
The	new Territory Plan and draft district strategies 
are	excellent.	Increased	density	means	greater	use	of	existing	infrastructure,	less	
environmental	damage	through	the	continued	use	of	cars,	as	light	rail	will	provide	a	very	
good	option.	Climate	change	is	an	important	driver	for	change	of	this	nature,	with	all	new	
buildings	meeting	the	highest	standards	of	energy	use	and	the	use	of	electric	trams/light	
rail.		
	
I	fully	support	the	plan	as	being	excellent	and	clearly	making	good	sense	and	disclosing		
good	planning,	
.		
In	respect	of	the	YRA	submission,	I	would	like	to	observe	that	it	is	from	clearly	self	
interested	and	entitled	individuals.	Their	reference	to	historic	matters	somewhat	begs	the	
question	as	most	of	the	old	housing	stock	is	inappropriate	for	modern	days,	much	has	been	
replaced	with	new	housing	of	little	architectural	excellence.	The	older	homes	are	falling	
down.		



To Whom it May Concern 

 

DRAFT TERRITORY PLAN AND DISTRICT STRATEGY 

I strongly endorse the comments and recommendations submitted by the Inner-

South Canberra Community Council (ISCCC) in response to the ACT 

Government's draft Territory Plan and District Strategy. 

While all the issues addressed in the recommendations are of concern to me, the 

focus of my submission is on the second recommendation, namely; 

Must demonstrate genuine commitment to an outcomes-based approach 

based on evidence 

Through my experience of observed development across a number of 

Canberra areas with which I am familiar, there is evident failure of 

Planning to fulfill Development criteria values. The draft Territory Plan 

clearly relies too much on subjective assessment, where clear, 

quantifiable outcome measures are either not available or not adhered to. 

The government’s definition: “Good outcomes that meet community 

needs” is open to interpretation and we see the results of that in our 

changing neighborhoods, where irreplaceable green space on residential 

blocks and heritage character are being steadily eroded.  The subjective 

measures contained in the draft Territory Plan will only increase the 

failure of Planning to uphold and protect the amenity of existing and 

future residents in accessing light, privacy, green planting area on 

residential blocks, building height and the character of heritage precincts. 

These priceless features cannot be recovered once lost; objective, clear, 

outcome measures must be in place to ensure their survival. 

 

 

 

 

Griffith 

 

  



 

 

DRAFT TERRITORY PLAN AND INNER SOUTH DISTRICT STRATEGY  
DRAFT ISCCC RECOMMENDATIONS  

  
DRAFT TERRITORY PLAN  
   

Must be simpler and easier to use  
  
• The Government’s stated purpose for the planning reform is: “To deliver a planning 
system that is clear, easy to use and that facilitates the realisation of long-term aspirations 
for the growth and development of Canberra while maintaining its valued character”.   
  
• The draft Territory Plan and supporting documents do not meet the stated purpose 
of a clear and easy to use planning system. The multiplicity of documents and their 
complexity will make them difficult to understand, to administer and to evaluate. Radical 
surgery is needed to fix the problems.  
  
Must demonstrate genuine commitment to an outcomes-based approach based on 
evidence  
  
• If the Government is transforming the planning system by moving to an outcomes 
based approach, it should demonstrate its genuine commitment to that approach by 
showing that it is  informed by evidence. This will contribute to confidence that as Canberra 
grows and develops, its valued character will be maintained.   
  
• The draft Territory Plan relies too much on subjective assessment. It should have 
clear, quantifiable outcomes measures. The government’s definition: “Good outcomes that 
meet community needs” means very different and frequently conflicting things to different 
members of the community.  
  
• The ISCCC supports the Conservation Council’s recommendation that research needs 
to be undertaken on the carrying capacity of the ACT to inform the Territory Plan and thus 
set meaningful population targets to live within our region’s means.  
  
• The Government must show it evaluates and learns from the outcomes of past 
initiatives, including by:  
  

A. Evaluating the Mr Fluffy program which allowed for dual occupancies to be 
built on Mr Fluffy blocks bigger than 700 sq metres to learn lessons before any 
expansion of this model across Canberra. For example, how many of the blocks 
were actually turned into dual occupancies compared to new single dwellings? 
Did the redeveloped blocks provide at least 30 percent plantable area? Was there 
sufficient room for canopy trees to be planted? Did they protect neighbours’ 
privacy and access to sunlight?  

  



B. Evaluating the success of RZ2 zoning in providing medium density housing to 
learn lessons for the proposed further relaxation of requirements for multi-unit 
residential development near local and group centres.   

Must provide greater clarity and certainty in decision-making on development 
applications (DAs)  
  
• The Territory Plan must incorporate tighter definitions of desired outcomes, based 
on verifiable evidence and objective measures of compliance.  
  
• Key mandatory DA assessment requirements from the Technical Specifications and 
other supporting material must be included in the Territory Plan, to enable Assembly and 
community oversight.  

