
•“Provision of Appropriate Housing Residential Intensification” - Urban Renewal Taskforce June 1994 (BCC) 
•Not since early 90s have BCC tried to draw together into a single document – vision statement for urban renewal across all of the 
different urban renewal precincts (Local Area Plans) – no overarching strategy 

•Just about every incentive and lever is operating on demand side – virtually nothing operating on the supply side 

•BCC Inclusionary zoning motion – passed in May 2007 which calls for a co-ordinated response from State government, UDIA & 
council towards voluntary inclusionary zoning (ramping up incentives to make them more attractive) 
•Current review of housing policy (BCC) 
•Urban Land Development Authority – ensure bureaucracy between state agencies can be overridden to amalgamate and parcel 
up state lands to be delivered to market for housing in particular areas  
•“Housing Affordability Strategy”  
•Opportunity to partner with local governments 

•Not restricted to state land – also have authority to work on private parcels but don't have acquisition powers 

•What are the linkages in economic terms between land supply, headworks charges, taxes and charges, zoning schemes and 
interest rates, etc – what are the levers and how well connected are they? 
•Barker Review 
•Geoffrey Mean  – University of Melbourne (looking at better econometric modelling) – looking for federal funding 
•Need national body to provide independent advise to federal government on affordability and to local authorities in respect to their 
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planning schemes 
•Urban Land Development Authority – will their delivery distort the market (initial development/profit to deliver vs undervaluing 
government land) – what impact does this have on the rest of the market 
•Developers get some GST concession on margin scheme 
•GST applies to new product, not to existing housing – if increase the price of house and land on the fringe by 10%, what affect 
would this have on the inner city market 
•Convoluted governance process with taxes and charges at all levels – use each solution and ride it through as best you can – 
doesn't matter what scheme you put in place, someone wins and someone loses (there is always some subsidy) 
•In social policy terms you need to take a number of steps at the same time  
•Adequate land supply 
•Constrain fees and charges 
•GST, income taxes, corporate taxes – then can bring back down through the system without getting huge distortions 
•If as a society we merely replaced home equity with tied up funds in superannuation, we are still going to be dependent on 
government support (subsidised housing) 
•“In last 35 years we've come a long way in understanding interrelationships, but we've also surprised ourselves with how much 
we don't know and we've surprised ourselves at how much we've got wrong and what we've seen in the last 5-10 years is a bit of a 
kneejerk reaction” - we have a lot of unintended consequences – not a lot of recognition of it nor is there a clear plan of how we 
work out of it 
•These are the sore points which give us the bedsores – AH, affordable rental accommodation, public housing 

• Public housing waitlists are over 40k in Qld & how many people pay more than 30% of income on direct housing costs 

OTHER 

•Goverment / communities interfering in market processes too much 

•Market will drive process – industry will respond accordingly 

•Cost of materials has increased significantly over the last few years 

•A lot of our housing affordability issues are about the types of housing we aspire to 
•No silver bullet – very multi-disciplenary response needed 
•Mismatch between house size and household size 
•Lot sizes decreasing 
•House sizes increasing 
•Household sizes decreasing 
•Housing not just a basic need, but one of the biggest investments most people make, expression of aspirations and status 
•Loose vibrancy of city when homogenize landuse (need a good mix of commerial, residential, etc) – those types of solutions are 
not going to meet the needs of communities 
•Difficult change for Australian developers – linked to financial and legal structures 
•Who gets the funding – traffic engineers or social planners – bamboozle everyone with facts and figures 
•If social planners can employ same rational techniques for data reporting, perhaps will have more chance to put case forward and 
be heard 

•Better quality development – a great time to invest back into research and innovation 

•Apartment size is a restriction (could be a lot smaller) – market place need to be educated that it is OK to live in smaller 
apartments (eg. student accommodation) 
•Largely related to banking industry and non-financing of product below 50m² (through mortgage insurance industry) – been like 
this for many years – genesis brought in as a knee-jerk reaction to property developers strata titling motels and hotels (mid 80s to 
early 90s) – arbituary ruling 
•Southbank Apartments – most popular were 23m² studio apartments (always rented first for the most money) 
•London – 30m² for ₤300 000 
•Not easy for a property developer to easily develop as a freehold product because banking institution won't support it – but think 
on the cusp of breaking the back of this issue 
•MECU will fund 80% of product price (but will mortgage insurance bridge the gap – less than 50% want 40% deposit) 
•Virtually impossible to bring a 2 or 1 bedroom apartment at less than $300 000 (to get reduction in price that is needed, you have 
to cut the size) 
•Other prohibition (banking industry) – does the accommodation have car parking attached to it? - very expensive for developer 
•Politicians get lot of objections re. Lack of carparking – not likely to approve submissions 

•Need to change mindset and improve parking management issues 

•Where ultimately does the benefit sit – does it sit with the people it is meant to help or does it get lost in the system 
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•Some developers have benefited without passing the benefit on 
•AH ownership models (can't get around 50m²) because of mortgage finance 

•Including balcony in 50m² (sometimes yes, sometimes no) – generally what's shown on the title – quirk in the system 

•A good outcome of Housing Affordability discussion this year – has brought out all the issues – a good debate 

•High density not necessarily sustainable – 4-5 storeys not as energy consumptive 
•LGMS – 'Liveability Check' – p.45 (may allow inclusionary zoning to follow this sort of component) – is the community happy with 
it, is it sustainable, etc. 
•Area has to work in numbers, energy and aesthetics 

•Transferable Development Rights 

•Finance & legal structures in Australia don't really encourage innovation compared to other property markets in world – but 
Australia very innovative in creating new property opportunities and structuring in diversity and product and planning and design 
•50m2 rule for mortgage insurers needs to be challenged (2 mortgage insurers set the rules) 
•The more closely aligned that a property investment becomes to a financial instrument – the greater the uptake in that investment 
structure by large financial institutions 
•Property industry being led by the market – the strength of govt leadership needs to encourage innovation 

!product, titling, financing, marketing, delivery, process 
•Expectations of affluence are a lot higher of what a first home should be compared to previous generations 
•A marriage of sustainability and affordability are likely to occur in future (to address the sense of loss of community) – society's 
responsibility to both of those things is what will bind the community back together 

•“Everyone has a role to play – we just have to figure out what that role is?” 

