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ANALYSIS OF THE PLANNING BILL 2022 

I (Richard Johnston) am a qualified architect and town planner and very experienced in 

statutory planning work in the ACT, as a senior planner in the NCDC (1980-88) and 

thereafter in the ACT planning authority until my retirement as a senior executive planner, 

in 2006.  Since returning to live in Canberra in 2017 I have been working with community 

groups, principally the Kingston & Barton Residents Group Inc. and the Inner South Canberra 

Community Council (ISCCC), and have made or assisted in numerous submissions on 

planning and development proposals.  I initiated and did much of the work on the ISCCC’s 

Inner South Canberra District Planning Strategy, in response to what many of us saw as the 

inadequate ‘consultation’ on the ACT Planning System Review and Reform project last year. 

I made a personal submission on the draft Planning Bill in June this year, and have now 

updated this (see below) with further comments on the ‘final’ Bill, as presented to the 

Legislative Assembly in September 2022.   

 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1.The Planning Bill contains many flaws and should not be approved in its current form. 

2.The New Planning Act – Consultation Paper [August 2022] says in its INTRODUCTION: 

“The Planning Bill will:  

• “put people at the heart of the planning system”.  It won’t – people affected by 

development proposals will have less opportunity to comment on such proposals  

based on ‘rules’ or clearly defined criteria. 

• [be] “transparent, simple and easy to use so industry, environmental groups and the 

community have trust and confidence in the new system”. In fact the Bill relies on 

very un-transparent, unclearly defined “desired outcomes”, it is substantially larger 

and more complex than the legislation it replaces and introduces a far greater level 

of uncertainty for ALL users.  There is NOTHING in the Bill that will repair the 

current general loss of trust and confidence in the planning system. 

3.The Planning Bill will give greater discretionary powers to the planning authority, which 

will set the ‘rules’ (using loosely defined ‘desired outcomes’) and be able to approve 

development proposals, ignoring community comment and the requirements of other 

government agencies, and ‘correct’ or ‘amend’ its own decisions, as it sees fit.  There is an 

obvious need for properly independent decision-making on development proposals, such 

as by the former Commissioner for Land and Planning, or planning panels as per NSW.  
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INTRODUCTION: 

This Bill is the first outcome of the ACT Planning System Review and Reform project which 

has been underway for some years now.  It is intended to replace the current Planning and 

Development Act 2007 (P&D Act).  There are also to be ‘District Strategies’ and a new draft 

Territory Plan, which were released for public comment early in November 2022. 

The ACT planning system was last comprehensively overhauled following the coming-to-

power of the current Labor government, which produced the P&D Act (2007) and the 

Territory Plan (2008).  There were also significant (regrettable) ‘governance’ changes with 

the removal of: 

• The Commissioner for Land and Planning (an independent expert planner with a 

small staff who determined significant DAs); and 

• Local Area Planning Advisory Committees (which reviewed planning policy matters 

and commented on development proposals) 

It is unclear why the current P&D Act needs to be completely replaced, given the Planning 

Bill is similar in structure and content (except for some key changes) to the P&D Act.  There 

are however many new provisions – the P&D Act had 517 sections, the Planning Bill has 648! 

This is not due to the new material around Strategic Planning, which only account for 6 

sections.  It also remains to be seen how a ‘new’ Territory Plan will be a great improvement 

on the current one, which already features ‘performance-based’ codes, with ‘rules’ (few of 

which are mandatory) and ‘criteria’ for considering departures from rules. 

In this regard one of the few attempts to evaluate this sort of performance-based (or 

‘outcomes-focused’) approach to planning is a paper by Jennifer Roughan in 2016 on 

Performance Based Planning in Queensland which concluded: 

“In addition to complaints of complexity and a lack of efficiency, there are increasing 

signals from communities (and elected representatives) that there is confusion, a 

lack of confidence and, possibly, a sense of injustice. These issues arise from a lack of 

certainty, inconsistent decision making and (at least perceived) lack of 

transparency. Rather than unleashing innovation and rewarding best practice, the 

system is more frequently grappling with whether development is “good enough” 

to pass performance outcomes which occur at various levels in a planning 

instrument and are often unclear and capable of multiple interpretations.” 