  
• In particular, there must be mandatory requirements for measures which protect the 
amenity of existing and future residents, such as access to sunlight/natural light, privacy, 
amount of planting area on residential blocks, building height, and protection of the 
character of heritage precincts. Residents have demanded a say on neighbouring 
knockdown rebuilds (in response to the ISCCC’s online survey in 2019/20). These issues 
matter to people because they facilitate a liveable environment.   
  
• The proposed Territory Plan does not provide for these key characteristics of a 
liveable environment, so the Government must make such key requirements of concern to 
residents mandatory and include them in the Territory Plan rather than in Technical 
Specifications and Design Guides which create uncertainty as to outcomes.  
  
• The Living Infrastructure provisions which came into effect for established suburbs 
on 1 September 2022, and which are critical to climate change resilience, must not be 
watered down in the new Territory Plan. It seems, for example, from the Technical 
Specifications (page 5) that single dwelling residential blocks larger than 500 sq metres will 
only be required to have 24 percent plantable area on the whole block rather than 30 
percent laid out in the Living Infrastructure provisions in the current Territory Plan. This 
seems to have been done by changing planting area to a percentage of private open space 
instead of the whole residential block.  
  
• The proposed development assessment system should comply with nationally 
agreed benchmarks, namely the ‘Development Assessment Forum’ (DAF)’s ‘A Leading 
Practice Model for Development Assessment in Australia’. Currently, it does not.  
  
• As the Design Guides are not yet available, a period of at least four weeks for public 
comment should be allowed when they become available.   
  
• The criteria for exemption from the requirement for a Development Application are 
not yet available. A period of at least four weeks for public comment should be allowed 
when they become available. As these criteria will comprise mandatory criteria, they must 
be included in the Territory Plan.  
  



• Proposed changes to mandatory requirements in the Territory Plan should be 
treated as a major amendment, with appropriate notification to the Legislative Assembly 
and provision for the amendment to be disallowed if the Assembly considers that to be the 
appropriate action.  
  
• An explicit requirement that DAs involving protected trees should be referred to the 
Conservator should be included as a mandatory Assessment Requirement in the Territory 
Plan (or as an amendment to the proposed Planning Act). Decision makers who decline to 
follow the Conservator’s recommendation(s) should be required to give reasons for their 
decision.  
  
• An explicit requirement that DAs involving heritage matters are to be referred to the 
Heritage Unit and Heritage Council should be included as a mandatory Assessment 
Requirement in the Territory Plan (or as an amendment to the proposed Planning Act). 
Decision makers who decline to follow the Heritage Council’s recommendation(s) should be 
required to give reasons for their decision.  
  
• The current Heritage rules must be maintained, and all development must preserve 
the built heritage, streetscape and character of heritage precincts.  Property-buyers should 
be asked to sign a declaration that they are aware of heritage rules and will respect them.  

  
  

DRAFT INNER SOUTH DISTRICT STRATEGY  
  
• There must be an evidence-based, more rigorous methodology for projecting 
population increases in the ACT and hence the number of additional dwellings required 
annually, and where.  
  
• A clearer evidence base is needed for the proposed Transect approach to Urban 
Character Types (eg General Urban, Urban Centre, Urban Core), and how it informs the 
building heights shown in the Sustainable Neighbourhoods maps, how it would interact with 
the zoning provisions in the Territory Plan, and how it will ensure resilience in the face of a 
warming climate, including through the provision of adequate green space and tree canopy 
cover to prevent heat islands. A regularly updated heat-map is required to provide evidence 
that developments do not lead to temperatures harmful to health.  

  
• Instead of random upzoning in a district, it is preferable to have structured 
community engagement to ensure co-design of precinct scale developments, and then 
improvement of processes between participating Government agencies, the private sector 
and the community to deliver the redevelopment of precincts in a timely way.  
  
• The ACT Government must use a genuine and well-structured, rather than “rubber 
stamp”, community engagement and co-design approach on the district strategies, including 
by promoting the community engagement processes widely, at accessible times and places, 
with reasonable timeframes for comment, and by providing good quality, high resolution 
maps and other information to support the community in providing better informed 



feedback. This is especially important in view of current community feelings of 
disempowerment and the experience of not being listened to.  
  

• The Inner South Canberra Community Council’s “Inner South Canberra District 

Planning Strategy - Future Directions for our District - 2021” is a thorough, locally-sensitive, 
attempt at a District Strategy. This should be drawn on more comprehensively in revising 
the Government District Strategy for the Inner South.  
  
• The proposed District Strategy needs to better acknowledge and deal with heritage. 
Currently it seems to address heritage mainly under the Blue-Green Network under 
Conservation Connectivity. It is important to acknowledge and maintain built and cultural 
heritage, not just natural heritage. The Sustainable Neighbourhoods Section and map at Fig 
36 need to clarify this.   
  
• At the same time, the ISCCC supports the proposed initiative in the Blue Green 
network to protect and enhance the Jerrabomberra Wetlands Reserve, and the 
Jerrabomberra Creek corridor.  

  
• We consider that the identified primary and secondary liveable blue-green network 
does not fully capture the high value biodiversity network in the inner south, and needs 
more work.   

