


 

 

2. AMC’s APPROACH TO REVIEW 

While the project was released in early November 2022, end of year pressures associated with AMC 

Architecture’s projects and the Christmas shut down period have reduced the time frame to undertake a 

detailed review of such a significant proposed change to the Territory Plan. Nevertheless 4 members of 

the AMC Architecture (AMC) team have spent considerable time reviewing what is a substantial document 

and associated references. The approach to this review has been a collaborative between AMC 

Architecture  (AMC) and DNA Architecture who have also provided their own response. Both 

organisations have had team members attend and contribute to various ACT Government driven Industry 

forums and workshops.  

The response format tends to be dot points and have been collated from several different team members 

assigned various components of the new Territory Plan. Being commercial architects, AMC has not, at this 

point, focused on Subdivision or Lease Variation Policy or Rural / Non-Urban zones, although it intends to 

do so in due course. 

3. BROAD RESPSONSE TO THE PROJECT 

We support the principles of the Project and the principle of a performance-based / outcomes focused 

planning system. 

• We applaud key aspirations such as: 

o Sustainable neighbourhoods 

o Ageing in place 

o Urban consolidation  

o Affordable housing / housing choice / housing innovation 

o Encouraging development along transport corridors or in and around Local, Group and Town 

Centres 

• A more determined approach to urban infill and a more “compact city” including further development 

rights associated with RZ1, RZ2 and CFZ Zoning  

• We see the inherent potential in the District Strategies as a collection of ideas, aspirations and potential 

opportunities for the various districts of Canberra as the population and city changes in the future. They 

are in effect long-term “masterplan’s” specific to that location and community. There is much to absorb 

in each District Strategy - too much for the available time for review. As such we implore the ACT 

Government to support these as long-term focus that will necessitate a sustained effort, strong 

leadership, ongoing refinement and indeed preparedness to change into the future 

• We see the opportunity to improve the many frustrating provisions / oddities with the current Territory 

Plan through this process and while there are already improvements, we see room for further 

refinement to achieve an intuitive and efficient Territory Plan and associated supporting documentation 

without duplication. Once again we will need more time to review the documentation issued thoroughly 

to ensure that this opportunity is not wasted and simple changes are implemented that will support a 

less complicated planning system 

• We see the logic in the District Strategies, Design Guides and Technical Standards sitting outside of 

the new Territory Plan to allow for an easier amendment process into the future and to separate these 

from the ACAT Tribunal review process. We are a little sceptical as to whether they will remain the case 

when it comes to a performance-based design solutions in conservative communities and any 

subsequent ACAT Hearings 

• The Residential sector is a primary focus of these reforms and the key to a range of interconnecting 

principles of environmental and social sustainability, housing affordability, ageing in community, 

intergenerational housing, social housing, new housing typologies and appropriate urban infill. Given 

the importance of this issue we see the, yet to be released, Residential Guidelines as important. We 

also see the Community Facility Zoning and further refinement of the permissibility of sub-division and 

a broader definition of Community Housing that doesn’t simply mirror the provisions of SUPPORTIVE 

Housing as key to this aspiration. We would also argue that there is opportunity for some underutilised 

Urban Open Space (PRZ1 and PRZ2) and interstitial land parcels which, are often an ongoing 



 

 

maintenance obligation, to be considered for specific types of residential development such as 

Supportive Housing, Affordable Housing and Retirement Living.  

• We support proposed changes to uses – Definitions and Zones including: 

o Community Housing as a new form of affordable rental in residential and community facility zones 

in conjunction with supportive housing or a place of worship 

o The addition of new uses to all zones 

• We support the proposed changes to the planning provisions including: 

o Making site coverage provisions mandatory, but changing plot ratio to discretionary 

o Removing the dwelling replacement requirement, as this will be adequately covered by dwelling 

size requirements in the design guides. Proposed New Territory Plan – Supporting Report – Nov 

2022 8  

• We support the principle of Design Guides as fundamental instruments to support a new outcome-

based approach to development assessment and as a basis for achieving high quality development 

outcomes while providing flexibility and allowing creativity and innovation in design solutions – but we 

need to see the Urban Design Guideline and the Housing Design Guide to fully comment and 

understand the interplay of these with the District and Zone Policies. From our experience in NSW we 

would respectfully suggest that there are many issues with SEPP65 Apartment Design Guidelines such 

that urge caution about how much this influences the new Urban Design and Residential Guidelines.  

 

 

4. BROAD CONCERNS ABOUT THE PROJECT 

AMC recognises the effort involved in pulling together a new Territory Plan and with limited resources and 

acknowledges the efforts of EPSDD personnel on top of other commitments including ongoing 

development assessment. Nevertheless, it is a little frustrating that not all documents have been finalised 

let alone made available which in turn raises questions about the veracity of the November 2022 issue and 

indeed how much work has continued on The Project which is not yet publicly available. We respectfully 

confirm the following broad concerns: 

• The ultimate impact of ACAT and its ability/capacity to review planning decisions in a performance-

based planning system 

• We are concerned at the number / depth of EPSDD and other referral entities and other authorities staff 

to undertake development assessment in the proposed new paradigm 

• The Residential and Urban Design Guidelines are not yet available to better / more fully understand the 

proposed Territory Plan reforms and the interplay between these and the District and Zone Policies 

• There does not seem to be an allusion to transitional provisions / arrangements as to how the new 

Territory Plan will be applied   

• The referral entities, TCCS, Environment ACT, Icon Water and Evoenergy need to align with a new 

performance-based development assessment system. Currently there is absolutely no room for 

flexibility or innovation or putting the wholistic outcome ahead of their often, by necessity, narrow 

prescriptive technical requirements. Moreover, ongoing dialogue with entities such as TCCS on, for 

example the Draft Waste Management Code, would suggest that these entities are not necessarily 

been taking on this journey to ensure an integrated development assessment system 

• There is the opportunity to set the scene more strongly with the new Territory Plan – refer to PART C 

PLANNING PRINCIPLES AND STRATEGIES as below 

• Significant information has, at face value, simply been transferred from the current Territory Plan, 

including the Precinct and Development Codes, into the new Territory Plan including Policy documents 

and Technical Specifications. Yet we note that quite often specific associated references are omitted 

for no apparent reason. In the absence of the new Urban Design Guidelines and Residential Design 

Guides, this is confusing and will require greater effort to fully understand and perhaps streamline in 

the context of these future Urban Design and Residential Design Guidelines 

• The information informing the proposed Territory Plan reforms appear to be reliant on 2016 Census 

Data despite assertions it is based on up to date data. Does information need to be recalibrated to the 

2021 Census 



 

 

• Technical Specifications are nominated as possible solutions within the new planning framework. 

However, this seems to be a counter-intuitive name and suggests a definitive rule. Could the name 

chance to, for example, acceptable solutions or something similar ? 

• Having taken the time to read all documents, the new TP broadly seems to be a rehash of all of the old 

Territory Plan rules with very little change at a micro-level. Is this because they are seen to be effective 

as they stand or a resourcing issue? 

• We acknowledge the potential freedom to explore innovation but can’t see a way that we could have 

confidence in the system to take the professional or financial risks that it might deliver to us or our 

clients. Indeed, at this early stage, and the absence of more detail on process and the development 

assessment framework, we are concerned that the proposed changes mostly seem to make 

development harder and more expensive – There is a sense that they may add significant risk and time 

delays to pursue innovation which will discourage proponents who can’t afford the associated costs to 

get projects approved. Innovation may need some incentives to build momentum with the new system 

• The parameters outlined to promote the missing middle don’t support viable or innovative proposals to 

achieve the infill development that is being sought. We expected more detail on this to respond to as 

perhaps the key issue given its impact across a broad component of the community from those aging 

in community to those trying to buy or rent a house in their community  

• We are concerned that the new Coordinator General for Housing  has not been able 

to play a meaningful part in the review of the draft Territory Plan and particularly the opportunities 

around the new Community Housing provisions in CFZ zoning 

• There is no clarity / information about what an acceptable DA submission should be either for 

compliant development or something more adventurous  

• A holistic electricity network review and masterplan about how proposed changes to electricity 

requirements within developments has been addressed.  The current system of a substation for each 

block (usually on grade) is a wasteful use of land given the shortage of it in the areas being developed 

when a cohesive solution is not being adapted to deal with the city’s power requirement in the next 50-

80 years.  

• We would like the opportunity to further review, comment and refine the District and Zone Policies and 

the quantitative standards within these given these will be enshrined in the Territory Plan and given we 

do not as yet have visibility of the Urban Design and Residential Design Guidelines  

• For all of the good words, the new Territory Plan somehow lacks a long-term vision and the boldness 

we were hoping to support innovation in the Nation’s capital and a clear pathway for a more compact 

city and greater densification. It appears to be more of a rehash of the existing with perhaps more 

complication and risk. The unseen Residential Design and Urban Design Guidelines may yet surprise 

us. 

