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5 Chair's foreword

| am pleased to present the Joint Standing Committee on the National Capital and External
Territories’ report into the National Capital Plan (NCP) Amendment No. 102 — Hume Circle
Precinct (Amendment 102).

This report into Amendment 102 is one of the most significant planning proposals considered
by the Committee in recent years. The proposal has generated considerable public interest
and prompted important discussions about the future of Canberra, the National Capital Plan,
and the need to find the right balance between accommodating growth and renewal and
preserving the characteristics that make the national capital unique.

This inquiry examined the legislative framework underpinning the National Capital Authority
(NCA), as well as its consultation, strategic planning and long term decision-making
processes. Throughout the inquiry, the Committee heard from a diverse range of
stakeholders,

The Committee carefully considered the broad range of evidence presented during the
inquiry. Key issues raised included the adequacy of the NCA’s consultation processes, the
national significance of the Hume Circle Precinct, strategic and long-term planning and
design considerations, the provision of supporting infrastructure, and opportunities for
ongoing community engagement. The evidence highlighted the need for the NCA to improve
future consultation processes to ensure open, transparent and meaningful engagement with
the community. The Committee considers it essential that future strategic and long-term
planning processes are robust and genuine, recognising that effective opportunities for
public participation in planning decisions help build community confidence in future
proposals.

The recommendations contained in this report are intended to strengthen future consultation
and planning processes, improve cooperation between the NCA and the ACT Government,
and ensure that infrastructure, community needs and national capital considerations are
appropriately addressed as planning for the precinct progresses.

On behalf of the Committee, | thank everyone who contributed to the inquiry. The Committee
greatly appreciates the time and expertise shared by individuals and organisations
throughout this process. | would like to thank all those who made submissions to the inquiry,
and for witnesses who appeared before the Committee at the public hearing.

| am grateful to my fellow Committee members for working together to provide this
opportunity for community members and groups to raise their concerns and hear from the
NCA. | extend my deep appreciation to the secretariat who have provided capable support to
the Committee throughout the inquiry.

Ms Alicia Payne MP
Chair
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WA
i‘ﬁ Terms of reference
JAVAS

The inquiry will examine the National Capital Plan (NCP) Amendment No. 102 - Hume Circle
Precinct (the Precinct) by:

considering the National Capital Authority's approach to the Precinct under the
Australian Capital Territory (Planning and Land Management) Act 1988 (PaLM
Act)

examining in detail the process for public consultation undertaken by the NCA for
Amendment No. 102, and advising whether improvements can be made for future
amendments

considering the different stages of high-level strategic planning under the NCP
through to development proposal assessment (known as Works Approval) and
whether any improvements can be made to this process for the Precinct

examining the approach to long term planning for community infrastructure, open
space, transport, and utilities to enable appropriate delivery of services and
planning outcomes for the Precinct.
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List of recommendations

Recommendation 1

2.178 The Committee recommends that the National Capital Authority (NCA)
strengthen its consultation for both Amendments and Works Approvals. This
includes improving processes for contacting affected residents directly and
providing sufficient opportunities for community comment and input.

Recommendation 2

2.179 The Committee recommends that the NCA improves transparency of its
processes including through the provision of supporting technical studies,
including transport, economic, environmental, heritage, First Nations
engagement and visual impact assessments, prior to the commencement of
public consultation.

Recommendation 3

2.180 The Committee recommends that a Steering Committee be established
between the NCA and the ACT Government , as a matter of priority, with clear
terms of reference developed and endorsed as soon as practicable. The
Committee further recommends that the Steering Committee establish
transparent mechanisms for community representatives and stakeholders to
provide input on matters relating to the Hume Circle Precinct that directly
affect them, including, without limitations, giving serious consideration to a
community representative being a member of the Steering Committee.

Recommendation 4

2.181 The Committee recommends that Staffordshire Terrace be removed from
Amendment 102.

Recommendation 5

2.182 The Committee recommends that if Staffordshire Terrace remains in
Amendment 102, residents receive guarantees that they will be no worse off
under the NCA designation in terms of planning requirements - including when
Works Approvals are required; and the cost of obtaining Works Approvals —
than would be the case were they to remain under ACT planning requirements.

xiii



Recommendation 6

2.183 The Committee recommends that the NCA provides an assurance that
Canberra’s established centres of hierarchy be retained in the Hume Circle
Precinct.

Recommendation 7

2.184 The Committee recommends that the NCA require that development of the
Hume Circle Precinct include social and affordable housing.

Xiv









. Introduction

Overview and referral

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

On 19 August 2026, the Joint Standing Committee on the National Capital and
External Territories (the Committee) commenced an inquiry into the National Capital
Plan (NCP) Amendment No. 102 - Hume Circle Precinct (Amendment 102), following
a referral from the Minister for Regional Development, Local Government and
Territories, the Hon Kristy McBain MP.

The Committee was appointed by resolutions of both Houses of Parliament in July
2025 to inquire into and report on a range of matters, including amendments to the
NCP as referred to it by a Minister responsible for administering the Australian
Capital Territory (Planning and Land Management) Act 1988 Act (PaLM Act).!

Amendment 102 recognises the Hume Circle Precinct in Canberra’s east as a
‘Designated Area’ for the purposes of the NCP. It also makes other changes to the
NCP in relation to the Hume Circle Precinct’s planning, design and development.?
The Explanatory Statement accompanying Amendment 102 defines the Hume Circle
Precinct’s location as:

...at the junction of Canberra Avenue, Sturt Avenue and Wentworth Avenue.
Broadly, the outer boundaries of the circle are formed by McMillan Crescent and
extend to the southern boundary of Mildura Street and the western boundary of
Dalby Street.3

On 27 July 2026, Minister McBain approved Amendment 102 in accordance with
section 19 of the PaLM Act.* The Amendment was subsequently registered as a
legislative instrument and took effect on 31 July 2026.5

Amendment 102 was tabled in both Houses of Parliament as a disallowable
instrument, in accordance with the Legislation Act 2003%, on 11 August 2026.7 If

Journals of the Senate, No. 3, 24 July 2025, pp. 102-104; Votes and Proceedings, No. 2, 23 July 2026,
pp. 46-48.

National Capital Plan (NCP) Amendment (No. 102 — Hume Circle Precinct) Instrument 2026, Explanatory
Statement, p. [1].

NCP Amendment (No. 102 — Hume Circle Precinct) Instrument 2026, p. 9.

NCP Amendment (No. 102 — Hume Circle Precinct) Instrument 2026, Explanatory Statement, p. [1].

The NCP Amendment (No. 102 — Hume Circle Precinct) Instrument 2026 is available to view on the Federal
Register of Legislation at www.legislation.gov.au/F2026L01013/asmade/text.

The Legislation Act 2003, establishes the framework for the registration, publication and parliamentary
scrutiny of legislative instruments.

Journals of the Senate, No. 58, 11 August 2026, p. 2072; Votes and Proceedings, No. 72, 11 August 2026,
p. 913.


http://www.legislation.gov.au/F2026L01013/asmade/text

either House passes a resolution to disallow the Amendment (in whole, or in part)
within 15 sitting days (being, by 13 October 2026), it will be disallowed and cease to
have effect.® The Committee’s inquiry took place during this period.