•It is realistic to provide AH in inner-middle suburbs in a small sense given a: 
!regulatory framework that delivers a product to the market in a timely manner 
!local and state governments ease up on taxes 
!there is enough people that want to live in high density dwellings 

•Unit /detached house construction cost ratio is 3:1 – and then add on complexities of getting project done 

•UK model which is based on financing and access to capital – shared equity loans (access to capital allows the market to still 
function freely) – key worker housing 

•In market equilibrium you need about 3-4% vacancy in rentals – is an indicator of a market being out of balance 

•Shortage of rental stock – people bid and pushes prices out 

•UK financiers in CHPs – UK government (transfer of title), Royal Bank of Scotland, superannuation funds 
•US – (inclusionary zoning) – to the extent it works is because of the tax credit system 
•Federal government money – managed through states who call for tenders from the private sector for tax credits which are 
available for AH – tax credits run for 10 years on housing that is retained for AH for 15 years – effectively defrays 60-80% of the 
cost of producing the dwelling to the developer – developer sells tax credits to a secondary market – firms broker the sale of the 
credits 
•First Base business model – depends partly on importing commercial techniques into residential building sector 
•Manufactured housing – there is some potential to cut costs in the residential building sector 
•Trend – people who are feeling less in control of some of the macro-elements of their lives (globalisation, employment) – focusing 
more on immediate physical environment 
•People want to belong to a perceivable neighbourhood 
•A bit different to 'cocooning' movement 

•Increased awareness within the home for sustainability – evidence suggests that least sustainable people live in the inner-city 
(wealth dependent) 

•Tensions between local and state – local government critical of IPA (not a lot of meat around what community well-being 
means) – developed additional guides – integrating community well-being with AH being one of the indicators to that 
(making the most of what the legislation is) 
•Roadblocks in local government – capacity in council to do the work - difficulty getting land-use planners, let alone social 
planners 
•Still a crisis environment – pumping through applications with a limited number of staff 
•Development assessment online (state/local government project) 
•Diploma of local government planning – less senior staff to gain qualifications to assist with development assessment 
•Biloela – advertised for a senior planner for good money (could not get a planner) 
•Recruitment program – careers in local government (polling less than 1% think about going into local govt) – targeting 1st & 2nd 
year students 
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•Encouraging councils to take on pre-grad students 

•If community driven development – (that is if you know who the tenants / purchasers are), then minimises the financial 
risk of project (profit margin can of 20-25% can be reduced) 
•AH development needs a clearly defined operating structure – from outset – guide development, reduce stakeholder risk 

•Co-housing US – wrote 'Co-housing handbook' – help facilitate the communities wishes 

DEFINITIONS 

•Critical to differentiate between Affordable Housing & Housing Affordability 

•Qld government has come up with 2 terms - Housing Affordability which is the broader market measures and AH which is 
particular things that deliver housing at a particular price (system level and product level) 

•Terms seem to be used interchangeably 

•Definition an issue 

•What is a social planner ? 

•'Achievable housing' rather than 'Affordable housing' – understanding  the playing field is important – different frames of reference 

•Dichotomies of reference 

•Key concern – “We don't talk about poverty anymore...we don't talk about the fact that people who are in housing stress or people 
who are requiring social housing are living in a definition of poverty” - how do balance the needs between two groups (social 
housing vs affordable housing) 

•DESIGN 

•Outdoor space critical for sub-tropical design (30% ratio) – 15m² 
•If apartment size is smaller, ceiling height needs to be higher (often town plan works against you – ceiling cap of 8.5m) – building 
regulation minimum (2400mm)– increases cost a little bit (2600mm) 
•Basement carparking – greater requirements increases construction costs 
•Minimising size, but still maintaining functionality 

•Need to educate people that it is OK to live in smaller spaces 

•Benchmark floor-size area – bedsit (25m²), 1 bedroom (42m²), 2 bedroom (55m²), 3 bedroom (70m²) units, 2 bedroom 
townhouses (70m²) 

•Provide reasonable size balcony spaces as additional space (extension to living area) 

•Plot sizes is a myth in urban planning – McMansions – the truth is plot sizes are getting smaller, but houses are getting bigger 
•Some commentators on AH seem to blame consumer expectation as one of the drivers – the fact of the matter is a lot of working 
people want to buy basic 3-4 bedroom homes and still can't afford to do that 
•Myth – people want to live in medium to high density – there is no market demand for new home buyers (particularly with families) 
to live in infill dwellings 
•Myth – rise of single unit households is growing – the figures have been twisted around to create the perception there is a huge 
rise in demand for single and couple only dwellings – the truth is families want to raise their kids where there is a bit of space 
•Myth – the baby boomers will move into the city (but will not move out of their house in suburbs) – all of the research shows 
people will only move a 5km radius from where they live 
•High density (decreased sustainability) 

!Common area lighting 
!Electricity for elevators 
!Air conditioning (harder to get cross flow ventilation in high rise) 
!Extra energy to move water around 
!Don't save on cars 

