
 

 

 
Our Ref: Vineyard Contributions Plan 
 
 
18 October 2019 
 
 
 
Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal 

E-mail: ipart@ipart.nsw.gov.au 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Hawkesbury City Council Submission to IPART Second Draft Recommendations Report – 
Vineyard Contributions Plan 
 
Thankyou for the opportunity to lodge a submission with respect to IPART’s Second Draft 
Recommendations Report. 
 
A review of the Second Draft Recommendations Report has highlighted that a number of issues 
raised as part of Council’s submission to the First Draft Recommendations Report and subsequent 
information request and discussions have been reflected in the latest Draft Report. Of particular 
note in this respect is: 
 

 Collector Roads Costs 

 Channel Stabilisation works 

 Open Space Embellishment works 
 
However, the Second Draft Recommendations Report raises a number of issues for Council, the 
Hawkesbury Community and potentially property owners within the Vineyard Stage 1 Precinct. 
Please consider this correspondence and appendix as Hawkesbury City Council’s submission to 
the IPART Second Draft Recommendations Report issued on 20 September 2019. 
 
Please also note that Council had written to all property owners within the Vineyard Stage 1 
Precinct to advise of the release of IPART’s Second Draft Recommendations Report. 
 
Land Acquisition Costs 
 
This section of the Second Draft Recommendations Report is by far and away the most significant 
concern. Attached for consideration is a review of the Second Draft Recommendations Report and 
supporting material (Peer Review by Access Valuations) undertaken by K D Wood Valuations 
(Aust) Pty Ltd. 
 
The review highlights significant concerns with the supporting material relied upon to inform 
IPART’s Second Draft Recommendations Report. 
 
As detailed in the review there is significant variance between the respective valuations with regard 
to: 
 

 Unconstrained R2 zoned land 

 Flood liable land 

 Constrained Land 
 
Based on the K D Wood valuation, Council is of the view that the following acquisition rates are 
appropriate for inclusion in the Vineyard Contributions Plan: 
 

 R3 zoned land (unconstrained) $400/m2 
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 R2 zoned land (unconstrained) $300/m2 

 Blended Rate $350/m2 

 Flood Liable Land $100/m2 

 Constrained Land $140-$160/m2 dependant on the degree of affectation. 
 
In addition to the various points contained within the KD Wood review there are a number of further 
points that Council would like to raise and be considered by IPART. 
 
In addition to the  KD Wood valuation, two other independent valuers including the Valuer General 
support a rate consistent with rates contained within the Contributions Plan, if not higher.  It is 
considered that the valuation obtained by IPART to inform the Second Draft Recommendations 
Report is completely inconsistent with three independent valuers and even with the valuation 
obtained by IPART to inform the First Draft Recommendations Report. It is considered that the 
position in IPART’s Second Draft Recommendations Report with respect to land acquisition costs 
is an assertion that is not supported by clear and consistent evidence. 
 
As the Second Draft Recommendations Report currently stands, Council is of the view that based 
on clear evidence, there will be a shortfall of $21.74M in Contributions collected across the 
Precinct for the purposes of land acquisition. This effectively means one of two things. Firstly (and 
most likely scenario) is that the general Hawkesbury rate base will have to fund the shortfall, which 
is of serious concern to Council. The alternative is that through the acquisition process, property 
owners do not receive appropriate compensation for land that is identified.  In reality land 
acquisition legislation and processes would result in the wider rate base funding this identified 
shortfall. Nonetheless, a number of property owners have individually raised their concerns through 
Council with respect to the rates recommended by IPART.  
 
Council has previously provided evidence to IPART in terms of a live land acquisition within the 
Vineyard Precinct that is yet to be finalised by the Valuer General.  Given that particular land 
acquisition process is yet to be finalised the details cannot be included within this submission.  
However, it is clearly evident from the material previously provided to IPART, that the position 
Council finds itself in is that two separate State organisations (IPART and the Valuer General) 
have distinctly different opinions on land valuations within the Vineyard Precinct.  This raises 
considerable concerns with the whole contributions planning and land acquisition process on a 
wider basis. How can Council, property owners and the community have faith in a system that has 
led to such a circumstance where effectively the wider rate base has to fund a shortfall of $21.74M. 
Failure to permit sufficient reasonable costs associated with development of the Vineyard Precinct 
will have the potential to cause significant delay in the delivery of development within the Precinct 
and provision of a liveable community based on the objectives of the North West Growth Area. 
 
In terms of acquisition costs, it is noted that Part 1 of the relevant IPART Guideline highlights that 
land costs include: 
 

 Actual costs of land acquired 

 Estimated costs of land to be acquired 

 Disturbance/relocation, legal and valuation costs likely to be paid to land owners (there is a 
statutory maximum of $75,000) 

 Any conveyancing costs associated with the acquisition 
  
Part 1 further states that land costs do not include: 
 

 Council administrative costs including valuation and project management costs – these are 
recoverable through the plan admin costs allowance) 

 Demolition, fencing and temporary works associated with land acquisitions – these are 
recoverable through the associated infrastructure works) 
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Vineyard Precinct 
  

 Total of 69 properties that Council needs to acquire land from, which excludes two 
properties Council currently owns and duplicates where land is required for different 
infrastructure needs. 