Background

National Capital Plan

1.6

1.7

The PaLM Act provides for the preparation and administration of an NCP “...to
ensure that Canberra and the [Australian Capital] Territory are planned and
developed in accordance with their national significance.’® Matters covered by the
Plan are outlined in Section 10 of the PaLM Act and include to:

e Specify areas of land that have the special characteristics of the National Capital
to be Designated Areas’®

e Define planning principles and policies"

e Set standards for the maintenance and enhancement of the character of the
National Capital'2

e Set general standards and aesthetic principles to be adhered to in the
development of the National Capital’®

o Set out the general policies to be implemented throughout the Territory for land
use, and the planning of national and arterial road systems.

The PaLM Act also requires the Commonwealth, the Australian Capital Territory
(ACT) and their respective authorities not to act in a way that is inconsistent with the
NCP.

National Capital Authority

1.8

The National Capital Authority (NCA) is established under the PaLM Act and
responsible for preparing, administering and reviewing the NCP. It is a non-corporate
Commonwealth agency within the Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development,
Communications, Sport and the Arts portfolio. It is accountable to the Minister for
Regional Development, Local Government and Territories, as the Minister
responsible for administering the PaLM Act.'

National Capital Plan Amendment (No. 102 — Hume Circle Precinct) Instrument 2026, Explanatory
Statement, p. [1].

Australian Capital Territory (Planning and Land Management) Act 1988 (PaLM Act), section 9.
PaLM Act, subsection 10(1).

PaLM Act, paragraph 10(2)(a).

PaLM Act, paragraph 10(2)(a).

PaLM Act, paragraph 10(2)(a).

PaLM Act, paragraph 10(2)(b).

PaLM Act, section 11.

NCA, Annual report 2024-25, p. 1.


https://www.nca.gov.au/sites/default/files/2025-11/National%20Capital%20Authority%202024-25%20Annual%20Report.pdf

1.9

The NCA’s mission is ‘to shape Canberra as a capital that all Australians can be
proud of by ensuring it is well planned, managed and promoted, consistent with its
enduring national significance.’"

1.10 The NCA'’s functions are set out in Section 6 of the PaLM Act and include:

(a) to prepare and administer a National Capital Plan;

(b) to keep the Plan under constant review and to propose amendments to it
when necessary;

(c) on behalf of the Commonwealth, to commission works to be carried out in
Designated Areas in accordance with the Plan where neither a Department of
State of the Commonwealth nor any Commonwealth authority has the
responsibility to commission those works;

(d) to recommend to the Minister the carrying out of works that it considers
desirable to maintain or enhance the character of the National Capital;

(e) to foster an awareness of Canberra as the National Capital;

(f) with the approval of the Minister, to perform planning services for any person
or body, whether within Australia or overseas; and

() subject to subsection (2) and with the Minister’s approval, on behalf of the
Commonwealth, to manage National Land designated in writing by the Minister
as land required for the special purposes of Canberra as the National Capital. 8

Designated areas

1.11  The NCP identifies ‘Designated Areas’, which are specific areas of land that have the

special characteristics of the National Capital.” The NCP identifies three primary
factors that are relevant when identifying Designated Areas:

e Canberra hosts a wide range of national functions — activities which occur
in Canberra because it is the National Capital and which give Canberra a
unique function within Australia.

e The Griffins’ strong symbolic design for Canberra Central has given the
National Capital a unique and memorable character.

e Canberra's landscape setting and layout within the Territory have given
the Capital a garden city image of national and international
significance.20

1.12  Works in Designated Areas need approval from the NCA, which assesses

applications using the NCP.%

NCA, Annual report 2024-25, p. 1.
PaLM Act, section 6.

NCP, p. 3.

NCP, Part 1.2, p. 8.

NCP, Part 1.2.


https://www.nca.gov.au/sites/default/files/2025-11/National%20Capital%20Authority%202024-25%20Annual%20Report.pdf

1.13

Designated Areas identified in the NCP, prior to Amendment 102, included:

o Lake Burley Griffin and its Foreshores
o the National Triangle and adjacent sites

e the balance of the Central National Area adjoining the Lake and the
Triangle, and extending from the foot of Black Mountain to the airport

o sites set aside solely for Diplomatic use
e the Inner Hills which form the setting of the Central National Area

o the Main Avenues and Approach Routes between the ACT border and the
Central National Area.??

Amendment 102 identifies the Hume Circle Precinct as an additional Designated
Area by expanding the Central National Area to include ‘...the Lake and the Triangle,
and extending from the foot of Black Mountain to the airport, and including land
around Hume Circle[.] 2 Figure 1.1 shows the Hume Circle Precinct location.

Relationship with the Territory Plan

1.15

The Australian and ACT Governments share responsibility for planning and
development in the ACT. The Australian Government, through the NCA, is
responsible for ensuring that Canberra and the Territory are planned and developed
in accordance with their national significance under the NCP. The ACT Government
is responsible for implementing the Territory Plan and regulates routine land use and
development matters. The PaLM Act makes it clear that the NCP prevails over the
Territory Plan, but the two plans are intended to be complementary.2

Section 25 of the PaLM Act provides for the ACT Legislative Assembly to establish a
Territory planning authority responsible for preparing an administering a ‘Territory
Plan’. The Territory Plan ensures:

...in-a manner not inconsistent with the National Capital Plan, the planning and
development of the Territory to provide the people of the Territory with an
attractive, safe and efficient environment in which to live and work and have their
recreation.2

Section 26 of the PaLM Act clarifies the relationship between the NCP and the
Territory Plan:

The Territory Plan has no effect to the extent that it is inconsistent with the
National Capital Plan, but the Territory Plan shall be taken to be consistent with
the National Capital Plan to the extent that it is capable of operating concurrently
with the National Capital Plan.26

2 NCP, Part 1.2.

2 NCP Amendment (No. 102 — Hume Circle Precinct) Instrument 2026, Schedule 1, p. 9.

2% NCA, Planning in the National Capital, www.nca.gov.au/planning act (accessed 11 September 2026)
%5 PalLM Act, subsection 25(2).

% PalM Act, section 26.


http://www.nca.gov.au/planning

Figure 1.1 Hume Circle Precinct location
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The Griffin Plan

1.18 The origins of the Griffin Plan can be traced back to May 1912, when American

Architects Walter Burley Griffin and Marion Mahoney Griffin won an international
competition to find a design for Australia’s new national capital.? Their plan is
regarded as the start of high-level strategic planning for Canberra and the ACT.2

1.19  While much of the Griffin’s Plan was never realised, it continues to shape design and

planning for the Canberra of today—and the future. Core elements of the Griffin Plan
are summarised in the NCP:

The Griffins’ design incorporated the hills of (inner) Canberra — Mount Ainslie,
Black Mountain, Red Hill and Mount Pleasant — and the lake and its foreshores
into the plan, as much as buildings and roads.

The Griffins’ design had four main elements:
o the use of topography as an integral design feature and as a setting

e a symbolic hierarchy of land uses designed to reflect the order and
functions of democratic government

e a geometric plan with the central triangle formed by grand avenues
terminating at Capital Hill, the symbolic centre of the nation

¢ a system of urban centres.?