•Higher wages = greater consumption of utilities (myth that suburban development consumes more energy) 
•Sustainable building construction only adds an impost to developers when provisions are mandated – development industry does 
a good job of innovating on sustainability – but once you start mandating, you come up with the lowest common demoninator 
solution which doesn't deliver the outcomes you want anyway, but adds to the cost 
•NSW – 'BASIX' (Building Sustainability Index) – added $15k overnight to the cost of a detached home & $20k to the cost of a unit 
•According to Australian Greenhouse Office – the total residential sector accounts for 9% of greenhouse gas emissions – the rest 
is through industry, transport, mining, farming, etc 

•New builds (add 1.7 – 2%  to existing stock) – the regulations of BASIX only apply to new builds 
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•Still stigma attached in free market to what AH is – despite efforts of EPA in developing a sustainable house which only costs 
$100K to build & Tamawood – market is not really interested – perceived to be an inferior product – very big problem 
•Real lack of appreciation in the community as to what to ask for – information problem (can be broader government education 
program) – need more proactive approach 
•Trying to do that through TOD unit – putting together principles of good urban design – more difficult when led by private sector 
(less appetite for AH provision) 

•Need to look to overseas models as to how they market AH design options  
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APPENDIX F FINANCIAL MODELLING, WEST END SITE 
 

Beesley Street Spreadsheets 

SUMMARY 

SCENARIO: Beesley Street, West End   A: Standard 
market-based 
mixed 
development  

 B: As per A but 
with 18% 
affordable 
housing 
component  

 C: As per B but 
with planning 
concessions  

 D: As per C but 
with deferred 
purchase of land  

Retail Component (m2)                 3,073                   3,073                   3,073                   3,073  

Commercial Component (m2)              1,848                1,848                1,848                1,848  

Affordable Housing Component (m2)   Nil                2,320                2,320                4,640  

AH Units: % of GFA / % of total residential units   Nil   17.6% / 28.0%   14.3% / 24.0%   25.0% / 38.7%  

Mainstream Residential Component (m2)               13,200                 10,880                 13,920                 13,920  

Total GFA (m2)               18,121                 18,121                 21,161                 23,481  

Site Area / Plot Ratio   12420 / 1.46   12420 / 1.46   12420 / 1.70   12420 / 1.89  

DEVELOPMENT COSTS   $   $   $   $  

LAND      

Purchase Price      12,000,000        12,000,000        12,000,000        12,000,000  

Acquisition Costs          480,000            480,000            480,000            480,000  

TOTAL LAND COSTS      12,480,000        12,480,000        12,480,000        12,480,000  

DESIGN AND PERMITTING      

Architect / Design Fees          650,000            650,000            650,000            650,000  

Planning Consultants Fees            35,000              35,000              35,000              35,000  

Engineering Consultants Fees          550,000            550,000            550,000            550,000  

Development Application Fees, Charges & 
Costs        3,600,000          4,020,000         3,620,000         3,620,000  

TOTAL DESIGN AND PERMITTING COSTS        4,835,000          5,255,000         4,855,000         4,855,000  

CONSTRUCTION COSTS      

Demolition and Site Works incl. landscaping          500,000            500,000            500,000            500,000  

Construction Cost - Retail Component        4,916,800          4,916,800         4,916,800         4,916,800  

Construction Cost - Commercial Component     2,956,800           2,956,800          2,956,800           2,956,800    

Construction Cost - Affordable Housing 
Component   Nil           4,524,000          4,524,000           9,048,000    

Construction Cost - Mainstream Housing 
Component      30,000,000        24,896,000        31,872,000        31,872,000       

Other Construction Costs (eg Carparks; lifts, 
travelators)        6,250,000          6,500,000         6,000,000         6,000,000  

Construction Contingency        1,115,590          1,107,340         1,269,240         1,382,340  

Project Management Fees           892,472             885,872         1,015,392         1,105,872  

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS      46,631,662        46,286,812       53,054,232       57,781,812   

DEVELOPMENT FINANCE AND HOLDING 
COSTS      

Interest on Cost of Land        4,200,000          4,200,000         4,200,000   

Interest on Design and Construction Costs        5,146,666          5,154,181         5,790,923         6,263,681  
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Holding Costs (Rates, Land Tax, Insurance, 
etc.)           500,000             500,000            500,000  

 

 

 

TOTAL DEV. FINANCE AND HOLDING 
COSTS        9,846,666          9,854,181        10,490,923         6,263,681  

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS      73,793,328        73,875,993        80,880,155        81,380,493  

INCOME   (NET REALISATION)      

Sales - Retail Component      11,677,400        11,677,400        11,677,400        11,677,400  

Sales - Commercial Component        7,022,400          7,022,400          7,022,400          7,022,400  

Sales - Affordable Housing Component   Nil    Nil    Nil    Nil   

Sales - Mainstream Housing Component      78,725,000        65,600,000        83,575,000        83,575,000  

Sales - Management Rights        2,360,000          1,965,000          2,500,000          2,500,000  

Total Sales      97,424,800        84,299,800      102,274,800      102,274,800  

LESS: Cost of Sales (Advtg, Commissions, 
etc.)         3,409,868          2,950,493          3,579,618          3,579,618  

LESS: GST on Sales        9,742,480          8,429,980        10,227,480        10,227,480  

PLUS: GST on Applicable Costs        6,034,666          6,000,181          6,676,923          7,149,681  

NET REALISATION      90,307,118        78,919,508        95,144,625         95,617,383  

DEVELOPMENT PROFIT      

Net Realisation      90,307,118        78,919,508        95,144,625        95,617,383  

Less Total Development Costs      73,793,328        73,875,993        80,880,155        81,380,493  

PROFIT      16,513,790          5,043,515        14,264,470        14,236,890  

Profit % of Total Development Costs  22.38% 6.83% 17.64% 17.49% 

 

Scenario A 

SCENARIO: Beesley Street, West End  A: Standard 
market-based 
mixed 
development  

     

