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Submission to ACT Legislative Assembly Inquiry into New Planning Bill,  emailed 20/11/22 

Please note that I appreciated receiving the extension sought  for input to this inquiry (ie an extra two 
business days and a weekend 19-20 November). I apologise in advance for formatting and editing issues 
perceived by the reader, submitting to the extended deadline has been given priority. 
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Foreword 
 
This Inquiry is critical for helping to repair, bolster, and also safeguard for the future, public trust and faith in 
the AC T planning system and the ways in which it and the government responsible for it, can better protect, 
and  enhance physical, visual, and social well-being: 
 

“Nothing is more destructive of democracy than a situation where people lack  
confidence in those administrators that stand in a position of public trust” 

 
(Nick Greiner, Premier of NSW, 1988, referring to both elected and non-elected administrators) 

 
 

Introduction 

a) Input to Inquiry concerns 
 

• Given other current input/consultation exercises that I have, and am still responding to, in a 
relatively short period of time,1 I still have not had sufficient time to address many specific matters 
arising in and from the Bill , their import for the implementation path ahead, or raise the questions, 
areas of clarification etc that I believe need to be addressed and hopefully can be, by this Inquiry and 
its recommendations 

 

 
1 In a smaller area of the inner north, where is significant urban renewal projects, proposals, and rezoning exercises continue to 
appear more rapidly now, the community faces these deadlines between 11-23 November. 
1. Yowani Stage 1  pre-DA - deadline - 11 November, with only two week’s notification for this process by the developer’s 

consultants. 
2. Assembly Inquiry - deadline - 16 November  
3. EPSDD’s Kamberra Draft Variation - deadline - 18 November 
4. EPSDD's Reconsideration of a major DA – deadline - 23 November, for four 4-storey complexes in the middle of an established 

suburb. The reconsideration and a list of 50 revised planning documents were only advised to previous input makers (on the 
original DA) directly to me ( as previous input maker to the original DA ) on 7 November. 

 
These follow on from other recent formal submissions made on the: 
a. Planning Bill consultation draft  - 18 June 2022 
b. Draft Active Travel Plan - 24 August 2022 
c. Estate Development Plan for Yowani, Lyneham - 23 September 2022 
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• I hope that the Inquiry is able to consider issues that I and others raise in some depth and ensure 
that its considerations and responses are communicated well in various ways to the broader public, 
whose awareness of the Bill and participation to date has been quite limited. 2 
 

• I am not aware of any series of  information sessions about the amended Bill, eg ‘town halls’ with an 
online presence/viewing option to provide information, analysis of comparative scenarios, and Q 
and A opportunities. The apparent total reliance on just loading up a couple of websites does not 
necessarily lead to satisfactory comprehension of the Bill’s current content and ‘feel’ for it as a 
whole 

- are such sessions being held, say, for the building, construction, and  property 
sectors, to help them obtain a better overall grasp of the amended Bill? 

- this approach to the amended Bill does not assist the Inquiry’s job, nor encourage 
the broader public to then consider the new tranche of Bill-related documentation 
that was released on 1 November (new Territory Plan and district strategies), and 
to participate in ad hoc pop-ups, 90-minute workshops, and make formal inputs 
on another range of complex yet vital planning material. 

 

b) What the Inquiry should deliver 
 

• The Inquiry's report and recommendations should aim to be seminal and instructive, and a means of 
improving the transparency, accountability, and governance processes that need to  be committed 
to in the Bill, and fleshed out in its attendant documentation (Territory Plan and district strategies). 
 
 

c) The Inquiry’s remit – a comment on the scope - insufficient guidance 
 

• Unfortunately the Inquiry’s webpage does not make it easier for the general public to focus on Bill-
related issues and its context 

- the Terms of Reference page link on the main Inquiry page does not list any Terms 
of Reference prominently – it leads to only one page of the operational detail 
about the Inquiry (see Attachment A).  No indication or guide is provided on that 
page about matters the Inquiry may wish to consider specifically since it was 
announced on 21 September 

- the main webpage just beckons very generally for inputs with “we want to hear 
from you” - this may be helpful to those who wish to make a first input on the Bill, 
but not so much those who have already made what would be quite substantial 
formal inputs 

- I assume there is a full set of the Terms of Reference available somewhere: it is a 
pity they were not more readily accessible 

- I also assume that the committee members are familiar with the actual content of 
the formal submissions made on the draft Bill by 18 June 2022, so that issues 

 
2 particularly since I understand much pre-Bill communication and development focused on a small number of invitees from various 
sectors, with some community representatives, and were not for broader exposure: an initial district strategy workshop was held for 
each area but with little warning - the inner north one was rather rushed on the night and participants were unable to contribute 
more than superficial remarks. 
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arising from the Inquiry process can be considered against this background (ie not 
just the formal Bill Consultation Report). 

 
 

d) Approach taken to this submission 
 

• In view of the situations at (a) and (b) above, in the time available I am only raising a few specific 
points that have also been listed in the document called ‘Draft Planning Bill Consultation Report, 
September 2022 (65pp of main issues raised and addressed).  
 

• My main comments concern the broader, ‘bigger picture’ settings and ‘outcomes’, for this amended 
Bill, and  if and how it will ensure considerable improvements, not just ‘outcomes‘ which need 
further clarification, definition , monitoring, review, and reporting in order to satisfy public interest 
in the Bill’s use and application over coming years  

- the public requires easy access to, and comprehension of, key processes and 
inputs by different players according to what appears to be  very different 
pathways, especially for the community 

- and how a far more balanced and more ‘joined-up’ planning system can be 
established and committed to by government. 
 

e)  Overall, a more balanced focus and commitment is required of the Bill 
 

• So far the whole public communication thrust of the reform package is largely biased towards built 
forms especially residential development particularly in many suburbs north and south of the lake 
adjacent to current or proposed light rail corridors 

- even general introductory descriptions/conversations3 from key drafters of the 
planning reform package give the impression that all the public wants to hear 
about is where the residential ‘densification’ will occur, and changes to rezoning  
workability issues are equally important. 
 

• Far more review and discussion is needed, including as part of the Inquiry, about the Bill’s content, 
directions, and priorities regarding non-built/building forms of our rapidly growing urban and 
densification environment: 

- too much lip service is paid currently to the need for, and timely provision of, 
 new and upgraded infrastructure 
 site integrated new or upgraded nearby parks 
 far more canopy tree cover, especially in public spaces, along verges, along 

new and upgraded footpathing, and in car parks (eg see Attachment B 
examples) 

 community use facilities, including multi-purpose use spaces in new schools, 
reuse of major former public land (eg that once housed now demolished 
schools), for at least public use purposes: and land rezoned from leisure and 
recreation uses enables residential development (and little else) 

- currently such considerations lag many years behind approvals that are given very 
quickly in comparison, for major built form projects, or are not committed to at all 

 
3 eg meeting held by Woden Valley Community Council [WVCC ] on 2 November 2022, where the chief planner and another senior 
official spoke to the tranche of reform documents released on 1 November 2022. 
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-  the latter including outright refusals, as has been case for far too often along the 
major Gateway 8-lane main transit corridor and within the suburbs that abut it. A 
good and very basic example of this occurred locally  - the community had to 
argue for a public footpath running from a main suburban thoroughfare with bus 
stops, through a new major residential development (town houses and 4-storey 
complexes) and on to the suburb’s central public areas and facilities. The large 
renewal site had been public land  (school).  
 

• The Bill does not appear to deliver sufficiently strong rebalancing or priority setting regarding the full 
gamut of the development components that are necessary to make our city far more appealing, 
visually appealing, and liveable.  Stark reminders to many, every day, about the failures of the 
current planning system are: 

- the uncoordinated, piecemeal, unbalanced ‘outcomes‘ to date along the Gateway 
and Flemington Road  

- the thousands of new dwellings on the drawing board for the area between the 
Antill Street-Northbourne Avenue intersection and Flemington Road (V below also 
refers to the need for ‘joined up’ planning)  
 what else does the Bill need to include  or strengthen to counteract or 

remove such deficiencies? 
 what else does the amended Bill need to include, and where, to strengthen 

the resolve and ability of all the main players to address and avoid the 
future continuation or emergence, plus possible proliferation, of such 
deficiencies  - especially when it can be done (and should have been done) 
right at the beginning of the planning process, ie via the Bill? (II and V  
below also refer, eg  on the role of NCDRP, and the need for more ‘joined 
up’ planning). 
 

• All of the above factors are critical to ensuring public faith and trust in the planning reform package 
when it is implemented. 
 