The Griffin Legacy

1.20 In 2004, the NCA released a major strategy for Canberra’s Central National Area, its

landscape setting and approaches—known as ‘The Griffin Legacy’. The Griffin
Legacy sought to maintain ‘...continuity with the internationally recognised Griffin
Plan while protecting the national capital’s cultural and environmental heritage.’¥®

1.21 Outcomes of The Griffin Legacy included to develop Canberra’s:

¢ City Hill Precinct, to create a cosmopolitan precinct with new residents, offices
and cafes, make City Hill a central urban park, and reconfigure roads

o West Basin, to extend the city to the lake, build a land bridge over Parkes Way,
reclaim part of the foreshore, and link the National Museum to the south side of
the lake

e Constitution Avenue, to establish a boulevard with shops, cafes, residential and
commercial buildings, upgrade roads, and create a secure government precinct

27
28
29
30

NCA, Submission 21, p. 10.

NCA, Submission 21, p. 10.

NCP, Part 1.2.

NCA, The Griffin Legacy: The blueprint for the future development of the central national areas, 2004, p. [5].


https://www.nca.gov.au/sites/default/files/publication-documents/Griffin_Legacy%20Snapshot.pdf

e Commonwealth Avenue and Kings Avenue, to secure ceremonial approaches to
Parliament House, and build an overpass at the Kings Avenue and Parkes Way
intersection.?’

1.22 The Griffin Legacy was progressed through various Amendments to the NCP,
approved by the then Minister for Local Government, Territories and Roads, the Hon
Jim Lloyd MP, in November 2006.32

Conduct of inquiry

1.23 The Committee issued a media release on 21 August 2026 announcing the inquiry
and inviting submissions by 4 September 2026. The submission deadline was
extended until Friday 11 September 2026.

1.24 40 submissions were received from a range of local residents and organisations,
including the NCA. A list of these submissions is available in Appendix A.

1.25 The Committee held one public hearing on 11 September 2026 in Canberra. A list of
witnesses who gave evidence at this public hearing is available in Appendix B.

Report structure

1.26 This report consists of two chapters, including this Introduction. Chapter 2
summarises key issues raised in evidence to the inquiry relating to:

e NCA'’s approach to the Precinct under the PaLM Act

e The process for public consultation undertaken by the NCA for Amendment No.
102, and possible improvements

o Different stages of high-level strategic planning under the NCP through to
development proposal assessment (known as Works Approval), and possible
improvements

e The approach to long term planning for community infrastructure, open space,
transport, and utilities to enable appropriate delivery of services and planning
outcomes for the Precinct.

Acknowledgements

1.27 The Committee would like to thank everyone who contributed to this inquiry, including
those who made submissions and gave evidence at public hearings.

3 NCA, The Griffin Legacy: The blueprint for the future development of the central national areas, 2004,
pp. 10-11.
82 NCA, The Griffin Legacy: The blueprint for the future development of the central national areas, 2004, p. 12.


https://www.nca.gov.au/sites/default/files/publication-documents/Griffin_Legacy%20Snapshot.pdf
https://www.nca.gov.au/sites/default/files/publication-documents/Griffin_Legacy%20Snapshot.pdf




1!

2. Key issues

Overview

2.1 This chapter summarises evidence received throughout the inquiry with respect to
the:

e National Capital Authority's (NCA) approach to the Hume Circle Precinct under
the Australian Capital Territory (Planning and Land Management) Act 1988 (PaLM
Act)

e Process for public consultation undertaken by the NCA for Amendment No. 102,
and possible improvements

¢ Different stages of high-level strategic planning under the National Capital Plan
(NCP) through to development proposal assessment (known as Works Approval),
and possible improvements

e Approach to long term planning for community infrastructure, open space,
transport, and utilities to enable appropriate delivery of services and planning
outcomes for the Precinct.

2.2 Some key issues raised in this chapter include the national significance of the Hume
Circle Precinct; whether the NCA was justified in linking the Amendment to the Giriffin
Plan; the adequacy, transparency and effectiveness of the NCA's consultation
processes, and the NCA's strategic planning framework, including its approach to
long-term planning.

National Capital Authority’s approach to the Hume
Circle Precinct

2.3 The NCA represents the Australian Government’s interests in the national capital by
taking a long-term, strategic approach to planning, managing, enhancing and
promoting Canberra. It is important to note that the NCA is not a landowner.'

2.4 The NCA is established under the PaLM Act. The functions of the NCA are defined in
section 6 of that Act, but most particular to this inquiry and the planning
responsibilities of the NCA, are the functions to:

e Prepare and administer a National Capital Plan (NCP — the Plan)

' National Capital Authority (NCA), Submission 21, p. 1.



2.5

2.6

2.7

¢ Keep the Plan under constant review and to propose amendments to it when
necessary.?

The purpose of Amendment No.102 was to amend the NCP to recognise an area of
land, Hume Circle Precinct, as a Designated Area. Designated Area means an area
of land specified in the NCP under section 10.3

Amendment 102 outlined the following:

e Defined the area of the Hume Circle Precinct and established this as a
Designated area

e Set objectives for the precinct as an opportunity of well-planned urban renewal
and established broad land use within the precinct

¢ Required a separate NCA approval process, including public consultation, to
consider the details of planning, design and development for any development
proposals, and before works approval would be considered.*

In preparing Amendment 102, the NCA considered a range of studies and analysis
which provide sufficient evidence to support the inclusion of the Hume Circle Precinct
in the NCP as a Designated Area.®

National significance and designation concerns

2.8

2.9

210

The NCA advised that as part of its responsibilities to manage, enhance and promote
the nationally significant parts of Canberra, it maintains the estate in the National
Central Area, including the open spaces and public areas, the lake and the built
assets and memorials within these areas.®

The NCA is a trustee of the land areas and assets of national significance, with a
mission to ensure that Canberra as the national capital is a city of which all
Australians can be proud.”

The Central National Area is part of Amendment 102 (Section 4.1) and has been
amended to include the Hume Circle Precinct. The Central National Area has 17
areas listed including the Parliamentary zone, Barton, Deakin/Forrest Residential
Area, City Hill and West Basin. These areas of Canberra have symbolic national,
governmental, cultural and ceremonial importance.

The NCA indicated that when considering the national significance of an area of land
it is guided by the legislative framework. In particular, the objectives set out in the

~ o g B~ W N

NCA, Submission 21, p. 1.
Designated Area means an area of land specified in the NCP under section 10.
NCA, Submission 21, p. 3.
NCA, Submission 21, p. 4.
NCA, Submission 21, p. 1.
NCA, Submission 21, p. 1.