  
• The need for social housing to be included in new developments is important in the 
Inner South.  For example, this should be included in the list of principles for planning East 
Lake (p121 of the draft Inner South District Strategy).   
  
• Oaks Estate residents have asked that the suburb be included in the Inner South 
District Strategy, not in the East Canberra District Strategy as currently proposed.  

  
• Greater consideration needs to be given to the future of the Canberra Railway 
Station.  
  
• More work needs to be done to identify ways of improving transport access by 
making it easier for people to get around by car, by public transport or by active travel.  
  
The Process from here  

  
• Once comments received have been incorporated, the next version of the Planning 
Act and Territory Plan and associated documents should, as a package, be released for final 
public comment before they are finalised.  
  
• The process of developing the Inner South, and other, District Strategies should 
provide for a further period of community engagement after the Planning Act and Territory 
Plan are finalised.  
  



• The ISCCC recommends that the government seek advice on the risks of moving to 
discretionary decision making, as inevitably there will be merits and judicial review. The 
likely monetary and social risks are a consideration that has not been discussed.    
  
  
 

 



Submission feedback for draft New territory Plan 

 

Here is feedback from a longterm resident of the inner south. 

 

I have no problem with densification but the suburb I live in has already received a considerable 

amount of intensification. 

Yarralumla currently has 1,400 dwellings according to  the ABS, and has proposed 380 new dwellings 

at the Brickworks and another 350 at the CSIRO forestry development,  plus an aged care facility, 

which already equates to at least a 70% increase in dwellings.  This is ample densification, in line 

with the target of 70% increase I believe is the ACT’s focus. 

 

My biggest concern is traffic.  Already the current proposed housing etc at the CSIRO property and 

the Brickworks will significantly increase traffic flow through the suburb.  Traffic analysis shows that 

each new dwelling comes with an extra 6 more car movements per house per day.  This is a huge 

increase.  Despite all the governments work on using publis transport and bikes etc, the increase in 

cars just is going to be huge. The Brickworks development has accounted for some of this with new 

road plans. However the CSIRO development has no such plans even though an alternative route 

into the development would be possible from Dudley Street or similar point to the west of the 

suburb. Please don’t make plans that so significantly alter the environment of a neighbourhood 

without making plans to deal with this kind of issue. Please plan traffic flow that limits increased car 

travel through neighbourhoods where children are walking to school or trying to play in their 

gardens.  

 

In addition I would support some more  dual occupancy for many blocks that currently cannot have 

that.  I live in an ex government house where we have brought up our children and recently my adult 

child, spouse and grand child, while around us, people build huge unsustainable houses for one or 

two people.  This is totally unsustainable, but totally in line at the moment with the government’s 

ruling. If we are to keep shade in the city- to mitigate the effect of climate change and rising 

temperatures , we need trees in gardens and vegetated areas, not houses that cover the whole 

block.  If we are to mitigate the effect of flooding we need not paved or built on areas, but planted 

areas that drain, in other words, gardens.  

 

 

 



As long time Curtin residents, who have just invested significantly in a knockdown-rebuild in a cul-
de-sac facing Yarralumla Creek, we are particularly concerned about one aspect of the Draft Woden 
District Strategy, the possibility of a so-called ‘edge’ street “to clarify the urban edge to Yarra Glen” 
(p. 120). 
 
Our concerns may be summarised as follows: 

• It proposes replacing a well-used, successful, mature tree lined community green space with 
a street, which seems counter-intuitive to “protecting the potential re-naturalised creek 
corridor from impacts of urbanisation.” Surely building a street (further urbanisation) closer 
to the creek corridor will have exactly the opposite impact to the stated aim of protecting 
that corridor? 

• The proposed location of the edge street is in a flood plain. We know this because when we 
sought home and building contents insurance after we moved into our newly built home in 
October 2022, we were quoted an additional premium of $21,000 per annum for storm and 
flood damage. Why would you knowingly build a new street on a flood plain when insurance 
companies recognise such a significant risk to homeowners? 

• The secondary access streets close to the proposed edge street, namely Morgan Crescent 
and Allan Street, along with any connecting cul-de-sac streets, are not built for the added 
traffic that would eventuate. Car drivers would use the edge street to avoid any build up of 
traffic in McCulloch Street and Cotter Road, which has been evident with the increased 
traffic recently experienced with the closure of the Kent Street overpass and Dudley Street. 
McCulloch street is getting significantly more traffic and car drivers are cutting through 
Morgan crescent and Allan Street to connect to Carruthers Street to get to Deakin. Hopefully 
this is only temporary while Kent and Dudley streets are being changed but it would become 
permanent should another access road be built between McCulloch Street and Yarra Glen. 

• Alternatively, if it was just to be a street built only for access to the Yarra Glen side of 
Yarralumla Creek, then it has absolutely no value to the current residents and only has the 
negatives set out above. 

