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Abstract: Transit Orientated Development (TOD) provides a nuanced, policy-relevant design to 
connect social and planning frameworks to create low-carbon communities. This form of urban 
development aims to co-locate sustainable housing, transport and consolidated urban forms. Fully 
integrated TODs offer strong potential to blend social and environmental planning objectives to reduce 
carbon intensity. Despite this, many Australian cities have struggled to deliver fully integrated low-
carbon TODs. These outcomes are even more problematic considering TODs are long established in 
Australian urban development frameworks. This paper provides emerging empirical insights into how 
TOD policies in Brisbane, Sydney and Melbourne might be reoriented to deliver more equitable and 
lower-carbon urban settlements. Existing policy frameworks in each case study are critically 
interrogated vertically and horizontally to identify causes for current undesirable outcomes. Initial 
results indicate that while TOD delivery is an important policy concern across all cases, there are 
varying degrees of priority attached to realising their delivery. There is also considerable variability in 
terms of how social and spatial synergies can be best realised. These findings call for a better 
understanding of the concept of TOD and the need for a more integrated approach to connect urban 
planning and social policy priorities to achieve equitable low-carbon communities. 
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Introduction 
In a changing climate, the urban footprint and associated environmental and social costs shaped by 
automobile dependency poses significant challenges for urban planning and policy (Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change, 2014). Flexible and fast public transit infrastructure plays a critical role in 
reducing unsustainable patterns of urban car dependence (Bertolini et al., 2009). Despite existing 
efforts, the tools and processes to deliver effective reduction in car dependency are still 
underdeveloped (Newman, 2015). A paradigm shift in urban transport remains necessary to 
decarbonise cities whilst simultaneously creating cleaner, viable and socially just cities (Cervero, 
2013). Transit Orientated Development (TOD) provides a distinct urban form that can connect 
planning, environmental and social frameworks. This form of urban development aims to co-locate 
housing, transport and consolidated urban forms to create low-carbon communities. Despite the 
growing understanding of the potential of TODs to deliver equitable social and environmental planning 
objectives, evidence of success is not conclusive across the globe. This is due to inconsistencies in 
the ways TOD policy has been formulated as well as the existence of organisational barriers to 
implementation of the policy. This is particularly an issue for Australia, where cities are still struggling 
to deliver fully integrated TODs despite the urgency of climate change response and the existence of 
long-established TOD policy positions. 
 
This paper offers early insights from an ARC Discovery project that examines ways to better connect 
urban planning and social policy priorities in pursuit of equitable low-carbon communities. In this 
instance, we focus on TOD policy formulation through the conceptual lens of ‘Integrated TOD’, which 
we introduce as a new way to measure TOD policy as an integrated and multidimensional enterprise. 
Integrated TODs are based on nuanced policy priorities that recognise the need for successful TODs 
to include intertwined planning, environmental and social outcomes. Using this novel concept we 
interrogate policies connected to TOD delivery in three Australian capital cities: Brisbane, Melbourne 
and Sydney. We begin with a review of a wide spectrum of literature related to TOD formulation and 
delivery, along with their associated costs and benefits. Following an explanation of the 
methodological basis of our research, we present our substantive findings based on vertical and 
horizontal examinations of relevant TOD policies. We provide a structured ranking of how policies in 
Brisbane, Melbourne and Sydney are performing in respect of acknowledging or delivering Integrated 
TODs in each city. We find that Brisbane is out-performing Sydney and Melbourne.  We conclude that 
the presence of well-articulated policies, while welcome, is no guarantee that Integrated TODs will 
necessarily be realised. We point to future research directions to better understand how the creation of 
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equitable low-carbon communities can be more conclusively realised via Integrated TODs in 
Australian cities.   
 
Benefits and Costs of Transit Oriented Developments  
The importance of positive interactions between transport and the built environment are long held in 
urban planning (Carlton, 2009). Increasing concerns about the environmental and social impacts of 
urbanisation, along with recognition of the importance sustainable future growth paths, underscored 
recent planning movements including urban consolidation, new urbanism, and smart growth (Carlton, 
2009; Katz, 1994; Yang, 2008). By promoting compact mixed-use developments around principles of 
sustainability, accessibility and affordability, these movements provided the main conceptual 
underpinnings of TOD (Curtis et al., 2009). For instance, it became accepted that consolidation of 
urban environment and the resultant intensification of development and mixed land-uses could reduce 
trip lengths and promote public transport (Cervero and Kockelman, 1997). An important issue in this 
context is the integration and alignment of land-use, transport, and the environment to reduce private 
care dependency. The co-location of mixed-use, higher density developments and quality public 
transport in accessible locations became the basis of TOD design (Dur and Yigitcanlar, 2015; Vande 
Walle et al., 2004; Yigitcanlar and Kamruzzaman, 2014).  
 