10



NCP which describe the intent of areas of importance to the national capital and the
criteria against which such assessment is made. These include:

¢ Recognise the pre-eminence of the role of Canberra and the Territory as
Australia’s National Capital

o Further develop and enhance the Central National Area ... as the heart of
Canberra

e Emphasise the national significance of the main approach routes and
avenues

e Respect the geometry and intent of the Griffins’ formally adopted plan for
Canberra

¢ Maintain and enhance the landscape character of Canberra and the
Territory as the setting for the National Capital

e Protect the undeveloped hilltops and the open spaces which divide and
give form to Canberra’s urban areas

¢ Provide a plan offering flexibility and choice to enable the Territory
Government properly to fulfil its functions

e Support and promote environmentally responsible urban development
practices.8

211 The NCA considered the following five issues as part of the national significance
criteria for the Hume Circle Precinct:

o Proximity to the Central National Area (within 5km of the parliamentary
zone)

e Respecting the geometry of the Griffins’ plan by completing the Hume
Circle (originally called the Eastlake Circle) and radial axis

¢ Enhance the landscape features by promoting open spaces
o Contribute to the need for increased housing
¢ Be responsive to environmental values with sustainable urban planning.®

2.12 Designated Areas across the ACT have been identified as having special
characteristics of the National Capital. The NCA’s website states that Designated
Areas have three primary factors:

e The Griffins’ strong symbolic design for the Central areas of Canberra
o The wide range of National functions as it is in the Capital of Australia

e Canberra’s landscape setting which has given the Capital a garden city
image of national and international significance. 0

8 NCA, Submission 21, p. 6.

9 NCA, Submission 21, p. 7.

0 NCA website, Designated Areas, www.nca.gov.au/planning/planning-act/designated-areas (accessed 15
September 2026)
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213 Figure 2.1 is a map showing designated areas in Canberra.

Figure 2.1 Designated areas in the Australian Capital Territory under the National
Capital Plan

Australlan Capital Territony
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Source: National Capital Plan Amendment (No. 102 — Hume Circle Precinct) Instrument 2026, p. 2.
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Ms Karen Doran OAM, Chief Executive of the NCA, stressed the importance of the
role of the NCA is to keep the NCP under constant review and to propose
amendments to it when necessary. Ms Doran told the Committee:

The NCA is a planning authority. We are not owners of land. We are not a
developer. We do not stand to benefit, financially or otherwise, from the making
of amendment 102. In this particular case, the lands remain territory lands, with
land tax rights remaining with the ACT government. In undertaking strategic
planning, the NCA will work with other parties: government planners, government
landowners, private landowners and lessees, and developers. !

Community views

2.15

2.16

217

2.18

The Committee received evidence from a range of stakeholders including the ACT
Government, community residents, businesses, developers, architects, planners and
property councils.

The Property Council of Australia, URBN Development Group (a Canberra-based
property development and advisory company), and SPACELAB Studio Pty Ltd (a
consortium of Fyshwick Markets, Eyre St Market, Supabarn Supermarkets &
Kingston Traders Association) were generally supportive of Amendment 102 and
believed that the outcomes would be beneficial to the Nation’s Capital.’2 Canberra
Town Planning commented that Amendment 102 gives ‘statutory recognition to
Hume Circle as a nationally significant eastern gateway; establishes an appropriate
precinct framework for urban renewal and housing; and preserves a clear sequence
from strategic planning to project assessment.’!3

The Property Council of Australia stated that Amendment 102 reflected sound
strategic planning principles; was consistent with the role of the National Capital
Authority; and maintained existing safeguards through future development
assessment and works approval processes.™

JEGA, a Canberra-based property and development business that has been in
discussions with the NCA about the Hume Circle Precinct development proposals,
was supportive of Amendment 102. JEGA stated:

We believe the outcome reflects years of genuine engagement with the NCA and
represents a considered, coordinated approach to renewing this part of Canberra
in a manner consistent with Griffin's original vision. 15

" Ms Karen Doran OAM, Chief Executive, NCA, Proof Committee Hansard, 11 September 2026, p. 1.

2 Property Council of Australia, Submission 34, URBN Development Group, Submission 38; SPACELAB,
Submission 23.

8 Canberra Town Planning, Submission 37, p. 1.

4 Property Council of Australia, Submission 34, p. [6]

% JEGA, Submission 24, p. [4]
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2.20

2.21

2.22

Some stakeholders, however, highlighted concerns about the NCA'’s identification of
the Hume Circle Precinct as being of national significance and a ‘Designated Area’
under the NCP." For example, Mr Michael Sanderson argued that ‘national
significance must not become a planning shortcut[.] " He explained:

The statutory foundation of Amendment 102 deserves particular scrutiny because
the National Capital Plan exists to ensure that Canberra and the Territory are
planned and developed in accordance with their national significance, while
Designated Areas are intended to identify land possessing the special
characteristics of the National Capital. Designation is consequential because
within the new Hume Circle Precinct the NCA assumes detailed planning and
Works Approval responsibilities that would otherwise sit within the Territory
planning architecture.8

The Griffith Narrabundah Community Association (GNCA) commented on the NCA’s
decision not to seek legal advice on whether the Hume Circle Precinct met the
requirements for national significance. It elaborated ‘It seems strange, and perhaps
remiss, that a government body would undertake a transformative initiative without
first checking that it had the legal authority to do so.’*®

Mr Dallas Clifford argued that ‘National significance should be demonstrated, not
inherited by proximity.’® While Mr Clifford acknowledged Canberra Avenue as ‘...a
Main Avenue and approach route...’, he questioned how occupied homes inside the
precinct boundary could possess °...the special characteristics of the National Capital
that justify Designated Area status.’?!

The Kingston and Barton Residents Group questioned whether Hume Circle meets
the special characteristics test for the NCP.2 |t elaborated:

The NCA has chosen to extend its ‘Designated Area’ to include only Hume Circle
and a contiguous area to Dalby Street Fyshwick in the east, which could hardly of
itself be said to show ‘the special characteristics of the National Capital’. The
NCA says their proposal is aimed at ‘reinstating the Griffin Plan’.

KBRG notes that the NCA published, in 2004, a ‘Strategic Vision’ titled ‘The
Griffin Legacy’. This strategy identified areas where the intentions of the Griffin
Plan had not been fully realised, shown on pages 164/165 as proposed ‘Principal
Urban Improvement Areas’ — reproduced on the next page. Hume Circle is
included, but so is the adjacent ‘East Basin Urban Renewal Area’ and the whole
of the Kingston Foreshore which has been progressively developed over the last

6 See, for example: Griffith Narrabundah Community Association (GNCA), Submission 32, p. 5; Kingston &
Barton Residents Group (K&BRG), Submission 13, p. 1; Mr Dallas Clifford, Submission 20, p. 3; Mr Michael
Sanderson, Submission 1, p. 2.

7 Mr Sanderson, Submission 1, p. 2.

'8 Mr Sanderson, Submission 1, p. 2.

9 GNCA, Submission 32, p. 5.

2 Mr Clifford, Submission 20, p.
2t Mr Clifford, Submission 20, p.
1.

3.
3.

2 K&BRG, Submission 13, p.
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20 years by the ACT Government. The East Lake area has also been considered
for development over many years, leading to the recent adoption by the ACT
Government of the ‘East Lake Place Plan’.23

2.23 Emeritus Professor James Weirick, explained that he didn’t think the Hume Circle
Precinct was any more significant than other parts of the approach roads to
Canberra.? Professor Weirick continued:

| don't think that this was ever really conceived as a gateway to Canberra. It was
one of eight stations on the rail line. It was a combination of the suburban line
and main line that connected Sydney and Melbourne. The idea was to build a
railway from Queanbeyan to Yass Junction and run it through eight stations
within the city, and then to have trams running on the major boulevards. The
Hume Circle was to have a railway station in the centre of that roundabout. So it
would be a whole different transportation and urban proposition.25

2.24 The Deakin Residents Association (DRA) stated that ‘...the NCA is seeking to act
outside its legislated mandate...” with Amendment 102 to the NCP.%

2.25 Ted Tame and Tamara Schneider commented that the NCA focused too much on
creating a broad set of planning rules that would allow future development to occur
before understanding the detail of the development.

