
What Impact Does Workplace 
Accessibility Have on Housing 
Prices? Sydney 2006-2011 
Heather MacDonald, Alan Peters, Natalya de Pooter, and Ji 
Yuan Yu 



How does employment accessibility 
affect peoples’ housing preferences? 
 

• Changes in job accessibility are a key driver of 
metropolitan change 

• But value of accessibility is mediated by other factors – 
demographics, neighbourhood attributes,  quality of 
life 

• Lower income households may be constrained to 
housing sub-markets with poorer job accessibility 

• Hedonic analyses offer a way to estimate the relative 
value people place on job accessibility 

 

 



Workplace Accessibility and 
Housing Prices 

• Theory: 

• Householders will pay for accessibility to work 

• Residential housing costs & residential land rent 
decline as accessibility to the centre decreases 

• Substantial changes in this understanding: 

• Cities have become polycentric 

• Multi-adult households have more than one employed 
member 

• Employment is not the only thing that people value 

 

 



Research Approach 

• Weighted Repeat-Sales (WRS) approach to 
estimating housing price changes 2006 to 2011 

• Modified gravity model to estimate changes in 
accessible jobs 2006 - 2011 

• Spatial lag term included to control for spatial 
auto-correlation 

• Comparison of impacts of changing accessibility 
on units versus houses 



Employment Centres 



Methodology 

• Data: 
• Custom property sales dataset of 13,198 properties 

that sold at least twice between 2006 and 2011  

• Census 2006 and 2011 

• 2009 NAPLAN education test scores 

• NSW Bureau of Crime Statistics 

• Job Accessibility Measure: 
• Change in job accessibility defined as:   

• the change in number of jobs for each major 
employment centre  

• divided by squared distance of each property to the 
central point of the employment area 



Sample Data Characteristics 
Neighbourhood Characteristics  Houses Units Total 

% single houses locally 67.32 43.12 55.58 

% semi / row/ terrace houses locally 12.88 12.9 12.89 

% apartments locally 19.23 43.43 30.97 

% work trips by transit 18.28 25.28 21.68 

% work trips by car 64.34 53.82 59.24 

% work trips by bike/walk 3.8 8.32 5.99 

Ratio of new dwellings to 2006 dwellings 5.66 5.71 5.68 

Resident Characteristics Houses Units Total 

% renters 28.73 38.54 33.49 

% homeowners 69.49 59.53 64.66 

Median age household head 36.46 35.53 36.0 

Median mortgage repayments $2285.97 $2367.59 $2325.56 

Median weekly rent $368.20 $401.29 $384.25 

Persons per bedroom 1.15 1.20 1.17 

Median household weekly income $1551.71 $1561.88 $1556.64 



Sample Data Characteristics 
Crime & Education Houses Units Total 

% Change in property crime rate, 2006-2011 -23.66 -26.6 -25.09 

% Change in burglary rate, 2006-2011 -21.35 -25.97 -23.59 

% with Public Primary school in lowest decile 18.04 11.5 14.87 

% with Public Primary school in highest decile 21.48 19.84 20.68 

% with Public Secondary school in lowest 

decile 
19.6 15.58 17.65 

% with Public Secondary school in highest 

decile 
12.06 18.4 15.14 

% tertiary students 5.1 6.5 5.78 

Employment Patterns Houses Units Total 

% labour force employed 94.2 94.19 94.2 

% residents working in CBD  16.29 26.02 21.01 

% residents working in LGA of residence 30.34 30.52 30.43 

% Change in jobs accessible, 2006-2011 13.996 18.3418 16.1032 



Findings: Base Model 

• Includes units & houses 

• Signs of the variable coefficients were as 
expected: 

 

 
Negative 

Property crime rates increased 

Schools scored in bottom decile 
of the state on educational 
outcome measures 

Positive 

Properties with more 
bedrooms and bathrooms 

Areas where more new 
dwellings were added 

Transit use, walking & biking 
increased 

Change in job accessibility 



Findings: Controlling for Region 

• Added region flags to the base model 

• Signs of the coefficients remained the same, but 
some became less significant or insignificant 
once region was controlled for: 

• Proportion of new dwellings added 

• Presence of a primary school in the bottom decile 

• Change in commuting by transit 

• Most importantly, for our purposes, changes in 
job accessibility became insignificant 



Findings: Units versus Houses 

• Hypothesised that job access might have 
different impacts on the market for units 
compared to single detached houses 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Units Houses 

• School quality not significant • Poor school quality has significant 
effects for secondary, but not primary 
schools 

• Increases in commuting by 
walking or biking is significant 

• Crime rates are significant, but signs 
are inconsistent – negative for 
property crime but positive for 
burglary 

• Changes in job accessibility 
have a negative (but only 
marginally significant) effect 

• Changes in job accessibility is positive 
and significant 



Discussion 

• Changes in employment access have stronger effects 
on single detached homes compared to units, once 
we control for region 

• Why? 
• Demographic profile of units dwellers likely differs 

from those of house dwellers  

• Units already have access to a wider range of jobs, 
even after controlling for region 

• Benefits of greater density and more mixed land 
uses may be less widely distributed for single homes, 
thus improved job accessibility is more sharply 
differentiated for houses?   

 
 



Further Questions 

• Investigate whether results vary depending on 
the nature of labour market change:  

• Disaggregate changes by occupation and  industry 
sectors to see if some sorts of job growth / decline are 
associated with different housing price trends 

 