 

f) Key question for the Inquiry : 
Will  the Bill counter and make redundant current perceptions of game-playing and  a ‘bulldozing’ 
approach shown by property sector players? 

• Further to the above current community concerns about the current planning environment, and 
what is perceived as entrenched and limiting practices, the Inquiry’s deadline week coincided with 
more local press articles that suggest how developers 

- are rushing to beat the planning reforms 
- have no interest in showing they are prepared to accept, and start adhering to, the 

spirit of next year's reforms 
- are intensifying highly negative aspects of the environment surrounding not only 

the current planning system but also the formation and finalisation of the new 
system 

- and therefore make it very difficult for community consultation to be considered 
worthwhile or meaningful. 
 

• One 16 November 2022 article read: 
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“Developer seeks 76 apartments for site sold with 30-unit limit 4 

Plans for a residential development adjacent to the Kippax shops have been released, with the 
developer proposing more than double the permitted number of dwellings on the site”. 

- the heading alone illustrates what has just been delivered for a community ‘consultation’ 
process – more such development ‘promotions’  and intentions  followed in the few days 
after the Committee’s deadline, eg for Belconnen central. 

 
• Community reactions and feeling across Canberra also continued to be described and discussed in 

the media in the Inquiry’s deadline week, including the observed tendency for many to opt out of all 
the concurrent processes and ‘consultations’,  especially,  in major renewal areas 

- such media  comment and coverage about community feeling  and viewpoints accords with 
what I have become aware of locally. 
  

• The ACT planning system is at a tipping point: it is essential that the Inquiry carefully assesses the Bill 
(and the documents which it spawns) for commitment, powers, and checks and balances that 
practically and better encourage and enable the recognition and consideration of community input 
to the new processes 

- and that opportunities to do so are supplied by workable (for volunteer inputters) 
timeframes and communications that can be easily accessed and understood 
 the future of planning in this city, and the actual delivery of readily perceivable  

better ‘outcomes’ requires such review and clarification from the Inquiry via its 
findings and recommendations 

 II 1 & 2, and VIII below also address community participation issues. 
  
 
 

I   The Bill’s current ‘gallop’ versus better outcomes: a pause at least is required 
 

• The Bill and its proponents need to step up more, to show how the Bill will also require and 
enable higher levels of integrity, honesty, and transparency in the management and public 
handling of any planning, especially in major urban renewal areas and those marked ‘further 
investigation areas’ in the district strategies released on 1 November 

o there is a role for our MLAs here too (see VIII below) 
 

•  The handling of the Bill to date is formulaic to a degree, given some of the legislative processes 
involved (eg ‘inquiries’), and established for decades, but the timing, communications, and 
engagement opportunities so far (see also VIII below), leave a strong impression that 

- the Bill, and what must hang off it, are being  ‘bulldozed’ forward (Scott Morrison style) 
- currently the Bill appears as the justification for, and main driver of rail corridor Stages 1, 

2a and 2b development (ie mainly residential densification) for many years to come 
- especially as it then legitimises the considerable extension of additional urban renewal 

and densification into many suburbs via the new Territory Plan and district strategies (eg 

 
4  Canberra Times 16/11/22, AM edition online:  
https://www.canberratimes.com.au/story/7982077/developer-seeks-76-apartments-for-site-sold-with-30-unit-limit/ 
 

https://www.canberratimes.com.au/story/7982077/developer-seeks-76-apartments-for-site-sold-with-30-unit-limit/
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via the employment of ‘further investigation areas’ for some inner north suburbs which 
cover a far greater area than shown in the still operational 2018 City and Gateway 
Framework’) 

o with no commitment to address impacts and needs such as those mentioned at 
V-VII below. 

 
• Because of this limited focus and underpinning role, there should be a pause placed on the Bill 

and other reform package components, and current public ‘processing’ until  
- more information, discussion, and Q&A sessions etc are provided on the amended Bill, 

and its links to the content and direction now laid out in the new Territory Plan and 
document district strategies 

o all with more adequate warning, and not ‘crammed’ in over the pre-
Christmas/Christmas/New Year school holiday period (see also  II 2 and VIII 
below). 

 
• This ‘gallop’ through the attendant processes including this Inquiry, and others that will follow, 

unfortunately appears to be being pushed and handled far too much at the ‘political level’ and 
leaves the impression that it constitutes more of a ‘tick the box’ pathway that the community 
and others are forced to follow and respond to. This generates a strong suspicion of ‘fait 
accompli’ and ‘take it or leave it’ 

- how much are the ministers and authorities prepared to change the Bill at this stage?   
- more honesty is required, especially given how ‘major issues’ raised about the original 

Bill were responded to in the listings in the subsequent Consultation Report about the 
Bill (September 2022) – see II below also). 

 
• Furthermore, it is hard not to ‘see’ this rush satisfying particular political objectives by ensuring 

that the whole package is dumped into the ether and somehow is operating about a year out 
from the 2024 election, with its evaluative ‘trial period’  (B Ponton, WVCC session, November 
2022 refers); will this also clash with the onset of the 2023 -2024 Christmas/New Year period, 
after what will be a very intensive year of community engagement linked to addressing and 
finalising the Territory Plan and draft strategies, and accompanying Assembly Inquiries on these? 

- so are we looking at much more of the same bureaucracy-centric scenario and drive 
across 2023, when the community will also be dealing with major renewal DAs from 
developers hoping to beat the introduction of the new system as much as they can? 

- on current indications, the answer is ‘yes’ 
-  this outcome is not a welcome one 
- the Inquiry should address this. 

 
• The Inquiry is therefore urged to  

- recommend pausing the current ‘gallop’ and detail reasons for this 
- be seen to be fearless and non-partisan in addressing and exploring what can and should 

be done in order to improve (and show) what the outcomes are likely to be from these 
major life affecting documents (starting with the Bill) 

- identify and address these and other wider issues which will impact on the workability 
and reception of the finalised reform package after the end of 2023 or from early 2024 
onwards. 
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• Not addressing these non-technical/legal issues will only add to the low levels of public trust and  
lack of confidence that all Assembly political parties and  government authorities have admitted 
exist, and at least allowed to grow. No one in the development community has been seen in 
recent months to at least adopt the claimed spirit of change that is supposed to also motivate 
and underpin the Bill’s existence. 
 

•  In addition, the public needs clarity - right now - from ministers and planning authorities about 
the extent to which they are prepared to countenance changes to the current Bill and the 
Territory Plan and draft strategies. This is an important contextual issue for the current reform 
consultation phase. 
 

 

II   Comment on some main Bill feedback matters not agreed on, or only noted,  
         in the Draft Planning Bill – Consultation Report, September 2022 
 

o The Consultation Report (65 pp) describes main feedback issues received and considered about the 
draft Bill and their current status – viz: ‘agreed’/’not agreed’/’noted’/’outside scope’, etc. The 
following are mentioned here as matters the Inquiry is urged to further address and, as appropriate, 
discuss with all Community Council Committees at least, as well as some specific experts (eg climate 
change) because they were ‘not agreed’ or only ‘noted’ and/or considered ‘outside the scope’: 
 

1. Pre-DA consultation guideline removal, pp 37, 40 
2. Allow adequate time for consultation, p 9-10 
3. National Capital Design Review Panel (NCDRP) - range of issues pp 36-37   
4. ‘Transparency’ as an objective in the Bill, p 20  
5. Outcomes-focused planning reforms and principles/issues pp 21-22  
6. Evaluation of the Bill’s ‘objects’ required, p 17, risk assessment and resource needs  
7. More shared parks/amenity, p 14 
8. EDPs and tree management plans, p 30 
9. Bill will reduce community participation, p 19 
10. Difficulty in evaluating (ie comprehending) the draft Bill, p 12 
11. Bill not offering a system that is easily accessible, easy to navigate, p 15 
12. Range of public transport and active travel issues including increased use of public transport 

pp 14, 20. 
 

More detailed consideration of points 1-12 follows below , plus several key matters that range 
across various  parts of the Consultation Report’s response to issues raised via the earlier Bill 
consultations are dealt with separately in this submission , ie at III-VIII below. 
    