...undue weight on establishing a permissive strategic envelope while leaving
material questions to later stages. The approved framework enables urban
renewal and brings the Precinct into Designated Areas, but later proposal-
specific work is still expected to resolve design detail.2

Use of Griffin Plan as justification

2.26 The NCA observed that the concepts for the Hume Circle Precinct draw on
Canberra’s earliest planning frameworks, including the original vision developed by
the Griffin Plan. In the Griffin Plan the Hume Circle was proposed as a key gateway
from the east, a place of lively urban form, framing the junction of the main avenues
defining the eastern approach.? Figure 2.2 shows Hume Circle Precinct was
included in the 1918 Griffin Plan as ‘Eastlake Circle’.

2.27 The National Capital Plan Amendment (No. 102 — Hume Circle Precinct) Instrument
2026 states that the Griffins’ plan for Canberra envisaged the main avenues and
approach routes as axial lines and principal ordering elements of the city. The
sequence of arrival to the National Capital and the Central National Area was
consciously orchestrated in the Griffins’ plans through a series of gateways and

2 K&BRG, Submission 13, p. 1.

2 Emeritus Professor James Weirick, personal capacity, Proof Committee Hansard, 11 September 2026, p. 17.
%5 Professor Weirick, personal capacity, Proof Committee Hansard, 11 September 2026, p. 17.

% DRA, Submission 7, p. [1].

27 Ted Tame and Tamara Schneider, Submission 15, p. 4.

2 NCA Consultation Report, p. 5.
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scenic approaches. Importantly for the Hume Circle, the diagram below

demonstrates the geometry of the early plans for the Central National Area.
Amendment 102 states:

Within the 1918 Griffin Plan, a circular street layout was adopted for the Hume
Circle Precinct with surrounding blocks subdivided by a series of radial streets
emanating from the centre of the Circle with urban form situated on land adjacent
the Hume Circle circumference.?9

2 NCP Amendment (No. 102 — Hume Circle Precinct) Instrument 2026, p.11.
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Figure 2.2 Hume Circle Precinct called 'Eastlake Circle' in 1918 Griffin Plan

Hume Circle precinct area — called

Eastlake Circle in the 1918 plan.

Source: NCA, Submission 21, p. 23
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2.28

2.29

2.30

2.31

The potential of the Hume Circle Precinct was identified in the NCA’s ‘Griffin Legacy’
study in 2002-2004, and was listed as a future ‘gateway and elegant rond point
reinforced by integration of land use, transportation and urban form. 3

The NCA Consultation Report reasoned that the Hume Circle is identified in the
original Griffin Plan for Canberra ‘as a gateway from the east; a meeting point for
major roads which forms part of the city’s distinct circular and radial layout. The
Griffin Plan envisioned places like this as lively urban centres however to date this
remains unrealised at Hume Circle.?

Some of the key principles from the Griffin Plan forming the foundation for the Hume
Circle include:

City structure based on geometry and clear view lines

Integration of urban form within the landscape

Activity concentrated at nodes/major circles

Integration of transport, land use and civic identity.32

The NCA explicitly listed reinstating elements of the Griffins' formally adopted plan for
Canberra and completing the Circle as reasons for designating the Hume Circle
Precinct.3

Community views

2.32

2.33

2.34

2.35

A majority of stakeholders either rejected the Griffin justification or accepted that the
Griffin geometry existed but argued it did not justify the scale of the amendment.

JEGA were the strong supporters of the Amendment, believing that it that would help
realise Griffin’s original plan.3

URBN Development Group agreed to the development of the planning for Hume
Circle being brought into the NCP but argued that a precinct of Hume Circle's scale,
spread across dozens of separately owned titles, will not be delivered in five or ten
years’ time.

It will be delivered over thirty, forty, or more years, closer to the horizon on which
Griffin himself planned this city than to the horizon on which we currently plan its
infrastructure.35

A few submitters disagreed with the NCA’s use of the Griffin Plan as justification for
Amendment 102 to the NCP. For example, Professor Weirick argued:

% Professor Weirick, private capacity, Proof Committee Hansard, 11 September 2026, p. 1.
3 NCA Consultation Report, p. 5.

32 NCA Consultation Report, p. 5.

3 NCA, Submission 21, p. 7.

% JEGA, Submission 24, p. [4]

% URBN, Submission 38, p. 3.
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2.36

2.37

2.38

2.39

2.40

The National Capital Authority does itself no favours in distorting the historical
record with respect to the Griffin Plan, instead of complying with the spirit and
letter of this ‘Matter of National Significance’ by grounding use of the Griffing’

names on sound historical research and deep understanding.36

Mr Sanderson submitted that ‘Griffin should not operate as a planning password’ and
observed:

The NCA relies heavily on the idea that Hume Circle is a Griffin gateway and that
reinstating the circle supports National Capital significance. That historical claim
deserves independent testing because it is being used to justify an unusual
transfer of planning control over established private homes.37

A resident from Staffordshire Terrace® commented that the intention to justify an
Amendment to the NCP, based on the Griffin Plan should ‘rest on defensible
historical evidence instead of assertion.’?® The resident explainer further:

This matters under the PaLM Act because the statutory foundation for
designation is the existence of special characteristics of the National Capital. The
threshold should be demonstrated for the land being designated, including the
established residential land, not inferred solely from its inclusion within a
geometrically drawn circle.40

Similarly, multiple Staffordshire Terrace residents and community submissions
questioned or rejected the gateway narrative and argued that the Griffin rationale
was being used to support a development agenda.*!

Mr Wayne Arthur argued that the land around Hume Circle does not have national
significance as it comprises a mix of low and high rise apartment buildings, some
low-rise office space, some light industrial use, a hotel and an emergency services
station.#

The Inner South Canberra Community Council (ISCCC) was critical of the
justification of the Hume Circle Precinct being brought into the NCP when the
geometry of the Griffin Plan is clearly not adhered to and carves out a shape that is
clearly not symmetrical:

The NCA justifies the inclusion of these 238 properties, as well as St Clare’s
College, and the 346 apartments in Section 25 Griffith behind the Ramada
Diplomat Hotel, on the basis of the circular geometry it sees in the work of the

% Professor Weirick, Submission 29, p. 5. See also: GNCA, Submission 32, p. [30].

87 Mr Sanderson, Submission 1, p. 9.

% |f Amendment 102 comes into effect, Staffordshire Terrace will be included within the Hume Circle Precinct
and Designated Area under the National Capital Plan, meaning that planning and development affecting the
site will fall within the National Capital Plan framework and National Capital Authority oversight.

3% Name Withheld, Submission 9, p. 10.