It is of course nonsense and highly misleading for the planning authority to assert that the 

current ‘rules-based’ system precludes good development outcomes.  The main reasons 

for the current generally poor development outcomes (from gross new single houses leaving 

little space for open space and tree planting, to high-rise residential buildings providing poor 

amenity for residents and the public domain) are the development industry’s desire to 

maximise profitable outcomes and the planning authority’s supine attitude to facilitating 

such development, ignoring the current rules and criteria in the Territory Plan. 

[See Appendix 3 – Case Study] 
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As a major part of its consultation program on the ACT Planning System Review and Reform 

project the planning authority ran four ‘stakeholder’ meetings in 2021 with representatives 

of community groups, the development industry, professional bodies and others such as the 

Conservation Council, ACTCOSS, etc.  The ACT Planning Review and Reform Working Series 

Listening report 17 December 2021 identified three ‘key feedback themes’, which were said 

to be ‘consistently prominent’ across the four ‘stakeholder’ meetings: 

1. “Confidence, certainty and clarity” – “important to both community and industry”, 

“Clear rules and processes are preferred” 

2. “Trust and transparency” – “Building trust in the planning system should be a 

priority”, “Transparency across the planning system, including decision making, was 

valued by all participants” 

3. “Consultation” – “Community consultation is an important aspect of restoring trust 

in planning system”  

Consistent with these key themes are community concerns such as: 

• Lack of transparency and accountability in decision-making 

• Lack of opportunities for effective community participation 

• Poorly worded and over-complex planning controls 

• Lack of effective scrutiny of the planning authority by the Minister and/or the 

Legislative Assembly 

• Poor quality of development outcomes (knock-down-rebuilds, ‘demonstration 

housing’ schemes; over-dense residential flat buildings, loss of mature trees, etc) 

• Lack of effective compliance with planning decisions 

Nevertheless the ACT Government produced a Draft Planning Bill which totally failed to 

respond to those concerns of the community and other ‘stakeholder’ groups.  It was as 

though the people in charge of the ‘consultation’ and the drafters of the Bill occupied 

different parallel universes. 

There was a further period of public consultation on the Draft Planning Bill.  I summarised 

for ISCCC the 66 published submissions received [Appendix 2 to this paper].  It is evident 

that the most comments were around the three ‘key feedback themes’ referred to above.  

In August 2022 the Government produced a 65-page “New Planning Act – Consultation 

Paper”.  While appearing to be a comprehensive listing of issues raised it was remarkably 

deficient in responding to these issues, with most ‘Responses’ being either just “Noted”, or 

“Agreed in principle – no change required”.  Some were “Noted – passed on (or referred) 

to relevant team / agency”, while others (particularly anything related to Governance 

issues) were “Not agreed / outside of scope”.  Who decided this? 

It is perhaps not therefore surprising that the ‘final’ Planning Bill 2022, as presented to the 

Legislative Assembly, has changed very little in response to the very substantial ‘feedback’ 

on the Draft Bill.   
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The following comments reflect the structure of the Planning Bill (and generally the current 

P&D Act and other planning legislation) and identify the main changes from the P&D Act as 

well as areas of concern. 

 

1.GOVERNANCE (structure and processes for decision making, accountability) 

Good governance arrangements are critical to building TRUST in the planning system and 

TRANSPARENCY in decision-making. 

The Territory planning authority seems to be unique in Australia in its wide range of powers 

all vested in one individual – the ‘chief planner’, who is also the CEO of a complex 

‘directorate’ (government department).  There is a relatively small, single chamber 

parliament and no local government.  The government ministers form the ‘Executive’. 

In stark contrast, NSW and SA for example have: 

• Two houses of parliament with several well-resourced committees 

• A planning ministry and a planning department 

• An independent State Planning Commission (with commissioners and a chief 

executive) – which sets the planning ‘rules’ and deals with State significant 

development 

• Local councils – have some planning and assessment roles 

• Regional and local planning boards and/or assessment panels (independent, 

predominantly ‘expert’ panels for more significant and/or controversial 

development) 

Khalid Ahmed, adjunct professor, Institute of Governance and Policy Analysis, University of 

Canberra, provided the following comments to me on the Draft Bill: 

The Draft Planning Bill incorporates significant changes to the governance of the 

planning system in the Territory. In particular, it:  

• Degrades the role and powers of the Legislative Assembly for oversight and input 

to key planning instruments;  

• Provides unspecified discretionary powers to the Minister to make planning 

instruments and directives, and to make rules for community input;  

• Increases the powers and discretionary authority of the Chief Planning Executive; 

and  

• Diminishes the role of the community in planning decisions.  