The concept of TOD has now featured in planning for almost 25 years, having first been introduced in 
the USA by Peter Calthorpe (1993). He defined TOD as a development where “moderate and high 
density housing along with complementary public uses, jobs, retail, and services are concentrated in 
mixed-use developments at strategic points along the regional transit system” (Calthorpe, 1993, p. 
41). In addition to public transport provision, TODs promote other sustainable transport modes such 
as walking and cycling (Muley et al., 2010). Acceptable walking distances in TODs are usually set 
between 400m and 800m (Dittmar and Ohland, 2004). The literature discusses numerous planning, 
economic, social and environmental benefits and costs of TOD as a promising development concept. 
The most significant economic benefit of TOD is the increased transit ridership and associated 
revenue gains (Arrington and Cervero, 2008; Cervero et al., 2004). TODs can improve social capital in 
urban developments by allowing for improved housing affordability and accessibility (Guthrie and Fan, 
2016; Jewkeys and Delgadillo, 2013; Loukaitou-Sideris, 2010). The reduction in economic cost of 
travel in TODs is often reflected in property prices as it influences residents’ willingness to pay (Batt, 
2001; Duncan, 2010; Ewing and Cervero, 2010; Newman and Kenworthy, 2015; Yan et al., 2012). 
TODs can also create social and economic opportunities for revitalising declining neighbourhoods, 
increasing supplies of affordable housing and improving profits for business and landowners in TODs 
(Cervero et al., 2004; Estupiñán and Rodríguez, 2008).  
 
TODs can potentially deliver environmental benefits by enhancing the interaction between transit and 
the surrounding environment (Singh et al., 2017). The literature promotes TODs as an important tool 
in reducing traffic congestion and improving air quality and health (Dittmar and Ohland, 2004). 
However, increased density of residents, jobs, and employment in TODs can sometimes lead to 
increased traffic congestion (Zhang, 2010). The existing literature broadly agrees on the potential of 
transport in reducing transport energy demand and greenhouse gas emissions. Creutzig et al. (2012), 
for instance, suggested that the right combination of policies to reduce transport demand and improve 
fuel standards could reduce greenhouse gas emissions by up to 75% per capita. TODs also have 
implications for saving energy and can reducing urban sprawl by promoting compact, mixed use, and 
walkable settlements (Cervero et al., 2004; Olaru et al., 2011). Of particular significance is the 
importance of behavioural changes in travel as a result of densification of urban areas around existing 
and new transit hubs that leads to environmental benefits (Renne and Wells, 2004; van Lierop et al., 
2017). Well-designed TODs have the potential to promote ecosystem-based approaches to 
sustainability by reducing heating/cooling expenses and enabling waste reuse (Cervero and Sullivan, 
2011; Kenworthy, 2006). 
 
Potential social benefits may accrue from TODs in tandem with planning and environmental gains, 
(Guerra, 2011). By promoting high density mixed use development in a well-connected urban setting, 
TODs promote better and easier access to employment, jobs, and opportunities (Cervero and Day, 
2008; Schwanen and Mokhtarian, 2007; Singh et al., 2017). Improved walkability and reduced 
congestion can further enhance community health (Brown and Werner, 2007; Chen and McKnight, 
2007). The increased density of population as a result of TODs can promote social capital (Currie and 
Stanley, 2008; Schwanen et al., 2015) and increase sense of community (Brown and Werner, 2011; 
Kamruzzaman et al., 2014b). Well-integrated TODs can also promote more affordable housing 
choices for the community (Haughey and Sherriff, 2010; Olaru et al., 2011). However, the increased 
density can sometimes undermine social equity or result in social exclusion by undermining access to 
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critical services (Schwanen et al., 2015; Stanley et al., 2011; Yigitcanlar et al., 2010). Gentrification 
may also occur, leading to housing affordability issues and displacement of residents (Duncan, 2010; 
Grube-Cavers and Patterson, 2014; Kahn, 2007; Rayle, 2015). 
 