 
- 1 and 2:  pre-DA consultation removal (p 37) and allow adequate time for consultation (p 19) 

a) Status:   
Pre-DA consultation retention: ‘not agreed’ (p 37); increased timeframes to 15 days: ‘not 
agreed - outside of scope’ (p 37); and it being led by the Territory Planning Authority: 
‘not agreed’ (p 40). 
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Yet, strengthening the importance of public consultation in relation to the  in the Bill was 
‘agreed in principle’ -  ‘no change required’ (p 43), that people have had difficulty in 
evaluating the draft Bill (‘noted’ – p 12), and it was ‘agreed in principle - no change 
required’ that significant developments should be subject to broad consultation (p 37),  
also ‘agreed in principle’ that adequate time should be provided for consultation (p 19), 
and that community engagement should be weighed waited towards engagement at an 
early stage (p 19). What is the import of these collectively for community consultation 
processes, especially if the pre-DA period remains ‘ditched’? 
 

b) Comment: 
o All these ‘agreed in principles’ require further study and analysis by the Inquiry 

as to what they actually will deliver and for whom and how. 
 

o Pre-DA processes/opportunities should not be ditched, because they have value, 
especially for major projects (eg several multistorey buildings in each stage of a 
major project). 
 

o The complexities of new processes and DAs will not disappear despite some 
upfront improvements (hopefully) - extra time is required even if much has 
already been invested by EPSDD, the proponents, NCDRP et al addressing the 
factors they are responsible for. 

 
o Having any consultation very early on needs to be a genuine opportunity for 

changes to be made too, including in relation to rezoning 
 at the moment even a pre-DA period often is delivered as a ‘fait accompli’ 

session, with the admission that only ‘tweaking’ will result, if at all. 
 

o For these reasons early consultations should not be conducted by a developer’s 
consultants: a far less biased (conflicted) and less process-driven body should be 
used, ie I disagree with the current status of this on p 40 where it is ‘not agreed’ 
to  
 

o The experienced value of pre-DA periods and the need for longer consultation 
periods, even in an ‘outcome focused’ environment is further discussed in 
Attachment C 
 this  is an updated and amended version of what I submitted in my input on 

the Draft Planning Bill, on 15 June 2022; the matters raised are still relevant 
to the amended Bill. 
 

o If pre-DA periods of consultation are not reinstated, especially for major DAs, 
then longer consultation periods and lead time advice for them are required 
overall, especially for DAs that involve several stages of several multistorey 
buildings over several or even 10-15 years as is occurring in the inner north 
 the broader liveability/amenity impact, especially where large projects are 

situated in close proximity to each other, and next to existing suburbs (eg in 
the inner north along the Gateway), require considerable time to be learned 
about and assessed and discussed (eg across a suburb/s), especially since 
the documentation is too often inadequate, poorly evidenced-based; eg  in 
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relation to public transport availability and accessibility for nearby 
populations who are relying on the same journey route 

 improved information analysis is needed to assist new arrangements – see 
V,VI, and VIII below. 
 

o Communication processes with individuals and groups in the community also 
require much improvement - methods, timeliness, accessibility (see above and 
VIII below) by government planning bodies, developers, and their consultants  
 ‘hit or miss’ approaches, as exist now ,and continuing poorly advertised 

ad-hoc pop-ups and information sessions notified at too short notice, eg by 
consultants, must be avoided 

 new processes must be better organised, coordinated, and notified more 
widely, to avoid overloading those wishing to participate. Perhaps an opt-in 
location-based notification system at least could be developed and trialled 
to encourage 

* more local engagement 
* more informed and more efficient commentary by consultants 
   and the community alike 
* more satisfactory information seeking and sharing 
   opportunities. Inquiry should provide further illumination and 
   advice on such matters. 

o The Inquiry is also encouraged to ensure that the public is provided with clear 
evidence, eg information, scenarios, to assist improved awareness of what the 
implications and follow through of the ‘noted’, ‘agreed in principle’, ‘no change 
required’ feedback issues listed in (a) above will actually deliver (or not deliver 
 in the Bill  
 in its supporting reform package documents  

* such overview advice, clarity, and evidence-based pointers (or 
  red flags) are required to engender more faith and confidence 
  in what the Bill actually will enable. 

 

- 3:  ‘National Capital Design Review Panel (NCDRP) - range of issues (pp 36-37)  
a) Status: 

Most of the NCDRP comments are classified as ‘not agreed’ or ‘noted’. 
 

b) Comment: 
o This position simply seems to suggest that the role membership, responsibilities, 

and resourcing of the NCDRP continue to be ‘off limits’ in the Bill’s (amended) 
finalisation because the Bill’s Policy Overview (pp 29-30) stated that the current 
NCDRP’s role, inputs, and processes ‘remain fit for purpose and are performing 
as intended’. 

o Yet no evidence was provided to support this conclusion earlier this year. 
o All elements of the NCDRP objectives, processes, and options for improvement, 

deserve a comprehensive, independent, and publicly accessible review and 
assessment, given local experience over significant urban infill and renewal 
activities in recent years in the middle of an inner north suburb. 



~ 11 ~ 
 

o Attachment D contains illustrative comment that supports a broader NCDRP 
role, as submitted in September 2021 on the DA for a major complex of four 
large 4-storey buildings on a relatively small Block 
 there was and still is no requirement for the NCDRP to consider such a large 

project, yet if the Block had contained only one building of 5 storeys, 
surrounded, say, by extensive landscaping and tree groves, the panel would 
have had to review it. 

o This is a main issue that the Bill should address, as well as the NCDRP not mainly 
focusing on built forms, but also more on the interface with surrounding areas, 
including visual impacts, building mass and loss of substantial mature trees, for 
example.  

 
 
 
 

- 4:  ‘Transparency’ as an objective in the Bill (p 20) 
a) Status:  

 ‘Agreed in principle – change made to Bill’. 
 ‘Transparency’ has now been made an objective of the Bill.  

b) Comment:  
o More clarification, review, and probable revision of processes and approaches 

across the Bill and the rest of the reform package is now needed and should be 
committed to and explained to the public 

o Comprehensive and consistent take-up of such an overarching ‘behaviour’ linked 
objective is critical to the Bill’s ability to underpin the reform package and the 
trust and confidence it must engender (V, VI, VIII below also refer). 

 

- 5:  ‘Outcomes-focused’ planning reforms  and principles – issues (pp 21-22) 
a) Status:  

 Mainly ‘noted’ or ‘agreed in principle’ 
b) Comment:  

o Better outcomes are needed and should be committed to. 
o The Bill and supporting documents (particularly the March 2022 Policy 

Overview) make much of the reforms being ‘outcomes focused’ to ‘ensure 
flexibility’ about the ‘way we assess developments and to ensure a sustainable 
and compact city’ 
 the ‘outcomes’ focus, and promotion of ‘a scheme for community 

participation’ rest on some very descriptive and aspirational principles, 
which in the current climate do not engender confidence or trust in the new 
system 

 a ‘better outcomes’ focus is necessary and should be at least indicated in the 
Bill, and more so across the whole package. 

o The home page of the planning reform project’s YourSay  site provided 
information about a ‘good outcome’: 

“What is meant by a ‘good outcome’? 
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Developments that perform well and integrate effectively into their site context. A 
good outcome considers built form, public spaces, interactions with surrounding 
blocks and more. It considers community needs now and into the future. 
 
In the reformed system, the Territory Planning Authority will be more descriptive of 
what good planning outcomes are and, more specifically, what the desired outcomes 
are for an area.” (Your Say, 14/6/22, p.1, of the site, in the Q&A list). 

 
       Focus on processes too 

o The ACT government’s focus on outcomes seems to imply a move from inputs and 
processes, as well as away from some controls, yet ‘outcomes’ need to be supported 
by workable processes, and should be measurable and able to be easily understood 
and analysed by the public  (eg in DAs put out for consultation) as well as being able 
to be considered in a wider suburban/locational context too (V and VI below 
discuss this). However 

 the various ‘Principles of good planning’ in the Bill are couched in terms of 
giving ‘consideration’ to them and how and what planning processes 
‘should’ aim to do in relation to each principle 

 how this listing of Principles is handled by the decision makers is not clear, 
nor is the hierarchy of ‘outcomes’ that decision makers will surely choose to 
create, focus on, and employ prior to a DA’s consultation period (and will 
they be made public with each DA released for community consultation and 
when finalising the DA approval after consultation?) 

 the Policy Overview acknowledged competing outcomes but not how these 
will be addressed and resolved and refers to the Bill’s planning principles as 
being ‘a helpful tool’ (Policy Overview, p 13) for policy makers and 
presumably the decision makers. Evidence is needed about how these 
personnel will: 

* guide, create, and ensure much improved DAs, for example, are 
   created by developers prior to DAs being released for consultation 
* address community inputs after consultation and prior to the 
   approval of a final DA or DV 
 

 more clarity about the processes and tools to the used, before and after 
community consultation periods, and by whom, is needed in the Bill 
,together with clear commitment about sharing this information with 
those who make the effort to contribute via any ‘community 
participation’ scheme (because a ‘plans’ suggestion for this is only 
‘noted’ on p 23 of the Consultation Report). 