The Planning Bill 2022 fails to deal with any of these important concerns about the current 

ACT planning system.  They are “not agreed / outside of scope”, according to the New 

Planning Act – Consultation Paper.  This is ridiculous and totally unacceptable, in what is 

supposed to be one of the major outcomes from the two-year Planning system Review 

and Reform Project, and ignores the very substantial public comment on these issues.  
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2.COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION/ENGAGEMENT 

The Bill (s.11) has a heading: ‘Principles of good consultation’. In the draft Bill these were 

left to the Minister who ‘may make guidelines’.  At least the Bill now says the Minister 

‘must’ make guidelines (s.12(i)). There is now a statement of nine ‘considerations’ listed in 

the Bill – but these are much inferior to other examples - see Appendix 1 and below.  

Unlike these, the Bill seeks to ‘balance’ community views with those of other stakeholders 

[eg. developers?]. 

The Bill still removes the current requirement for ‘Pre-DA Community Consultation’, which 

reflects the current planning authority’s disinterest in this and a preference for non-

transparent approval processes which generally favour development proponents over the 

local community affected by development proposals.  The planning authority has justified 

this on the basis the process has not been working well, but this is due to the developer’s 

cynical disregard of community comment and the planning authority’s failure to hold 

development proponents to account over this. [See Appendix 3 – Case Study] 

NSW has mandatory community participation requirements, including: Community 

participation plans which must have regard to eight listed matters or principles; these plans 

are published on the NSW planning portal. 

In SA there must be a Community Engagement Charter based on six principles.  [See 

Appendix 1 of this paper for appropriate consultation principles]. The Community 

Engagement Charter is prepared by the State Planning Commission, put on the SA planning 

portal with an invitation for representations, reported on to the Minister who refers it to a 

parliamentary committee who may suggest amendments – either House may then disallow. 

The Planning Bill now says, under section 11: 

(1) In undertaking consultation under this Act, a person must consider that 

consultation should be accessible, balanced, inclusive, meaningful, resourced, 

respectful, timely, transparent and understandable (principles of good 

consultation). 

These ‘principles’ are then defined, under subsection (2).  It is obvious however that at 

least some of this is not about community engagement, ie. with the community affected 

by development proposals, rather it is about broader forms of consultation.  Eg: 

(2)(b) consultation is balanced if—  

(i) it is undertaken in a way that facilitates and encourages constructive 

responses from a wide range of stakeholders;  

(ii) community views are considered together with the views of other 

stakeholders; and  

(c) consultation is inclusive if it is undertaken in a way that aims to engage all 

stakeholders affected by the subject of the consultation; 
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3.PLANNING POLICY MAKING 

The proposed main planning ‘instruments’ in the ACT planning system are: 

• the planning strategy – must be made by the Executive (presumably on advice of 

the planning authority), subject to unspecified ‘public consultation’ – NO apparent 

role for Legislative Assembly.  

 

• district strategies –  

38 (1) The Executive may make a plan for a district (a district strategy) that 

states the long-term planning policy and goals for the district, consistent with 

the planning strategy. 

This is also subject to unspecified ‘public consultation’ – NO apparent role for 

Legislative Assembly or for district Community Councils. 

• statement of planning priorities – may be given by the Minister to the planning 

authority (s.42). 

 

• estate development plans (under Part 4.2, these are now to be called: Subdivision 

design applications) – apparently a type of development application, presumably 

subject to public notification? 

 

• territory plan –There is still little description of the content of the territory plan, 

unlike the current P&D Act which requires: 

a) a statement of strategic directions; 

b) objectives for each zone; 

c) development tables (uses permitted or prohibited etc in each zone); 

d) codes (rules and criteria for development assessment). 

The territory plan is to set out “the policy outcomes to be achieved by the plan; and 

requirements and outcomes against which development proposals are assessed.” 

(s.48). Nothing about content and format of Codes, or even whether there will be 

Codes.  We can have no idea what the new Territory Plan will look like, from this. 

This all seems to be designed to give the planning authority enormous discretion in 

crafting the Territory Plan and dealing with development proposals, while limiting 

the ability of the community to comment on compliance with rules, criteria etc. 