• As homeowners who recently invested significantly in a new house close to the proposal 
there is considerable concern about the loss in value that would result. The outlook and 
amenity from our house would be severely negatively impacted. The land swap deal for the 
Curtin horse paddocks is one thing. Don’t make it worse by impacting the existing residents 
on their side of Yarralumla Creek. 

 
In short, we think the edge road is a bad idea. Yarralumla Creek is a natural edge to this part of 
Curtin, there are no benefits to existing residents, and it would in fact only have negative impacts. 
The existing green space and path are a well-used community asset and the fact that it is within a 
flood plain makes building a road a highly questionable proposition. We hope that this ‘possible 
change area’ is killed off rather than going down the path of further consultation. 
 



General comments 
 
There is a lot of talk about this changing from a rules to an outcomes based system but I don’t think 
that this has been clearly communicated as to what will happen in reality. I think that if it was more 
clearly explained that the rules will still exist just in a different format this would alleviate some of 
this concern. In looking over the documents provided it has been extremely difficult to find too many 
examples of how this change would actually be implemented. I think some clearer examples saying 
this is what an outcome we are looking for and this is how a rule would look for that would have 
been helpful. 
 
Having looked through the proposed new ACT urban design guide and housing design guide it is 
going to be very hard to determine how a proposal is deemed to be an improved outcome over what 
would have occurred otherwise. If there are any proposed exceptions to the controls within a policy 
or technical specification then it is all a matter of opinion, so will lead to a lot of appeals of decisions. 
This will unfairly favour those with the means to go through the legal process to achieve their 
desired outcome. 
 

Proposed territory plan change - Dual Occupancy Developments 

If increased density is the desired outcome of these proposed changes which is what it seems to be 
then location would be a primary consideration. Density increases would be best located within 
close proximity to centres and public transport. As public transport can change where buses are the 
primary method used this should be given lower priority. Of the surrendered blocks that have been 
redeveloped in the suburb where I live most have been done in locations near to public transport 
but not a local centre. They also seems to have large amounts of hard surfaces due to additional 
driveways to access dwellings located in the rear of the property. Corner blocks or wider blocks 
seem to reduce this affect so controls around requiring sufficient frontage to allow for 2 driveways 
could be used. All of the redeveloped asbestos blocks had to be over 700m2 but I felt this was a little 
bit too small but as the block size increased so did the houses on there so there is little difference in 
the outcome achieved. I think requiring a set amount of soft landscape/living infrastructure would 
be a good control maybe at a minimum level as that required for a single dwelling on the same 
block. 

As you can currently construct 2 dwellings on any block over 800m2 it would seem that the limiting 
factor to this occurring more is being unable to separately title them and therefore sell them 
separately. Also the plot ratio only allowing 17.5% of the block for a new residence where one 
doesn’t face the street really limits redevelopment potential. If this were removed as I believe is 
proposed then this will already allow for an increase in density as 2 different sized dwellings could be 
constructed on the block where the rear dwelling is over 17.5%. 

I don’t think the general public is wanting all land in the ACT to be able to have dual occupancies and 
they be separately titled. The surrendered block nearest to myself that has a dual occupancy on it 
the neighbours either side have sold since the dual occupancy went in and moved elsewhere as they 
were not keen on having a multi-unit property next door. I also purchased a different surrendered 
block and the neighbours were very keen to let me know that they did not want a multi-unit 
development carried out on the site. 

  



 

Comments on E1 Residential zones policy 

Why not simplify and have E1 as part of TS1 so it is all in one document as it is only six more pages 
and could easily be placed at the start. 

Outcomes comments 

Policy outcomes seem vague particularly in RZ1 and RZ2 as how do you determine a ‘limited change 
in density’ for example. Who determines what a valued feature of an area is? What is a ‘reasonable’ 
negative impact on a neighbour? 

1.4 Controls comments 
Site coverage – seems to have duplication with TS1 private open space requirements as they are the 
inverse of each other. 
Site coverage – for multi-unit housing in RZ1 and RZ2 zones. Why have different coverage amounts 
for multi-unit and single dwellings? Why does it matter what is in the built form to determine how 
much area you can build on the block? 
 
Number of storeys – specified here for RZ1 and RZ2 but not in TS1, why not put this altogether in 
one location 
Building heights here for RZ3, 4 and 5 but in TS1 for RZ1 and 2, again put this in one spot so it can be 
more easily found. 
 
Comments relating to Technical specification TS1: Residential 
 
Setbacks seems to be based on block size across Canberra now which is great as before you had to 
work out when your lease was officially granted which was extremely difficult to find. 
 
Control: Front boundary setbacks for single dwelling development proposals on large blocks 
 
I think the nil setback to a path less than 6m wide is a very bad idea as it has the potential to create 
very narrow alleys which may have no overlooking and therefore will be less safe for users of these 
paths. If the path space is narrow then a setback of 1.5m would at least allow the installation of a 
window for passive surveillance. 
 
Control: Front boundary setbacks for single dwelling development proposals on mid-size blocks 
 
I think the articulation elements should include a blade/fin wall as this is something that would 
articulate the façade without adding to the dwelling on the whole appearing closer to the street. A 
blade wall would need to have a maximum thickness specified for clarity maybe of 600mm. 
 
