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03 August 2018 

The Committee Secretary 
Standing Committee on Planning and Urban Renewal 
Legislative Assembly for the ACT 
GPO Box 1020 
CANBERRA ACT 2601 

JOANNA NELSON 
ARCHITECT 

ABN 18 576 142 948 

Inquiry into Engagement with Development Application Processes in the ACT 

To the Secretary 

I write as an architect based in Canberra who regularly uses the development application process, 
primarily for single dwelling applications. 

To date the experience has been satisfactory, except for a recent experience with the Exemption 
Declaration process. Under the terms of reference to the Enquiry, my submission relates most closely 
to 2)a, i.e. the effectiveness of DA processes, including the information provided in relation to 
requirements. 

I lodged an Exemption Declaration on the advice of my certifier, in relation to a minor front boundary 
setback encroachment for a project assessed by the certifier as a single dwelling and otherwise DA 
exempt. I lodged the drawings I understood would clearly describe the encroachment (site plan and 
elevations). 

The assessor requested further documentation (a floor plan) and advised that the project could not be 
assessed because the process only applied to single dwellings and the project 'has the potential to 
present as a secondary residence'. 

I requested a meeting, based on the ambiguity of the advice, which was also attended by my client. At 
that meeting I was accused of being confrontational and trying to 'hide' the floor plan. I explained that 
there was no intention to mislead, in fact I had advised my clients at the start of the project that it was 
not practical to provide a secondary dwelling, due to site slope and other constraints. 

The officer rejected all my arguments and also the certifier 's written opinion, that the proposal was a 
single dwelling and that it could not be issued with a building approval for two separate occupancies. 

My client's diplomacy resulted in the officer finally admitting that the process could proceed if a door 
was removed. It was an unnecessarily stressful experience. 

It appears that what was intended to be a simple and efficient process has become a minefield, due to 
an underlying agenda to to curb illegal secondary dwellings. 

I hope this statement is useful to the Enquiry. 

Joanna Nelson Architect 
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