And what happens to all the Precinct Plans and Codes, which currently form part of 

the Territory Plan, and the Master Plans and Neighbourhood Plans, which are not 

given any statutory status but are still available on the planning authority’s 

website and can be important in considering issues such as the desired character of 

a locality?  District strategies or even associated codes are likely to be fairly useless 

in responsive local planning. 
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4. DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT AND CONSENT 

In NSW and SA the different types of development are to be spelled out in planning 

instruments.  Under the draft Bill ‘prohibited’ development was left to regulations 

(requiring no public consultation), but now at least s.152(a) suggests it is to be prohibited 

under the territory plan.  

The Bill has a category called significant development.  Section 92 says: A proposed 

development is a significant development if it requires any of the following:  

(a) a subdivision design application under section 43;  

(b) consultation with the design review panel under section 98;  

(c) an environmental impact statement under section 103. 

Development requiring an environmental impact statement (EIS) will also be prescribed by 

regulation or ‘declared’ by the Minister (s.104), rather than listed as ‘Impact’ track 

development under the territory plan.  The territory planning authority of course also runs 

the EIS process. 

The draft Bill and Regulations regarding environmental assessment took out the process of 

EIS exemption which at present requires public notification and introduce environmental 

significance opinions, not requiring public input.  Publicly notified Strategic Environmental 

Assessments are also deleted. 

A development application for a territory priority project must be decided by the Minister 

(s.142(a).  In the draft Bill it was the chief planner.  There is still no role for the Legislative 

Assembly or an independent body such as the former Commissioner of Land and Planning. 

NSW and SA have independent, expert regional and local planning (assessment) panels as 

‘consent authorities’ for most development proposals.   

Local planning panels (NSW) are composed of three ‘approved independent’ members 

with ‘relevant expertise’ plus one representative of the local community.  They are even 

required to conduct their meetings in public!  

Something equivalent to this is necessary in the ACT!  (Note that the Minister may appoint 

an Inquiry Panel on an EIS – this may be a potential model for Local planning panels, but 

criteria for them need to be in the Bill.) 

The decision-maker is required (s.183) to consider: “(a) any applicable desired outcomes in 

the territory plan”.  No mention of any rules, criteria, zone objectives, other policies.  Just 

‘applicable desired outcomes’.  How can the community, the ACAT, or even an applicant, 

deal with this? 

The decision-maker can give development approval contrary to entity advice (Heritage 

Council, Conservator, etc) if “satisfied that acting contrary to the advice will significantly 

improve the planning outcome to be achieved.” (s.187).  This is far too open-ended! [See 

Appendix 3 – Case Study] 



THE ACT PLANNING BILL Sept. 2022 – Comments by Richard Johnston     
B.Arch., Dip. T&C Planning, Dip. Environ. Stud., Life Fellow Planning Institute of Australia  8.11.22 

8 
 

 

4. DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT AND CONSENT [continued] 

And, in respect of a matter ‘protected by the Commonwealth’ (eg. under the EPBC Act), 

s.188 says: “if the Commonwealth Minister does not give the decision-maker advice about 

the proposed decision within 10 working days…the decision-maker may approve the 

application.”   This seems to be blatantly absurd, and surely illegal! 

The decision-maker can also review, amend or correct its own decisions. 

All this, which was raised in previous submissions on the draft Bill, seems to be designed 

to give the ‘decision-maker’, in most cases the planning authority, enormous discretion in 

dealing with development proposals, to limit the ability of the community to comment in 

relation to compliance with rules, criteria etc., and to ignore the requirements of other 

government agencies including those of the Commonwealth!   

The planning authority in effect sets the rules and administers them as it sees fit, with 

minimal oversight and transparency. 

How can this be acceptable? 

 

5.DRAFT DISTRICT STRATEGIES AND DRAFT (NEW) TERRITORY PLAN 

The Draft Inner South District Strategy is not a ‘statutory’ document, ie. not part of the 

Territory Plan.  Could it just be a vehicle to push the government’s political agenda, eg. on 

light rail and urban intensification? 

A fairly small part of the District Strategy is distilled into DISTRICT POLICIES, which are Part 

D of the Draft Territory Plan. 

The new Draft Territory Plan, which is supposed to be simpler and clearer than the current 

one, is anything but!  It just appears to take the current one and move all the bits around.  

