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We are further advised that there are instances where the same inappropriate land values are 
applied to the same land the following year, even after successful court action on behalf of the 
land owner has shown that the land value sought to be applied is inappropriate. 

The Urban Taskforce knows of cases where land is valued on the basis of zoning without proper 
consideration of the significant development limitations that may apply.  For example, a large 
parcel of greenfield land may enjoy an urban zoning, however, there may exist numerous 
constraints that prevent urban development from occurring across all or part of the land.   

We know of a case where non-urban land that enjoyed an urban zoning and development consent 
but was inappropriately valued, primarily due to zoning and unrealistic understanding of 
development capability. The affected land owner was able to demonstrate that they were unable 
to develop the land.  That is, though there were planning approvals in place, development required 
a collector road to be built over neighbouring properties over which the land owner had no 
agreement in place, hence development was not possible.  In this case, the land valuation 
incorrectly assumed that urban development was permissible and a higher land value applied.  A 
lower value was negotiated between the Office of State Revenue and the land owner.   

The Joint Committee should be aware that currently the valuation system requires that if a land 
owner does not agree with the Valuer General's assessment on land value, the land owner must still 
pay Land Tax on the assessed amount and then go through an appeal process.  This can take up to 
twelve months.  To make matters worse for the appellant there is no compensation for costs when 
an appeal is successful.   

A member of the Urban Taskforce has advised that they are regularly forced to dispute unrealistic 
Valuer General determinations of land value.  Recently this member of the Urban Taskforce took 
twelve individual valuations to the Land and Environment Court and negotiated reductions of up to 
50% in the agreed values.  Unfortunately, In order to get a negotiated resolution this land owner was 
forced to commence court proceedings to have their objections to the original values properly 
considered.   

The Joint Standing Committee would understand that court action is not a cheap exercise and not 
worthwhile for many smaller land owners as the expense can outweigh the gain.  Members of the 
Urban Taskforce advise that they are forced to spend over $100,000.00 per annum on legal advice 
on land valuation and land tax matters. 

A fair and equitable system would be one that suspends payments of tax obligations until a matter 
has been negotiated or determined in the courts.   
We argue that the land value should properly reflect the actual use of the land.  For instance, for 
land to be regarded as being used for urban purposes, zoning should not be the determining factor, 
actual development of the land should be the key determinant.  That is, once the development 
consent and construction certificate are issued with subsequent works commenced, then an urban 
land value should be applied.   It is not equitable to consider rezoning or development consent 
alone as a signal to apply an urban land value to the land because neither necessarily reflects 
either’s intention or capability to develop.  Even after development consents are granted it can be 
many years before works can commence due to the lack of supporting infrastructure or market 
conditions.  It can take decades before a site is completely developed for residential purposes. 

The Joint Standing Committee must also understand that rezoning land is often Government 
initiated (State or Local) and therefore cannot be held to represent the intent of the land owner.  An 
owner initiated rezoning does not necessarily mean the owner intends to develop or is physically 
capable of developing the land.  There may be no immediate market, the land may not be 
physically accessible, development may be reliant on the supply of infrastructure services, control of 
which is out of the land owners reach.   

There is a myriad of economic reasons that rezoned land does not get developed and it would 
obviously be inappropriate to consider the land to be urban in nature, hence attracting a higher 
land valuation without proper consideration of development limitations and ability.  The North West 
Growth Centres experience is an excellent example of where land has been rezoned by the 
Government for urban purposes, yet little development is actually occurring due to the fragmented 
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ownership in large portions of the Growth Centre.  In this case, as non-urban uses continue the 
application of a higher land value would be inappropriate. 

The cost of over estimation of land value, based on land zoning will create an unsustainable 
demand on the land owner’s cash flow and impact heavily on the cost base for future housing 
supply, the effects of which will increase the cost of land to the first purchaser of a housing lot.   

As you would appreciate, there is a chronic shortage of land for urban development.  This is making 
existing land available for residential development more expensive, which in the end is making 
housing in NSW less affordable.  The problem of housing affordability in Australia is a function of 
strong demand and limited supply.1

To make housing more affordable, we need to get more houses built and onto the market.  
Unfortunately, unless significant initiatives are put in place so that there are improvements on the 
cost and availability of land, housing prices will continue to escalate.  In this regard, the Joint 
Standing Committee must be mindful of the impact that elevated land valuations and the ensuing 
application of high land tax will have on land and housing affordability.  If the Government is really 
concerned with housing affordability it must look at the cumulative total of land taxes and 
developer fees, charges and costs and their impact on land value.   

   

The Joint Standing Committee must recognise that if it applies an inappropriate land value that 
results in higher land taxes, it will make land too expensive to develop.  This means that developers 
will simply look for an alternative market.  Without an appreciable increase in development, housing 
affordability will continue to be a challenge in NSW. 
Those in Government who believe that the land valuation system is fair and equitable and taxes 
imposed on urban zoned land are appropriate are mistaken if they believe that the developer 
ultimately bears the costs of taxes applied to the land.  It is the home buyer who must pay.  This is 
because modern capital is mobile.  It flows to wherever it gets the best return.  A local developer will 
not be able to secure equity for a development unless the rate of return that is available for 
investments of a similar risk profile in other states or countries can be offered.  In order to ensure that 
a market rate of return is achieved, a developer will either reduce the amount of money paid for 
undeveloped land, or increase the price paid by the home buyer.  However, often the home buyer 
cannot afford an increase in land price due to a new or increased levy or tax because there is a 
ceiling on the price that home buyers are able to pay, i.e. their borrowing capacity.  As a result, any 
project, which cannot be delivered at a price home buyers currently can afford, simply doesn’t get 
built. 

That’s why, in part, the supply of new houses in NSW has almost completely dried up.  State, federal 
and local council taxes and charges cannot be afforded by anyone – land owners, developers or 
home buyers.  So the homes simply don’t get built. 

The consequences of inappropriate and unrealistic land valuation for the development industry, 
particularly with respect to the conversion of greenfield land to serviced residential lots is clear: 
Firstly, owners of land will be penalised if their land is rezoned and an inappropriate land value is 
applied due to the zoning.  For instance, where Government decides that an area, currently used 
for primary production should be rezoned to permit residential development, unless the owners are 
able to demonstrate that the value applied is not a true reflection of land value or the dominant use 
of the land is primary production, they may be subject to a higher tax.  This could mean that land 
owners will object to the rezoning of their land for urban purposes, further frustrating the planning 
process and introducing further delay in the delivery of greenfield land for housing production. 

Secondly, property developers will not commence preliminary work, such as earthworks, unless they 
are prepared to proceed with the whole project immediately.  This outcome encourages 
developers to defer expenditure (and therefore postpone jobs and economic activity) and will 
ultimately extend the time it takes to complete development, again delaying the delivery of 
serviced land for housing. 

                                                      
1
 Commonwealth of Australia (2008)  A good house is hard to find:  Housing affordability in Australia, June 2008. 