 

5. BROAD QUESTIONS ABOUT THE PROJECT 

• What will a DA submission look like? We are assuming it could be a lot more work to support an 

application that challenges the rules but there is no clarity / explanation to this end ? 

• Will the use of the Design Guidelines to support / justify an innovative DA prompt EPSDD to start 

having a conversation with the applicant to work through the specifics of a project.  The current DA 

process seems to shut the door in this regard and we are still looking for clarity on what the process 

will be with the new Territory Plan which will rely even more on early discussions with ESPDD. 

• How will the new Territory Plan and associated process support an innovative / non-confirming 

application from being caught up in consultation with the community, DRP or other groups wanting to 

challenge the idea / frustrate the process? There doesn’t seem to be any formal mechanism for 

supporting an innovative response in an efficient manner ? 

• How will this process be resourced with experienced assessment offices ? 

• What will be required with a DA submission under the new Territory Plan ? 

• What will a Notice of Decision look like ? 

• What will the process now be to lodge a DA – process, consultation, entities ? 

• What level of skills and what level of interaction is assumed in a performance based approvals process  



 

 

• Day 1 how does this document start to facilitate the Missing Middle without unacceptable planning risk 

or uncertainty noting the aging demographics, the opportunity for older Canberran’s to downsize / 

right size and liberate older housing stock for renewal / densification to achieve more sustainable 

communities and ultimately the city 

• Will a DA proposal that complies with the District and Zone Policies be exempt from 3
rd

 party appeals 

and ultimately able to be assessed and approved through a private certification process along the lines 

of current exempt development assessments 

 

6. BROAD REVIEW DISTRICT STRATEGIES SPECIFICATION AND POLICIES  

6.1 GENERAL 

• While we understand that the first 80 odd pages sets the scene in each District Strategy, it would be 

good in future issues to have this information just the once and allow the focus to be on each specific 

location  

• It seems a shame not to touch on the history and key attributes physically, economically and socially 

currently of each District – get to the nub of the current and future character of each 

• Should more be made of Canberra icons that have national significance – the Parliamentary Triangle 

amongst many others ?   

• The canvas is so big that we need more time to truly analyse each district strategy and identify 

opportunities for rezoning, oddities or limitations – eg RZ2 – CFZ to facilitate retirement living 

• How was each District Strategy arrived at accepting they are a long-term and indeed iterative project 

and noting that previous precinct codes / masterplans would have informed each in part ? 

• Party in too many rooms  - How does the ACT Government balance the opportunity implied in the new 

Territory Plan but also control such that each builds on its strengths and such that each retains its 

character or point of difference  ? 

• How do the district strategies identify / celebrate the individual character of each area – Reid with its 

unique heritage, East Lake and the shores of Lake Burley Griffin, the City as a vibrant attractive heart 

while Aranda in its bush setting. More broadly what differentiates Belconnen from Woden, Civic from 

Braddon or Kingston ? 

• There still seems to be little to support Civic as the pre-eminent Town Centre and the heart of the 

National Capital 

• How are key attributes of Canberra and its development to date, for example retention of landscape 

buffers between different Districts, preserved ? 

• What stops new fronts opening up that cannibalise existing enterprises be that in terms of new 

development or new permissible uses ? 

• Disbursement of employment and does this work against Civic and Town Centres being pre-eminent 

supporting a logical city hierarchy and, for example, efficient public transport networks ? 

• Not a sophisticated approach to the missing middle opportunity– eg incentivising block consolidation, 

unravelling the residential subdivision pattern, better use of public realm (verges)? 

• Some things that are significant don’t appear in the relevant maps – for example Yowani Grounds in 

Lyneham  

• Why does existing character (physical, nature, economic) and history does not form part of the Big 

Drivers of District Planning ? 

• Reviewing each of the commentaries below it is clear that there are common themes across all districts 

and lessons learned from each’s growth and charater that may be applied to / be a reference point for 

others with a more detailed and holistic review 

6.2 BELCONNEN  

KEY OBSERVATIONS 

• No links made to history of place – indigenous, natural or colonial 

• Some poor cousins that are not afforded density and intersecting experiences – eg Charnwood 

• Time frames are so broad development is not really encouraged buy in or iterative development – it’s 

still “plonkism” 







 

 

6.3  INNER NORTH AND CITY STRATEGY   

KEY OBSERVATIONS 

• The Inner North and City have the most diverse range of typologies / characters of all the District 

Strategies and as such needs the most work undertaken to bring together one cohesive Strategy / 

Policy and Specification. Watson has a vastly different character and purpose to the city whereas 

Woden is the group centre for Phillip, the City is the Centre for the whole of the ACT and as such 

tends to dominate the District Strategy and while Dickson is clearly identified as the group Centre, the 

Strategy is challenged in separating these two loci.   

• With the above in mind, we wonder if excising the City from this District in to its own Standalone 

District may allow a level of flexibility / agility in a smaller, but more complex Policy seeing Civic take 

its special position for the Territory while leaving Dickson to be the focus of policy as a genuine Inner 

North Group Centre.   

• Have the policies and principles of the City Plan, City Precinct Renewal Program, and the City and 

Gateway Urban Design Framework been incorporated in to the Strategy, Policy and Specification; 

this clause from the Strategy seems to imply no: 

 

As well as the district strategy, the City Plan and City Precinct Renewal Program provide 

important and more detailed principles and actions to guide development in the district. The ongoing 

implementation of the City and Gateway Urban Design Framework includes updates to building 

heights and other policies in the Territory Plan to be in line with the National Capital Plan. Updates 

will be made to the Inner North and City district policies to reflect block amalgamations and future 

initiatives from the City Plan and City Precinct Renewal Program respectively. 

 

• Limited genuine opportunity has been taken to streamline and refine the previous layering of the 

various Suburb Precinct Codes, the Inner North Precinct Code and the Northbourne Avenue 

Corridor Precinct Code. A significant portion of these have been uploaded into the current Policies 

and Specifications unmodified. This is exemplified by this layered map unique to the District.  

 

 

6.4 INNER SOUTH DISTRICT STRATEGY, POLICY AND SPECIFICATON  

KEY OBSERVATIONS  

• The District Strategy starts off with East Lake as a future vision but seems not to acknowledge the 

significance historically and politically of this District nor its important relationship with Lake Burley 

Griffin and Red Hill all of which form integral parts of Griffins Plan for Canberra 

• Future investigation areas are not considered along the majority of the length of the future light rail 

including West Deakin 

• Future investigation areas are not considered along Canberra Avenue 

• There is little mention of the significance of Parliament House, the national attractions such as the 

NGA or the Embassy Precinct in terms of economic drivers, access and opportunity across the city 

• There is little mention of the potential associated with Lake Burley Griffin and water based / nature 

activities or the fine grain from the Kingston Markets, Kingston miniature Railway to Kingston 

Foreshore   

• There is no mention of the significance of Red Hill, Weston Park, the Yarralumla Yacht Club or Royal 

Canberra Golf Course in  terms of economic access and opportunity across the city and the green 

space network 

• There is no allusion to water based public transport on Lake Burley Griffin  as part of the Strategic 

Movement to Support City Growth  

• Lake Burley Griffin has not been identified as being a potential contributor to a sustainable 

neighbourhood be that through water recycling, water purification, support to natural flora and fauna 

or other green initiatives  

• Schools are not identified for the part that they play in communities and associated transport linkages  

• The Fyshwick TAFE is not identified Economic Access And Opportunity Across The City or Inclusive 

Communities And Centres  

• There is no focus on Deakin’s as a Health Hub given this is a key attribute 



 

 

• In some areas, like the Yarralumla Local and Deakin Group Centre, it appears priority has been given 

to proximity to an arterial road over proximity to / around these  centres for possible planning policy 

change. This doesn’t seem logical. 

• Some group and local centres may require targeted planning and non-planning interventions or new 

approaches to improve and maintain their viability over the long term 

 

6.5 TUGGERANONG DISTRICT STRATEGY, POLICY AND SPECIFICATON  

KEY OBSERVATIONS 

• Increasingly, our take on infill opportunities is that there are a wide range of opportunities and we 

should be doing a bit of all of them. We should allow some dual occupancy development within RZ1 

but only on blocks that meet certain criteria – we could get 20,000 dwellings out of this without 

destroying the suburban amenity that people love. We should also be upping our expectations at 

local and group centres. Town Centres and the City are already underway 

• The Tuggeranong District overall has a relatively small share of employment (8.7% of the ACT as of 

2016) compared to its share of the population (20% of the ACT in 2021). Many people travelling 

outside the district for their jobs –bring jobs to Tuggeranong and the Light Rail. Bringing jobs at scale 

is typically a commonwealth government decision, the ACT Government should recognise this. 

Bringing light rail is years away 

• Should Tuggeranong be playing more of a role as Canberra moves towards 500,000 ? 

• At more than 20%, Tuggeranong has the 4th highest tree canopy cover compared to other districts. 