Strengthen principles 
o Given  that the Bill’s principles still deserve further review, to ensure that they are 

far less aspirational, far less ‘hit or miss’ or be able to be skewed by other aspirations 
or demands: 
 they should be given more strength and utility and also be expected to be 

followed and adopted by a wider range of players in the whole planning 
system, eg developers, the property sector, building industry, investors, 



~ 13 ~ 
 

other individuals, all other involved government agencies, and the 
community 

* replacing words like ‘should’ with ‘will’ in the principles would 
ensure real commitment by all players to ‘try harder’, discourage 
‘game-playing’, avoid use of the quickest, minimalist pathway or the 
now readily accepted developer argument that a project’s ‘viability’ 
must trump opportunities or requests for better design and site use 
in large built and non-built developments, particularly where urban 
densification is involved.  

o Hoping that the Bill will simply encourage improved ‘outcomes’ (processes and on-
the-ground outcomes?) does not engender confidence in better achieving the object 
of the current Territory Plan (as provided in the PALM Act 1988 - see Policy 
Overview, p.21, which would guide the current legislation): 

 “to ensure the planning and development of the Territory provide the people 
of the Territory with an attractive safe and efficient environment in which 
that to live and work and have their recreation” 

o Far stronger statements in the Bill about ‘outcome’” and what will deliver them 
would also make it easier for the Planning Authority to ensure that the quality and 
standard of DAs and other associated and equally important non-built planning 
continue to be elevated, including in more creative and innovative ways and without 
wasting time on ‘cracking the whips’ and  ‘encouraging’ developers to produce 
better DAs,  from the outset, for public consultation. 

o A better performing planning system is certainly desirable and required, but the past 
30+ years of performance-based budgeting and programming in public sectors 
world-wide have thrown up various stumbling blocks and fuzziness about what is, 
and is not, achieved when ‘outcomes’ become the main focus, and other foci are 
brushed aside or removed 

 the purpose and utility of pursuing an ‘outcome-focused’ methodology for 
the new planning system are questionable if not backed up by far more 
detail and information about the solidity and reliability of the still inevitable 
inputs, processes, expected outputs, and accountability structures that must 
be key features of the new system (various needs and examples are raised in 
this submission). 

o The Bill and its associated elements, the new Territory Plan and district strategies, 
cannot just jump over or avoid detail and process in order to assume some 
efficiencies will deliver ‘good planning’ and ‘good outcomes’ 

 again, case studies are needed across a range of scenarios to illustrate how 
the pathways all will need to understand and navigate (the Policy Overview’s 
process charts are too general and insufficient, particularly when strict time 
frames are not included). 

Inquiry should focus on inputs and procedures too. 
o The Inquiry is encouraged to consider and review what information is available 

about inputs and processes and improving existing processes to improve the new 
system and make it more balanced, instead of the Bill and the new system simply 
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dismissing current arrangements as unnecessary, unworkable, or timewasting (eg 
for developers). 

o In addition, all players (private and public) need to know what will take place and 
why, via the Bill especially given that ‘the authors must be enabled to consider all 
relevant matters when deciding a development application’ (Policy Overview p. 39) 

 this has major implications for public communication, early inputs, and 
improving the means of doing this beyond what is suggested in the reform 
package material so far (see also VIII below on communications) 

 and also for the resourcing of the Authority - how is this being addressed 
now? 

        
 
 Embed evaluation too 

o The Inquiry should also ensure that the Bill embeds a commitment to evaluation 
of the ‘objects of the Bill’ 
 that this should be done ‘regularly’ by an outcomes report to the  Minister 

and Assembly  is merely ‘noted’ on p17 of the Consultation Report 
 this is an integral part of the Bill’s transparency and requires further 

explanatory comment (4 above refers). 
 

- 6:  Evaluation of the Bill’s ‘objects’ required (p 17), risk assessment and resource needs 
a) Status:  

 The issue of regular evaluation of the Bill and the production of outcomes reports to 
the Minister and Assembly is merely ‘noted’ on p 17. 
What this leads to in the Bill and elsewhere is unknown: ie there is, as for every 
other issue linked in the Consultation Reports, no-cross referencing to any other 
documentation or suggestions made  

b) Comment:  
o This is a key ’transparency’ issue (see comment at the end of 5 above). 
o The Bill must embed sound grounding and direction on this ‘noted’ analysis 

and reporting issue, and ensure that the substantive evidence-based 
documentation is also made public in a timely way too. Formulaic ‘Annual 
Report’ style reporting must be avoided. 

o The monitoring and data collection structures for the new planning system 
will require considerable expert inputs concerning delivery and workability 
and enable clear interpretation for reporting processes. As a corollary to this  
 the Inquiry is urged to also consider and recommend that a risk 

assessment function be part of the Bill’s application and reporting 
setups. 

o Some independent evaluation of the overall reform package’s workability 
and its implementation risks should also be undertaken and made public in 
relation to the Planning Authority and its associated bodies 
 in the meantime, what responses are in train regarding the Authority’s 

culture and leadership transition, and new operations and resources 
needed to support the rest of the reform development/consultation 
process and the final package’s implementation? 
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 the same questions apply within the property and construction sector 
where reformed approaches are also expected. 

o The recent Workforce Capability and Governance Review also highlighted an 
insufficient pipeline of leaders in the ACT public sector 
 major concerns were raised in the review of about culture, leadership, 

and the environment for fostering innovation (‘If the ACT public service 
needs fixing where do we start ?’ Canberra Times 4/5/22;  ‘Risk averse 
highlighted in ACT public service review’, Canberra Times 4/4/22) 

 what are the risks and possible impacts arising from this, given the 
reform package’s intensification of powers for the Chief Planner and his 
senior team? 

 much more transparency and communication is required publicly, and in 
the Bill, about these foundational issues, especially since they link to a 
large number of relevant matters being mentioned in the Consultation 
Report. 

o What measures will be designed and put in place to support analysis and 
performance of the new outcomes focused system, without stress and strain 
on the broader community? 
 tensions will arise and need to be known and learned from, and not just, 

say, via a mention of a possible three or four year review timeframe 
 tensions and confusion must not be allowed to arise during the six 

month ‘interim’ trial period of the reform package’s implementation 
(Chief Planner’s brief mention of this in answer to a question at the 
WVCC meeting 2 November refers) 

 the public’s introduction to, and education about, the whole new reform 
package, once finalised, and the package’s subsequent implementation 
and application in real time must not be rushed. 

o Resource needs - vague mention was made by the Chief Planner about 
‘training’ at the 2 November WVCC meeting, and this matter is briefly 
mentioned in the Consultation Report 
 the inquiry needs to be satisfied that the Bill commits to meeting 

resource needs and ways of working differently: how will a raft of 
planning and related agencies work together and plan better overall (eg 
including the Education, Housing, Transport and Community Services 
Directorates, especially in relation to the needs for more ‘front end, 
’joined up’ and ‘big picture’ planning (V and VI refer)? 

 where will the additional expertise and resources come from, and when, 
to help the move out of a ‘compliance’, ‘tick the box’ culture or assist an 
overloaded Planning Authority? 

 a government commitment to the public is needed on these matters, via 
the Bill, to help bolster trust and confidence in the new system about its 
resourcing, skills development, and stability 

 expertise is also needed from the beginning to provide improved 
planning accountability and reporting processes (comment above also 
refers) 

 the rather rubbery indications in the Bill and its Policy Overview about 
intentions to update say major strategies and frameworks (eg the 116-
page 2018 ACT Planning Strategy, and the 84 page 2018 City Gateway 
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Framework) are also part of the current inadequate responses on these 
matters which they Bill should give greater emphasis and priority to. 

 

- 7:  More shared parks and amenities (‘noted’ p 14) 
o Comments on the need for a greater focus on this in the Bill and package overall is at 

III, V and VI below. 
 

- 8:  EDPs and tree management plans (noted, p 30) 
o Comments on the need for a commitment to strong action on this is discussed at V 

below in relation to needing ‘joined up’ planning at the local level . 
 

- 9:  Bill will reduce community participation (‘not agreed/outside scope’, p 19) 
o Comments in the Introduction above, II 1&2, and VII below address factors (and 

solutions) that would reduce community participation under the new system. 
 