 Council’s conveyancing costs are generally $1,550 per transaction. 

 Property owner costs are based on the only actual figures incurred for the acquisition 
currently underway. 

  
Calculations: 
  
Land Acquisition Costs: 
            
            Disturbance/relocation costs                                          $75,000 x 69 = $5,175,000 
            Conveyancing costs                                                      $1550 x 69 = $106,950 
            Property Owner legal expenses                                      $7,500 x 69 = $517,500 
            Property Owner valuation expenses                                $13,200 x 69 = $910,800 
            Property Owner town planning consultant expenses        $9,405 x 69 = $648,945 
            Property Owner hydrology consultant expenses              $13,315 x 69 = $918,735 
  
                                                                        TOTAL $8,277,930 
  
            Land acquisition plan costs $53,410,100 
            Other costs represent 15% of the costs so a 10% allowance at least should be made. 
  
Calculation for additional plan administration costs: 
  
Valuation expenses                               $1,650 x 69 = $113,850 
Professional fees (eg survey)                $7,500 x 69 = $517,500 
  
                                                TOTAL $631,350 
  
Potential Valuer General fees     $39,000 x 35 = $1,365,000 
* This is based on the number of hardship applications and appeals Blacktown Council are 
experiencing in their new release areas. 
  
                                    POTENTIAL TOTAL $1,996,350 
  
These figures highlight the increasing expenses to Council for the acquisition process and supports 
Council’s position that a 10% allowance for acquisition costs is appropriate. 
  
 
Boundary Road Classification and Chapman/Menin Sub Arterial Status and Timing 
 
IPART’s comments with respect to coordination of the planning and delivery of Boundary Road are 
noted and Council would welcome greater certainty in this respect. Uncertainty remains about the 
final classification of Boundary Road as evidenced by the proposed Special Infrastructure 
Contribution (SIC) and further advice to Council by the RMS.  
 
In a precinct planning process that spanned around 3-4 years, the reclassification of Boundary 
Road to a collector road status occurred in the final weeks of that process, and no subsequent 
updates to the cost estimate for the works were notified to Council by the Department of Planning 
and Environment (who had coordinated the original cost estimates).   
 
In the Department of Planning and Environment Finalisation Report for the Vineyard Precinct 
(November 2017), the change in the classification of Boundary Road is not listed as a major 
planning change but rather is identified in the appendix of updates to the DCP, which is attached to 
the main report.  Supporting documents to the Finalisation Report nominate Boundary Road as a 
Sub Arterial road. 
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Given the role of Boundary Road in the road hierarchy remains in doubt, and comments made by 
the RMS about what was assumed to be the Chapman/Menin Roads sub-arterial route that would 
in time replace Boundary Road, it is considered to be a failure of the precinct planning process 
undertaken by the Department Planning and Environment. 
 
The draft SIC released for the North West Growth Area shows current and proposed new SIC 
roads.  The proposed road upgrade NXR 31 (Loftus Street – Windsor Road to Hamilton Street) 
would appear to suggest the need for a higher order road on Boundary Road; certainly, it raises 
this question at the very least. 
 
This concern was raised by The Hills Shire Council in its submission to the draft SIC in November 
last year: 
 

Boundary Road (Windsor Road to Old Pitt Town Road): It is anticipated Boundary Road will 
function as a sub-arterial route, requiring four lane carriageway and a bridge construction at 
the Killarney Chain of Ponds floodway.  In the short term, the route will likely carry traffic 
from Box Hill, Vineyard, Box Hill North and new employment areas within the North West 
Growth Area (Box Hill and Riverstone). It will also serve as a primary bus link to Riverstone 
Station in the short-to-medium term. 

 
The proposed SIC erroneously assumes that a substantial portion of Boundary Road will 
remain unformed and serve only to provide secondary access to Windsor Road (noting that 
Menin Road (NXR23.5) is identified as a main sub-arterial SIC item linking Box Hill to 
Vineyard and Riverstone). Notwithstanding this, concern is raised that NXR23.5 will not be 
completed for at least 10 years, by which time the entire length of Boundary Road will 
already be serving a sub-arterial function (and would need upgrading accordingly).  

 
The continued exclusion of the upgrade of Boundary Road from the SIC is likely to result in a 
major burden to the local traffic network for the short-to-medium term, potentially hindering 
the delivery of new housing and degrading the amenity and quality of life for new residents in 
the North West Growth Area.   

 
Recent meetings  with RMS associated with the North West Growth Area  have indicated that RMS 
are not planning for Chapman / Menin Roads as a sub arterial road and that the RMS planning for 
the Bandon Road extension essentially finishes at Windsor Road.  Council continues to seek a 
clearer understanding in terms of the intended future role of Chapman / Menin from RMS, but 
should not have to do so had the precinct planning process appropriately addressed these matters. 
 
Resolution of the classification and timing of delivery of upgrades  associated with Boundary Road 
and Chapman/Menin Roads is considered to be essential in order to facilitate the timely 
development of the Vineyard Precinct in a coordinated and cost effective manner. 
 