4th of 9 districts puts it half way, neither good nor bad, but given the target of 30% coverage, it needs 

a 50% improvement to achieve this! Is this realistic? 

• Parts of Tuggeranong Town Centre are an urban heat ‘hotspot’. This is not surprising, the commercial 

and industrial areas are the most urbanised and would be expected to be hotspots compared to 

suburban areas - what is proposed/does it need to be addressed further in policy or just a reality! 

What part will Lake Tuggeranong play into the future? 

• Tharwa village, at the south-western edge of the district, is a significant location for heritage, including 

cultural heritage for the Ngunnawal people. Really, we didn’t know that and some of us get through 

Tharwa more than most, there is nothing in Tharwa identifying this other than one sign in the Tharwa 

recreation area with a photo of local aboriginal people. ACT Heritage Council Background Info on 

Tharwa Village Precinct - The area around Tharwa was utilised as a crossing point for Aboriginal 

groups as a part of the network of Aboriginal pathways across the country, with this area being a part 

of the pathway accessing the resources (particularly Bogong Moths) in mountain ranges to the west. 

Aboriginal people have continued to use the area through to modern times as an area of cultural 

education. 

• The Hume industrial precinct may be a focus for future growth associated with development occurring 

across the border in NSW at South Jerrabomberra. More thought required, is there an opportunity at 

the southern end of Hume where there is both Industrial and Commercial (leisure and 

accommodation) Zoning. 

• In contrast to some other districts, the road network in Tuggeranong is relatively unconstrained, with 

fewer existing road and traffic issues and surplus capacity in the system. It certainly provides the 

opportunity for some infill 

• The fact that the age cohort is older warrants planning consideration for the next wave of children. 

Does it also mean Tuggeranong needs more aged care/Community zoned land? 

• We find the Blue Green network to be confusing 

• There is a strong assumption that light rail will come to Greenway, is this correct given we are not at 

Woden yet 

• It shows that people who live in the deep south don’t have great access to Community Facilities 

which is a common thread to some other districts. The new Ice skating rink is a rare example of good 

news for Tuggeranong - is this particular district worse off here and needs further investigation 

• There is great untapped potential in Tuggeranong given the unconstrained road network and 

potential for increase jobs/reduced travel to work 

• Broadly all the District Policies are so similar, why just not just make one and call it our new planning 

strategy? 

• One of the key directions includes focusing new residential development in a future light rail corridor. 

Should this go to the next level of detail and identify more density around rapid transit nodes? 



 

 

• The “Future Investigation Areas”. We count 10.. How are all these going to be resourced and 

completed by EPSDD with other pressures /a new Territory Plan 

• Views to The Brindabellas and access to Natural Bushland on Ridges is not 

celebrated/acknowledged/identified commensurate with residents value of these attributes. Some 

choose to live in Tuggeranong because of the views and connection to Bush 

• Future Investigation Areas is next to the Tharwa Pull out on the map, worth relocating/tidying up? 

 

6.7 WODEN DISTRICT STRATEGY, POLICY AND SPECIFICATON  

KEY OBSERVATIONS 

• Like Tuggeranong there are a dozen areas for Further Investigation. We are concerned about the 

volume of future studies across all district strategies/time frame to get these done 

• Woden has one of the lower %’s of rental households, something to fix, more rental opportunity/build 

to rent development needed? 

• There is a lot for Future investigation and little district specific strategy that confidently demonstrates 

an understanding of what differentiates the district. 

• The Planning Strategy has 5 Key Themes and then 5 Drivers for the Strategy. The 5 Drivers are similar 

to the 5 Key Themes. 5 Themes from the Planning Strategy would be simpler 

• Pg 5 – “They will enhance and protect the defining characteristics of each district—the things we 

value most, such as natural space, liveability, diversity of lifestyle choice and more”  District strategies 

identify matters of difference between the districts. Matters that are universal across Canberra should 

be addressed in the Planning Strategy. There is a lot common to the current District Strategies. 

“Deliver new community facilities aligned with urban improvement to address existing gaps in 

provision and support future residential growth” Again, common to all District Strategies? 

• Could the “technical work” on page 2 referred to be provided for reference? Same for potential urban 

infill housing no’s (Pg11). Same for the employment forecasts that can be used to understand and 

plan for the type and amount of floorspace that may be needed in locations in future. Same for 

preliminary analysis for housing capacity (pg 76) 

• “District Strategies have been prepared for nine districts in the ACT, based on five big drivers, 10 

targets, and 12 implementation pathways”. Too complex, do they align with Territory Plan policies? 

• Pg 8 - “More Active Transport” is a very open target/difficult to measure level of success. Could this 

be a more specific target? 

• Delivering the district strategies – 12 implementation pathways: 

i. 7 – Group and Local Centre Initiatives: Generic text. Ideally should be identifying 

specific/individual targets for the different centres? 

ii. Should identify the relevant centres in Woden and what differentiates them/what they 

need. 

iii. Woden Town Centre – Woden Masterplan initiatives, Callum Street, series of tall towers as 

precedent to higher density precinct 

iv. Curtin Group Centre – Limited Land/expansion opportunities and low density. Time to 

increase height/density? 

v. Mawson Group Centre – Better Pedestrian connection across Athlon and Higher Density 

residential adjacent. Future light rail hub? 

vi. Canberra Hospital Precinct – Has been badly in need of a Masterplan and to identify 

expansion opportunities and appears as uncontrolled development with separate  

vii. 6 – Establish New Innovation Pathways – Shouldn’t we have a structure that allows 

Innovation within it/allow others to innovate 

• Strategic Public Transport - Car Share schemes, Uber, Taxis all contribute to the reduced 

dependence on car ownership/not referenced? 

• Unfinished sentence on page  56 –“enhance public transport connectivity which respond to:” 

• Could we quantify what “Sufficient floorspace for non-residential uses should” is? 

• “Without meaningful additions to new social and affordable housing across the ACT economic 

productivity will be affected as labour market depth is eroded”  

• Pg 64 - How can a new planning strategy based on Better outcomes not up the ante on improve 

street walkability, Address urban heat, Water sensitive urban design (WSUD). Will these policies be 

the same? 



 

 

• “Recycled water systems to support extensive greening and zero sewer in large-scale developments 

that can connect to the broader neighbourhood for sewer mining (recycling of wastewater) and 

support enhanced greening” Fantastic, ACT Health on board? 

• A district strategy should be predicting the future advising on the location and types of community 

facilities needed. Not there yet – many subject to further studies 

• Table 10 Woden Initiatives – Excellent initiatives 

• Note at the bottom of Fig 10 on Map Pg 33 – “Note: More detailed planning will determine where 

future development will be allocated. This is likely to depart from the future dwelling distributions 

shown here. Housing modelling has not been undertaken for East Canberra.” This makes Fig 10 

redundant?  

• Westfield Woden is a missing Destination on Figure 25.  

• Is Mawson Group Centre better or additionally known as ‘Southlands’ in brackets 

• ACT Infrastructure Plan being Updated so opportunity to plan for beyond 500,000 people 

 

EAST CANBERRA DISTRICT STRATEGY  

KEY OBSERVATIONS 

• Limited potential for residential development and an employment focus will mean that transport 

linkages, particularly public transport, in to and out of the district will be diurnally lop sided.  

• Light Rail to Airport becomes critical to not only providing a sophisticated transport network for 

arriving passengers, but also an opportunity to integrate the employment hub into those of the City 

and Barton  

• Increased employment will place broader stress on the East West connections, particularly Parks 

Way west of Kings Ave 

• Whilst the Economic Activity and Future jobs sections of the District Strategies talk to the future 

growth potential of employment associated with the Airport, there is a lack of depth of vision in the 

opportunity to embrace the Business Park which clearly meets a need and which is consistent with 

the provision of similar amenity in other cities globally.  

• Hume remains isolated and subsequently reliant on private transport. 

• It makes no sense to include the typical City making and ‘urban improvement subsection in this 

District as it has little opportunity for meaningful application.  