Retail Component (m2)                 3,073  6 x shops; 2-3 x café/diners; 1 x s'market; arcade 
Commercial Component (m2)              1,848  Office space above shops (2 levels)  
Affordable Housing Component (m2)   Nil       
AH Units: % of GFA / % of total residential units   Nil       
Mainstream Residential Component (m2)               13,200  125 x 2brm; 23 x 3brm; 6 x luxury penthouse units  
Total GFA (m2)               18,121       

Site Area / Plot Ratio   12420 / 1.46       

DEVELOPMENT COSTS   $       
LAND        
Purchase Price      12,000,000  Assumed cost to buy land   
Acquisition Costs           480,000       
TOTAL LAND COSTS      12,480,000       
DESIGN AND PERMITTING        
Architect / Design Fees           650,000       
Planning Consultants Fees             35,000       
Engineering Consultants Fees           550,000       
Development Application Fees, Charges & Costs        3,600,000       
TOTAL DESIGN AND PERMITTING COSTS        4,835,000       
CONSTRUCTION COSTS        
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Demolition and Site Works incl. landscaping           500,000       
Construction Cost - Retail Component        4,916,800  "Cold shell" retail shops (excludes fit-out)  
Construction Cost - Commercial Component    2,956,800   Excludes fit-out    
Construction Cost - Affordable Housing Component   Nil        
Construction Cost - Mainstream Housing 
Component      30,000,000   Medium to high levels of finish   
Other Construction Costs (eg Carparks; lifts, 
travelators)       6,250,000  2 x basement carparks plus 2 x rooftop above s'mkt 
Construction Contingency       1,115,590       
Project Management Fees         892,472       
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS     46,631,662       
DEVELOPMENT FINANCE AND HOLDING 
COSTS        
Interest on Cost of Land        4,200,000       
Interest on Design and Construction Costs        5,146,666       
Holding Costs (Rates, Land Tax, Insurance, etc.)           500,000       
TOTAL DEV. FINANCE AND HOLDING COSTS        9,846,666       

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS      73,793,328       

INCOME   (NET REALISATION)        
Sales - Retail Component      11,677,400       
Sales - Commercial Component        7,022,400       
Sales - Affordable Housing Component   Nil        

Sales - Mainstream Housing Component      78,725,000  
125 @ $450,000;15 @ 625,000; 8 @ $700,000; 6 @ 
$1,250,000 

Sales - Management Rights        2,360,000       
Total Sales      97,424,800       
LESS: Cost of Sales (Advtg, Commissions, etc.)         3,409,868       
LESS: GST on Sales        9,742,480       
PLUS: GST on Applicable Costs        6,034,666       

NET REALISATION      90,307,118       

DEVELOPMENT PROFIT        
Net Realisation      90,307,118       
Less Total Development Costs      73,793,328       

PROFIT      16,513,790       

Profit % of Total Development Costs  22.38% Good profit, viable project   

 

Scenario B 

SCENARIO: Beesley Street, West End   B: As per A but 
with 9% 
affordable 
housing 
component  

     

Retail Component (m2)                   3,073  6 x shops; 2-3 x café/diners; 1 x s'market; arcade 
Commercial Component (m2)                1,848  Office space above shops (2 levels)  
Affordable Housing Component (m2)                2,320  14 x studios; 21 x 1brm; 14 x 2brm  
AH Units: % of GFA / % of total residential units   17.6% / 28.0%       
Mainstream Residential Component (m2)                 10,880  100 x 2brm; 20 x 3brm; 6 x luxury penthouse units  
Total GFA (m2)                 18,121       

Site Area / Plot Ratio   12420 / 1.46       

DEVELOPMENT COSTS   $       
LAND         
Purchase Price        12,000,000  Assumed cost to buy land   
Acquisition Costs             480,000       
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TOTAL LAND COSTS        12,480,000       
DESIGN AND PERMITTING         
Architect / Design Fees             650,000       
Planning Consultants Fees               35,000       
Engineering Consultants Fees             550,000       
Development Application Fees, Charges & Costs          4,020,000       
TOTAL DESIGN AND PERMITTING COSTS          5,255,000       
CONSTRUCTION COSTS        
Demolition and Site Works incl. landscaping             500,000       
Construction Cost - Retail Component          4,916,800  "Cold shell" retail shops (excludes fit-out)  
Construction Cost - Commercial Component          2,956,800   Excludes fit-out    
Construction Cost - Affordable Housing Component          4,524,000        
Construction Cost - Mainstream Housing Component        24,896,000  Medium to high levels of finish   
Other Construction Costs (eg Carparks; lifts, 
travelators)          6,500,000  2 x basement carparks plus 2 x rooftop above s'mkt 
Construction Contingency          1,107,340       
Project Management Fees             885,872       
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS        46,286,812       
DEVELOPMENT FINANCE AND HOLDING COSTS        
Interest on Cost of Land          4,200,000       
Interest on Design and Construction Costs          5,154,181       
Holding Costs (Rates, Land Tax, Insurance, etc.)             500,000       
TOTAL DEV. FINANCE AND HOLDING COSTS          9,854,181       

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS        73,875,993       

INCOME   (NET REALISATION)        
Sales - Retail Component        11,677,400       
Sales - Commercial Component          7,022,400       
Sales - Affordable Housing Component   Nil        

Sales - Mainstream Housing Component        65,600,000  
100 @ $450,000;12 @ 625,000; 8 @ $700,000; 6 
@ $1,250,000 

Sales - Management Rights          1,965,000       
Total Sales        84,299,800       
LESS: Cost of Sales (Advtg, Commissions, etc.)           2,950,493       
LESS: GST on Sales          8,429,980       
PLUS: GST on Applicable Costs          6,000,181       

NET REALISATION        78,919,508       

DEVELOPMENT PROFIT  
 
      

Net Realisation        78,919,508       
Less Total Development Costs        73,875,993       

PROFIT          5,043,515       

Profit % of Total Development Costs  6.83% Marginal profit, project not viable   

* Assumed affordable unit sizes:  Studio 30m2; 1 brm 40m2; 2 brm 60m2.      