As above in relation to a zero setback to a path less than 6m wide. 
 
Control: Front boundary setbacks for single dwelling development proposals on compact blocks 
 
As above in relation to a zero setback to a path less than 6m wide. 
  



 
Control: Side and rear boundary setback for single dwellings on large blocks 
 
Seems to be missing lower floor level setbacks for unscreened elements. This should probably have 
the words ‘external wall’ removed from the top line of the table. This is clearly a mistake so will need 
to be fixed and if there are any changes proposed from the current setbacks I think further public 
consultation will be required. 
 
I think the removal of the side boundary 1 and 2 setbacks is a step backwards. It seems to allow 
1.5m to each side in the front zone but I doubt it will actually occur very often as it won’t allow 
access to easements in the rear of blocks for utilities. If the utilities access requirements are reduced 
to only require 1.5m width then this could work. I think a 1.5m setback to a lower floor level in both 
the front and rear zone to 1 side boundary and 3m to other is a better approach. Building envelopes 
and solar envelopes will maintain a sufficient distance to the side boundaries in most cases anyway. 
 
Control: Side and rear boundary setback for single dwellings on mid-sized blocks 
 
As above I think a 1.5m setback to a lower floor level in both the front and rear zone to 1 side 
boundary and 3m to other is a better approach. Building envelopes and solar envelopes will 
maintain a sufficient distance to the side boundaries in most cases anyway. 
 
Control: Side and rear boundary setback for single dwellings on compact blocks 
 
These setbacks seem extremely generous for upper floor level unscreened elements and will have a 
lot of overlooking issues in particular. A reduced setback for screened elements would likely result in 
better outcomes both in terms of being able to fit buildings on the site and allowing for open space 
and planting to be grouped together whereas these setback I think would result in a large amount of 
small largely unusable spaces. The combined setbacks and maximum garage door opening width will 
make double garages on compact blocks impossible based on all the compact blocks I have designed 
for in the past. If this is the intention then public transport needs to be vastly improved as a lot of 
areas are very poorly serviced currently where these blocks occur. At a subdivision design level this 
may result in different blocks being required where compact blocks are proposed or it being written 
into leases that only a single garage is allowed so purchasers are aware of the intent of the block. 
 
I have designed houses on compact blocks under the current rules that allowed zero setbacks for 
unscreened elements to all floors which resulted in a terrace style house and gave really good design 
outcomes with excellent solar access, large outdoor areas and great energy efficiency which 
wouldn’t be allowed under these new rules so I think this is potentially a very poor outcome. 
 
Control: Private open space for single dwellings 
These all seems fine but is there a requirement anywhere for principal private open space anymore? 
Specification 36 seems to refer back to this but I think there needs to be something similar to the 
current principal private open space requirements. What about private open space for multi-unit or 
secondary dwellings in RZ1 and RZ2? Needs to have a requirement added for multi-unit open space 
and private open space associated with each dwelling. 
 
Control: front boundary setback for multi-unit housing development proposals 
 
Why the old rules about when the original block was created as this is confusing and hard to 
determine sometimes especially around the changeover date of 18 October 1993. Confusing front 



boundary definition is still in here about open space and paths over 6m but what about ones less 
than this? Could be clarified in a similar way to the single dwelling table. 
 
Control: Setbacks within a block or development for multi-unit housing on standard blocks in RZ2 
 
This rules means a lot of the time there will be a single building containing all dwellings as the 
separation only seems to apply where you actually have a separation. I am not sure that is a good 
outcome so I think this needs more consideration. If all buildings were single dwellings then they 
could be 1m apart as per the next specification at a lower floor level. 
 
Control: Setbacks within a block or development for multi-unit housing in all zones 
 
What about separation of external walls at an upper floor level? Not currently specified 
 

Control: Private and communal open space for multi-unit housing proposals in RZ3, RZ4, RZ5 and 
commercial zones 
 
Specification 14 c) has requirements for planting area which are covered by Specification 28 so can 
be deleted 
 
Control: Dwelling unit configuration for multi-unit housing 
 
 Great idea to have this to actually get a mix of dwelling types 
 
Specification 16 – Why not have the storey limit here instead of in E1 
 
Specification 18 and 19, 21-  North facing boundary definition here is different to the G1 definition 
Note: North facing boundary means a boundary of a block where a line drawn perpendicular to the 
boundary outwards is orientated between 30° east of north and 20° west of north 

Vs 

Northern boundary means a boundary of a block where a line drawn perpendicular to the boundary 
outwards is oriented between 45o west of north and 45o east of north. So which one is it? 

Specification 19 and 20 for some mid-sized blocks is utterly confusing and seems to be duplication 
to some degree but parts of the envelope are different between the 2 so now there is 2 different 
solar envelopes on these blocks both in the front and rear zones. 