 

7. DESIGN GUIDES 

We are disappointed that the Urban Design and Residential Design Guides have not been completed / 

made available for this review noting their intention is to act as supporting material to better define and 

illustrate the statutory provisions detailed in the Territory Plan and be written and developed  in a style and 

format that assists the interpretation of statutory policy, and provides clear guidance to proponents and 

statutory officers (including development assessment staff, Courts and Tribunals) within an outcomes 

based planning system paradigm 

 

While the 6 themes all seem to make sense ,they imply a significant level of detail which may be 

interesting to reconcile (given they are not yet developed) against for example Part E1 Residential Zones 

Policy and the associated Technical Specification – Residential  

 

Given the importance of the Design Guide we would implore EPSDD to allow time for consultation, review 

and feedback as part of the implementation of the new Territory Plan 

 

8. DISTRICT POLICIES AND TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS 

• Still too many specific requirements that are simply uplifted from previous codes – little seems to have  

been further refined through this process 

• Too many specific numerical standards in the Policies 

• Both the Polices and Technical Specifications have many numerical standards – why. Is there more 

scope to vary these in the Technical Specifications 



 

 

PART A: ADMINSTRATION AND GOVERNANCE 

No comment at this stage 

PART B THE TERRITORY PLAN 

No comment at this stage 

 

PART C PLANNING PRINCIPLES AND STRATEGIES  

C.1 Object of the Plan 

• Should there be a clear statement about the ACT Planning Strategy as the higher order document 

that informs the new Territory Plan  

• Should the fact that Canberra is the National Capital of Australia be mentioned  

• Should Social and Environmental Sustainability be mentioned 

• Should Regional Hub be mentioned 

• Should Economic Growth be mentioned  

• Should Cohesive Community be mentioned  

• Should the intrinsic Landscape Qualities and Indigenous Heritage be mentioned  

C.2 Statement of Principles of Good Planning 

• Is there merit in a section called Building a National Capital which might talk to: 

o Acknowledging Canberra is the seat of Government  

o Acknowledging the Federal Government bureaucracy that supports the Government of the Day 

o Celebrates the National Institutions associated with a National Capital including but not limited to 

the High Court, AWM, NMA, NGA, AIASTIS, Questacon, AIS etc etc 

• Is there merit in once again spelling out a little more the ACT Planning Strategy Vision so that its 

interwoven with the new Territory Plan 

• Is there merit in a section ONE CANBERRA (something like this) or within Long-Term Focus which 

talks to the common aspirations of the city and in doing so to allude to a balance between 

appropriate development and avoiding NIMBYISM 

• Is there merit in a section called REGIONAL HUB to build on Canberra’s role in the broader context of 

its NSW neighbours  

• Is there merit in a section that touches on all of the Districts that make up Canberra and a brief 

overview of each and their place in the City  

C4 Relationship with the National Capital Plan  

• Is there merit in a more positive statement about the relationship of the National Capital Plan with the 

new Territory Plan  

 

PARTS D1 – D8 

No comment at this stage 

 

PART E1: RESIDENTIAL ZONES POLICY 

• We are surprised that Co-Housing is not permissible in RZ1 in the Land Use / Development Type 

• We suggest that block amalgamation should be encouraged in RZ2 – Suburban Zone 

• 1. 2. 3. 4. Noting that the Project is looking to encourage the Missing Middle we are concerned that 

Site Coverage of 40% for Large Blocks and 45% for Multi-Unit Housing in RZ1 and RZ2 is too low to 

achieve at-grade accessible dwellings for aging in place 

• It would be helpful to understand how the site coverage limits have been arrived at 

• 9. Multi-Unit Housing Blocks in RZ2 – Minimum block sizes should be 500m² benchmarked against 

other jurisdictions and new subdivision development to achieve the destined outcome of densification. 

This then will allow a greater number of dwellings per block with 1 additional dwelling / 250m² 

• 10. To achieve greater density street frontages should be allowed to be 6m in the context of rear lane 

access / carparking which is possible when blocks are amalgamated 

• 18. RZ2 should now have a 3 storey height limit once again to achieve densification 



 

 

• 19. Maximum Building Height for RZ3, RZ4 and RZ5 should all increase commensurate with an 

increase in height for RZ2 to facilitate urban densification in appropriate locations  

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS TS1 RESIDENTIAL 

• 1.1.15 Dictating the mix of dwelling types  for developments of 40 or more should be left to the market 

requirements for each specific development and its context and desired planning outcomes. 

• 1.2 Generally confusing envelope requirements that need to be simplified 

• 1.4 Amenity 

o 52 A person standing 1m above DGL with an eye level of 1.5m has general visibility over a 

boundary fence to well over half of a neighbouring block. This increases with sloping blocks. 

Windows are generally higher than ground level so would be in full sight. Any room except a 

bathroom with a single window would be designated a primary window so this would drive all 

housing back from the boundary. If the neighbouring house is set 1.5m off the boundary, the 

proposed house would need to be 10.5m off the boundary in question. For an average 15m wide 

block this would leave a strip of developable land that could have a window or terrace of 3m. Who 

determines the primary window? This requires internal knowledge of the neighbouring properties 

which is unlikely to be available to the applicant. It also requires increased documentation to 

include all surrounding houses external detail. On greenfield blocks neighbours details might not 

be known. This control is not practically achievable and should be deleted 

o 53 A person standing 1m above DGL with an eye level of 1.5m has general visibility over a 

boundary fence to well over half of a neighbouring block. This increases with sloping blocks. What 

is designated private open space required calculations and detailed knowledge of a neighbouring 

property. This is unlikely to be available to the applicant. It also requires increased documentation 

to include all surrounding houses external detail. On greenfield blocks neighbours details might 

not be known. This control is not practically achievable and should be deleted 

• 1.5 Transport Parking and Movement  

o 86 This is confusing with reference to co-located parking location and distances. 

o 90 End of trip facilities. This is applied as a blanket over all development without consideration of 

likely need for servicing. It is most likely well over what is required to meet demand. 

PART D4: INNER SOUTH DISTRICT POLICY 

• Land Use Table for Deakin mentions CZ2 but doesn’t seem to show up on Figure 10. Many of the 

prohibited uses would seem to be appropriate for Deakin. It then also mentions prohibiting all uses 

except health also in CZ2. This table needs reworking 

• Land Use Table for Fyshwick. The prohibited table seems to be uses that belong in Fyshwick. The IZ2 

notes seem to be repeated three times. This table needs reworking 

• Land Use Table for Kingston. The CZ5 additional development seems to be repeated and Figure 14 

doesn’t show CZ5 

PART D9: EAST CANBERRA DISTRICT POLICY 

• The district boundary should be realigned to include Hume South so that all of Hume has the same 

policy. 

• Land Use Table Beard. This allows for Restaurant and Take-Away but the reality is that the approval 

requirements from EPA preclude this from happening. The result is that an employment centre has no 

food outlets to service the area. 

• Land Use Table Pialligo. The Figure 7 doesn’t show NUZ1 with all of the prohibited development. 

PART E2: COMMERCIAL ZONES POLICY 

• Many empirical absolutes in the Policy – why. For example Zone CZ4 – how was 50% arrived at as a 

max reduction in commercial / retail purposes in lifted straight from the current Territory Plan 

• Incentives / conditions need to be identified for Local and Group Centres to make better use of existing 

land assets including unleased land or carparks or urban open space to achieve integrated mixed use 

development on larger parcel of lands. This could include the provision of a % of Affordable or Social 

Housing 

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION TS2 : COMMERCIAL  

• Many of the controls are highly specific once again and lifted straight from the current Territory Plan 



 

 

• 1.2 Height Bulk and Scale – the use of building envelope limitations is inappropriate for Multi-Unit 

Housing. Height and Building form should respond to the Urban Design and Residential Design 

Guidelines only and prescriptive / quantitative absolutes should be deleted  

PART E3: INDUSTRIAL ZONES POLICY 

• 1.5 Assessment outcomes d) Reference to seeking advice from DRP. What is the trigger for this? Takes 

too long to get and gets in the way of simple assessment. 

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION TS3: INDUSTRIAL 

• 42 EV ready. How is this defined? What infrastructure needs to be in place to be EV ready. We are 

having trouble getting enough power out of the network to have the capacity to add the additional load 

for EV chargers. This could possibly see every block having its own or multiple sub-stations. 

• Who owns the charging infrastructure and how is the charging to be invoiced? 

• How do we deal with designated car parks that belong to individual sub-leases. Is there a priority for 

visitors or staff parking? 

• 52 End of trip facilities. The calculations for use seem to be well over the reality of possible take up for 

these areas. We have tried for many years to include a shower with each industrial unit as part of the 

accessible toilet. Not one of them is used as a shower and it is extremely rare to have riders as 

employees. In our own building in Braddon where we encourage riding, out of 22 employees, we have 

3 riders and they share a single shower with the rest of the building, probably another 30 employees, 

some with riders. Our shower gets used regularly but the rules would require us to have 6 showers 

where 1 is more than enough and never has a wait even at peak arrival time. We agree with having 

these facilities but suggest that the usage generator needs to be adjusted much lower, particularly for 

industrial areas where the usage will be much lower again. 

PART E4: COMMUNITY FACILITY ZONE POLICY 

• Broader opportunity for development type – eg Community Housing  

• Is it critical that all dwellings comply with Class C AS 4299 – Adaptable Housing 

• Again, many numerical constraints that undermine the notion of performance based system 

• Sites over 10,000m² (or a few other factors) need to have “Sufficient consideration of and response to 

the Urban Design Guide”.  

o Who determines what is sufficient? 

o Does this exclude other projects on sites less than 10,000m² 

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION TS4 : COMMUNITY  

• Is it critical that all dwellings comply with Class C AS 4299 – Adaptable Housing? This may work 

against affordable housing and housing choice 

• 20% carparks EV ready seems difficult at the moment 

• Should we need to allow a RACF to be subdivided from ILU’s for adaptive reuse noting subdivision is 

prohibited ? 