 

Scenario C 

SCENARIO: Beesley Street, West End   C: As per B but 
with planning 
concessions  

     

Retail Component (m2)                3,073  6 x shops; 2-3 x café/diners; 1 x s'market; arcade 
Commercial Component (m2)                1,848  Office space above shops (2 levels)  
Affordable Housing Component (m2)                2,320  14 x studios; 21 x 1brm; 14 x 2brm  
AH Units: % of GFA / % of total residential units   14.3% / 24.0%       

Mainstream Residential Component (m2)              13,920  
103 x 2brm; 33 x 3brm; 13 x lux 3brm; 6 x p'house 
units  
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Total GFA (m2)              21,161       

Site Area / Plot Ratio   12420 / 1.70       

DEVELOPMENT COSTS   $       
LAND         
Purchase Price        12,000,000  Assumed cost to buy land   
Acquisition Costs            480,000       
TOTAL LAND COSTS        12,480,000       
DESIGN AND PERMITTING         
Architect / Design Fees            650,000       
Planning Consultants Fees              35,000       
Engineering Consultants Fees            550,000       
Development Application Fees, Charges & Costs         3,620,000       
TOTAL DESIGN AND PERMITTING COSTS         4,855,000       
CONSTRUCTION COSTS         
Demolition and Site Works incl. landscaping            500,000       
Construction Cost - Retail Component         4,916,800  "Cold shell" retail shops (excludes fit-out)  
Construction Cost - Commercial Component         2,956,800  Excludes fit-out    
Construction Cost - Affordable Housing 
Component         4,524,000       
Construction Cost - Mainstream Housing 
Component        31,872,000  Medium to high levels of finish   
Other Construction Costs (eg Carparks; lifts, 
travelators)         6,000,000  2 x basement carparks plus 2 x rooftop above s'mkt 
Construction Contingency         1,269,240       
Project Management Fees         1,015,392       
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS        53,054,232       
DEVELOPMENT FINANCE AND HOLDING 
COSTS         
Interest on Cost of Land         4,200,000       
Interest on Design and Construction Costs         5,790,923       
Holding Costs (Rates, Land Tax, Insurance, etc.)            500,000       
TOTAL DEV. FINANCE AND HOLDING COSTS        10,490,923       

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS        80,880,155       

INCOME   (NET REALISATION)         
Sales - Retail Component        11,677,400       
Sales - Commercial Component         7,022,400       
Sales - Affordable Housing Component   Nil       

Sales - Mainstream Housing Component        83,575,000  
103 @ $450,000; 33 @ 625,000; 13 @ $700,000; 6 @ 
$1,250,000 

Sales - Management Rights         2,500,000   
Total Sales      102,274,800       
LESS: Cost of Sales (Advtg, Commissions, etc.)          3,579,618       
LESS: GST on Sales        10,227,480       
PLUS: GST on Applicable Costs         6,676,923       

NET REALISATION        95,144,625       

DEVELOPMENT PROFIT         
Net Realisation        95,144,625       
Less Total Development Costs        80,880,155       

PROFIT        14,264,470       

Profit % of Total Development Costs  17.64% Acceptable Profit    

* Assumed affordable unit sizes:  Studio 30m2; 1 brm 40m2; 2 brm 60m2.      
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Scenario D 

SCENARIO: Beesley Street, West End  D: As per C but 
with deferred 
purchase of land  

 

Retail Component (m2)                3,073  6 x shops; 2-3 x café/diners; 1 x s'market; arcade 
Commercial Component (m2)                1,848  Office space above shops (2 levels) 
Affordable Housing Component (m2)                4,640  28 x studios; 42 x 1brm; 28 x 2brm 
AH Units: % of GFA / % of total residential units   25.0% / 38.7%   

Mainstream Residential Component (m2)              13,920  
103 x 2brm; 33 x 3brm; 13 x lux 3brm; 6 x p'house 
units  

Total GFA (m2)              23,481   

Site Area / Plot Ratio   12420 / 1.70   

DEVELOPMENT COSTS   $   
      
LAND     
Purchase Price        12,000,000  Assumed cost to buy land 
Acquisition Costs            480,000   
TOTAL LAND COSTS        12,480,000   
DESIGN AND PERMITTING     
Architect / Design Fees            650,000   
Planning Consultants Fees              35,000   
Engineering Consultants Fees            550,000   
Development Application Fees, Charges & 
Costs         3,620,000   
TOTAL DESIGN AND PERMITTING COSTS         4,855,000   
CONSTRUCTION COSTS     
Demolition and Site Works incl. landscaping            500,000   
Construction Cost - Retail Component         4,916,800  "Cold shell" retail shops (excludes fit-out) 
Construction Cost - Commercial Component         2,956,800  Excludes fit-out 
Construction Cost - Affordable Housing 
Component         9,048,000   
Construction Cost - Mainstream Housing 
Component        31,872,000  Medium to high levels of finish 
Other Construction Costs (eg Carparks; lifts, 
travelators)         6,000,000  2 x basement carparks plus 2 x rooftop above s'mkt 
Construction Contingency         1,382,340   
Project Management Fees         1,105,872   
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS        57,781,812   
DEVELOPMENT FINANCE AND HOLDING 
COSTS     
Interest on Cost of Land     
Interest on Design and Construction Costs         6,263,681   
Holding Costs (Rates, Land Tax, Insurance, 
etc.)     
TOTAL DEV. FINANCE AND HOLDING 
COSTS         6,263,681   