- 10:  Difficulty in evaluating (ie comprehending), the draft Bill (noted’, p 12) 
o Comment in the Introduction and at VIII below refers to ongoing communication 

and comprehension difficulties for the broader community. 
 

- 11:  Bill not offering a system that is easily accessible, easy to navigate, (‘noted’ p 15) 
o Comment at V, VI and VII below directly refers, with solutions proposed. 

 
- 12:  Range of public transport and active travel issues including increased use of public 

transport  (mainly ‘noted’ or ‘referred on’, pp 14, 20) 
o Comment at VIII below directly refers – commitment to particular actions is 

required. 
 

 
III  Climate change – consideration of impacts in planning decisions 

• Status:   
Page 18 of the Bill’s Consultation Report notes ‘‘not agreed to – outside scope’. 
 

• Comment: 
• The Inquiry should revisit this issue: the object of the Bill should ‘more explicitly’ consider 

climate change, its impacts, and mitigation in planning decisions as well as the need to also 
counteract the build-up of urban heating created by the increasing densification (ie from the 
vertical and associated horizontal land surfacing) of our city  
 

• Climate change will increasingly affect every aspect of our lives, just as we know planning 
already does, and will do even more so in particular areas of Canberra which are experiencing 
considerable population growth, with much more growth to come 

 
• Planning - and the government that leads it - is primarily responsible for making the city more 

appealing and liveable and this must involve continuously assessing and countering (in strategic 
and practical ways) climate change’s slow but inexorable incursions that impact our quality of 
life and standard of living. 
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• The costly future impacts of heat, and also fire and flooding, cannot be ignored in 2022 

o this requires more than passive reliance on technical assessments (eg the susceptibility 
of particular residential precincts to flooding) and a range of reactive actions after the 
event 

• The ACT government and the planning authorities should give far more priority to planning that will 
improve physical and social amenity in the face of the effects of climate change, urban heating, and 
the ongoing Covid  epidemic on our liveability 

o this ‘bigger picture’ does not appear to be in full view, nor within grasp, despite a 
plethora of strategies, plans, and frameworks that purport to improve aspects of the 
quality of our living environment 

o how will all this come together at the ‘front end’ of the new planning processes? 

Inquiry action is required 
• The Bill should clearly nominate and strengthen the role of government and planning bodies in 

relation to these major and continuing environmental changes. 
• The Inquiry should also consider, at this stage, whether the recently released Territory Plan and 

district strategies are weak or strong on facing up to, and  dealing with, these matters and, if 
needed, it should recommend future action to improve these ‘drivers’ in the Bill instead of 
waiting until another Inquiry some months into next year. 

o for example proactive planning and mitigation of climate change and urban heating 
impacts directly relate to 
 far more timely  provision of good canopy tree cover in and around any new or 

renewal developments 
 canopy tree cover along active travel pathways (new and existing) 
 additional green spaces, lusher vegetation (and habitat) and more park areas 

within existing and new suburbs experiencing population growth 
 improving our liveability and socialisation, including via active travel take up 
 improving the appeal of our city for existing and potential residents and visitors 

alike 
 placing more emphasis and priority on addressing the role of  ‘the public realm’ 

and its development (eg by treeing and greening), and so improve our physical, 
visual, and social amenity and resilience . 
 

• The Inquiry may also wish to consider the recent call by the Insurance Council not just for 
mitigation measures, but also for  planning approvals to consider resilience to extreme weather 
(Sydney Morning Herald 16/11/22, p 6). 

o unless this occurs, all will pay greatly, including through increased insurance premiums 
for all (which means more people being unable to afford any insurance at all) 

o ‘resilience’ would encompass many matters, not just siting and exposure, but also the 
nature and quality of materials, design elements etc, and how any location is covered: 
eg with built forms, hard surfacing, natural or other drainage, etc, in order to contribute 
in accessible ways to ‘cooling the city’. 
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IV  Bill must protect unique and historic vistas and settings 

• The Bill needs to ensure that ‘bigger picture’ planning does not miss, ignore, or destroy the 
visual as well as environmental values of our ‘Bush Capital’ setting and surrounds, and their 
direct links to the Burley Griffin philosophy and plan for Canberra. 
 

• The ACT government was quick to refer to the early Griffin plans to justify the Stage 1 rail route 
down Northbourne Avenue (although the earlier plan actually indicated a rail freight link to 
Yass), and duly advertised this on the bunting along Northbourne Ave during the construction 
phase. 

 
• Yet high rise development (along Northbourne Avenue and in the Dickson Group Centre for 

example) has destroyed the value and views of the Brindabella, Black Mountain, and other 
nearby conservation and naturally vegetated areas - despite such vistas and viewpoints also able 
to be identified under the Griffin plan as valuable key features in our city’s formation. 

 
• To date, community input on the need for recognising and retaining such values (eg in relation 

to the Wakefield Avenue, MacArthur Avenue, Northbourne Avenue intersection and the Dickson 
Group Centre) appears to have fallen on deaf ears. 

o Why? 
 
• The Bill should not ignore these important and broad visual amenity, heritage-linked values ,and 

the beneficial role they play in the impressions created of this National Capital, or on the long-
term well-being in general of 

o all Canberrans who take more than a fleeting interest and wish to retain pride in the 
appearance of the city, its setting and vistas 

o all users waiting at crossings, lights, and other holdups as they use the 8-lane mass 
transit corridor that now constitutes Northbourne Avenue by various means to get to 
their destinations 

o tourists approaching the city and making their way down kilometres of the Gateway. 
  

• For all of the above reasons, maintaining clear connections with our unique setting, and its 
important vistas deserve recognition in the Bill and its supporting documents 

- this is a planning responsibility for the ACT Government (the NCA has a much smaller 
remit for land planning management and vista retention) 

- urgent action is needed via the Bill in conjunction with much needed comprehensive 
‘joined up’ planning (see V below) because the piecemeal development keeps 
obliterating these important connections, eg along Northbourne Avenue-Federal 
Highway, and in nearby suburbs,  

 
 
  
V     Bill must require a ‘joined up’ planning strategy and implementation 

 
         Why this is needed 

• The Bill needs to provide evidence of real commitment to better ‘joined up’ planning especially 
at the ‘front end’’ of the development planning, DV, and DA processes, and for public realm 
improvements outcomes at the end of the planning processes will only approve if the inputs at 
the beginning are attended to in a comprehensive and even mandatory way (in addition to 
‘encouraging’ innovation etc via ‘flexible’ approaches). 
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        ‘Joined up’ planning at the local level 

• The Bill needs to convince those who live in or near nominated urban intensification areas, for 
example, that planning in the future would be far more well-coordinated and timely, eg across a 
particular area like a Section, and ensure that their experiences - like the following recent ones 
in an inner north suburb - would be a thing of the past. Such experiences included: 

o having both developers and government authorities not accepting the need for a well-
developed and detailed heritage tree removal and replacement plan 
 thus leaving a major tree corridor along key suburban streets looking worse than 

‘moth eaten, due to uncoordinated removal and replanting which is resulting in 
uneven growth patterns that will persist  for decades – an outcome still not 
assisted by any overall tree management plan. 

o the delays causing physical and visual amenity losses due to such a ‘hotchpotch’ 
approach to the urban densification ‘renewal’ stages of this large Section in the middle 
of an established suburb 

o the lack of consideration of new and long-term urban heat creation impacts from the 
renewal projects on that Section 

o the build-up of considerable community distrust and disappointment about how this 
Section’s renewal has been handled and continues to be handled by planning bodies for 
too many years. 

 
• The Bill’s consultation report responded ‘noted’ to having EDPs include tree management plans 

and human impact studies (p 30 of the report) 
o given local experiences referred to above, will the Bill and its attendant documentation 

do more than ‘note’ such requests? 
 

• ‘Joined up’ planning at the ‘front end’ can avert years of community frustration, confusion, and 
considerable time-wasting arising from having to raise such basic concerns about concept plans, 
DAs, et al, and suggest how such planning situations need to be handled now and into the 
future. 

 
• ‘Joined up’ planning is needed, not just at this ‘micro level, but also at the ‘macro’ eg along rail 

corridors (VI below refers). 
 
• Before the Bill proceeds to legislation status, the broader community should be advised how the 

Bill, and its attached components in the reform package, will avoid situations like those 
described above, along with many other actual scenarios, eg ‘messy ‘and/or less than desirable 
outcomes, backflips by developers 

o unless this is done, the Bill is unlikely to inspire sufficient community confidence in the 
Bill’s ability too much improve on the current system. 

