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I live in , a strata community of 105 townhouses. My unit’s 
allocated parking spaces are in a shared parking area away from our unit, so 
charging from our unit’s meter is impractical. Nonetheless, members of my 
household have been driving various electric cars since 2009 and we have been 
driving exclusively electric since 2019.  
I have also been a long-term member of our Owners Corporation’s (OC) executive 
committee (EC). Consequently, I have given thought to strata EV charging matters 
for longer than most.  
I would be happy to address any aspect of life with an EV for the Inquiry. I would also 
be happy to address specific questions on charging in an OC. I have a good 
understanding of both the technical/electrical requirements and familiarity with 
relevant legislation.  
Contact Info 
Peter Campbell 

 
 

 
Ad hoc charging arrangements can precede comprehensive solutions 
Initially, I charged our cars from the unit of a neighbour who kindly allowed me use a 
power point that I arranged to have connected from my parking space to his meter, 
which was conveniently close to our shared parking area. It was sub-metered and I 
paid him periodically for the electricity costs I had added to his account. The EC 
granted permission for the cable to traverse a few meters of common property to an 
ordinary power point in my parking space as a ‘minor use’ of common property 
pursuant to Schedule 2.4 of the Unit Titles (Management) Act 2011 (UTMA) subject 
to various conditions such as using a licenced electrician, the location of the cable 
and power point and accepting responsibility for any repair and maintenance. In the 
short term, for the first few EV drivers, such ad hoc arrangements can be practical 
and pragmatic yet formal and consistent with the UTMA. I note that the ‘minor use’ 
provision has often been used similarly by ECs to approve Foxtel cabling and the like 
without the need to go to a general meeting of the OC.  
I suggest that many OCs could find similar, cheap, temporary, ad hoc solutions to 
avoid discouraging the first few EV drivers. For example, an OC could give 
permission for installation or use of a common property power point subject to written 
conditions such as that permission could be rescinded once some critical number of 
residents want charging and that the OC’s costs for electricity must be reimbursed. A 
cheap kWh counter in line with the power point might be enough to track usage or a 
reasonable estimate could be based on distances driven. This would buy time to get 
a majority of owners to appreciate the need for a general and more permanent 



solution for charging and for research, discussion, consultation and education to take 
place.  
Each OC is different 
In 2018, I was the main author of Wybalena Grove’s EV charging plan, which was 
adopted by general meeting resolution. A charging plan was necessary to provide 
guidance to future ECs, setting out how and by what authority different units with 
differing circumstances should be permitted to install charging facilities in order to 
provide the most practical convenience and equity possible.  
We have subsets of units in four different categories: 

1) We have a subset of units that have attached garages and they can organise 
their own charging from their own meters at very minor expense, much like an 
ordinary detached suburban house.  

2) We have units that are sufficiently close to their allocated spaces in shared 
common property parking areas that it is practical to run electrical cables back 
to the individual meters and distribution boards of those units.  

3) We have other units that are not sufficiently close for cabling to their allocated 
parking spaces. However, the relevant parking areas have common property 
electrical supplies with sufficient spare electrical capacity so long as it is only 
shared between the units in category 3 that need it and the units in category 2 
use their own supply.  

4) We have a few units whose parking spaces are neither sufficiently close to a 
common property electrical supply point nor their own unit. These last units 
will require additional supply points from the network or a shared charger.  

Most OCs will have all of their units in only one of those categories. Consequently, 
there will usually be a single best solution that could ultimately be installed with 
equity between all units. The best solution might be very different from one OC to 
another. One OC might have a solution that involves cabling back to each unit’s 
individual meter while another OC has everyone sharing a load-managed common 
property supply in their allocated parking spaces. Yet another OC might have 
unallocated spaces where they install one or a few relatively fast chargers and 
establish rules for sharing.  
Our OC is relatively unusual, though probably not unique, in having different 
circumstances among the units. A consequence of our differing circumstances is that 
our charging plan has each unit responsible for the installation, repair, maintenance 
and electricity costs associated with their own charging. Costs of some of the 
equipment for units in categories 3 and 4 will be shared pro rata among small groups 
of units that share facilities in particular parking areas but submetering ensures that 
residents only pay for their actual electricity consumption. The OC aims for cost 
recovery only.  
UTMA considerations 
I am aware that many OCs are grappling with differing assumptions about the 
operation of the UTMA and the practical aspects of charging. In particular, some 
seem to worry that some aspects of EV charging arrangements will require a special 
resolution (not more than ¼ opposed) even if other aspects can be approved by 
ordinary resolution (simple majority). Each argument that I am aware of is, I think, 