• Should we be factoring in future subdivision as the aging population decline and adaptive reuse or 

repurposing is required ? 

PART E7 : NON-URBAN ZONES POLICY 

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION TS 7: NON-URBAN 

• 1.2 Building Height. Restricted to two storey. This should be just a height control of 10m or 12m. 

Buildings in these areas can have multiple basement storeys or due to their heigh can be deemed 

three storeys even though they are two. If a building can fit multiple storeys within the allowable bulk 

and scale limits then why should they be restricted? 

• 52 End of trip facilities. The calculations for use seem to be well over the reality of possible take up for 

these areas. We have tried for many years to include a shower with each industrial unit as part of the 

accessible toilet. Not one of them is used as a shower and it is extremely rare to have riders as 

employees. In our own building in Braddon where we encourage riding, out of 22 employees, we have 

3 riders and they share a single shower with the rest of the building, probably another 30 employees, 

some with riders. Our shower gets used regularly but the rules would require us to have 6 showers 

where 1 is more than enough and never has a wait even at peak arrival time. We agree with having 



 

 

these facilities but suggest that the usage generator needs to be adjusted much lower, particularly for 

industrial areas where the usage will be much lower again. 

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION TS8: SUBDIVISION 

• 1.1.2 Multi Unit Blocks enable all dwellings to front a road or public open space. This might be hard for 

larger blocks or for multilevel apartments that are not at ground level. 

• 1.3.15 30% tree coverage for off street parking could be hard to achieve. Will make parking areas 

larger to meet requirements wasting usable area. 

PART F1: SUBDIVISION POLICY  

• 3. Should we not be building in the opportunity to subdivide community housing or retirement living in 

CFZ to future proof these assets for future sale if required 

• 7. Should there be an opportunity for a secondary residence to be subdivided in the future 

• 9. Should there be an opportunity for RZ1 to subdivided and do points 10,11, 12 and 12 build on Point 

9 

PART F2: LEASE VARIATION POLICY 

No comment at this stage 

 

PART G1 - DICTIONARY  

Lower Floor Level 

• Lower Floor level 1m or less above DGL 

• It is reasonable to suggest that most blocks in the ACT have some level of slope and there is some 

level of cut and fill. This will have a significant negative impact on the reasonable ability for a purchaser 

to develop their block. 

• Increasing setbacks for floor levels above 1m will severely limit the usable area of blocks. It will result in 

increased excavation to keep houses lower than 1m. This will result in a significant increase to the 

build cost with more extensive retaining walls and increased excavation costs. This will also increase 

the extent of overshadowing from within the block and impact from neighbouring buildings.  

• Increasing setbacks for sloping sites will push buildings in further off the boundary. For the southern 

side of the block this will result in increased wasted open space on the cold shaded side of the block 

and reduced usable private open space on the sunny side of the block. This was a point that we 

stressed when consulting on the Solar Envelope. It is a bad outcome. 

• On a 15m wide block it would leave a 3m wide strip of developable land for a single storey house. 

Primary Window 

• The main window in a habitable room 

• Perhaps this should refer to a primary daytime living room. 

• Bedrooms typically have single windows so would by default become the Primary Window. 

• If a living room has multiple windows the largest or northern would become the primary window even 

though the secondary window might be the privacy issue. 

• Who determines the primary window? This requires internal knowledge of the neighbouring properties 

which is unlikely to be available to the applicant. It also requires increased documentation to include all 

surrounding houses external detail. 

• On greenfield blocks neighbours details might not be known. 

 

9. RZ1 AND RZ2 

Noting the aspirations in the ACT Planning Strategy 2018 for a Compact and Efficient City its impossible 

not to address the key issue / opportunity for further densification in all RZ1 and RZ2 Zones.  

Key to this is: 

• Accepting that Canberra needs to embrace urban infill that is more sophisticated than a front and 

rear dwelling typology with its inevitable extensive driveway access 



 

 

• Building on the Mr Fluffy scheme which demonstrated that urban infill was possible in RZ1 zoning 

given that sub-division within an RZ1 was possible / successful  

• Working with Canberra’s suburban subdivision pattern which tends to: 

➢ Have large, long / deep blocks 

➢ Rear and Side Easements  

➢ Deep Verges  

➢ Corner Blocks with the opportunity for dual access points 

• Facilitating block amalgamation to change the subdivision / block pattern and in turn allow medium 

density housing with street frontages, rear lane access and garaging and affordable surveillance 

units 

• Accepting that there needs to be a new approach to such building typologies in terms of: 

➢ Minimum block size 

➢ Minimum frontage width 

➢ Site coverage 

➢ Setbacks 

➢ Number of Storeys  

➢ Basement parking 

➢ Parking provisions 

• Well-conceived Urban Design and Residential Design Guidelines should then allow / facilitate high 

quality attractive medium density / missing middle housing to be developed on any site(s) In 

Canberra with confidence 

• Refer to Attachment 3 as one example of this 

10. INTIATIVES / OPPORTUNITIES NEEDING FURTHER CONSIDERATION 

• Achieving Affordable / Community Housing in CFZ. A specific definition that does not draw from 

Supportive Housing  

• Greater clarity on Retirement Living’s place within Community Facility Zones  

• CZ6 remains quite undefined and its opportunity unrealised  

• Incentives to amalgamate both RZ1 and RZ2 blocks to achieve appropriate medium density / missing 

middle / housing choice 

• Planning incentives for adaptive reuse of old office buildings which will need to be electrified in the 

future at great expense and therefore prime candidates for new housing options in Group Centres and 

Civic – Refer Attachment 1 

• We need visibility of the Urban Design Guidelines and Housing Design Guidelines 

• It is important that a more sophisticated appeals system is developed that filters our vexatious claims, 

obliges objecting parties to demonstrate real impacts, places a heavier cost burden on appealing a 

decision, provides a more sophisticated Mediation process with more time allocated and experienced 

mediators that can achieve consensus  

 

11. INNOVATIONS & INCENTIVES 

• A full restructure of the names of Zones to help the public dis-associate existing rules in that zone with 

proposed changes. 

• RZ1 -  To allow dual occupancies on all blocks over 700sqm 

• RZ2 – To allow unit titling or subdivision of blocks 500sqm and larger and an additional storey.  This 

still allows for two compact blocks which can have a high level of impact on the missing middle we are 

in desperate need of. 

• RZ3&RZ4 – There needs to be a much higher level of density allowable in these zones if we’re going to 

address our population growth and densification which has been forecast.  There may be some 

innovative ways to address this through the five key principals outlined by international powerhouse 

WOHA Architects of Singapore: 

• Green Plot ratio – The quantum of landscaped surfaces compared to development site area 

• Community Plot ratio – The amount of community space allocated within a development’s site area 



 

 

• Civic Generosity index – The extent to which a development encourages and facilitates the public life of 

a city 

• Ecosystem contribution index – The degree to which a development supplements a city’s ecosystem 

• Self-sufficiency index – A developments capacity to provide its own energy, food & water 

• These indexes could somehow offset the density & height of a development in these zones to create 

living 7 breathing precincts which contribute positively to their neighbours, street & suburb. 

• Removal of overall height restrictions so that other metrics such as solar access, privacy, site coverage 

etc… could dictate what the overall height may be on a block based on the amenity it provides to its 

surrounding 

• Removal of all building envelope diagrams for Commercial Zones.  The outcomes in Braddon should 

be a clear indication of the harm such envelopes can do to the fabric of the built environment.  It 

highlights the lack of trust put in design professionals to address the amenity concerns that the 

envelopes are trying to resolve.  Ideally this can be done without the negative visual impact such 

planning policy decisions are having on the streetscape for generations to come. 