 
 
 
VI  ‘Big picture’ information and analyses and updating also required 
 

• ‘Big picture’ information and data must also be part of the ‘joined up’ planning and be enabled by 
the Bill to assist understanding and assessment of development options and proposals  

o how does the Bill do this? 
 

       Why this is needed  
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• Much community concern and frustration also continues to arise from the fact that there is no 
simultaneous planning and commitment by government for the concurrent provision in and around 
major renewal locations for: 

o new and upgraded infrastructure (even at the basic level), and other public facilities (eg 
schools) 

o  more shared green spaces, parkland, and community-use facilities  
o significant increases in the urban forest across wider areas, to help counteract the increased 

urban heating created by a large ‘suburban sized’ renewal project like Kamberra  (2,000 + 
new dwellings) which is located near to the 10-year multi-stage Yowani project (800 + 
dwellings and other built forms). 
 

• Such matters have been raised again and again by many in DV and DA consultation processes, in 
inputs, and at workshops etc, with little positive outcome; the development locations just focus on 
profit making built forms and little else 

o ie residences, childcare centres, hotels (accommodation), some commercial office space in 
enclave  style developments - the northern Gateway area particularly refers. 

 
•  This piecemeal and inward looking approach (ie by each individual development project), along the 

Gateway corridor, for example, reinforces a growing impression that major development proposals 
in this area emerge on a ‘fait accompli’ basis, provided that they ‘tick the boxes’ linked to the 2018 
City and Gateway Strategy, and can argue that more passengers will be poured onto Stage 1 Light 
Rail:  

 eg a current DV documentation package frequently justifies 2000 ‘dwellings’, and 
other large built forms, on a Gateway location, on the basis of light rail accessibility –  

 
 “Patronage of the light rail by Kamberra residents will contribute positively 
to the financial viability of the Light Rail development of Canberra is 
consistent with the requirements of the business case for Light Rail” (DV383 
November 2022). 
 

o Yet such proposals rarely  consider (or are currently required to consider), the impacts on 
the rest of the Gateway population or surrounding suburbs especially from public transport 
supply-and-demand perspectives (VI and VII  below refer to these). 
 

• Currently such matters are dealt with too often in a promotional way that is more suited to potential 
purchasers than to those in the surrounding areas needing solid information which is not currently 
available from relevant government bodies either. 

 
 
       What is needed from the Bill 

• In relation to urban renewal intensification areas, no rezonings for primarily residential development 
should be considered until a far more information is available to support the integrated review and 
assessment of the uses, needs, options, inputs and public interest impacts, relating to large areas of 
land. This would be required prior to any DV process and be made public for consultation - not only 
in relation to a string of development sites (eg in the area from Mouat Street Lyneham, up 
Northbourne Avenue to Flemington Road and on to Randwick Road, Mitchell), which are in close 
proximity to each other but also adjacent to existing suburbs (which are also growing and have areas 
nominated for urban renewal at a later date). 
 

• A more holistic, encompassing approach would enable all involved in development and consultation 
processes to far better consider and appreciate possible different options for land use and 
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(hopefully) influence (for the better) all the outcomes that will result not just for individual projects 
like Kamberra, for example, but for the collective ‘whole’ along and adjacent to a large development 
area like the Gateway  

o with outcomes encompassing far more than the current built forms and mainly residential 
focus for all these current and future projects. 
 

• Such improved, substantive and updatable, broader scale contextual ‘input’ information is required 
at the early and ‘front end’ of the development decision making process where reuse of urban land 
is suggested or required, and would also require and enable subsequent individual projects in the 
area to consider and address their interface with the broader assessments and the impacts arising 
from their proposed land re-use 

o better information leading to better outcomes would also help counterbalance the 10-15 or 
even 20 years of major disruptions accompanying such major changes. 

 
• Urban heating is part of the ‘big picture’ for development projects (especially large ones comprising 

mainly densely situated residential and other built forms and little else), to be assessed for their 
contributions, impacts, and mitigation responses, including in relation to surrounding suburban 
areas 

o addressing this form of heating should also be accompanied by additional specific climate 
change mitigation measures (see III above), at an area’s ‘big picture’ assessment level, and 
at the micro level 

o this would also bring more balance into the urban renewal and densification equation, 
improve practical actions incorporated early on into DAs and DVs, and improve liveability for 
all. 

 
• Public transport supply and demand are other key ‘big picture’ information elements that deserve 

greater priority and attention when planning ‘infill’ urban renewal projects in particular 
o it is not enough to blithely state, in DAs for example that  

 
‘Public transport via the nearest [Dickson] bus interchange and light rail stations is 
excellent’ 
 

 (particularly in this instance where the renewal project was located in the centre of a 
suburb with a worse bus service than five years ago) 

. 
o or treat light rail as a ‘milch cow’ justification for major residential development where light 

rail, with its limitations, is the only form of public transport available 
o VII below  raises public transport and planning and assessment issues which the Bill and the 

whole package need to reassure the community about, since much of the new planning 
system will deal with development on major public transport corridors for many years to 
come. 
 

• Current development documentation does not provide data and analysis of future outlooks and 
scenarios which would illustrate what many other infrastructure users (living near to major 
residential projects, and further afield) can expect in terms of convenience, travel efficiencies, access 
to new and improved community facilities, new parkland, and other needed commercial outlets 
including easily accessible restaurants. 
 

• Such ‘big picture’ overview planning and data crunching should also aim to improve choices and 
quality of life in rapidly densifying environments. 
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• The Bill and the planning reform package as a whole must require more expert and honest inputs 
from bodies like TCCS so that the community receives improved ‘upfront’ analysis and feels better 
informed about the future outlook and impacts likely to be experienced from significant urban 
densification 

o the reform package, underpinned by the Bill, seeks to enable this densification but 
responses and solutions to issues and impacts must be advised in a timely fashion too. 
 

• Upfront, honest and  transparent and, as required,’ joined up’ planning information would greatly 
help restore faith and trust in any ACT planning system and the ways it in which it, and the 
government responsible for it, can better protect and enhance physical, visual, and social amenity 
across Canberra in more equitable and balanced ways, ie at a higher level than what ‘district 
strategies’ appear to focus on and suggest. 

 
 

VII  Elevate public transport demand and supply considerations and assessments 
 

• As mentioned in VI above, public transport demand and supply must be an integral part of, and 
receive more prominence, in the Bill in far more ‘joined up’, ‘big picture’ ways 

o to better assist planning development and assessments of development needs and options 
and their workability in particular locations 
 this would then be fleshed out in the supporting reform package. 

 
• Why? 

o because public transport, particularly light rail, appears to be a formative backbone and a 
key driver of the new planning system and what it seeks to achieve. 
 

• Yet the enthusiasm for focusing on the light rail planning lever tends to ignore ‘on the ground’ 
matters and experiences which, to date, have received little attention at the ‘front end’ of the 
planning system 

o ‘cramming on board’ light rail, for example, is not acceptable, not comfortable or physically 
appealing to sectors of our community, nor is it a healthy travel environment for anyone in 
Covid times. 
 

• Currently, proposals for DVs and DAs produce lengthy travel and traffic assessments that rarely 
address the current travel realities and future outlooks; documentation focuses on the likely 
movement and means of mobility for people associated with an individual project ie residents, 
workers et al 

o planning support documentation does not provide data on future outlooks and scenarios 
that are able to identify and avoid possible adverse impacts on existing and future public 
transport users living in surrounding areas, and also those who need to move through a 
major renewal location (eg the kilometres long Gateway corridor) to reach a destination 
elsewhere. 

 
• Factors like maintaining, if not improving, travel access, efficiency, and convenience for surrounding 

residents must be assessed, particularly for those living ‘downstream’ of very major developments 
like the ‘infill’ complexes at the northern end of the Gateway. 

  
• Clear ‘front end’, up-to-date, and publicly available evidence is needed,  for ‘big picture’ and ‘joined 

up’ planning information and assessment, on how public transport will meet increased demands - 
particularly on the major rail corridors which the new planning system will be focusing on 
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o existing and growing populations in these areas, and those from elsewhere, who need to 
travel to or from those areas, should not be left to wonder if their travel experiences will 
worsen for years to come as many thousands more are encouraged to live along and around 
the Stage 1 rail corridor. 
 

• The public's education about, and subsequent understanding of, the Bill must address these 
everyday, yet ‘quality of life’ impacting concerns about the capacity of light rail to respond quickly to 
demand from major infill development projects without creating negative (including off-putting) 
consequences for downstream users, current and future 

o this also requires ministerial, and organisational acknowledgement that such consequences 
are already exist now. Strong legislative backing through this Bill would ensure more action 
occurs, not just at the beginning of planning processes, but also as solutions – all this should 
be practical to meet identified needs, as part of the new planning systems’ implementation. 