incorrect as outlined below. I think it is clear that the intention of s.23 is to streamline 
sustainability infrastructure proposals so that every aspect can be authorised by one 
ordinary resolution bypassing any need for multiple resolutions of different classes 
for different aspects of a singular proposal.  
Sustainability Infrastructure and UTMA s.23 
Some seem unsure whether EV charging equipment is ‘sustainability infrastructure’ 
for the purposes of the UTMA such as s.20, s.23, s.71, s.83, s.88 and s.108. I think it 
is absolutely obvious that EV charging equipment fits the definition of ‘sustainability 
infrastructure’ in the Dictionary section of the UTMA. I don’t think any change is 
needed but such concerns could be put to bed either by providing some examples in 
a note in the Act (say clotheslines, community garden, rainwater tanks, EV charging 
equipment and solar panels) or by the ACT government providing written advice that 
EV charging infrastructure is sustainability infrastructure.  
Some are concerned that a special privilege (requiring a special resolution) might be 
needed to enable a unit owner to install or use EV charging equipment on common 
property. In our OC, our common property parking spaces are allocated to unit 
owners by a registered special privilege rule that includes various terms and 
conditions. One of those conditions is that the unit owner is not to modify or attach 
anything to the space without approval from the EC. However, the EC is directed by 
the general meeting ordinary resolution that adopted our EV charging plan pursuant 
to s.23 to approve charging outlets and cabling for each unit when satisfied that they 
comply with requirements described in the EV charging plan. Since these are 
anticipated as part of the s.23 plan, they don’t need a further or higher level of 
approval.  
It seems to me that s.23 is sufficient for an OC to authorise a comprehensive vehicle 
charging plan and to set out what sorts of equipment can be installed where and by 
whom (and how it will be funded). Indeed s.23 requires such details to be set out. If 
need be, it seems to me that part 1(c) of s.23 “An owners corporation for a units plan 
may, if authorised by an ordinary resolution, … grant an easement or any other right 
over any part of the common property for the purpose of the installation, operation or 
maintenance of the sustainability or utility infrastructure” is sufficient to avoid the 
need for multiple special privileges granted by special resolutions. Instead, the 
approved parking plan could state, for example, that each unit can connect a 
compatible charging outlet to the OC’s load-managed ‘spine’ (cable trays, cabling, 
distribution board modifications etc) at their own cost subject to a set of standard 
conditions such as EC oversight, outlet location etc.  
The whole point of s.23 was to enable everything needed for ‘sustainability 
infrastructure’ to be achieved by one ordinary (simple majority) resolution so long as 
all the required details were included in the proposal. I can’t see that s.23 lacks 
anything that would be needed to approve a comprehensive EV charging plan by 
ordinary resolution.  
UTMA s.78 income 
Some are concerned that receiving ‘income’ from providing EV charging might fall 
foul of s.78, even if it is only on a cost-recovery basis (as I think it should be). Again, 
I think this is a misinterpretation. Recouping the costs associated with a s.23 



provision of EV charging can, in my opinion, be authorised by the s.23 ordinary 
resolution that covers the rest of a charging plan. The on-going cost of providing 
electricity is part of the cost of providing EV charging and the s.23 resolution can 
include that this cost is to be recouped pro rata from owners who are charging their 
vehicles. I don’t think this would count as a departure from the usual levying of 
‘general fund contributions’ in proportion to unit entitlements that is the concern of 
s.78.  
Furthermore, s.29 states that “An owners corporation for a units plan may, if 
authorised by an ordinary resolution, enter into and carry out an agreement with an 
owner or occupier of a unit for ... the provision of facilities or services for the unit (or 
its owner or occupier).” The s.23 resolution could refer to s.29 and set out the terms 
(most likely cost recovery) to be used for the provision of EV charging to any unit.  
An alternative that might be preferred by larger OCs is to put billing into the hands of 
an external provider who reads the individual meters and bills the relevant residents.  
Don’t let the first few take all the supply capacity! 
I would also draw the attention of other OCs and the Inquiry to s.108(3)(f): “An 
alternative rule is not valid to the extent that it results in the rules … prohibiting or 
restricting the installation, operation or maintenance of sustainability infrastructure in 
or on the common property or a unit”. In my view this provision should be read in 
conjunction with default rule 7 which states: “A unit owner must not use the common 
property, or permit it to be used, to interfere unreasonably with the use and 
enjoyment of the common property by an owner, occupier or user of another unit, 
other than in accordance with a special privilege rule.”  
A potential problem could arise if some early adopters insist on installing relatively 
high-powered EV charging equipment. EV charging where one lives and sleeps does 
not need to be fast but this is not always appreciated by people who have not yet 
lived with an EV. The finite electrical supply capacity of a building is a shared 
common property resource that should be available equitably to all for their ‘use and 
enjoyment’. So, I suggest that while an OC cannot prohibit or prevent the addition of 
EV charging equipment absolutely, it also can and should act to ensure that such 
equipment is installed in a way that is consistent with all residents being able to 
eventually have equitable access to charging. The OC or EC should not prevent 
residents from charging but they should also not give away an unfair share of a 
shared resource to the detriment of other residents.  
That might mean, for example, not permitting 32A, 7kW charging outlets in order to 
be able to permit 15A, 3.5kW charging outlets for twice as many units, possibly on a 
temporary basis, possibly extending the time before a more sophisticated, load-
managed system becomes necessary.  
Embedded Networks 
Another concern some have raised is whether the provision of electricity for EV 
charging amounts to an ‘embedded network’, which are subject to strict regulation by 
the Australian Energy Regulator (AER). The AER have made it clear in publications 
that they regard supply of energy to ‘premises’ as subject to its regulation but they 
don’t regard EVs as ‘premises’. They reason that the owner of an EV can drive 
elsewhere for charging if they don’t like the deal offered by the OC, so they do not 