• Promote articulation vertically and not just on the face of a façade.  The typical requirements to 

‘articulate’ a façade by 2-3m only seems to add awkward construction details and dated design 

outcomes.  Vertical articulation will help the city achieve more organic skyline which has been 

considered against amenity and aesthetic 

• ACAT review and increasing the threshold for what constitutes an appealable decision and indeed the 

costs associated with appealing a decision – there needs to be a way to filter vexatious claims through 

increased costs to appeal a decision or a vetting process 

• ACAT need to invest in good / experienced mediators to deal with a likely increased number of appeals 

in a performance based system and the mediation process needs to be more sophisticated to achieve 

a resolution  

• Incentives for block amalgamation in RZ1 and RZ2 to achieve more sophisticated medium density 

development that makes sense of the Canberra subdivision pattern allowing for example rear lane 

access and garaging, active street frontages and additional surveillance units 

• Incentives / conditions need to be identified for Local and Group Centres to make better use of existing 

land assets including unleased land or carparks or urban open space to achieve integrated mixed use 

development on larger parcel of lands. This could include the provision of a % of Affordable or Social 

Housing 

• The use of building envelope limitations in Local and Group Centres and other Commercial Zones is 

inappropriate for Multi-Unit Housing. Height and Building form should respond to the Urban Design 

and Residential Design Guidelines only and prescriptive / quantitative absolutes should be deleted  

• The proposed standards and indeed timing around EV charging stations in resident developments 

needs to be carefully considered against the Electricity supply available in the ACT and NCC and Fire 

provisions  

• Incentives for Adaptive Reuse of existing buildings to residential, retirement living, business start-ups 

etc noting the sheer number of commercial office buildings in Canberra, the embodied energy in each, 

the costs to remove gas from mechanical plant and given their good locations in Civic and Town 

Centres near places of employment, public transport, community and entertainment facilities, 

recreation areas 

• A NEW City and National Capital District:  

o As discussed to above in 6.BROAD REVIEW DISTRICT STRATEGIES SPECIFICATION AND 

POLICIES and our commentary on the Inner North and City District Strategy, there may have / be 

an opportunity to excise the City from the Inner North and couple it with the National Capital ...  

Parliamentary Triangle which has a similar somewhat nuanced place / status with in the Inner 

South. 

o This would allow these significant places to be managed in a focused way including fostering a 

more collaborative approach to how these two places are managed to the outward benefit of 

Canberra as a place  

o Specifically with regard to planning reform, it would allow for these additional planning policies to 

be more integrated in to the vision for the Heart of the City:  City Plan, City Precinct Renewal 

Program, and the City and Gateway Urban Design Framework  





 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT 1 – ADAPTIVE REUSE IN CANBERRA (3rd May 2012) 

 

 

Themes 

• Making use of Canberra significant number of Commercial Office Buildings many of which are 

quite old 

• Noting gas removal these buildings may no longer be viable as Office Buildings 

• Embodied Carbon is retained 

• Expectations around office accommodation are changing 

• Such buildings are usually in Civic or Town Centres in convenient locations for employment, 

public transport and recreation activities 

• Incentives to allow repurposing including increased development rights / remissions  

• Less reliance on motor vehicles 

• Key opportunities include affordable housing, student accommodation, social housing, retirement 

living and start ups 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 













































































 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT 2 – PCA DEMONSTRATION HOUSING PROJECT SUBMISSION (31st May 2018) 

 

Themes 

• Aging in community 

• Revitalising local shops / mixed use development 

• Urban intensification in an appropriate location 

• Making better use of under-utilised ACT Government land assets in and around Local and Group 

Centres to achieve large development footprint 

• Housing choice 

• Urban consolidation 

• Support local employment 

• Less reliance on motor vehicles 

• Support public transport system 
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1 Executive Summary 

The Property Council of Australia (ACT Division) and its members are exploring new housing typologies. This has many potential benefits, including 
an increase in density to improve the efficient use of land and housing affordability close to existing services and public transport.  

The Property Council of Australia welcomes the ACT Government’s Demonstration Housing Project and the opportunity to provide an Expression Of 
Interest (EOI) to participate in this exciting Project.  

The Property Council of Australia are investigating how innovative housing typologies can be delivered across a range of suburban precincts 
throughout the ACT. Suitable locations envisaged for the establishment of these precincts include Local Centres (zoned CZ4 under the Territory 
Plan) and smaller Group Centres. 

This submission outlines a proposal for hypothetical Demonstration Housing Precincts across three such contexts.  

The proposal meets all seven Objectives outlined in the ACT Legislative Assembly’s June 2017 Resolution on Demonstration Housing. 

This EOI document details the concepts of the proposed Demonstration developments and summarises key aspects of existing ACT planning laws 
against which the concepts are able or unable to comply. 

It also demonstrates the anticipated costs and funding for the concepts, governance arrangements of participating entities, and the ability of the 
project team to deliver innovative projects. 

This document is accompanied by an Expression of Interest Returnable Schedule for a Proposal where a specific site has not been identified. 
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2 Response to Project Brief 

2.1 Introduction 

The Property Council welcomes the ACT Government’s Housing Choices initiative which signals a plan for the future. In line with the Housing 
Choices Discussion Paper, we are interested in understanding best practice models in other jurisdictions, exploring good building design, and 
examining opportunities to improve the objectives and controls of the Territory Plan to achieve better development outcomes for the built 
environment and the Canberra community.  

We need to take a whole of life perspective, focussing on short, mid and long term housing solutions. Housing typologies need to meet the 
requirements of all generations by planning for both current and future generations. 

Population and demographics 

Canberra’s population is ageing. According to the latest ACT population projections, it is estimated that the number of seniors (65+) will increase 
from 53,000 in 2018 to 95,000 by 20411. If this trend continues, the number of seniors will reach 120,000 by 2050, more than doubling over the 
next 30 years.   

Our housing typology needs to reflect and meet the future needs of our city and a fuller understanding of the density that needs to be created – 
and where is critical to long term planning for our future residents. 

ACT Government land release program  

Suitable land needs to released in the right places to enable housing objectives to be achieved. Affordable housing targets have been set by the 
Suburban Land Agency which have now been allocated to greenfield land releases, and we support affordable housing allocation to urban infill 
sites. We support both strategies in order to optimise housing choices. 

The Government has the ability to shape the future of the city and influence housing typologies. Housing solutions need to be developed for the 
ageing population, as well as intergenerational housing and co-housing where older community members or people with disabilities can be 
supported by younger people. 

                            

1 ACT Government Chief Minister, Treasury and Economic Development Directorate, 2018 
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Greenfield development and urban infill 

The ACT Government has a long-standing policy of 50% greenfield and urban infill land release. It is important that the Government achieve 
balanced development across the city, providing a diversity of housing options for different household types and socioeconomic backgrounds. 

Housing affordability  

If Canberra is to remain a “cool little capital”, housing affordability for all should be a foremost consideration: we need and want to be an inclusive 
as well as a connected city. This includes ensuring affordable housing options are available throughout Canberra for key essential workers. 

Housing affordability is a serious issue throughout Australian cities, and particularly so in Canberra. Over the last five years, land purchase and 
development costs have been rising, and this had a significant impact on housing affordability. This supported by analysis of recent residential 
vacant land sales, which indicate a reflect trend in land sale prices. 

Planning controls and processes 

Canberrans need the opportunity to do something different, and the planning system should support and encourage innovation. Planning needs to 
focus on design outcomes and outcomes for the community (including social, the cultural, arts) and provide more flexible development controls 
that enable innovation. 

The Property Council is supportive of the principles of access and equity for members of our community to the Australian Capital Territory Civil and 
Administrative Tribunal (ACAT). We suggest that the alternative approvals pathways are applied to the demonstration projects as a trial or 
“demonstration” of an alternative process for all stakeholders to observe and review if desired outcomes are to be achieved.  Any demonstration 
project will be put at risk – both perceived and financial – if third party appeals are lodged for new development typologies. 

Urban renewal and density 

There needs to be a focus on rejuvenating Civic and our town and group centres. Densification around these centres, including adaptive reuse, 
would provide opportunities to provide housing options conveniently located to public transport and services, key lifestyle decisions for our ageing 
population. To encourage redevelopment in established areas, there needs to be appropriate tax incentives (including concessions on rates, land 
tax and lease variation charges) that acknowledges the community benefits delivered by demonstration housing. 

Sustainability and carbon neutrality 

Demonstration housing provides an opportunity to achieve sustainability objectives including reduced greenhouse gas emissions associated with 
transport usage, providing more housing options in proximity to public transport and services to encourage active travel.  

New housing typologies also provide opportunities to reduce energy consumption associated with building construction and ongoing operating 
costs such as for heating and cooling. 
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Liveability 

Housing options need to consider the different lifestyle requirements of occupants. Liveable Housing Australia provide guidelines for the design of 
dwellings that support ageing and mobility impaired residents, and these guidelines have been endorsed by the Property Council. Canberra already 
ranks as one of the most liveable cities in the world. To maintain this liveability and shape our city’s destiny, we need to plan for the future- and for 
the types of housing we need. 

2.2 Demonstration Housing Brief 

In response to the Demonstration Housing Project brief, this proposal explores a range of new housing typologies to increase density and improve 
the efficient use of land and housing affordability close to existing services and public transport.  

Detailed in Appendix A are the characteristics of these housing typologies, and an analysis of how the typologies comply or in some cases do not 
comply with the ACT’s Territory Plan as it currently stands. This particularly relates to the objectives of residential zones and compliance with 
residential development codes and considers aspects of existing commercial and community facility zoned land.   

2.3 Property Council of Australia Interest in the Project 

The Property Council of Australia (ACT Division) membership consists of local, national and international influencers and contributors to the 
development industry. These include experts in property development, finance, legal, property management professional services and consultants, 
certifiers, constructors, designers, valuation, institutions and superfunds, universities and community campuses, corporate and residential real 
estate, valuers, retail and commercial operators, retirement living and housing operators, planners and different tiers of government. Members 
have a positive impact on policy and the built environment as they deliver a broad range of different products across the building life cycle. 