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS        81,380,493   

INCOME   (NET REALISATION)     
Sales - Retail Component        11,677,400   
Sales - Commercial Component         7,022,400   
Sales - Affordable Housing Component   Nil   

Sales - Mainstream Housing Component        83,575,000  
103 @ $450,000; 33 @ 625,000; 13 @ $700,000; 6 @ 
$1,250,000 
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Sales - Management Rights         2,500,000   
Total Sales      102,274,800   
LESS: Cost of Sales (Advtg, Commissions, 
etc.)          3,579,618   
LESS: GST on Sales        10,227,480   
PLUS: GST on Applicable Costs         7,149,681   

NET REALISATION        95,617,383   

DEVELOPMENT PROFIT     
Net Realisation        95,617,383   
Less Total Development Costs        81,380,493   

PROFIT        14,236,890   

Profit % of Total Development Costs  17.49% Acceptable Profit 
* Assumed affordable unit sizes:  Studio 30m2; 1 brm 40m2; 2 brm 60m2. 
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APPENDIX G FINANCIAL MODELLING, BOWEN HILLS SITE  
 

Tufton Street Spreadsheets 

Summary 

 

 

  A: Standard 
market-based 
mixed 
development  

 B: As per A but 
with 10% 
affordable 
housing 
component  

 C: As per B but 
with planning 
concessions  

 D: As per C but 
with deferred 
purchase of land  

SCENARIO: Tufton Street, Bowen Hills  

Retail Component (m2)                  500                  500                  500                  500  
Commercial Component (m2)   Nil   Nil   Nil   Nil  

Affordable Housing Component (m2)    Nil                  243                  243                  405  

AH Units: % of GFA / % of total residential units   Nil   10.0% / 18.2%   7.1% / 13.3%   11.9% / 22.9%  

Mainstream Residential Component (m2)               2,433               2,190               3,167               3,005  
Total GFA (m2)               2,933               2,933               3,910               3,910  

Site Area / Plot Ratio   1955 / 1.5   1955 / 1.5   1955 / 2.0   1955 / 2.0  

DEVELOPMENT COSTS   $   $   $   $  

LAND      

Purchase Price         2,750,000         2,750,000         2,750,000         2,750,000  
Acquisition Costs           110,000           110,000           110,000           110,000  

TOTAL LAND COSTS         2,860,000         2,860,000         2,860,000         2,860,000  
DESIGN AND PERMITTING      
Architect / Design Fees           200,000           200,000           225,000           225,000  

Planning Consultants Fees             15,000             15,000             25,000             25,000  
Engineering Consultants Fees           170,000           170,000           170,000           170,000  
Development Application Fees, Charges & 
Costs           700,000           760,000           880,000           840,000  

TOTAL DESIGN AND PERMITTING COSTS         1,085,000         1,145,000         1,300,000         1,260,000  
CONSTRUCTION COSTS      

Demolition and Site Works             75,000             75,000             85,000             85,000  
Construction Cost - Retail Component           800,000           800,000           800,000           800,000  

Construction Cost - Commercial Component   Nil   Nil   Nil   Nil  
Construction Cost - Affordable Housing 
Component   Nil           473,850           473,850           789,750  
Construction Cost - Mainstream Housing 
Component         5,351,500         4,818,000         6,967,400         6,611,000  
Other Construction Costs (eg Carparks)           900,000           900,000         1,100,000         1,100,000  

Construction Contingency           178,163           176,671           235,656           234,644  

Project Management Fees           142,530           141,337           282,788           281,573  
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS         7,447,193         7,384,858         9,944,694         9,901,966  
DEVELOPMENT FINANCE AND HOLDING 
COSTS      
Interest on Cost of Land           687,500           687,500           687,500   Nil  
Interest on Design and Construction Costs           502,685           498,478           671,267           668,383  
Holding Costs (Rates, Land Tax, Insurance, 
etc.)             60,000             60,000             60,000   Nil  
TOTAL DEV. FINANCE AND HOLDING 
COSTS         1,250,185         1,245,978         1,418,767           668,383  
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TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS       12,642,378       12,635,836       15,523,461       14,690,349  

INCOME   (NET REALISATION)      
Sales - Retail Component         1,900,000         1,900,000         1,900,000         1,900,000  
Sales - Commercial Component   Nil   Nil   Nil   Nil  

Sales - Affordable Housing Component   Nil   Nil   Nil   Nil  
Sales - Mainstream Housing Component       13,500,000       12,150,000       17,550,000       16,650,000  

Sales - Management Rights           500,000           450,000           625,000           590,000  
Total Sales       15,400,000       14,050,000       19,450,000       18,550,000  
LESS: Cost of Sales (Advtg, Commissions, 
etc.)            462,000           421,500           583,500           556,500  

LESS: GST on Sales         1,540,000         1,405,000         1,945,000         1,855,000  
PLUS: GST on Applicable Costs         1,069,219         1,062,986         1,322,469         1,318,197  

NET REALISATION       14,467,219       13,286,486       18,243,969       17,456,697  

DEVELOPMENT PROFIT      

Net Realisation       14,467,219       13,286,486       18,243,969       17,456,697  
Less Total Development Costs       12,642,378       12,635,836       15,523,461       14,690,349  

PROFIT         1,824,841           650,650         2,720,509         2,766,348  

Profit % of Total Development Costs  14.43% 4.90% 14.91% 15.85% 

© Housing Services Australia 2008      

 

Scenario A 

    A: Standard 
market-based 
mixed 
development  

 

    

    

    SCENARIO: Tufton Street, Bowen Hills  
Retail Component (m2)                  500  1 x café @ 40m2, 6 x retail shops @ 70m2 each 

Commercial Component (m2)   Nil       

Affordable Housing Component (m2)    Nil       

AH Units: % of GFA / % of total residential units   Nil       
Mainstream Residential Component (m2)               2,433  30 x 2brm units plus circulation   