need the same level of consumer protection as is needed for a unit that can’t go 
elsewhere.  
Charging equipment to run with the unit 
Yet another worry was that a permission or privilege granted to a particular owner 
might not transfer to a new owner of the unit. Our OC has legal advice received in 
another context that we could grant a privilege to ‘the owner of unit X at any time’ in 
order to make the privilege run with the property. The matter that used that 
formulation was upheld at ACAT. Consequently, I don’t believe the UTMA needs a 
change to ensure that EV equipment installed for or by a unit can stay with that unit 
as the unit changes hands.  
Financial support for OCs 
I am pleased to read that the ACT government proposes to provide financial support 
to OCs. Clarity is needed about the level of that support and whether it is for class A 
units only or could be available to class B developments such as Wybalena Grove 
that have units that cannot charge from their own meter within in their own attached 
garage. The costs for units in our categories 3 and 4 are considerably higher than 
those in categories 1 and 2. 
Living with an EV 
Aside from strata matters, I would be happy to talk to the Inquiry about life in general 
with an EV including, for example, my experiences towing a camper trailer with my 
current EV (mostly trouble-free) and occasional longer trips (Coffs Harbour to 
Canberra, 830km, in a day was the longest – also no big deal). Since that Coffs 
Harbour trip in early 2020, there are more than twice as many fast DC charging 
locations on that route. Of course, there are also now more than twice as many EVs 
using that route. The roll-out of charging infrastructure, will need to keep pace.  
Hydrogen 
Finally, hydrogen fuel cell EVs (FCEVs) often come up in discussions of battery EVs. 
For ordinary light vehicles, FCEVs are a solution in search of a problem. The 
problem they purport to address is recharging speed but most people, most of the 
time, charge at home or perhaps at work or while shopping. With larger battery 
capacities in more recent vehicles, one rarely needs to charge to 100% to have 
ample range. On long trips out of town, hydrogen refueling would not provide a 
speed advantage. By way of example, I recently needed a top up in Goulburn to 
complete a trip returning home (towing my trailer). I plugged in with less than 20% 
state of charge. In the short time it took to visit the toilets and consume an ice cream, 
my car was back to over 50% and I was back on the road. My 2019 car is slower to 
charge than many 2022 cars. The current model of the same car is a third faster and 
other current models would have charged to 80% in the same short time.  
Using hydrogen for light vehicles is also ridiculously wasteful. About 3 times more 
electricity is needed to use hydrogen compared with just charging a car directly due 
to the energy losses at each step of electrolysis, compressing the hydrogen and 
running the fuel cell. A battery is still required to buffer the output of the fuel cell 
against rapid changes in power demand. We already have an electricity grid that can 
be gradually augmented as more renewable generation and demand is connected. 



Why ignore that and propose the creation of a hydrogen distribution system from 
scratch? Often, I suspect, there is an ulterior motive from fossil fuel interests that 
would benefit from delay and distraction from EVs.  
Hydrogen is absolutely essential for some applications and quite likely for some 
other applications. It may be needed for extremely heavy, extremely long-range 
vehicles such as intercontinental shipping and air-craft but it is very unlikely for light 
vehicles such as ordinary cars. This is well summarised here: 
https://www.linkedin.com/pulse/clean-hydrogen-ladder-v40-michael-liebreich where 
applications are ranked from ‘unavoidable’ to ‘uncompetitive’ (trains, buses, cars).  