 
VIII  Planning communication and consultation, including on the Bill and the 
current reform package phase 
 

• Part II 1 & 2, of this submission addresses consultation matters related to the Bill's content.  
 

• The following comments refer to a range of other communication and consultation matters raised in 
connection with the Bill, its content and management to date: 
1. the reform package communications  
2. turning around the culture and management of consultations in general 
3. managing links to the broader community  
4. over-reliance on website and new IT downloads for information provision and other ‘solutions’ 

for information provision; related equity of access and language use 
5. being realistic about any new ‘community participation’ arrangements 
6. consultation monitoring and coordination. 

 
1. Reform package communications  
 
• Some feedback 

o while some selective stakeholders’ meetings and opportunities for input on the reform 
project occurred up to the end of 2021, the presentation of the project beyond then, to the 
wider interested public, appears like many meet major DAs to date in that  comment is 
sought on ‘proposals’ that appear to be pretty immovable, without options provided, with no 
opportunity to discover what is likely to be experienced ‘on the ground’ as future 
development proceeds in a more ‘outcome focused’ way 

o the advance notice about the draft Bill’s online sessions mid-year was too short and poorly 
advertised 

o the same has occurred for the promotion of the current ‘pop ups’ and 90 minute workshops 
that are expected to occur on one day a month in each district (information about these is 
buried in the layers of the project’s YourSay site); in early November only one day could be 
found for my district (which clashed with a 18th November submission deadline); another 
silently appeared last week for 1st  December, but no alerts appear on the main website page 
about their existence or to encourage the public to look out for these opportunities (and 
where to find the information about them) 
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o this is despite a $340,000 + communications contract having been let for the period the end 
of September 2022 through to the end of March 2023 to support the current reform phrase, 
and presumably the collation of consultation activity feedback 

o reliance on the website communication processes (see 4 below) is not helpful for many 
either, particularly when large documents are provided 
 information on a many-layered website needs to be complemented by ‘live’ 

information, Q&A and panel sessions (in situ and online), and some hard-copy access. 
 

• It would be encouraging to see government MLAs interacting, eg through panel sessions with their 
electorate on this major reform package, given its links to our future liveability, their electorate’s 
changing form and appearance, and the current government’s policies and plans and strategies. 
 

• Taking a lead in this way would also demonstrate that government as a whole is more aware of, and 
comprehends what the new system involves, and will require of others particularly the community. 
 

• Such sessions should be substantially focused on information and learning, for both the community 
and their MLAs,  rather than act as an opportunity for more general government policy promotion. 
 
 

2. Turning around the culture and management of consultations in general 
 

• The first dot point in 1 above also refers. 
 

• Consultation with the community at the reformed ‘front end’ of major planning processes should be 
conducted by officials or consultants independent of major developers (but do any exist in the 
ACT?). 
 

• The transition to the new system will need to ensure the community is well prepared and informed 
about all processes, where they fit in, and the timeframes involved 

o with clarity about how and why project proposals are deemed acceptable for consultation 
and then approvable, with features, issues, changes, clearly notified in plain English 

o proposals must be easily interpreted and understood as a ‘whole’,  along with their broader 
contexts (V and VI above refer ) 

o the community should not be left to try to work out what has gone on and why, and not be 
uninformed about reasons for particular directions/pathways pursued for a proposal. 

o the new bill needs to ensure confusion and time wasting is much reduced in future, and the 
ACT government needs to explain, through scenarios, how this will be achieved before the 
current consultation phase ends in February . 
  

• Successful community participation requires transparency and time as essential Bill ingredients 
o in order for the package to work and work smoothly and fairly 
o how well does the Bill support these essential features? 

 
 

3. Managing links to the broader community  
 

• Currently, communications concerning planning matters appear to be rather ‘hit and miss’, 
especially for busy (yet interested) people, and weaknesses in an over-reliance on website-only 
notification also make it hard for individuals and community groups to organise their participation, 
especially when things change suddenly and are not notified  (as happened with information 
seminars on the draft bill in April 2022). 
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• The means by which individuals and community groups can be better informed and in a timely way 

requires government commitment, resourcing, and monitoring in new ways and with fairer 
timeframes involved. 

 
 

4. Over-reliance on website and new IT downloads for information provision and other 
‘solutions’ for information provision; related equity of access and language use 

 
• Reforming the main website, even in a major way, is not an adequate or sufficient way to improve 

overall communications 
• The resource-easy trend towards assuming that ‘if it's on our website that's all we need to do’ has 

been shown to be deficient already in the Bill’s engagement processes  
o plus, the existence of major DVs and DAs, particularly in renewal areas where they are 

becoming more numerous, require clear standards for the roles and responsibilities of 
government and developers and for them to be followed 
 currently email ‘alerts’ sent by developers’ consultants vary in quality and 

helpfulness; also leaving it up to developers to letterbox respondents they believe 
will be affected or interested in a major urban densification has proved to be too ‘hit 
and miss’ in the past. 
 

• Website improvements are certainly desirable but should not turn such a critical site into a dumping 
ground and an excuse to not inform the community through other means about changes to 
particular projects/DAs, etc 

o the use of clear alerts and other means of communication to reach a broader cross section 
of the community is required for any reformed DA/EPSDD site as well as YourSay ‘project’ 
links. 
 

• Website information and accessibility – equity issues concerning communication and information 
provision need to be identified, acknowledged, and responded to, desirably through the Bill 

o currently many residents I know have very limited capacity (eg financially) to participate in 
planning consultations (even Zoom sessions are too costly for those dependent on mobile 
phone use); moreover, hundreds of pages of a DV or DA are hard enough to navigate on a 
home PC or tablet: it is impossible by phone or on a small tablet only 

o many in single person households in older areas slated for the considerable urban 
densification which the reform package seeks to facilitate, deserve to be reached, informed 
and included 

o their awareness and ability to learn, access information, and engage with experts easily must 
be improved; others with more experience of planning processes to date would also 
appreciate more enlightenment 

o in doing so the community should have more convenient and supportive engagement and 
consultation interactions through libraries and other easily accessible public spaces 

o these places should provide hardcopy information on major local DAs at least, as well as up-
to-date PC access for researching YourSay and EPSDD websites, taking into account that 
many would need to spend considerable time on a PC in a library at any one time for such 
purposes 

o already people I know, including some who have participated in smaller scale planning 
process in the past, are somewhat put off from pursuing involvement in the current 
consultation phase (until February) because they discover there is no hard copy access to 
the main documents. It is unreasonable to simply expect individuals to be able (or afford)   
to print off major documents for easier reference use 
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o Attachment E illustrates how a large Sydney council provides hard copy information on key 
planning matters. 
 

• The Inquiry is urged to review planning language issues that can deter, or even prevent, individuals 
from learning and participating to the best of their ability 

o a recent example is a 52 document ‘Reconsideration DA’ for a local major renewal project:  
those who made submissions on the original DA were contacted and given two weeks to 
comment on the content in the document listing 
 I asked EPSDD for a copy of any summary document that might list the changes 

made to the original plans to help guide my ‘interrogation’ of the document mass 
 I received a prompt reply advising that the document ‘SCRITERIA – RESPONSE TO 

NOD’ provided a summary of key changes, and that another ‘SCRITERIA… NOTICE OF 
DECISION’, “highlights the changes in red made to the relevant SCRITERIA 
documents submitted with the original DA”. 

 
• Perhaps document listings for DAs should come in two versions 

o  one for professionals and the property sector 
o another for the community in clearer and plainer English. 

 
•  Email advice/notifications from EPSDD and developers’ consultants should also seek to help 

communities and recipients by highlighting the key documents they should look at, especially when 
certain changes have been made, ie not just provide notification of a list of 50 documents and a link 
to how to download them via a new IT programme. 

 
 

5. Being realistic about any new ‘community participation’ arrangements 
 

• Such arrangements need to be well thought through, be practical and feasible for busy yet 
interested people. They need to provide specialist learning opportunities about aspects of the 
planning system, ensure that workshops are well run, inclusive, don't focus on the superficial level 
because of time constraints, and provide participants with advice and time to do useful and 
meaningful preparation. 
 

• New arrangements need to be very realistic and fair and be tested out before reform 
implementation to determine how new time frames and processes may impact on those who wish 
to engage. They need to be reviewed annually in order to attract greater and deeper engagement 
and also attract back those who have been put off in the past 

o these matters will be real tests for the Bill’s future success 
o is the Bill’s content and coverage ready for these tests now? 