Specification 22 - Having a different solar envelope that allows higher buildings when they are multi-
unit is a terrible idea. Why allow a multi-unit development to block more sunlight than a single 
dwelling if constructed on the same block? If anything do it the other way around as a multi-unit 
development will already be a less desirable outcome for neighbours 

Specification 24 – Good to see that this is higher for multi-unit as these developments would tend to 
have more hard surfaces typically. 

Specification 33 – seems a weird requirement. If no street trees are proposed then what? Wouldn’t 
street trees be the government’s responsibility or wouldn’t this fall under estate planning? 

Specification 35 – needs updating to match the current allowance for existing site trees being able 
to replace new ones that came in on the 20th January 2023. 



Specification 36 – Principal private open space. Item b) of this is confusing. Have the old 
requirements of 16m2 on compact blocks, 28m2 or 36m2 in RZ1 and RZ2 and 24m2 in other zones 
been deleted in favour of 10% of the block area with a minimum dimension of 5 or 6m for single 
dwellings on mid-sized and large blocks and 30% of the block on compact blocks? I think the old 
table has been missed for inclusion or the screening from public spaces part will need to be dropped 
as trying to screen off large enough areas so that all open space is essentially private will not work 
on most blocks. 

 
Specification 37 and 38 – are these the same other than table 7b doesn’t allow for existing trees to 
be counted? Seems to be a bit usual to require trees to removed so new ones can be planted. 
 
Specification 40 – with the new upper floor level definition proposed I think a lot more cut will occur 
that may result in more site disturbance possibly in excess of this rule. 

Specification 49 – Is there a flood prone area map somewhere? 

Specification 52 – does this apply to lower floor level unscreened elements and if so why have 
specification 54? If so it may be very difficult to comply with on some sites where a floor level is near 
1m above NGL the eye height would be just under 2.5m so you could see over a 1.8m fence. If the 
upper floor definition is brought in at 1m above NGL I think that would reduce the privacy impacts 
and this could be removed from the document and just specification 54 left in. 

Specification 55 – is there a conflict between this providing surveillance and the privacy of adjoining 
properties across the lane? I haven’t looked at if this can occur in reality but surely upper floor 
windows wouldn’t be setback 6m from a lane where they are over a garage? 

Specification 62 – How do you get ESA (Emergency services agency? where is the definition) 
endorsement? Do all developments with a BAL under a precinct map need this? 

Specification 65 – seems a big jump from 9 unit developments not needing adapted dwellings to 11 
requiring 2. I think there will be a lot of 9 unit development happen if the site allows around this 
number to work nicely and almost no 11 unit development. As this is currently the rule would be 
interesting to see if this has had this effect. I think it should kick in at 10 units as it does now but 
slide the scale to be 10-19 requires 1 adapted 20-29 2 adapted etc. This will also be less of a 
requirement when the new NCC livable housing design comes in as all dwellings will provide 
improved accessibility. 

  



 
Definitions comments 
 
Desired character means the form of development in terms of siting, building bulk and scale, and the 
nature of the resulting streetscape that is consistent with the relevant desired outcomes, and any 
statement of desired character in a relevant district code. It does not necessarily reflect the existing 
character of the area. Not sure when this was added but it seems to be a reasonable definition. 
Desired character needs to be stated for an area somewhere that the public has access to (Precinct 
plans?) and can comment on as this is not currently the case and so can result in outcomes that no 
one outside the planning department understands or can be justified in anyway. I have had 
applications knocked back on this previously because the planning department wanted only 
extensions to the rear of a dwelling on a particular site despite the setbacks being complied with for 
example but this was not stated anywhere even after asking for a policy showing this. 
 
EV ready means a car parking space which is provided with all of the infrastructure needed for the 
future installation of an electric vehicle charger, including provision of the following: a) adequate 
space within the car parking space for charger installation and the connection of an electric vehicle to 
a charger b) electrical distribution board(s) of sufficient size to allow future connection of electric 
vehicle chargers at all EV ready car parking spaces c) an electrical outlet at the car parking space 
suitable for the future installation of an electric vehicle charger d) conduits and cables connected 
from the outlet to the distribution board(s) e) a suitable on-site centralised load management and 
power provision approach. An electric vehicle charger may also be provided. This seems vague so 
how will it be determined if this has been met? 
 
Front boundary means any boundary of a block adjacent to a public road, public reserve or public 
pedestrian way. Is there a need for the public walkway to have a minimum width before the 
adjoining block has a ‘front’ boundary to it. This is clearly unfinished as it has a thought bubble on 
the end of it. Front boundary under the technical specifications seems to have better clarified a front 
boundary, secondary front boundary and an open space or path boundary. Where territory land is 
narrow (just a path) adjoining a block would allowing a zero setback give a good outcome as it could 
have a wall either side at zero setback with no overlooking which may present a safety issue for 
users of that space. 
 
Front zone means the area of a block between the front boundary and the building line or at the 
minimum front setback of the lower floor level for the block whichever is greater. (Note: for the 
purpose of this definition, the front zone shall not be more than 10m from the front boundary). Why 
10m? This is just an arbitrary number and can result in a dwelling being entirely in the rear zone 
which can be particularly problematic in older areas with existing setbacks over 10m especially in 
relation to lower floor level being changed also. 
 
