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for a

NEW PLANNING SCHEME FOR THE SUNSHINE COAST

INTRODUCTION

The Affordable Living Discussion Paper provides a most useful overview of the major challenges implicit in achieving Council’s Vision and Corporate Plan Objectives relating to creation of a sustainable Affordable Living future for Sunshine Coast residents. Council’s holistic approach to this critical aspect of achieving its Vision is to be applauded.  Below are our specific comments on the Paper, within which we have included some comments on the Housing Needs Assessment Background Study.  At Attachment 1 are some further comments by a Development Watch member on the Background Study.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

For ease of reference, our comments are presented in the same order as the sections in the Discussion Paper.

Section 2 – What is Affordable Living?

Section 2 is a well-structured overview that examines the need for a change from past practices of both State and Local governments with respect to housing planning. However, the population growth projection of the South East Queensland Regional Plan (SEQRP) is also cited as the most likely scenario for future population growth and accompanying housing needs for the Sunshine Coast.  This need not be so if Council seriously challenges the State regarding the carrying capacity of our region.

Section 3. The Affordability Challenge on the Sunshine Coast
Section 3.1. Rapid population growth
In many of the draft policy documents released for public comment by Council there is either an implied and/or apparent acceptance of the population growth targets required by the South East Queensland Regional Plan (SEQRP).  This is contrary to the Council’s asserted public position.  

In this Discussion Paper and in the Background Study the acceptance is clearly apparent.  Throughout the Discussion Paper there are references to “rapid population growth” as a factor that mitigates against affordable housing.  In Section 3.1 of the Paper there is a more definite statement:  “To put this in context, for every dwelling that currently exists on the Sunshine Coast, roughly speaking another one will be required by 2031 to house the predicted population.”  In addition, the Background Study bases all its assessments of housing needs on a population projection by 2031of 501,179, a figure provided by the Department of Infrastructure and Planning.

Unfortunately, these documents do not bring to the reader’s attention that there is a legal requirement under SEQRP for the Sunshine Coast Regional Council (SCRC) to plan for 98,000 new dwellings by 2031, or that the SCRC is opposed to that requirement.  In fact, the requirement is not disputed at all.  Accordingly, the Discussion Paper does not indicate any effective opposition or what action needs be taken for Government to cede significant ground on this issue.  In effect, the Discussion Paper assumes that population growth on the Sunshine Coast will not be reduced to sustainable levels.

Publicly, the Council has expressed strong resistance to the SEQRP population growth requirement.  For example, on 10 December 2009 in the Sunshine Coast Daily under the headline “Bob prepares for war over Coast’s growth” Mayor Bob Abbott was quoted as saying that the Government had “denied its planning responsibility to address a population imbalance which would have 80% of the state’s population living in the south-east corner within 10 to 15 years if nothing was done about it.”  Development Watch considers it is imperative that Council’s opposition to the SEQRP population growth targets are reflected in the policy documents.    As a matter of urgency, Council must complete its determination of a sustainable carrying capacity for the region.

Section 3.2 – Limited Housing Affordability

Section 3.2 correctly points out the mismatch between dwellings being built and the needs of Sunshine Coast residents. For this necessary change to occur, the new planning scheme must include mechanisms to discourage housing speculation.

Section 3.6 – Unsustainable Settlement Patterns

Section 3.6 rightly highlights past unsustainable settlement patterns. Yet the urban footprint dictated by the SEQRP and the ministerial powers given by that document exacerbates this problem for the Sunshine Coast until the review in 2031.

Continuing development within this business as usual urban footprint projection will hugely exacerbate future housing affordability problems brought on by the onset of peak oil and climate change.  It will have a disastrous impact on Affordable Living in the Sunshine Coast, despite empty rhetoric on these issues in the SEQRP.  

Section 3.11 – Economy Diversity

Development Watch endorses the concept of the Genuine Progress Indicator.  When developed for the Sunshine Coast, it will provide a valuable measure of the Region’s progress towards the Corporate Plan vision.

Section 6 – Proposed Strategies to Achieve Desired Outcomes

The proposed strategies detailed in this section are comprehensive and those responsible for their development are to be congratulated.  However, Development Watch is concerned that the desired outcomes cannot be achieved unless the population growth requirements dictated by the SEQRP are amended to sustainable levels.  Unsustainable population growth is the most significant factor that prevents the attainment of an acceptable level of affordable housing.

Mix of Housing Types

We do have some concerns about the derivation of targets for the future mix of housing types.  One of the housing diversity targets is:  “A reduction in detached housing from 76 per cent to 53 per cent of the housing stock by 2031.”  Reference to the Background Study shows that the present figure of 76% was derived from the Housing Analysis for the Sunshine Coast (2008) compiled by the Queensland Department of Housing.  