 
 

6. Consultation monitoring and coordination 
 

• A consultation monitoring and coordination system between EPSDD and developers/consultants 
needs to be set up to ensure that the sort of information overload happening in parts of Canberra 
currently (eg see Introduction: (a) above) does not become the norm in future 

o the current uncoordinated/non-monitored, ad-hoc arrangements are proving to be very 
unfair on community volunteers (individuals and groups); opportunities for liaison and 
learning are lost completely; and the load proves unmanageable and therefore off- putting 
to many. 
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• Consultation processes, including information sessions, meetings, and the like, need to be better 
paced, spaced out and warned about (ie what is likely to happen when in the next X months), 
especially in renewal areas across  Canberra where many major development projects and rezoning 
DVs are expected for many years to come. 
 
 
 
Thank you 
 
20 November 2022 
(extension to the 16 November 2022 deadline)  
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  ATTACHMENT  B 
 

Parking expanse examples 

Large expanses of government planned and provided park and ride locations are of the same appearance, 
with the same capacity to add to urban heating in surrounding private and public areas, deliver discomfort 
for users, and poor visual  outcomes from outside and inside the areas.  

ACT government photos 

Wanniassa 

  

 

Gungahlin 
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At least a corridor of young trees appears in the photo above but there is no shade 
provided between the pathway and parking spaces – trees would help provide cooling , and 
soften the look of such a large harsh, hard expanse.  
Similarly the active travel pathway below would benefit greatly from many trees planted on 
both sides of it and close enough together to provide pretty continual shade.  
 

Many main pathways around Gungahlin ‘central’  are very exposed. 

 

 

 
Brindabella Christian College , Lyneham 

 
Recent and ‘emerging’ car park installation 

In theory it is temporary, but the school wants it to be permanent. 
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ATTACHMENT C 
 
Amended excerpt  from Submission on Planning Bill (Consultation Draft), 15 June 2022 - on pre-DA  
consultation 
 
 

1. Improve, don't just ditch, processes, eg the pre-DA consultation environment: instead of 
improving existing processes, the Bill in effect quickly dismisses some as unnecessary, 
unworkable, or unproductive. 
 

2. Removing the pre-DA consultation period for complex/significant DAs is short-sighted 
• given the size and complexity of such DAs, especially when located in, say, the 

middle of a well-established suburb, considerable time is required by surrounding 
and other likely affected residents and businesses to come to grips with pre-DA 
concept plans plus engage with planning agencies and the developer to seek 
information and answers to basic questions on unclear development aspects 

• even if a post-reform major DA is much much improved on what occurs now, and 
given the ‘agreed in principle’, ‘no change required’ status of ‘Community 
engagement should be weighed to towards engagement at an early stage’ 
(Consultation Report, p 19), the suggested 10 extra days to consider such DAs is 
totally inadequate, given what would need to be organised by volunteers, developer 
representatives (and their consultants) in order to seek more 
information/answers/insights and then produce formal input on a significant DA (eg 
several multi-storey built forms)  
o public meetings (in situ and/or online), even at the suburban level, require 

considerable notice and access to suitable facilities to encourage participation - 
time must be available for the proponents to notify and hold these. Currently 
notice of online sessions is generally too short and too few options for ’tuning in’ 
are provided; also some preparation needs to be fitted in  

• pre-DA consultation periods for complex/significant developments would be far 
more effective, collaborative, and easier to navigate and manage (by all players) if 
much more effort was invested by the Planning Authority, the Design Review Panel, 
and proponents well before the pre-DA consultation began, and transparently 
shared with the community 

• the Bill seems to suggest this investment will occur, but it is not a sufficient reason 
to remove the pre-DA consultation/exploration period 

• too often the community has seen pre-DA concept and other plans which have been 
considered by developers as basically ‘untouchable’, ie the planning body has just 
ticked boxes and the developer considers only a little bit of “tweaking” (to quote 
one developer in a local DA session) would be countenanced in response to a 
community inputs made (1) pre-DA and, (2)  in the actual full DA consultation period 
o this culture and attendant attitudes need major reform too if the Bill and its 

‘outcomes focused’ approach is to work. The community needs to be reassured 
with easy-to-understand evidence of how and when this would happen 

o time is required to comprehend what has gone on at the ‘font end’ and why, 
once the material is released 
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• given this, the Bill needs to make clear that its object and principles etc will ensure 
more ‘upfront” effort is invested by the Planning Authority, and its related agencies, 
and time made available to learn about the outputs 

• ‘agreeing in principle’ is not a sufficient response at this stage; improved 
understanding is also needed of how content will be improved before any form of 
concept plans or a full DA is  made public for any form of consultation 

• a long list of checked-off goals/principles and specific rules (old and new) needs to 
accompany each DA, as well as very clear reasons for proposing any ‘flexible 
solutions’ or prioritising particular planning principles ahead of others 

• inconsistencies, oversights and ‘pushing the envelope’ on controls and rules must be 
addressed robustly prior to any concept plans or DA being made public 
o subsequent documentary adjustments made in response to such ‘findings’ as 

discovered by the Planning Authority, and rejected approaches/components 
should also be noted in a background ‘assessment summary’ document for the 
community’s information. This requires time for consideration and assessment 
at the community level. 

 
3. Options for development and all that this entails should also be provided for early 

community consultation, especially where large areas of adjacent land (especially for 
residential) are expected to be rezoned in much the same period of time  

• the community must have input to creating the options listing 
• comment at V and VII on the need for the Bill to ensure ‘joined up’ and ‘big picture’ 

planning is directly relevant to this formation of options and then consideration, at 
an early stage of the planning process. 
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ATTACHMENT D 
 

Excerpt from September 2021 DA submission 
NB: names and other identifiers have been replaced with italicised text 
 
“II    National Capital Design and Review Panel (NCDRP) 

1. It is unfortunate that the developer and its architects did not choose to initiate 
a conversation within the NCDRP about its development proposal (DA 
Document 3, p.6 refers) 
 

• this might have provided recommendations and scope for 
improvement concerning the complex’s siting, appearance, and 
setting, and reassurance to the community that such a collection of 
four large 4-storey built forms had received some independent review 
and assessment. 
 

2. While the developer is not required to consult with the Panel under current 
NCDRP requirements, such a move earlier on would have been desirable. 
 

3.  It is bizarre that plans for a set of four 4-storey buildings, whose design gives 
the impression of block-cramming, with little sense of spaciousness, 
proportion, or harmony in relation to the broader setting, are not required to 
be submitted to the Panel. 
 

4. Similarly, it is disappointing that the proponents did not self-refer to the Panel 
for external expert input, in the interests of furthering good community 
relationships for their future in the suburb 
 

• particularly when plans for a lower complex (15 metres versus 17 for 
[the XXX DA] at the eastern end of YYY Street (ZZZ Avenue) were 
submitted to the Panel (and, like XXX, YY also uses the consultancy firm 
…  to assist with its development procedures). 
 

5. Not having gone to the NCDRP for an opinion on such a large, substantial 
complex, costing $42.5 million to construct, suggests that the proponents may 
have been concerned that the Panel’s design and siting views could jar with 
the developer’s vision for Block CCC. 
 

6. Having such a complex tucked away within a suburb is not a reason for not 
seeking independent input and advice. It is on the major thoroughfare through 
an established and growing suburb and therefore noticeable to hundreds of 
residents and visitors on a normal day. 
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7. Downer deserves the best planning inputs available particularly when the 
developer’s BBB site provides an impression of a more open spacious setting 
between its major built forms. 
 

8. Action: 
The developer should self-refer the plans to the Panel now and share its 
findings (even though it would not be under any obligation to act on any 
recommended changes). 
 

9. Action: 
EPSDD should ensure that the ACT Territory Plan Review should review the 
Panel's role and the components of built form development that should come 
before it at the early proposal stage, to ensure that major and multiple built 
forms of 4 storeys or less do not slip through the cracks and avoid some 
independent assessment 
 

• after all, one five -storey building on Block CCC, Section DDD, 
surrounded by open green spaces, public thoroughfares, shared use 
facilities, perhaps a pocket park and with more mature trees retained 
on site, would have to be submitted to the Panel but currently a 
proposed complex comprising four 4-storey buildings in close 
proximity to each other does not have to be reviewed.”  

 

End of excerpt from September 2021 DA submission 



~ 1 ~ 
 

 

 


	PTCS Planning Bill - Submission Coversheet
	61 - Sue Dyer - (NAME REDACTION REQUEST)