Lower floor level (LFL) means a finished floor level which is 1.0 metres or less above datum ground 
level at any point. This change seems a bit random and will be incredibly difficult to comply with for 
steep land as floors will change between lower and upper floor level more often so will need to have 
a lot more steps through a building both vertically and horizontally due to increased setback 
requirements for upper floors. I don’t think 1m is sufficient above NGL personally and if this is 
related to privacy and overlooking then it will have little effect on that really on steep blocks in 
particular I don’t think. With the proposed changes coming to the NCC later this year on accessibility 
it may not even be possible to have a lower floor on some blocks without a lift which will severely 
restrict the buildable area and/or increase costs. 
 
 



Currently you can have 2 lower floors if the higher one is under 1.8m. This could easily be addressed 
where if a floor has another habitable floor underneath it then it is an upper floor. 
 
Northern boundary means a boundary of a block where a line drawn perpendicular to the boundary 
outwards is oriented between 45o west of north and 45 o east of north. Different definition to the one 
in the TS1 so needs clarifying which it is. 
 
 
Site coverage means the proportion of actual site covered by buildings, including roofed terraces, 
awnings, eaves, pergolas, patios, decks and balconies and the like. The proposed change here has 
added in eaves in eaves and awnings which will have the effect of reducing the area that can be built 
on a block where the building has eaves which will discourage having eaves or awnings. As well 
designed eaves make a building more energy efficient this is a terrible idea to add them into the site 
coverage so I think they should be excluded as there were previously. 
 
Storey means a space within a building that is situated between one floor level and the floor level 
next above, or if there is no floor level above, the ceiling or roof above but does not include an attic 
or a basement or a space that contains only a lift shaft or stairway. Definition now excluding stairs 
and lifts from a storey is a good change as previously having 2 stairs directly over each other or the 
landings for a lift technically resulting in 3 storeys being directly over each other which was not 
allowed in some zones. 

 
Upper floor level (UFL) means a finished floor level, which is greater than 1.0 metres above datum 
ground level at any point. See comments on lower floor level on why I think this should be 
maintained at 1.8m above datum ground level or defined as a floor over another habitable space 
that is not a basement. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



I wish to voice my opposition to the proposal for extensive high density, high rise, densification 
of Yarralumla and Deakin under the Inner South District Strategy. The aim of the Strategy 
appears to be to infill green spaces and public spaces in order to support a fixed infrastructure 
public transport system, reflecting, as one commentator called it, ‘yesterday’s thinking’. 

The scale of the proposed change is enormous and excessive. Thirty to sixty percent of 
Yarralumla and Deakin would become three to six storey apartment blocks.  It is as if someone 
has approached the planning with the mindset ‘how can we destroy Yarralumla and Deakin’. 
The Strategy necessitates the acquisition and demolition of many residential and other 
buildings. The proposed densification and redevelopment of Yarralumla and Deakin requires 
large-scale procurement and demolition of the existing built environment and significant loss 
of public open space. It will destroy the heritage, liveability, and character of two of Canberra’s 
oldest suburbs. 

The Inner South District Strategy is environmentally unsound. It disregards the biodiversity of 
the inner south and will result in a loss of species and habitat. The planned densification and 
urbanisation will destroy most of the green spaces and tree cover in Yarralumla and Deakin 
and lead to higher temperatures. In an era of climate change we should be increasing tree 
planting and maintaining shade trees, not filling up green spaces with multi-storey concrete 
bunkers. Further, the Inner South District Strategy contradicts the Urban Forest Strategy 2021 
and Urban Forest Bill 2022, which set the target for 30% tree canopy coverage in the 
Territory’s urban areas. Yarralumla’s tree coverage is currently 30%, which would be driven 
much lower if the Strategy is enacted.  

I am particularly concerned by the lack of transparency in the Inner South District Strategy and 
the lack of consultation with the community. The views of residents have not been genuinely 
considered. Such a dramatic and complex change as envisaged by the Strategy requires proper 
community consultation and engagement. Many residents are unaware of these proposed 
changes, and community consultation has not met good practice.  

If the Planning Bill 2022 is passed, it will formally lock into the Territory Plan both the District 
Strategies densification, and the target of 70% of new housing to be in existing urban areas. 
Such inflexibility should not be enshrined in the statutory planning framework. It is unsound 
legislative practice, precludes changes in policy and prevents the opportunity to respond and 
adapt to changing circumstances.  