However, the figure given by the 2006 Census of Population and Housing is 71.1%.  On page 26 of the Background Study is a bar graph (Figure 4.3) showing that detached housing makes up 71% of the total.  Immediately below this graph is a banner with conflicting information, as it proclaims, “Detached dwellings comprise over 76% of all dwellings on the Sunshine Coast.”  Our own examination of the Census figures shows further discrepancies in the mix of housing types between the two sources.  The author of the Discussion Paper has given no justification for the use of the higher figure.

Section 8 – Conclusion

Finally, Development Watch endorses the list of key policy directions set out in Section 8.

SUMMARY

Development Watch requests the following enhancements be made to the Affordable Living Discussion Paper:

1. Council’s opposition to the SEQRP population growth targets be clearly enunciated;

2. the mix of housing types be determined by reference to the sustainable carrying capacity of the Region, not by reference to the requirements of the State Government; and

3. the use of 76% as the present proportion of detached dwellings in the Region be justified.

Yours sincerely,

[image: image2.wmf]DEVELOPMENT WATCH 

INC

 


Brian Raison

President

Development Watch Inc

ATTACHMENT 1

COMMENTS BY A DEVELOPMENT WATCH MEMBER ON THE

HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT BACKGROUND STUDY

Brian
 

You sent two papers.  These are my comments on the Housing Needs Assessment: Background Study Aug 2009.

1. It claims on page 13 that detached housing makes up 76% of dwellings on the coast.  However my reading of ABS 2006 census data shows this as 71.1%.  Why is there a difference?

2. Twin Waters West is mentioned on page 21, para 3.  It was only a potential investigation area.  Council has refused this site going ahead for urban development.  This needs to be clearly stated in this section and clarified accordingly.

3. Table 4.2 page 25 differs from what I have- Using the ABS 2006 Census data I have the following information showing a comparison for other major cities and the housing affordability studies forward projection.  The 2031 figures are from the Council Housing Needs Assessment Background Study, 2009 and other present figures are based on ABS 2006 Census data: Perhaps definitions vary?

	
	Sunshine Coast
Present
	Sunshine Coast

2031
	Brisbane
present
	Gold Coast
present
	Sydney Present

	Detached housing
	71.1
	53.0
	71.9
	59.6
	61.7

	Semi detached
	15.7
	26
	7.9
	16.3
	11.8

	Flats/Units
	3.4
	20
	19.3
	22.2
	25.7


Figure 4.3 on page 26 appears to agree with the 71.1% figure not 76% as shown under the figure.

4. Land costs on page 30 appear higher than for other parts of Qld as most of its consumption lies within 10km of the highly desirable beach side part of the coast.

5. House prices p32 have risen over to time as the housing stock is of a higher quality and increase in floor spaces leading to higher building costs.

6. Rents (page 34) are probably higher on the sunshine coast as social housing (page37, Table 4.6) only make up 2.3% of the housing stock on the coast compared to 3.4% for qld and 4.9% Australia wide.  This has placed low-income people who otherwise would be in social housing to compete with the private rental market.  This under-investment should be addressed by the State and Commonwealth government as a high priority.

7. It is acknowledged that measuring housing stress is difficult to define (p 47) but do household income include government transfer payments? This is not clear in this section (p47-48).

8. I am surprised that on page 50 1st Paragraph that the Demographia study is included in a Council paper.  This organisation is employed by the property sector with the aim of abolish planning constraints.  I suggest a reference to document be removed from this report.  Statement in Para 2 page 50 clearly shows that the Demographia methodology is flawed.  Housing stress could also be because first homeowners pg 51 para 2, have unrealistic expectations and want 4 bed homes etc now.

9. The statement on page 63 para 7 should be moved upfront to explain the land/housing costs and demand on the coast.

10. I believe that the forecast housing needs are seriously flawed on Section 11 pages 75-77.  Personnel preferences will determine the housing needs of the sunshine coast not some government central planning target.  The market should determine this and not some mandated target.  Indeed as shown in the Table above what is projected is way beyond the current housing mix of our major cities.  For example sole person household may still want one spare room for visitors and another for a study regardless if either in a house, semi-detached or attached housing.  Bedrooms do not show that there is a mismatch in housing on the coast.  Words such as “Housing Overconsumption” should be removed as this speaks of a centrally planned state and is a value laden statement.  Remove any references to a target mix on the coast it is redundant in a market driven economy.

 

Cheers

 

Jane

 