40 Name Withheld, Submission 9, p. 10.

41 Name Withheld, Submissions 4,5,6,8,9,11,12,14,17,18,19,27,31.

42 Mr Wayne Arthur, Submission 3, pp. 1-2.
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2.41

242

2.43

244

Griffins. However, the Hume ‘circle’ as mapped by the NCA is not even confined
to the area shown on the Griffin plan, since it has a substantial dog leg projecting
towards Fyshwick Markets.43

Professor Weirick, expressed significant concerns about Amendment 102, including it
having any connection to the Griffin Plan, and suggested the ‘gateway’ to the Hume
Place Precinct is nothing other than two-dimensional circular geometry to link it to the
Griffin Plan.*

The Deakin Residents Association (DRA) went as far as saying the appearance of
the Hume Circle on a Griffin plan provides no justification for NCA involvement in
urban redevelopment, which is clearly the responsibility of the ACT Government —
not the NCA.%

Kingston and Barton Residents Group accepted that Hume Circle appeared in the
Griffin Legacy work and is part of an important planning axis, but argued the
Amendment was being used to maximise development opportunities rather than
genuinely implement Griffin's vision.*6

While SPACELAB supported Amendment 102, it was concerned about the ‘lack of
consideration for the ACT’s hierarchy of centres as it applies to nearby group and
local centres identified in the Territory Plan 2023.47

Background on Amendment 102

East Lake Place Plan and Hume Circle Precinct

2.45

2.46

The NCA described the Hume Circle Precinct as part of the broader East Lake urban
renewal program and outlined its relationship with the ACT Government's East Lake
Place Plan.

The East Lake area was first identified by the ACT Government for future renewal in
2004. Initial planning work was undertaken jointly by the ACT Government and the
NCA between 2006 and 2009.4¢ The area was subsequently revisited through the
2018 ACT Planning Strategy, which identified opportunities for urban intensification.
Between 2020 and 2024, the ACT Government undertook a range of assessments to
identify constraints, risks and opportunities for development, culminating in the
release of the East Lake Place Plan in February 2024.49

4 Inner South Canberra Community Council (ISCCC), Submission 2, p. 2.

4“4 Professor Weirick, private capacity, Proof Committee Hansard, 11 September 2026, p. 5.
4 Deakin Residents Association (DRA), Submission 7, p. [1].

% K&BRG, Submission 13, p. 2.

47 SPACELAB, Submission 23, p. 1.

% K&BRG, Submission 13, p. 2.

4 NCA, Submission 21, p. 14.
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2.47

2.48

2.49

2.50

JEGA provided evidence on how discussions regarding the Hume Circle Precinct
emerged during planning for the East Lake area and subsequently involved the
NCA.%

JEGA acquired land on Mildura Street, Griffith, ACT in 2021 and 2022 with a view to
develop it and demolished existing buildings on the site. Approvals were granted
from the ACT Government to develop the site, however it was put on hold when the
ACT Government’s East Lake Place Plan community consultation process
commenced from July 2022 through to February 2024.5'

During this period, the ACT Government undertook studies on the East Lake area
from 2021 — 2023 to provide a strong base of information across a range of topics
and concepts. These investigations informed the development of the East Lake Place
Plan with the expectation that further detailed studies would be undertaken as
planning progressed.>5?

Table 2.1 indicates the ACT Government’s consultation timeline for the East Lake
community consultation period.

Table 2.1 East Lake community consultation timetable

Milestone Date

Initial East Lake community consultation July 2022

comme

nced

Inner South Canberra Community Council public 12 July 2022

briefing
Draft East Lake Place Plan released for 30 March 2023
submissions
Public submissions closed 18 May 2023
Final East Lake Place Plan released 19 February 2024
Source: JEGA, Submission 24, p. [2].
2.51  Shortly after the ACT Government opened community consultations for the East
Lake plan, JEGA commissioned an architect to explore an alternative vision for
Hume Circle that would overlap a development proposal with the East Lake plan area
and the Hume Circle Precinct. %
2.52 JEGA advised that it presented to the full NCA board on 14 February 2024, to

explore the possibility of bringing the Hume Circle Precinct under NCA planning
control.%

%  JEGA, Submission 24, p. [2].

5 JEGA, Submission 24, pp. [1-2].
5% NCA, Submission 21, p. 15.

5 JEGA, Submission 24, p. [2].

% JEGA, Submission 24, p. [2].
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2.

2.

53 JEGA reflected on its extensive consultation with the NCA on the Hume Circle
Precinct:

We presented to the full NCA board on 14 February 2024 and have held more
than thirty further meetings with the NCA through to May 2026, covering design
sessions, master plan reviews and precinct coding drafting. We made multiple
submissions to the NCA Board over this period, and feedback throughout was
consistently supportive of the proposal.®

54  JEGA outlined how it presented a holistic development proposal to the NCA rather
than a piecemeal one and ultimately proposed that they could develop and complete
part of the Hume Circle. JEGA concluded that the completion of the circle warranted
going through the NCA as ‘this could never be done unless we basically handed over
areas of three blocks of our land. So we went to the NCA, proposed that to them and
started engagement with them and the ACT government.’ %

Public consultation

2.

2.

55 Many submitters to the inquiry expressed concerns about the NCA'’s public
consultation process for Amendment 102, describing it as ‘woeful’®, ‘poor’® and
‘deeply flawed.’®®

56 The NCA’s submission outlined the timeline for its engagement activities undertaken
for Amendment 102. This timeline is presented in Table 2.2.

Table 2.2 National Capital Authority's timeline for activities undertaken for
Amendment 102

Date Engagement activity

December 2025 Government Gazette notice submitted
Notice to Territory Planning Authority

5 January 2026 Letters sent to Lessees and Bodies Corporate in the Precinct, offering briefings
Information published on NCA website
Media interview

6 January 2026 Australian Government Impact Analysis Preliminary Assessment Form

Request for briefing by Inner South Canberra Community Council (ISCCC) and
request for extension on consultation period

NCA response to schedule briefing

15 January 2026  Briefing — ISCCC, Kingston Barton Residents Association, Griffith Narrabundah
Community Association and Old Narrabundah Community Council

55
56
57
58
59

JEGA, Submission 24, p. [2].
JEGA, Submission 24, p. [2].
DRA, Submission 7, p. [1].
K&BRG, Submission 13, p. 3.
ISCCC, Submission 2, p. 3.
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29 January 2026

Social media post about consultation period extension to 17 February 2026
Advice provided to Ministers and MPs to respond to constituent queries

3 February 2026  Meeting — Staffordshire Terrace residents group (through Body Corporate)

12 February 2026  Briefing — Senator Pocock

23 February 2026 Public presentation at an ISCCC meeting forum
Submission extension provided to ISCCC

5 March 2026 Email sent to submitters seeking clarity on intent to publishing submissions

16 March 2026 Submissions published on NCA website

15 April 2026 Briefing — Mark Emerson MLA

18 May 2026 Briefing — ACT Government officials from CED, TPA
Briefing — Catholic Education, St Clare’s School

19 May 2026 Briefing — Axiom apartment residents
Briefing — Staffordshire Terrace residents

25 May 2026 Presentation and Q&A at ISCCC forum

27 May 2026 Consultation report published on NCA website, providing feedback on responses
and proposed changes to Amendment 102

28 May 2026 Letterbox drop advising of consultation report for apartment residents in precinct
Media interviews

4 June 2026 Briefing — ACT Standing Committee on Environment and Planning

10 June 2026 Briefing — Joint Standing Committee on the National Capital and External

Territories

Source: NCA, Submission 21, p. 30.