It still has a lot of quantitative controls (ie. ‘rules’) as well as ‘criteria’, but many of these 

(currently in codes) are taken out of the Territory Plan and called ‘Supporting material’.  

They would not therefore be subject to review or approval of the Legislative Assembly. 

It all seems to me to be incredibly complex, confusing, unclear, biased against proper 

engagement of the ACT community and basically unnecessary.  A fundamental omission 

from the information available is a supporting report, such as would be required for a 

“major plan amendments”, under section 59 of the Planning Bill.  Such a report should 

identify specifically what changes are being made to the current Territory Plan and why.  

Conveniently, and no doubt deliberately, the ‘Transitional’ arrangements under the 

Planning Bill (s.605) omit division 5.2.2 which contains section 59.  Without a detailed 

supporting report no-one (possibly except for the planning authority) has any hope of fully 

understanding what changes are being proposed and why. 
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APPENDIX 1:  

A – THE ‘GUNNING PRINCIPLES’ FOR PUBLIC CONSULTATION 

The Gunning Principles are the founding legal principles applicable to public 

consultation in the UK.    They were first laid down in 1985 by Mr Stephen 

Sedley QC and have stood the test of time in successive court judgements, 

making them applicable to all public consultations that take place in the UK. 

They consist of four principles, which if followed, are designed to make 

consultation fair and lawful: 

1 – Consultation must be at a time when proposals are still at a formative 

stage 

 

2 –  Sufficient reasons must be put forward for any proposal to permit 

“intelligent consideration” and response 

 

3 – Adequate time is given for consideration and response 

 

4 – The product of consultation is conscientiously taken into account by the 

decision maker(s) 
 

B – PRINCIPLES OF SA Community Engagement Charter 

These are similar to the Gunning Principles and are (in summary): 

a) the community should have reasonable, timely, meaningful and ongoing 

opportunities to…participate in relevant planning processes; 

b) should be weighted towards engagement at an early stage…; 

c) information about planning issues should be in plain language, readily 

accessible…; 

d) participation methods should seek to foster and encourage constructive 

dialogue…; 

e) participation methods should be appropriate …to significance and likely 

impact; 

f) communities should be provided with reasons for decisions..(including 

how community views have been taken into account – missing from 

the ‘principles’ in the Planning Bill!). 

  

https://www.local.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/The%20Gunning%20Principles.pdf
https://www.local.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/The%20Gunning%20Principles.pdf
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APPENDIX 2: ANALYSIS OF PUBLISHED SUBMISSIONS RE DRAFT PLANNING BILL 2022 

Inner South Canberra Community Council (ISCCC)’s main conclusions and recommendations:  

A. The Objects of the draft Planning Bill relating to climate change, resilience and 

sustainability must carry through into the rules and planning controls embedded in the 

Territory Plan and district strategies to ensure Canberra suburbs will be liveable under a 

range of climate change scenarios.  

B. The Planning Bill must have better provisions relating to community consultation:  

C. To ensure adequate scrutiny of the Bill, it must be referred to the Legislative Assembly’s 

Planning, Transport and City Services Committee in order for a public Inquiry to be 

undertaken.  

D. To ensure transparency about how the whole package of new legislation will work, the 

ISCCC calls on planning authorities to release the draft Territory Plan and draft District 

Strategies for community consideration, while the Bill is being scrutinised by the Legislative 

Assembly, and before the Bill is finalised. 

E. To engender community confidence and trust, the articulation of the outcomes focused 

planning system in the draft Bill must be accompanied by an articulation of how 

achievement of the Bill’s stated objects will be evaluated and reported on.  

F. The excessive discretion provided for in the Bill, and risk to accountability [need for checks 

and balances, different governance models] 

G. As expressed by an overwhelming percentage of inner south residents surveyed, there 

must be provision in the Bill for neighbours to have a say on knockdown-rebuilds of single 

dwellings, so-called “exempt developments”.  

I have assessed the 66 published submissions to see which ones agree with, or have relevant related 

comments regarding, the above ISCCC conclusions and recommendations as follows: 

SUB NO. A B C D E F G SUBMITTER 

70     √ √ √ ACT Heritage Council 

69  √  √  √  Belconnen CC 

68    √ √ √   

67  √   √   Greater Canberra 

65 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ ISCCC 

64         

63        Fyshwick Buiness. Ass. 

62  √  √ √ √   

61 √     √   

60         

59 √        

58     √ √   

57 √ √   √   Reid Residents Ass. 