Total GFA (m2)               2,933       

Site Area / Plot Ratio   1955 / 1.5       

DEVELOPMENT COSTS   $       

LAND         
Purchase Price         2,750,000  Assumed cost to buy land   

Acquisition Costs           110,000       
TOTAL LAND COSTS         2,860,000       
DESIGN AND PERMITTING         

Architect / Design Fees           200,000       
Planning Consultants Fees             15,000       

Engineering Consultants Fees           170,000       
Development Application Fees, Charges & 
Costs           700,000       
TOTAL DESIGN AND PERMITTING COSTS         1,085,000       

CONSTRUCTION COSTS         
Demolition and Site Works             75,000       

Construction Cost - Retail Component           800,000  "Cold shell" retail shops (excludes fit-out)  

Construction Cost - Commercial Component   Nil       
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Construction Cost - Affordable Housing 
Component   Nil       
Construction Cost - Mainstream Housing 
Component         5,351,500  Medium level of finish    

Other Construction Costs (eg Carparks)           900,000  72 carparks req'd: 34 ground level + 38 basement 
Construction Contingency           178,163       

Project Management Fees           142,530       
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS         7,447,193       
DEVELOPMENT FINANCE AND HOLDING 
COSTS         

Interest on Cost of Land           687,500       

Interest on Design and Construction Costs           502,685       
Holding Costs (Rates, Land Tax, Insurance, 
etc.)             60,000       
TOTAL DEV. FINANCE AND HOLDING 
COSTS         1,250,185       

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS       12,642,378       

INCOME   (NET REALISATION)         

Sales - Retail Component         1,900,000       
Sales - Commercial Component   Nil       
Sales - Affordable Housing Component   Nil       

Sales - Mainstream Housing Component       13,500,000  30 units @ $450,000    
Sales - Management Rights           500,000       

Total Sales       15,400,000       
LESS: Cost of Sales (Advtg, Commissions, 
etc.)            462,000       

LESS: GST on Sales         1,540,000       

PLUS: GST on Applicable Costs         1,069,219       

NET REALISATION       14,467,219       

DEVELOPMENT PROFIT         

Net Realisation       14,467,219       

Less Total Development Costs       12,642,378       

PROFIT         1,824,841       

Profit % of Total Development Costs  14.43% Marginal profit, project barely viable  

© Housing Services Australia 2008 

 

Scenario B 

    B: As per A but 
with 10% 
affordable 
housing 
component  

 

    

    

    SCENARIO: Tufton Street, Bowen Hills  

Retail Component (m2)                  500  1 x café @ 40m2, 6 x retail shops @ 70m2 each 

Commercial Component (m2)   Nil       
Affordable Housing Component (m2)                   243  6 units in total (2 x studios; 3 x 1brm; 1 x 2brm)* 

AH Units: % of GFA / % of total residential units   10.0% / 18.2%       

Mainstream Residential Component (m2)               2,190  27 x 2brm units plus circulation   

Total GFA (m2)               2,933       

Site Area / Plot Ratio   1955 / 1.5       
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DEVELOPMENT COSTS   $       
LAND         

Purchase Price         2,750,000  Assumed cost to buy land   

Acquisition Costs           110,000       

TOTAL LAND COSTS         2,860,000       

DESIGN AND PERMITTING         
Architect / Design Fees           200,000       

Planning Consultants Fees             15,000       

Engineering Consultants Fees           170,000       
Development Application Fees, Charges & 
Costs           760,000       
TOTAL DESIGN AND PERMITTING COSTS         1,145,000       

CONSTRUCTION COSTS         
Demolition and Site Works             75,000       
Construction Cost - Retail Component           800,000  "Cold shell" retail shops (excludes fit-out)  

Construction Cost - Commercial Component   Nil       
Construction Cost - Affordable Housing 
Component           473,850  Low level finish    
Construction Cost - Mainstream Housing 
Component         4,818,000  Medium level of finish    

Other Construction Costs (eg Carparks)           900,000  75 carparks req'd: 34 ground level + 41 basement 
Construction Contingency           176,671       

Project Management Fees           141,337       

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS         7,384,858       
DEVELOPMENT FINANCE AND HOLDING 
COSTS         

Interest on Cost of Land           687,500       

Interest on Design and Construction Costs           498,478       
Holding Costs (Rates, Land Tax, Insurance, 
etc.)             60,000       
TOTAL DEV. FINANCE AND HOLDING 
COSTS         1,245,978       

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS       12,635,836       

INCOME   (NET REALISATION)         

Sales - Retail Component         1,900,000       
Sales - Commercial Component   Nil       
Sales - Affordable Housing Component   Nil       

Sales - Mainstream Housing Component       12,150,000  27 units @ $450,000    
Sales - Management Rights           450,000  Value reduced due to reduced number of market units 

Total Sales       14,050,000       
LESS: Cost of Sales (Advtg, Commissions, 
etc.)            421,500       
LESS: GST on Sales         1,405,000       

PLUS: GST on Applicable Costs         1,062,986       

NET REALISATION       13,286,486       

DEVELOPMENT PROFIT         

Net Realisation       13,286,486       

Less Total Development Costs       12,635,836       

PROFIT           650,650       

Profit % of Total Development Costs  4.90% Profit margin too low - could not be financed 

© Housing Services Australia 2008 

 



 

May 2008  100   

Scenario C 

    C: As per B but 
with planning 
concessions  

 

    

    

    

SCENARIO: Tufton Street, Bowen Hills 

 

Retail Component (m2)                  500  1 x café @ 40m2, 6 x retail shops @ 70m2 each 
Commercial Component (m2)   Nil       

Affordable Housing Component (m2)                   243  *6 units in total (2 x studios; 3 x 1brm; 1 x 2brm) 