Conceptualising ‘Integrated TODs’ 
The defining qualities of TODs have traditionally included planning and environmental outcomes such 
as compact, high-density, mixed use, walkable urban development in close proximity well-served 
transit (Calthorpe, 1993; Cervero, 2005; FasTracks, 2006). While such attributes are critical to the 
success of TODs, they do not enhance the compound social benefits at the heart of TODs. This has 
been a challenge for many TODs across the world where the over-emphasis of environmental 
outcomes has preceded social justice objectives (Jones and Ley, 2016). Moreover, while barriers to 
the delivery and implementation of TOD projects have extensively been discussed in scholarship, little 
attention has been paid to the barriers that exist in TOD policy formulation. The context specific nature 
of the costs and benefits of TODs particularly need to be incorporated in planning policies (Atkinson-
Palombo and Kuby, 2011). Such an approach needs to be underpinned by a common understanding 
of TOD across governance networks. At the moment there is a lack of a unified definition of TODs 
across different stakeholders and jurisdictions involved in planning and delivery of TODs (Belzer and 
Autler, 2002; Dittmar and Poticha, 2004; Nasri and Zhang, 2014).  
 
To overcome the above issues we propose the concept of ‘Integrated TOD’ as a model of equitable, 
low-carbon urban development. We define Integrated TODs as combining and balancing planning and 
design outcomes (e.g. density, land-use diversity, traffic congestion, etc.), environmental outcomes 
(e.g. sustainability, reducing emissions, etc.), and social outcomes (e.g. affordability, social housing, 
social justice, etc.).  We propose Integrated TODs provide a nuanced policy approach with great 
potential in promoting healthier, low-carbon and social just cities. However, to be effective, it needs to 
be well formulated and supported in policy and understood by all stakeholders. Planning and 
environmental outcomes must be understood as equivalent rather than superior to social outcomes. 
Moreover, Integrated TOD policies need to adhere to definitional nuance and be more prescriptive in 
outlining details and specific requirements at the local scale. 
 
Methods  
To evaluate policy focus on Integrated TOD, we selected three metropolitan areas with active TOD 
policies: Brisbane, Melbourne and Sydney. Each has unique policy frameworks for TOD provision. We 
employed an exploratory approach based on policy content analysis to measure different attributes of 
plans and evaluate vertical and horizontal coordination between multiple documents from 2007-2017 
(Norton, 2008; Tang et al., 2011; Young, 2002). We identified the key land-use, infrastructure and 
climate change-related policies and plans at the state, metropolitan and city level in each case study 
area. The aim was to evaluate the vertical consistency of the plans (in terms of a shared focus and 
support for TODs at different levels) and their horizontal consistency (in terms of support for TOD at 
each level by different types of documents and the level of coordination between policies). We focused 
policies introduced in the last decade (2007-2017). We first searched the documents for specific 
mention of “transit oriented development” or “transport oriented development” and then expanded our 
analysis to include any notions of TOD principles, e.g. integration of land use and transport. We 
systematically categorised the policy expressions regarding Integrated TOD and evaluated their focus 
on planning and design outcomes, environmental outcomes, and social outcomes. Each document 
was then evaluated against an Integrated TOD policy protocol consisting of the scores: 0 (no mention 
of TOD or land-use/transport integration); 1 (focus on land use/transport integration without promoting 
TOD); 2 (promoting only planning and design outcomes of TOD); 3 (promoting planning outcomes as 
well as environmental or social outcomes of TOD); 4 (promoting all three outcomes of integrated 
TOD). As the total number of policies reviewed for each case was not equal, we calculated the 
collective performance of policies and presented the results in percentage, based on a possible 
maximum total score.    
 
Transit-Oriented Development policies in Brisbane, Melbourne and Sydney 
 
Brisbane is Australia’s third largest city. It is the capital city of Queensland and is located in the South 
East Queensland (SEQ) metro-region. The population of Brisbane is 1,184,200, accounting for around 
one third of the total population of 3,462,000 in SEQ (DILGP, 2017, p. 34). The Brisbane City Plan 
2014 is the preeminent planning document in Brisbane. It seeks to advance state and regional 
planning policies and regulates local planning. The Brisbane City Plan 2014 incorporates provisions 
set down at the regional scale by the statutory South East Queensland Regional Plan 2009-2031 (now 
superseded by the South East Queensland Regional Plan 2017). Brisbane is the only capital city in 
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Australia governed by a single local government. The city follows a decentralized, low-density urban 
form and does not share the tradition of higher density living seen in Sydney and Melbourne (Mees, 
2009). Brisbane’s population and population density are both rising, following a long-established trend 
also seen in Sydney and Melbourne (Coffee, Lange and Baker, 2016). 
 