 

 

 

 

 



Have Your Say ACT 
 
Further comments on the planning reform framework and inner north district strategies 
 

1. Preparing the district strategies ahead of incorporating the 2021 Census data, and 
the population projections seems to be not the best methodology for planning.  
 

a. The 2021 Census, in particular, shows how much the inner north has grown 
and the increase in apartments and town houses as housing types. But the 
district plans are predicated on much earlier data and therefore do not take 
into account that the “missing middle” has been found. What the district plan 
proposed involved the single dwelling house disappearing as a housing type 
in most inner north suburbs in the next decade or two. That will matter to a 
lot of residents. 

b. Over the next five years the population along the lake between Anzac Parade 
and Acton will grow to around 4,000 (a whole new suburb which real estate 
agents are calling North Parkes already). Where are the services (schools, 
child care, post offices, swimming pools (only a few luxury building have 
pools) new parks and playgrounds, off-leash dog areas, community halls and 
sports fields for these people? We have an awful lot of coffee shops and 
gyms but the need for other services is rapidly becoming apparent). 

 
2. The district plan and planning reform priorities put “industry” and “tourism” ahead 

of residents in the priorities. What is proposed is huge and continuous change to 
how people live and the landscape and housing they live in. There is also a loss of 
control over individuals’ lives. That a single public office-holder has so much control 
over peoples’ lives and futures without sufficient checks and balances, seems 
remarkable in the 21st century. We all know what started at Versailles……..it took a 
while, but it came unstuck nonetheless and the people prevailed.  
 

3. Re-zoning is an obvious pathway to achieving the district plans but an open 
discussion about zoning has not happened.  

 
4. If there is to be more townhouse/urban infill/urban densification there needs to be: 

 
- Some rules around deep excavation in residential areas – a developer cannot 

profit from destroying the house next door by poor engineering and using 
excavation equipment for an open cut mine.  

- Streamlining the land title arrangements to achieve separate title. 
- Some rules around how many separate properties can go on a block – we are 

now seeing 600 sq meter duplexes being duplexed, with a loss of trees and green 
cover and nature strips turned into parking areas.  

- Someone needs to sort out disputes that occur when there is a single driveway in 
a multi-unit block and one of the residents has a party.  

- There needs to be some rules about the quality of new housing in urban infill – is 
a windowless garage appropriate, even if the builder’s sign says it’s new-age 
luxury?  



- A lot of us are starting to feel conned – we’ve been waiting for increased housing 
supply, urban infill, build to rent, reducing the missing middle etc to increase 
housing supply and housing costs – but it hasn’t. We need more social housing, 
cooperative housing models. What happened to rent to buy??? 

- If we have leasehold rather than free-hold title, why isn’t land and housing 
cheaper (noting there are constraints on supply everywhere?) 

- If our rates and land tax are amongst the highest in the country, why aren’t we 
getting more say and more influence as citizens in planning in the ACT and some 
control over our spatial lives? Is the answer because we are leasehold and 
therefore our property rights are much less than elsewhere? 

- Appendix A of the district strategies raises the 
spectre of compulsory acquisition of land (homes) to achieve urban 
infill/intensification. 
 

- Canberra was once an exemplar of a planned, modern city that sat gently in its landscape 
and gave residents a natural and beautiful environment. Why should we be enthusiastic 
about a future that delivers less?  
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• Blue-green network Explore opportunities to restore natural environments along 
Yarralumla Creek as part of an enhanced blue-green connection including 
potential for wetlands. 

The idea of a new edge street in Curtin directly conflicts with the above and removes numerous 

established trees while also destroying greenspace.  This will also greatly impact cyclists putting 

more cars back on the road. This area of Curtin is already part of the green network and must be 

preserved as part of the plan: 

 

The plans around the Curtin area between Holman street and the Yarralumla creek are in start 

contrast to the issues raised around the environment in the table of feedback from all districts pg 

27 of the draft strategy. How can the ACT Government take feedback like “Protect and activate 

reserves and green corridors, particularly in areas of housing density” then subsequently draft a 

plan to remove trees along Yarralumla creek and eat into the green space to add  

Curtin is a family friendly and established suburb, it is not a town centre and the proposed 

addition of more high density housing is ridiculous when Woden already has one of the higher 

shares of dwellings in semi-detached or medium density housing types – around 20% in 2021 

compared to 17% across the ACT. 

The wording on page 121: “A potential new edge street to clarify the urban edge to the new 

boulevard and ‘unlock’ sites for development” this would not unlock anything but money for the 

government at the expense of the environment/greenspace and the use of a popular riding corridor 

for cyclists leading to more cars and more traffic.  

Pushing activity hubs north of the currently underused area around Philip oval does not add value or 

make sense, it is too far disconnected from the Woden centre to become a viable “activity hub” and 

any café in that area would struggle for weekday business at all as it is too far from the APS buildings 

in Woden. It would make more sense to try to revitalise around the old Woden library.  

There is no need for any tram stop between Carruthers and the Phillip Oval, improved bike facilities 

would be a smarter and more welcomed initiative allowing people to take a short ride to the tram 

and would improve liveability for the Woden area. 
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I am confident our Government will listen and not deteriorate our trust by removing any more 

greenspace around the Yarralumla creek and will not contradict itself by destroying more of the 

green network that it is pledging to protect. The residents of Curtin that I have spoken to are 

supportive of a revitalised Woden town centre but not at the cost of the proposed new edge street 

in Curtin and the loss of our beloved green corridor. 
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