Members are personally and professionally invested in this city and have city pride. 

Members care about the future of the city (for ours and of course future generations) in which we live, work, invest and play. Housing Choices 
represents an important opportunity in a maturing city, to explore new housing typologies to increase density and improve the efficient use of land 
and housing affordability close to existing services and public transport. 

The Property Council of Australia has six key advocacy priorities including: 

• Encouraging Urban Renewal vital to Canberra’s economic and social wellbeing.  
• Outcomes focused Planning and Sustainable Development polices. 
• Transport Orientated Development delivering density and liveability in major transport corridors and town centres. 
• Housing choice for all Canberrans including retirement living and affordable housing. 
• Fair Taxes and charges administered efficiently and encourage development where it’s needed. 
• Long term infrastructure planning which will help transform our city. 



  Demonstration Housing Project 
  Expression of Interest 
  Property Council of Australia (ACT Division) 
 

  8 

It is against this backdrop that the ACT Government’s Demonstration Housing Project provides an important opportunity for the Property Council 
and its member firms to contribute to the design and delivery of innovative housing typologies. 

2.4 Proposal Overview 

This project explores a group of housing typologies that: 

• Allow residents to “downsize” or “right size” when they need to within their community to liberate capital to help subsidise their 
retirement and the support they may need as they age through the ‘Living Longer Better’ reforms; 

• Make better use of land within established urban areas; and 
• Allows the broader Canberra Community to live in convenient locations in terms of services, public transport and community activities 

which comprises in the main ‘RZ1 – Suburban’, ‘RZ2 – Suburban Core’ zoned land located around Local and Group Centres 

Such an initiative allows a large proportion of housing stock within existing suburbs to be liberated for new families to move in and in rejuvenate 
established suburbs, supporting the viability of local shops, schools, parks and other community facilities. 

This project supports the ACT Planning Strategy objectives of: 

(3) Providing more cost effective and sustainable living options by improving the existing housing stock and establishing more choice in 
housing types in a variety of locations 
 
(4) Ensuring everyone has convenient access to a range of facilities, services and opportunities for social interaction by reinforcing the role 
of group and local centres as community hubs 
 
(6) Invest in design that will ensure urban change creates amenity, diversity and a more sustainable built form, and adds to Canberra’s 
landscape setting.
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3 Demonstration Housing Concept 

3.1 Project Philosophy 

The four Demonstration Concepts suggested by the Property Council of Australia, including three hypothetical locations including Hawker Village, 
Ainslie Shops and Monash Shops as well as a new approach to RZ2 zone development, are high-level integrated community proposals, which make 
suggestions about a range of housing typologies. Adaptive reuse is also highlighted as a final housing typology worth of consideration although this 
tends to be relevant to Town Centres and commercially zoned areas. 

3.2 Development Design Framework 

The design framework comprises a precinct-based approach which works with the opportunities and constraints for each locality, considers the 
relationship between recreational, residential and community uses. 

3.3 Development Typologies 

This submission includes a range of housing typologies that include the following: 

• Micro Apartments 
• Urban Garages 
• Fonzie Studio Apartments 
• Expandable Housing 
• Duplex 
• Single Storey Townhouses 
• Two Storey Townhouses 

• Three Storey Townhouses 
• Shop Top / Home Office Apartments 
• Co-Housing / Supportive Housing 
• Mixed Use Commercial / Residential 
• Apartments 
• Residential Aged Care 
• Adaptive Reuse 

 

Refer to Appendix A - Residential Typologies Matrix which provides a full description of each typology. 
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4 Project Objectives  

The ACT Legislative Assembly Resolution on Demonstration Housing outlines seven (7) key objectives to be achieved by demonstration proposals. 
Outlined below are the relevant objectives addressed by this proposal. 

4.1 Objective i) - Excellence in design quality 

The Property Council are committed to the design dividend and development outcomes which integrate with the broader community context, are 
sustainable and adaptable, are visually appealing and which contribute to the public realm. The Property Council believe that the following key 
design principals are a sound basis for an approach to the Housing Choices demonstration project opportunity: 

1. Good design does not cost more when measured across the lifetime of the building or place;  

2. Good design flows from the employment of skilled and multidisciplinary design teams;  

3. The starting point of good design is client commitment, and in this case that is the ACT Government commitment implied in the Housing 
Choices initiative. 

The Property Council have suggested in this submission a holistic and integrated approach to future residential development be that in and around 
Group Centres or Local Centres or across the extensive RZ1 and RZ2 zoned land pattern informed by a consultative community engagement and 
responsive to the specific site and context opportunities and constraints.  

Some 14 different residential typologies have been suggested in this submission for consideration in the development of demonstration projects 
noting that Property Council member developers, consultants and other development industry professionals have been involved in each and every 
typology proposed in Canberra or indeed further afield in numerous award-winning projects. 
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Other design principles that form part of the Property Council’s approach to innovative housing design include:  

• Limit car use due to strong connections and integration with public transport, active travel networks 
• Low energy construction and passive solar and thermal design 
• Incorporate building construction and materials selection which create ”healthy housing” and which stand the test of time 
• Integrate housing design with a range of different public space arrangements 
• Incorporate passive solar design principles and innovative low carbon energy technologies - e.g. solar PV and hot-water, and co- and 

tri-generation. 
• Incorporate rainwater and stormwater collection and disposal within the site  
• Incorporate inevitable changes in technology  
• Explore pre-fabrication as a way of achieving interesting housing options in a timely manner which may help kick start the project and 

are later relocated 
• Allow for aging in place and community  
• Incorporation of social housing to engage with all socio-economic groups of the community  
• Maximise reuse of waste water - grey water treatment and even black water treatment on site along with collection and treatment 

within urban watercourse and landscaping features. 

4.2 Objective ii) - Carbon neutral buildings 

Climate change is arguably the single most critical issue facing humanity. While as little as three years ago there was widespread scepticism 
regarding climate change, today there is almost a global consensus on the issue. Indeed, the fourth assessment review of the International Panel on 
Climate Change established an unprecedented scientific consensus that climate change is both real and man-made. Along with the scientific 
community, most Governments are also part of that consensus. This represents a critical paradigm shift that heralds an increasing impetus for 
Governments to aggressively pursue timely responses to climate change. Housing Choices, from the Property Council’s perspective seeks to 
intensify development around existing Local and Group Centres and across the broader RZ2 and some RZ1 suburban areas to achieve walkable 
communities close to services, public transport, recreation areas and places to work. 

The Property Council sees a strong alignment between the Housing Choices Initiative Objectives and the Greenstar Communities, which we would 
proposed be used as a design tool and ESD pathway or potentially to target a Greenstar Communities rating for Demonstration projects, noting the 
many Property Council members include Greenstar accredited professionals within their organisation. 
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4.3 Objective iii) - Medium density infill 

The case for the missing middle has been well documented in the Canberra media in recent times. Indeed, for various reasons medium density 
townhouse redevelopment has all but ceased in existing suburbs and with recent changes to the LVC regime, there is even less incentive for 
developers to pursue medium density typologies in RZ2 zoning such that many appropriate redevelopment sites across Canberra are being 
developed as large-scale houses effectively negating the opportunity for a range of other much needed forms of housing. 

As outlined in this submission, the Property Council sees the Housing Choices initiatives as primarily an intensification of residential development in 
and around Local and Group Centres, however it is important to develop strategies that might work with the existing distinctive Canberra 
subdivision pattern of RZ1 and RZ2 zoned sites to achieve well-designed townhouse development. To this end, and on the back of work previously 
undertaken for the NEAT Housing Competition in 2014, the Property Council propose a strategy to incentivise block amalgamation at the short end 
of the typical Block and Section arrangement.  

As outlined in Appendix B, if such blocks were amalgamated it would then become possible to introduce a rear lane arrangement to linking the 
existing roads on either side of the Section.  

In turn, this would then allow for a rear lane garaging arrangement with the potential for affordable Fonzie Studio Apartment units above. In turn 
this would allow for a townhouse typology with a street address, making much better use of the existing land asset. This approach would then 
effectively bookend a typical Section and in doing so avoid a piece meal approach to medium density housing which has historically caused concern 
within the community. If this approach were adopted, it would be possible to incentivise medium density infill across every suburb in Canberra 
allowing more affordable housing choices while allowing local residents to downsize and age within their community.  

Over and above this approach, this submission also outlines a broad range of medium housing typologies noting the Property Council includes in 
membership base developers, consultants and other property professionals with a wealth experience in innovative residential development in 
Canberra and across Australia.                                  

4.4 Objective iv) - Innovative planning and engagement approaches 

This project provides opportunities to explore best practice community engagement practices to explore community needs and aspirations specific 
to local areas. 