Melbourne city, Australia’s second largest, sits within the Greater Melbourne conurbation, which is 
governed by 31 local governments and home to a population of 4.5 million residents (The State of 
Victoria Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning, 2016). Melbourne is highly suburban 
and predominately low-density. However, high-density, inner-city residential redevelopments have 
increased inner city populations in recent years. Planning policies and priorities for Melbourne are set 
down at the metropolitan, city and scales based on partnerships between the Victorian State 
government and the 31 local governments within the Greater Melbourne conurbation (The State of 
Victoria Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning, 2016). 
 
The City of Sydney is Australia’s largest city. It sits within the Greater Sydney conurbation, which 
extends north and south along Australia’s eastern seaboard and inland through Western Sydney. The 
current population of Greater Sydney is approximately 4.8 million. Like Brisbane and Melbourne, 
Sydney is highly suburban and predominately low-density, though it has small but strong tradition of 
high-density living (Mees, 2009). A Plan for Growing Sydney sets a strategic planning framework for 
the Sydney Metropolitan Area, incorporating 41 Local Government Areas. The Plan provides a new 
approach to governance through the establishment of the Greater Sydney Commission, a dedicated 
agency with responsibility for delivering the aims of the Plan (NSW Planning and Environment, 2014). 
Plans created by local governments within the Sydney Metropolitan Area are expected to incorporate 
priorities set down in A Plan for Growing Sydney. 
 
Table 1 presents the scores for each policy document and the percentages of overall policy focus on 
Integrated TOD in each case study. The majority of the documents that promote TODs do not provide 
a balanced support for all three outcomes and mainly focus on planning and environmental objectives. 
Overall, only 3 documents focused on all three planning, environmental, and social outcomes. The 
findings also indicate significant differences between case studies in terms of how extensively their 
policies support Integrated TODs both vertically and horizontally. We found a higher level of 
consideration of Integrated TOD in Brisbane followed by Melbourne and Sydney. 
 

Table 1. Integrated TOD Policy in Brisbane, Melbourne, and Sydney 

List of Policy 
Integrated TOD Policy Focus 

Planning Outcomes Environmental 
Outcomes Social Outcomes 

Scoring Scale 
 

No Mention of 
TOD or Land 
use/Transport 
Integration 

Land 
use/Transport 
Integration, No 
mention of TOD 

Only planning 
outcomes of 
TOD 

Planning 
outcomes & 
environmental 
or social 
outcomes 

All three 
outcomes of 
Integrated TOD 

0 1 2 3 4 
Queensland 
State Level 
1 State Planning Policy 

2016      

2 

State Planning 
Policy—state interest 
guideline State 
transport 
infrastructure 2016 

     

3 
The State 
Infrastructure Plan 
(SIP 2016) 

     

4 The Queensland Plan 
2014      

5 

Statutory guideline 
03/14 Local 
government 
infrastructure plans 
(2014) 

     

6 Connecting Brisbane 
2017      

Regional Level 
7 South East 

Queensland Regional      
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List of Policy 
Integrated TOD Policy Focus 

Planning Outcomes Environmental 
Outcomes Social Outcomes 

Scoring Scale 
 

No Mention of 
TOD or Land 
use/Transport 
Integration 

Land 
use/Transport 
Integration, No 
mention of TOD 

Only planning 
outcomes of 
TOD 

Planning 
outcomes & 
environmental 
or social 
outcomes 

All three 
outcomes of 
Integrated TOD 

0 1 2 3 4 
Plan 2016 

8 SEQ Regional Plan 
2009-2031      

9 
Connecting SEQ 2031 
Integrated Transport 
Plan 2011  

     

10 
SEQ Infrastructure 
Plan and Program 
2010-2031 

     

City Level 
11 Brisbane City Plan 

2014      

12 
Brisbane Long Term 
Infrastructural Plan 
2012-2031 

     