56  √    √  Active Planning 

54  √    √  North Canberra CC 

53 √ √  √ √ √   

52  √  √  √   

51  √    √  Canb. Town Planning 

50 √       Riverview Group 
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SUB. NO. A B C D E F G SUBMITTER 

49  √  √    ACTCOSS 

48 √       Friends of Grasslands 

47 √ √  √ √ √  PIA 

46     √ √ √ National Trust ACT 

45        Can Business Chamber 

44  √  √  √   

43 √   √  √   

42         

41    √ √   MBA 

40  √      Molonglo 

39 √ √  √ √ √   

38 √    √   AIA 

37 √       CPAG (4) 

36  √  √ √ √  CPAG (3) 

35  √  √ √ √  CPAG (2) 

34 √    √   Climate Action Canb. 

33  √  √ √ √  CPAG (1) 

32  √ √  √   Gungahlin CC 

31 √    √   AILA 

30     √    

29  √   √ √   

28  √   √    

27  √   √ √   

26 √    √    

25  √   √ √  Curtin Residents Asoc. 

24      √  KBRG (2) 

23  √   √ √  Weston Creek CC 

22 √    √   Friends of Hawker V 

20     √   Greenhouse Arch. 

19  √       

18         

17       √ ICON Water 

16  √   √ √   

15  √      Tuggeranong CC 

14  √   √    

13 √ √   √   City Renewal Auth. 

12 √ √   √ √  Ginninderra Falls Ass. 

11 √       ANTaR ACT 

10  √  √ √ √  KBRG 

9    √ √ √   

8     √   YWCA 

7  √   √ √  Lake BG Guardians 

6         

5  √       

4       √  

3 √    √ √  Comm. for Environm’t 

2  √  √ √ √   

TOTALS 19 34 2 18 38 32 5  
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APPENDIX 3 – DEVELOPMENT CASE STUDY  

The development application was for a four-storey office building on Blocks 13&22 Section 

22 Kingston (84 & 86 Giles Street).  The DA was approved by the planning authority as “it 

was considered to meet the relevant rules and criteria of the Territory Plan”.  However, it 

in fact egregiously failed to comply with several rules and criteria of the Territory Plan, viz: 

BUILDING HEIGHT (Commercial Zones Development Code): 

Rule – 2 storey maximum (proposal 4 storeys) 

Criteria – these include: “are compatible with the desired character” – which is 

defined in the Kingston Precinct Code and refers to “development that respects the 

heritage character of the area” – this ‘desired outcome’ was NOT considered by 

either the proponent or the planning authority; and 

“minimise detrimental impacts, including overshadowing and excessive scale” – 

the planning authority seemed to recognise some issues here, but failed to require 

any changes to the DA. 

PLOT RATIO (Commercial Zones Development Code):  

Rule - 100% maximum (proposal 267%) 

Criteria – as per BUILDING HEIGHT (see above) 

PARKING (Parking and Vehicular Access General Code): 

Only 64% of the required parking provided on-site, despite two basements 

included.  No-one had bothered to work out where the shortfall could be provided. 

SIGNIFICANT TREE: 

A large, possibly 50 year old Oak tree is located hard on the rear boundary of the 

site (the tree trunk mainly on unleased land currently being used for car parking) 

and is proposed to be removed because the basements are to be built right up to 

that boundary.  The Tree Protection area of TCCS (on behalf of the Conservator) 

requested that the basements be reconfigured to allow the tree to be retained.  

The planning authority rejected this request because: the tree is on unleased land 

so is not ‘protected’; “development grounds” (unspecified); “the tree is located in 

the middle of the block’s connection point to the rear lane” (this proposed service 

access driveway is inappropriately located and does not connect to a ‘rear lane’). 

105 representations were received on the DA, mainly objections.  The planning authority 

referred to 22 “main issues raised”, which it then summarised down to a meaningless 

“three main groups” and proceeded to dismiss them all.  All of the issues raised had been 

put forward during the Pre-DA Community Consultation phase and were ignored. 

The ACT Civil & Administrative Appeals Tribunal (ACAT) has set the decision aside and 

remitted the matter back to the planning authority for “reconsideration according to law”. 