Community views

2.57 A majority of the community stakeholders were dissatisfied with the NCA’s
consultation process for Amendment 102. These stakeholders included affected
residents from the Hume Circle Precinct, community councils, some businesses and
environmental groups.

2.58 Submitters' concerns generally fell into three categories: the timing of the
consultation period during the January 2026 summer holidays, the perception that
key decisions had already been made before public consultation commenced, and
concerns about unequal access to the planning process between developers and the
community.
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Timing

2.59

2.60

2.61

2.62

2.63

Many stakeholders were dissatisfied with the timing of the NCA's public consultation
process.% The consultation period commenced on 5 January 2026 and concluded on
3 February 2026, before being extended to 17 February 2026.

The Kingston & Barton Residents Group submitted that consultation was '...initiated
in the January holiday period and only slightly extended following public outcry.’ 8!

The Griffith Narrabundah Community Council summed up the problem with the timing
of the consultation process and its perceived intent:

The timing of the public consultation over the summer holiday break, with the
release early in January just after New Year, feeds into a feeling that the NCA
had hoped to slip this through with minimal public notice.62

The DRA also suggested the timing for consultation was ‘...deliberately chosen to
avoid public scrutiny.’s?

The ACT Greens pointed out that the NCA was only responsive to a perspective that
the original consultation was not adequate after the ACT Minister for Planning and
Sustainable Development and the Chief Minister intervened resulting in the
consultation period being extended.®

Transparency and access to the planning process

2.64

2.65

Several submitters highlighted the early engagement between the NCA and
developers and emphasised what they viewed as unequal access to planning
discussions. 6

The Inner South Canberra Community Council (ISCCC) criticised the transparency of
the NCA processes on the Hume Circle amendment. ISCCC stated that developers
were given privileged access while residents were excluded until much later in the
consultation process. ISCCC stated:

The community was only informed of this plan when it was fully developed and
then given minimal time to comment over the summer holiday period.®6

60  See, for example: DRA, Submission 7, p. [1]; ISCCC, Submission 2, p. 3; GNCA, Submission 32, p. 7;
K&BRG, Submission 13, p. 3. Ms Pamela Jenkins, Submission 30, p. [1]; Ted Tame and Tamara Schneider,
Submission 15, p. 3.

6 K&BRG, Submission 13, p. 3. See also: ISCCC, Submission 2, p. 3; Ms Pamela Jenkins, Submission 30, p.

(1]

62 GNCA, Submission 32, p. 7.

8 DRA, Submission 7, p. [1].

6 ACT Greens, Submission 22, p. [3].

8  Name Withheld, Submission 9; Name Withheld, Submission 17; GNCA, Submission 32; DRA, Submission 7,
K&BRG, Submission 13.

86 |SCCC, Submission 2, p. 1.
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2.66

2.67

2.68

2.69

2.70

ISCCC further submitted that consultation was a minimalist exercise by the NCA,
compressed into the 2026 summer holiday period, before public reaction led to a
short extension. The community was presented with a developed proposal rather
than being given any role in shaping it, despite work on this proceeding, with the
involvement only of a property developer having some interests in the area, over a
considerable period prior to public release of the proposal.f”

Further, the ISCCC emphasised that the consultation process was very minimal, and
after making minor changes to the Draft Amendment it was submitted to the Federal
Minister for Regional Development, Territories and Local Government, without any
other opportunity to comment.®®

ACT Greens echoed this view that valuable community engagement occurs during
the early stages of planning when participants can see a clear relationship between
their input and the decisions that ultimately follow.

Further concerns about the consultation process were critical of the imbalance of
time between the developer and the NCA and ACT Government, who had several
years of discussions compared with the public consultation process that took place
over several weeks.”

One of the submitters summed up their view about the NCA consultation process as
follows:

Don'’t plan with developers behind closed doors and exclude community
consultation. The local community now does not trust the NCA. The NCA needs
to restore that trust.”"

Direct engagement with affected residents

2.71

2.72

Several owners and residents of Staffordshire Terrace stated that they learned of
Amendment 102 only in late January 2026 and subsequently sought an extension of
the consultation period, citing a lack of direct engagement with affected residents.
Staffordshire Terrace Executive Committee suggested greater awareness could have
been achieved through letter drops, a sign or some form of notice that this
Amendment 102 consultation was upcoming.”

Submitters raised concerns that during consultation, owners and residents were
assured that detailed planning matters would be addressed through Detailed
Conditions of Planning, Design and Development and subject to public consultation.
While the draft instrument made these conditions mandatory, the final instrument

67 ISCCC, Submission 2, p. 3.

8 |SCCC, Submission 2, p. 1.

8  ACT Greens, Submission 22, p. [3].

0 Name Withheld, Submission 9, p. 7; Name Withheld, Submission 27, p. 2; GNCA, Submission 32, p. 7.
" Name Withheld, Submission 27, p. 2.

2 Staffordshire Terrace Executive Committee, Submission 33, p. [3].
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made them discretionary, potentially reducing opportunities for community
consultation. Staffordshire Terrace Executive Committee noted:

That is consequential for an Owners Corporation whose members were being
asked to accept a major jurisdictional change partly on the basis that detailed
decisions would be addressed through a later consultation process.”3

NCA'’s response

2.73 The NCA outlined its consultation process to the Committee.

The consultation period commenced 5 January — 3 February 2026 (and was
extended to 17 February). The NCA received 94 submissions. The NCA released
all submissions (where permission was provided) during the consultation process
and also released the Consultation Report prior to the approval process being
finalised. This was an increased level of transparency compared to previous NCA
consultation processes and intended to provide information and feedback at an
early stage through the consultation process.

2.74 The NCA highlighted that it was responsive during the consultation process as

concerns were raised by community members, including extending the submissions
date by 10 days, providing stakeholders with briefings, and emailing all submitters
updates regarding the consultation process.”

Calls for further review

2.75 Ted Tame and Tamara Schneider called for an independent review of the

consultation process and its compliance with the PaLM Act. They proposed that such
a review should consider ‘...the timing and effect of newspaper publication, the
reasonableness of the response period, and the practical accessibility of consultation
events.’’

Consultation report

2.76 The NCA released the Consultation report on Amendment 102 Hume Circle Precinct

on 27 May 2026. The NCA stated in the report that the proposed changes to the
National Capital Plan align with the Griffins’ original vision for Canberra, which
envisaged Hume Circle as a major gateway and activity hub linking the city through
scenic approach routes.’”

73
74
75
76
7

Staffordshire Terrace Executive Committee, Submission 33, p. [4].

NCA, Submission 21, pp. 8-9.

NCA, Submission 21, p. 9.

Ted Tame and Tamara Schneider, Submission 15, p. 3.

NCA website, www.nca.gov.au/planning/public-consultations/national-capital-plan-draft-amendment-102-
hume-circle-precinct (accessed 17 September 2026)
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2.77

Several submitters criticised the adequacy of the Consultation Report released in
May 2026.7 For example, the ACT Greens said the consultation report failed to
meaningfully engage with the issues raised across all submissions the NCA received.
This reinforced concerns amongst stakeholders that the outcome may have been
predetermined.

Changes made following consultation

2.78

2.79

The ACT Minister for Planning and Sustainable Development noted some positive
changes following the consultation period. It noted the following changes to
Amendment 102 in relation to clarification of land use, and more detail in the Precinct
Code on the conditions of planning, design and development. Importantly for
community residents it noted the revision of maximum building heights.