13 Transport Plan for 
Brisbane 2008-2026      

14 

Brisbane’s Plan for 
Action on Climate 
Change and Energy 
2007 

     

Overall Score: 28/56 
(50%) 0 6 2 12 8 

Victoria 
State Level 

1 
Victoria Planning 
Provisions (update 
May 2017) 

     

2 
Infrastructure Victoria 
30-year Infrastructure 
Strategy (2016) 

     

3 
Victoria’s Climate 
Change Framework 
2016 (2050) 

     

4 

Public Transport 
Guidelines for Land 
Use Development 
(2008) 

     

5 Cycling into the Future 
2013-20123      

Metropolitan Level 
6 Plan Melbourne 2017-

2050      
City Level 
7 Melbourne Planning 

Scheme 2017      

8 
Future Melbourne 
2008-2026 (updated 
in 2015) 

     

9 Zero Net Emissions 
2002 (update 2014)      

10 
Climate Change 
Adaptation Strategy 
Refresh (2017) 

     

11 Transport Strategy 
2012       

12 
City of Melbourne 
Bicycle Plan 2016-
2020 

     

13 Walking Plan 2014-
2017      

Overall Score: 14/52 
(27%) 0 4 6 0 4 

New South Wales 
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List of Policy 
Integrated TOD Policy Focus 

Planning Outcomes Environmental 
Outcomes Social Outcomes 

Scoring Scale 
 

No Mention of 
TOD or Land 
use/Transport 
Integration 

Land 
use/Transport 
Integration, No 
mention of TOD 

Only planning 
outcomes of 
TOD 

Planning 
outcomes & 
environmental 
or social 
outcomes 

All three 
outcomes of 
Integrated TOD 

0 1 2 3 4 
State Level 

1 
State Environmental 
Planning Policies 
(SEPPs) 

     

2 
NSW Climate Change 
Policy Framework 
(2016) 

     

3 
The State 
Infrastructure Strategy 
2012 – 2032  

     

4 
The State 
Infrastructure Strategy 
Update 2014 

     

5 
NSW Long Term 
Transport Master Plan 
2012 

     

Metropolitan Level 
6 A Plan for Growing 

Sydney 2014      
City Level 

7 
Sydney Local 
Environmental Plan 
2012 

     

8 Sydney Development 
Control Plan 2012      

9 
Sustainable Sydney 
2030 Community 
Strategic Plan (2014) 

     

10 

Adapting for Climate 
Change: A long term 
strategy for the City of 
Sydney (2016) 

     

11 
Environmental Action 
2016-2021: Strategy 
and Action Plan  

     

12 
Walking Strategy and 
Action Plan 2015-
2030 

     

13 
Cycle Strategy and 
Action Plan 2007-
2017 

     

14 

Connecting Our City 
2012 (Transport 
Strategies and 
Actions) 

     

15 
City of Sydney Energy 
Efficiency Master Plan 
(2015-2030) 

     

Overall Score: 14/60 
(23.3%) 0 5 0 9 0 

 
Based on our scoring system, 50% of policies between 2007 and 2017 promoted Integrated TOD 
provision in Brisbane. At state level, previous policies such as Climate Q (2009) considered TOD as a 
design response to climate change. Conversely, current policies fail to focus on TODs despite having 
detailed focus on land-use/transport integration. At regional level, the SEQ Regional Plan 2009 
focuses on social diversity and inclusion via TODs. Goals include housing mixes, balanced and 
diverse employment opportunities and affordability. The SEQ Regional Plan 2009 is complemented by 
the SEQ Infrastructure Plan and Program (SEQIPP) 2009, which focused on planning outcomes of 
TODs via activity centres and TOD guidelines. With the update of SEQIPP in 2010, the focus on 
Integrated TOD was considerably reduced to mainly planning outcomes. However, Connecting SEQ 
2031 Integrated Transport Plan (2011) continued to focus on all three outcomes of Integrated TODs. It 
refers to the Transit Oriented Development Guidelines prepared by the Queensland Government in 
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2012 to promote different TOD typologies based on the principles promoted in Regional Plan 2009. 
Unlike current regional plans, the Draft SEQ Regional Plan 2016 (which will come into effect by the 
end of 2017) only mentions TOD twice and instead focuses more on land-use/transport integration via 
a compact urban form. In the light of current regional policy directions, all city level plans in Brisbane 
are highly focused on promoting planning and environmental outcomes of TODs. At city level, 
Brisbane’s’ Plan for Climate Change and Energy 2007 further underpins the horizontal consistency by 
promoting land use transport integration and TOD as a solution to reducing emissions.      
 