AH Units: % of GFA / % of total residential units   7.1% / 13.3%       

Mainstream Residential Component (m2)               3,167  39 x 2brm units plus circulation   
Total GFA (m2)               3,910  Total GFA increased by 977m2 to give   

Site Area / Plot Ratio   1955 / 2.0  New plot ratio of 2.0    

DEVELOPMENT COSTS   $       

LAND        

Purchase Price         2,750,000  Assumed cost to buy land   
Acquisition Costs           110,000       

TOTAL LAND COSTS         2,860,000       
DESIGN AND PERMITTING        
Architect / Design Fees           225,000       

Planning Consultants Fees             25,000       
Engineering Consultants Fees           170,000       
Development Application Fees, Charges & 
Costs           880,000  No infrastructure charges on affordable component 

TOTAL DESIGN AND PERMITTING COSTS         1,300,000       
CONSTRUCTION COSTS         

Demolition and Site Works             85,000       
Construction Cost - Retail Component           800,000  "Cold shell" retail shops (excludes fit-out)  

Construction Cost - Commercial Component   Nil       
Construction Cost - Affordable Housing 
Component           473,850  Low level finish    
Construction Cost - Mainstream Housing 
Component         6,967,400  Medium level of finish    
Other Construction Costs (eg Carparks)         1,100,000  85 carparks req'd: 34 ground level + 51 basement 

Construction Contingency           235,656  Lift required    

Project Management Fees           282,788       
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS         9,944,694       

          
DEVELOPMENT FINANCE AND HOLDING 
COSTS         
Interest on Cost of Land           687,500       

Interest on Design and Construction Costs           671,267       
Holding Costs (Rates, Land Tax, Insurance, 
etc.)             60,000       
TOTAL DEV. FINANCE AND HOLDING 
COSTS         1,418,767       

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS       15,523,461       

INCOME   (NET REALISATION)         

 



 

May 2008  101   

Sales - Retail Component         1,900,000       

Sales - Commercial Component   Nil       
Sales - Affordable Housing Component   Nil       
Sales - Mainstream Housing Component       17,550,000  39 units @ $450,000    

Sales - Management Rights           625,000  Increase reflects increased number of market units 
Total Sales       19,450,000       
LESS: Cost of Sales (Advtg, Commissions, 
etc.)            583,500       

LESS: GST on Sales         1,945,000       

PLUS: GST on Applicable Costs         1,322,469       

NET REALISATION       18,243,969       

DEVELOPMENT PROFIT         

Net Realisation       18,243,969       

Less Total Development Costs       15,523,461       

PROFIT         2,720,509       
Profit % of Total Development Costs  14.91% Low profit, project just viable   

© Housing Services Australia 2008 

 

Scenario D 

 

 

  D: As per C but 
with deferred 
purchase of 
land  

 

    

    

    
SCENARIO: Tufton Street, Bowen Hills 

 

Retail Component (m2)                  500  1 x café @ 40m2, 6 x retail shops @ 70m2 each 

Commercial Component (m2)   Nil       

Affordable Housing Component (m2)                   405  11 units in total (6 x studios; 4 x 1brm; 1 x 2brm) 

AH Units: % of GFA / % of total residential units   11.9% / 22.9%       

Mainstream Residential Component (m2)               3,005  37 x 2brm units plus circulation   

Total GFA (m2)               3,910       

Site Area / Plot Ratio   1955 / 2.0       

DEVELOPMENT COSTS   $       

LAND        

Purchase Price         2,750,000  Assumed cost to buy land   

Acquisition Costs           110,000       
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TOTAL LAND COSTS         2,860,000       

DESIGN AND PERMITTING        

Architect / Design Fees           225,000       

Planning Consultants Fees             25,000       

Engineering Consultants Fees           170,000       

Development Application Fees, Charges & 
Costs           840,000  No infrastructure charges on affordable component 

TOTAL DESIGN AND PERMITTING COSTS         1,260,000       

CONSTRUCTION COSTS        

Demolition and Site Works             85,000       

Construction Cost - Retail Component           800,000  "Cold shell" retail shops (excludes fit-out)  

Construction Cost - Commercial Component   Nil       

Construction Cost - Affordable Housing 
Component           789,750  Low level finish    

Construction Cost - Mainstream Housing 
Component         6,611,000  Medium level of finish    

Other Construction Costs (eg Carparks)         1,100,000  83 carparks req'd: 34 ground level + 49 basement 

Construction Contingency           234,644       

Project Management Fees           281,573       

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS         9,901,966       

DEVELOPMENT FINANCE AND HOLDING 
COSTS        

Interest on Cost of Land   Nil  No finance costs on deferred purchase of land 

Interest on Design and Construction Costs           668,383       

Holding Costs (Rates, Land Tax, Insurance, 
etc.)   Nil  No holding costs on deferred purchase of land 

TOTAL DEV. FINANCE AND HOLDING 
COSTS           668,383       

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS       14,690,349       

INCOME   (NET REALISATION)        

Sales - Retail Component         1,900,000       

Sales - Commercial Component   Nil       

Sales - Affordable Housing Component   Nil       

Sales - Mainstream Housing Component       16,650,000  37 units @ $450,000    
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Sales - Management Rights           590,000  Reflects reduction in number of market units 

Total Sales       18,550,000       

LESS: Cost of Sales (Advtg, Commissions, 
etc.)            556,500       

LESS: GST on Sales         1,855,000       

PLUS: GST on Applicable Costs         1,318,197       

NET REALISATION       17,456,697       

DEVELOPMENT PROFIT        

Net Realisation       17,456,697       

Less Total Development Costs       14,690,349       

PROFIT         2,766,348       

Profit % of Total Development Costs  15.85% Low profit, project just viable   
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