In terms of costs associated with the construction of Boundary Road, the reduction in earthworks 
costs recommended by IPART is considered inappropriate. The Vineyard Precinct is highly 
fragmented and is likely to be developed by multiple developers as opposed to other areas of the 
North West Growth Area. Put simply there isn’t sufficient area within individual development sites 
within the Precinct to accommodate the volume of fill material as a consequence of earthworks 
associated with constructing Boundary Road on an appropriate vertical and horizontal alignment.  
 
The Precinct already has a series of existing road corridors throughout which will have to remain 
open during construction in order to permit access to existing residents.  The Precinct cannot be 
viewed as one development site and treated as such. Earthworks within the Precinct and 
particularly along existing road corridors will be vastly different to development of a single larger 
development site. For these reasons the cost estimates of works and contingencies associated 
with Boundary Road is considered to be justified. 
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Previous Council Submission to First Draft Recommendations Report 
 
In finalising the review of the Vineyard Contributions Plan, Council requests that IPART consider 
the Council submission and supporting material lodged when the First Draft Recommendations 
Report was on exhibition. This is particularly relevant to Section 2 – Overview of key concerns of 
the Council submission which outlined a comparison to other IPART assessed Contribution Plans 
within the North West Growth Area. Of particular note is the Box Hill Precinct that adjoins the 
Vineyard Precinct and the approved rate of that Plan versus the IPART recommendation. 
 
Contribution rates for other urban release area precincts in the North West Growth Area, generally 
endorsed by IPART and the NSW Government, are higher than the IPART-assessed rate for 
Vineyard.   
 
Council notes that IPART has also recently released its draft assessment of the Schofields 
Precinct Contributions Plan (June 2019) and that it has endorsed low density contribution rates of 
$102,525 per lot and $90,672 per lot for the Eastern Creek catchment in that assessment.  The 
Schofields precinct has a very similar final development yield to that of Vineyard (8,158 
population/2,813 dwellings in Schofields compared with 7,489 population/2,459 dwellings in 
Vineyard) and Council questions why IPART considers that the difference in infrastructure 
provision requirements will be so significant between the precincts. 
 
Council submits that that there is no legitimate reason that the local infrastructure in the Vineyard 
Precinct should cost any less (on an average per lot basis) than surrounding precincts in the North 
West Growth Area. That is because: 
 

 as a new greenfield site, Vineyard needs the full suite of transport, stormwater 
management, open space and community facility infrastructure to facilitate new 
development, as other areas generally do 

 the density of expected residential development is similar to other developing precincts in 
the area 

 the geographical terrain is similar to surrounding precincts, noting Council must also 
address significant flood mitigation requirements and highly fragmented land ownership in 
facilitating development in the Vineyard precinct.  

 
Further, Blacktown City Council and The Hills Shire Council (the other two councils in the North 
West Growth Area) both have very large levels of pooled contributions for growth infrastructure and 
significant implementation and delivery scale which is not available to Hawkesbury City Council. 
 
The implication for Council and the Hawkesbury community from IPART’s recommendations is that 
there will be at least $16.5 million in unfunded essential infrastructure in this State Government 
designated growth area.  The Hawkesbury community must already fund an estimated $5m-plus in 
capital works costs for community facilities to meet the demand from growth in the Vineyard 
Precinct because the State Government policy currently disallows these costs in development 
contributions. 
 
The Hawkesbury LGA is one of the first to be excluded by the State Government from the Local 
Government Infrastructure Scheme (LIGS) which funded essential works in contribution plans 
above the Minister’s cap. Development in 15 other greenfield precincts in NSW, six of which are in 
the North West Growth Area, were all potentially able to be subsidised under this program. Council 
had made representations to the State Government to allow Vineyard and the associated 
development to be included in the scheme but without success. 
 
The State Government policy does, however, allow Council to fully fund the reasonable cost of 
essential infrastructure in the community – an outcome which IPART’s draft assessment does not 
provide for. 
 
The draft Vineyard Contributions Plan was prepared by the State Government (the Department of 
Planning and Environment over four or more years as part of the precinct planning process. After 
such a long time period and the high level of inquiries from landowners intending early lodgement 
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of development applications, Council publicly exhibited the plan and then progressed it expediently 
to IPART (13 November 2018) in good faith based on the reasonableness of the overall proposed 
costs and contribution rates to help facilitate development progress in the precinct.   
 
Should the changes in this submission be endorsed in IPART’s final report, the contributions plan 
can be progressed and adopted so that infrastructure provision and development is not delayed 
unnecessarily in the Vineyard Precinct, and the community of Hawkesbury LGA is not unfairly left 
with $16.5 million of the essential infrastructure bill. 
 
Council would welcome the opportunity to discuss the Vineyard Contributions Plan and this 
submission to IPART in further detail. 
 
Should you require any further clarification on the matters outlined above, and in the attached 
submission, do not hesitate to contact me on the details below. 
 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
 
Andrew Kearns |  Manager Strategic  Planning |  Hawkesbury City Council  

|    www.hawkesbury.nsw.gov.au 
 

http://www.hawkesbury.nsw.gov.au/
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