About 27% of all land use, infrastructure and climate change plans in Victoria provide policy support 
for Integrated TOD provision for Melbourne. At state level, the Victoria Planning Provisions focus on 
transport and housing strategies to promote walking and cycling via integrated transport in new 
suburbs, urban renewal precincts, grey-field development areas and TOD sites. Although there are 
provisions for affordability and social housing in areas with good public transport access, they are 
specifically not considered in the context of TODs. Other state policies including the 30-year 
Infrastructure Strategy, Victoria’s Climate Change Framework 2016, Public Transport Guidelines for 
Land Use Development (2008) and Cycling into the Future 2013-2013 have a detailed focus on land-
use/transport integration. However, they did not propose any policy provisions regarding Integrated 
TODs. At metropolitan level, Plan Melbourne 2017 is highly focused on Integrated TODs and 
promotes the planning, environmental and social objectives to be considered. The Integrated TOD 
policy directions of the metropolitan plan are not fully reflected in city level policies. In accordance with 
the Victoria Planning Provisions, city scale land use and transport plans only focus on promoting 
planning outcomes of TODs. These priorities are not compatible with the provision of Integrated 
TODs. None of the city-scale policies focus on the need for integration of land use and transport via 
TOD.  
 
The policy focus on Integrated TOD is least emphasised in New South Wales (NSW) policies at 23%. 
Notwithstanding, state level infrastructure policies in NSW are more progressive than Victoria and 
Queensland state policies in integrating both planning and environmental outcomes of TODs. For 
example, the updated State Infrastructure Strategy Update (2014) focuses on transport connectivity 
across major employment centres to reduce congestion and promotes TODs as an option to delivering 
economic and social benefits. Similarly, the NSW Long Term Transport Master Plan 2012 has a 
detailed focus on TOD with the plan’s 20-year vision suggesting TOD-led urban renewal as a major 
feature of Sydney’s growth. While the State Environmental Planning Policies are key to guiding urban 
development at state level and promote land-use/transport integration, they do not focus on TODs as 
a solution. There is also no mention of land-use and transport integration or TOD in the NSW Climate 
Change Policy Framework 2016. At metropolitan scale, A Plan for Growing Sydney 2014 follows state 
policies including the State Infrastructure Strategy and the NSW Long Term Transport Master Plan, 
but unlike them, fails to promote TOD. At city level TOD consideration is found only in the Sydney 
Development Control Plan 2012, which aims to minimise greenhouse gas generation by promoting 
TOD principles in specific locations such as Green Square Town Centre and Harold Park. The Sydney 
Local Environmental Plan 2012 and Connecting Our City 2012 both promote well-serviced integrated 
compact settlements with consideration of affordable housing in some Local Environmental Plans. 
However, they do not focus on TODs as a means of delivering these integrated communities. Other 
city level climate change and environmental plans focus on reducing greenhouse emission through 
transport and promote of walking and cycling, but fail to address the need for integration of land use 
and transport via Integrated TODs. 
 
Does the Integrated TOD Policy matter? 
 
Overall, our findings suggest that the majority of policies pertaining to TODs over the last decade 
primarily conceptualise them as urban design interventions capable of delivering environmental 
benefits by reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  There is a distinct lack of focus on social outcomes 
in each case study. The lack of focus on social outcomes of TODs is costly for Australian cities 
because consolidation strategies contain urban development, which generally raises land prices and 
challenges housing choice and affordability. Urban planning has been criticised for overlooking the 
issue of justice and fairness (Jarvie and Friend, 2016). Affordable housing with good access to transit 
and commercial uses can actually help with tackling road congestion and environmental pollution 
(Payne, 2017). The general failure of Brisbane, Sydney and Melbourne to translate the multiple 
rationales of Integrated TODs into spatial realities is arguably a failure of process, justice and fairness.  
 