Master plans are yet to be developed for many Local and Group centres within the ACT. The approach being suggested by the Property Council 
would provide an opportunity for industry and Government to lead an exercise for specific Local and Group Centres to establish the desired 
character for these areas by developing a community-based collaborative master plan outcome that meets the current and future needs and 
aspirations of the local population. 
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4.5 Objective v) - Innovative housing products and typologies 

The Property Council have identified 14 housing typologies which are seen to have merit and application in the Canberra residential market. Within 
these typologies is a strong focus on intergenerational equity by providing housing options to support a range of life stages and lifestyle 
requirements, where older community members, people with disabilities and those that are disadvantaged can be supported by younger people 
who can enjoy the benefits of more affordable housing. 

4.6 Objective vi) - Close partnership with industry bodies 

Housing Choices represents an exciting opportunity for the ACT Government to work hand in hand with the development sector to harness industry 
knowledge and expertise and collectively develop best practice solutions specific to Canberra and its localities.  

The private sector, as it stands, currently delivers much of the housing stock in Canberra and as such remains committed to working closely with 
policy settings to achieve the ACT Government’s stated aims. The private sector is genuinely delivering the required (market driven) products with a 
consciousness for quality, efficiently and effectiveness.  

4.7 Objective vii) - Options for public and affordable housing 

The Property Council is committed to the concept of affordable housing as part of a more inclusive society. The Property Council includes members 
who deliver affordable housing in Canberra, such as CHC Australia and Village Building Company, who are committed to Housing Choices as an 
important opportunity. 

The demonstration concepts, typologies and hypothetical locations within this proposal bring innovative design and fresh thinking to tackle the 
nation-wide challenge of delivering both public and affordable housing solutions in a financially sustainable manner. Coupled with certain other 
incentives or concessions from the ACT Government that would still be necessary, the proposal presents an opportunity for the ACT Government to 
be a national leader in partnering with developers and community housing providers in taking such an approach to close the supply and demand 
gap for appropriate, safe and secure public and affordable housing. 
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5 Demonstration Precinct Proposal 

5.1 Precinct Identification 

The Property Council strongly believe that a precinct-based approach to the redevelopment of Local and Group Centres and their immediate 
surrounds is the most effective way to achieve a range of new housing typologies which will have broader appeal to the market, which will secure 
community buy in and which will be transformational to the city, as new benchmarks in development. In this submission the Property Council have 
begun to explore three suburban centres as a canvas for the housing demonstration model precincts. 

While all Canberra suburbs have a Precinct Map, many do not have an associated Precinct Code to guide future development. The Property Council 
see such suburbs as ideal opportunities for precinct-based master planning to facilitate a broad range of residential typologies and associated 
community facilities. To this end, we have selected three suburban centres as examples: 

• Hawker Village as a Group Centre; 
• Ainslie Shops as larger Local Centre; and  
• Monash Shops as a smaller Local Centre  
 

These locations provide commercial land, community facilities, carparks and urban open space all of which could support residential development. 
Also, such locations are typically located close to schools, public transport and services including Residential Aged Care to support an aging 
population who wish to age within their own communities. Finally, each is surrounded by RZ2 zoned residential areas which the Property Council 
suggest have potential to support a range of new housing typologies. This zone is found throughout Canberra and yields itself to a typology with 
broad appeal, as described in Appendix B. 

In relation to the demonstration precincts identified above, the housing typologies under exploration in this project are likely to be smaller and 
more compact and therefore more reliant on essential services such as those provided in and around local centres and public transport routes. 
Each of these Centres faces a range of planning and development challenges towards realising their full redevelopment potential such as tree 
protection, areas of heritage significance and precinct specific planning controls. 
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5.2 Development Framework 

While this submission explores the above centres, the intention is that the Demonstration Precinct could be applied to a number of Local and 
Group Centres and their immediate surrounds throughout the ACT. 

We have adopted these centres to demonstrate how each has the potential to: 

• Become more vibrant and viable community hearts; 
• Offer greater variety in housing choice than can currently be realised under the Territory Plan; 
• Facilitate mixed-use development to generate activity in these centres throughout the day and evenings; 
• Achieve greater density in appropriate central locations to offer more choice, meet specific community needs and achieve more 

affordable and indeed community housing; 
• Better utilise Territory land assets such as carparks and public open spaces; 
• Achieve more useable and indeed attractive park, community and recreation areas; and 
• Investigate rezoning of land in and around Group and Local Centres to achieve these outcomes. 

Within this framework we see a broad range of new housing typologies being explored from traditional to innovative new models which could 
better meet the full range of housing needs across the Canberra community. 

Concept Plans for the three precincts are included at Appendix B. 
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6 Delivery Framework 

 

6.1 Development Program 

Provided at Appendix A is a description of each housing typology against the requirements of Criteria 2 of the Expression of Interest schedule. 

6.2 Project benefits to ACT Government 
The Property Council have been actively engaged with the Government on what planning changes are needed to create the right conditions for 
development which increases density, provides greater housing choice, and delivers better community outcomes in our new and established 
suburbs. We hope this has been helpful to the Government in preparation of its Housing Choices discussion paper which contemplates the first 
review of residential zoning in the ACT since 2003.  

• Affordable Housing 
• ‘Age in place’ housing 
• Efficient utilisation of public resources (green space, waste, transport etc) 
• Additional taxation base for ACT Government 
• Secure the future of local and group centres 
• Social sustainability by integration of a variety of housing typologies supporting a diverse demographic (aged, the young, small 

families, large families, couples, singles) 
• Environmental sustainability – through design, construction and operation of compact, walkable, pedestrian oriented mixed-use 

communities 

We believe the Demonstration projects are a unique opportunity to foster collaborative working relationships between the private, public and 
community sectors which better meet the needs of our growing and ageing population. 

As the number of Canberrans over the age of 65 doubles over the next decade, our retirement living sector is well placed to do much of the heavy 
lifting to meet the growing demand for housing choice. We continue to work in close partnership with the Government, industry and community 
sectors to ensure Canberrans get the right types of housing, when and where they need it.  
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6.3 Public Housing Design Guidelines 

The Public Housing Design Guidelines have been considered in the development of this proposal, it is important that these reflect project viability. 
These will need be reviewed to support delivery of the typologies included in this proposal.  

Whilst the Property Council wants to ensure well designed, quality product delivered under the affordable housing scheme – we believe more 
consultation on the inclusions list would be beneficial for all parties.  We note that often the best affordable housing stock is that which is delivered 
in way that is consistent with the rest of the development and having no noticeable difference in quality and design. 

There is concern that the finishes and inclusions not only do not line up with price point of affordable dwellings, but potentially of higher 
specification than would be delivered across in others sold straight to the market.  More importantly we have had some feedback that some 
inclusions will not meet compliance. We welcome a further discussion with builders and developers to ensure inclusions are achievable, feasible, 
and compliant.   

 
6.4 Project Delivery and Staging 
The returnable schedule at Section 4 provides indicative delivery timeframes for development of each of the housing typologies.  

Recognising that this is an ambitious proposal, should the ACT Government shortlist this project we envisage taking the following next steps: 

• The Property Council have connections with the subject sites explored in this proposal, and we are aware of retirement living providers 
within the local market looking for new housing typologies that are not necessarily part of a retirement village who would support specific 
projects. 

• We would be looking for the ACT Government to offer land up to allow for an integrated approach to new housing typologies in Local and 
Group Centres or in RZ2 zoned areas. The Property Council will bring together relevant developers, design professionals and property 
professionals to develop more detailed proposals 

 

6.5 Project Governance 
The returnable schedule at Section 4 provides detailed information about the project governance framework that would underpin the delivery of 
this project. 
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7 Conclusion 

The Property Council of Australia (ACT Division) and its members are pleased to provide our proposal submission for demonstration housing 
precincts in the ACT.  

This proposal has addressed all seven objectives outlined in the ACT Legislative Assembly’s June 2017 Resolution on Demonstration Housing, and 
outlined a range of housing typologies that could be delivered within these precincts. 

The Property Council reiterates our commitment to the ACT Government’s Housing Choices Initiative. We keenly anticipate your feedback on our 
proposal and welcome the opportunity to participate in the delivery of innovative housing options for the benefit of the ACT community. 
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Appendix A 
 
Residential Typology Matrix 
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Appendix B 
 
Demonstration Precinct Concept Plans 
 

 

 

 

 

 









 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT 3 – NEAT DESIGN COMPETITION (27th October 2014) 

 

 

Themes 

• Aging in community 

• Facilitating block amalgamation to make sense of Canberra’s typical subdivision pattern – deep 

blocks that tend to lead to less desirable dual occupancy arrangements with a rear residence and 

significant driveway requirements and lack of street address / frontage 

• Medium density housing that achieve active street frontages not dominated by garaging 

• Making better use of under-utilised ACT Government land assets with potential zero setbacks to 

front boundary’s 

• Housing choice 

• Urban consolidation 

• Less reliance on motor vehicles 

• Support public transport system 

 