The role of land use planning in strategic metropolitan decision-making has diminished since the mid-
2000s because of a stronger focus on large-scale infrastructure projects (Dodson, 2009; Legacy et al., 
2017). Moreover, public transport investment in major Australian cities has not kept with the rapid 
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growth in population (Legacy, 2016). Delivery of TODs in major cities such as Brisbane, Melbourne 
and Sydney is principally attributed to existence of special planning regulatory frameworks and 
government involvement through state development agencies (Searle et al., 2014). The greater policy 
focus on Integrated TOD in Brisbane is likely a legacy of past policies, particularly the Southeast 
Queensland (SEQ) regional plans. The importance of the potential value in integrating land use and 
transport became understood very quickly in the SEQ region compared to the Melbourne and Sydney 
metropolitan regions (Dodson, 2009).  
 
A turning point in SEQ for strategic land-use and infrastructure planning was the SEQ Regional Plan 
2005 as the first statutory plan that focused substantially on the integration of land use and transport. 
The plan promoted TODs in larger regional activity centres and smaller transit-oriented communities. 
The SEQ Regional Plan 2005 also established a ‘Transit Oriented Development Taskforce’ to assist 
with delivery of TOD outcomes. As a result of the relative power of Brisbane City Council in the 
process of plan formation, the SEQ Regional Plan 2005 was less prescriptive and more flexible 
compared to Melbourne and Sydney metropolitan strategies of the time – Melbourne 2030 and City of 
Cities 2005 (Bunker and Searle, 2009). Policy priorities towards TOD provision remain in place under 
the current SEQ Regional Plan 2009 but look like they may lose traction when the SEQ Regional Plan 
2016 takes precedence in late 2017. In Melbourne and Sydney, as opposed to SEQ, the incorporation 
of infrastructure in land-use decisions stretched over a long period of time but is less articulated 
(Dodson, 2009). For example, metropolitan strategies for Melbourne, including Melbourne @5 Million 
and Plan Melbourne 2014, now include policy considerations of TODs, but took far longer to do so 
than the SEQ equivalents.  Conversely, TOD has never been a metropolitan level strategic policy 
consideration in Sydney (e.g. City of Cities). The strength and long history of SEQ regional planning 
relative to Sydney and Melbourne may partly explain this divergence across the three capital cities. 
 
Conclusions  
 
Transit Orientated Developments are an important planning tool with the ability to deliver low-carbon 
and socially just communities. Our conceptualisation of Integrated TODs expressly recognises the 
need for planning, environmental and social outcomes to be communally recognised and facilitated by 
policies designed to provide functional and successful TODs. The potential and full benefits of TODs 
have not been effectively realised in urban policy, with limited evidence of successful TODs across the 
world and particularly in Australia. The social elements of TODs, including affordable housing and 
mixed tenure, are neglected or absent in many cases. This paper examined how TODs have been 
conceptualised and integrated in planning and policy in Brisbane, Melbourne, and Sydney from 2007-
2017. Our conceptual model of Integrated TOD was used to further refine policy analysis in each case 
study. Our findings indicate that the majority of TOD policies generally conceptualise these 
interventions as a form of urban design with improved environmental benefits. Our specific findings 
pointed to significant differences between the case studies, with Brisbane having a more integrated 
TOD policy focus than Melbourne or Sydney. This was principally a result of a systematic policy 
approach to promoting planning, environmental and social outcomes of TODs at the metropolitan 
level.  
 
Our findings call for a more integrated approach towards blending planning outcomes with 
environmental and social objectives in TOD policies. Integrated TODs offer a potentially useful way 
forward in this quest. However, more flexibility needs to be embedded at strategic levels to support 
this innovation in Australian planning. A first step towards achieving the goal of Integrated TOD is 
settling a unified definition and defining relevant principles to be incorporated in policies of different 
levels and types. Our conceptualisation of Integrated TOD can be further developed. Several steps 
are planned to follow this paper. The sample of policies studied for this paper was limited to the 
current land-use, transport and climate policies of the case studies. As such, future research will focus 
on longitudinal study of TOD policy progress over time to provide greater power to draw better 
conclusions about case studies. Other methodologies such as spatial analysis and interviews with the 
key stakeholders in TOD planning and policy-making will be undertaken. These should triangulate the 
findings to better understand the pathways and barriers to Integrated TOD policy formulation, as well 
as the success or failure factors likely to condition implementation. This future research will build on 
the early insights documented in this paper and we anticipate the findings will have important 
implications for the delivery of in pursuit of equitable low-carbon communities in Australia and beyond. 
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