...maximum building heights in existing residential areas were significantly
reduced from up to 15 storeys down to three storeys to address concerns relating
to impacts from future developments and consistency with the character of the
area.80

Pedal Power ACT said it welcomed ‘...the changes made following consultation,
particularly the inclusion of provisions requiring development proposals to address
active travel, connectivity and safety.’" However, Pedal Power commented:

...the current framework does not yet ensure that a safe and connected active
travel network will be planned and delivered across the precinct. Requiring
individual proponents to consider and provide information about active travel is
not a substitute for coordinated precinct-wide planning, funding and staging by
the National Capital Authority and ACT Government.82

Criticisms of consultation report

2.80

2.81

One submitter acknowledged that the NCA Consultation Report led to improvements
to Amendment 102 but considered the consultation process fundamentally flawed
because meaningful public engagement occurred too late in the process.8

The DRA described the Consultation Report as ‘...quite misleading.’® It contested
the National Capital Authority’s claim ‘...that it revised the Amendment to take
community concerns into account’, and explained:

Of the 93 submissions received, 64 opposed the Amendment and a number of
the other 29 expressed various reservations, particularly in relation to the
proposed 15-storey buildings ... We find it hard to understand how the Minister

" See, for example: ACT Greens, Submission 22, p. [3]; DRA, Submission 7, p. [2].

™ ACT Greens, Submission 22, p. [3].

8  Minister for Planning and Sustainable Development, Chris Steel MLA, Submission 36, p. [2].
8  Pedal Power, Submission 10, p. [1].

8  Pedal Power, Submission 10, p. [1].

8  Mr Sanderson, Submission 1, p. 2.

8  DRA, Submission 7, p. [2].
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2.82

2.83

2.84

2.85

could approve the Amendment in the face of this level of opposition (including
from the Territory Planning Authority).85

Some submitters felt that the report treated serious concerns as issues that had
merely been noted rather than genuinely addressed.®

A major criticism concerned the change in the Amendment 102 under the section
titled ‘Detailed conditions of planning, design and development.’ During consultation,
these conditions were presented as a mandatory second stage with public
consultation. The final amendment made them discretionary in some circumstances,
leading critics to argue that a key safeguard promoted during consultation was
weakened after consultation closed.?

One submitter observed that the Consultation Report referred to the importance of
recognising Country and yet it was difficult to see where and how Ngunnawal people
were given an opportunity in shaping Amendment 102 in the initial consultation
process.

Country and Traditional Custodian engagement should occur before a statutory
planning framework is settled, with the record of that engagement made
transparent.s8

A few submitters were concerned that the NCA'’s initial consultation process on
Amendment 102 did not directly include Ngunnawal representatives. Stakeholders
commented that it was clear from an Acknowledgement of Country in the published
Consultation Report that the NCA has intentions of consulting and collaborating with
Ngunnawal stakeholders as part of the planning, design and delivery states of
Amendment 102. Mr Clifford expressed the view that there was a ‘distinct lack of
commitment in the proposal to continuing engagement with First Nations people, and
consultation needed to occur at an earlier stage.®

Adequacy of supporting documents

2.86

Professor Weirick was critical of the NCA'’s public documents, commenting that the
NCA provided no site analysis and no civic survey in Amendment 102 issued for
public comment. He compared the detailed work of the former ACT Planning
department on the East Lake Place Plan and stated:

This is in stark contrast to the documentation prepared by the former
Environment Planning & Sustainable Development Directorate of the ACT
Government in February 2024 for the ‘East Lake Place Plan’ — a 98-page

8  DRA, Submission 7, p. [2].

8 |SCCC, Submission 2; ACT Greens, Submission 22; GNCA, Submission 32.

87 Name Withheld, Submission 9; Name Withheld, Submission 17; Staffordshire Terraces Executive
Committee, Submission 33.

8  Name withheld, Submission 2, p. 2.

8  Mr Clifford, Submission 20, p. 9; ACT Greens, Submission 22, p. [4].
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document, with 45 pages devoted to understanding people, understanding place,
global benchmarks and ‘vision and place’ principles. 0

2.87 Several submitters reported that the NCA’s consultation process was accompanied
by ‘inadequate’ documentation to inform residents, demonstrated by ‘...the lack of a
traffic study.’®" DRA elaborated:

Hume Circle is on a busy route — Canberra Avenue — between central
Canberra and the industrial suburbs of Fyshwick and Hume. It is also the main
route to Queanbeyan. Stakeholders and commuters from these locations were
not alerted to the Amendment and its potential impact. If this Amendment stands,
we anticipate that current peak hour traffic congestion in Canberra Avenue will
become a major problem.92

NCA learnings from consultation

2.88 The NCA in its submission stated it had ‘considered early learnings from the
Amendment No. 102 process and was proactive in making changes to our approach
and processes during the consultation period for the amendment.’® NCA listed the
following three matters they would consider moving forward:

o Our approach to identifying the target audience for engagement
processes, and consideration of those who may be impacted by
proposals

e Our processes for distribution of information to reach that target audience
e Timing and length of consultation period.%

2.89 Further, the NCA recognised that sending a notice through the body corporate was
not effective and in future it will need to undertake a targeted letterbox drop to
individual residents. The NCA acknowledged that it:

...underestimated the impact the proposed amendment could have on existing
residents in the area - the timing combined with the initial length of the
consultation period did not send the right message in this regard.9

2.90 Other matters that the NCA believed it should improve included the information
available on its website and the ease of finding it; developing guidance to improve
the planning processes for both the Amendment of the NCP processes and the
statutory planning processes (Works Approval). Lastly, the NCA noted that it should
review its commitment to community engagement.%

%  Professor Weirick, Submission 29, p. 6.

9 DRA, Submission 7, p. [1]; ISCCC, Submission 2; K&BRG, Submission 13; Mr Sanderson, Submission 1.
92 DRA, Submission 7, p. [1].

9 NCA, Submission 21, p. 16.

% NCA, Submission 21, p. 16.

%  NCA, Submission 21, pp. 16—17.

% NCA, Submission 21, p. 17.
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2.91

2.92

Ms Doran commented at the public hearing that there are always learnings and the
NCA will look at these learnings going forward. The NCA agreed that it must be
clearer about what they do; how the legislative framework works; how it interacts with
the ACT planning framework and to develop more guidance notes to assist the public
in understanding the NCA'’s framework.¥

| think the chief learning—and this is probably a fairly obvious learning—is that
we should consult earlier in processes. That's easy to say, and, as | said, it
sounds obvious at this point. But often a lot of work is done, we're deeply
involved in that work and you just assume that people understand that work. So |
think we need, going forward, to be much more transparent and open about what
we're thinking about as an organisation, even if it's not at the point where it's
even coming forward for an amendment, and to be involving the community in
that process.%

Some of these lessons learned also come under the strategic planning section in
paragraph 2.103.

Strategic planning

Overview of NCA'’s stated process

2.93

2.94

2.95

NCA defined its strategic planning framework in its submission to the inquiry as ‘a
long-term and visionary process’ and that it is ‘aspirational and enabling’. NCA further
submitted in this regard:

It seeks to establish the right balance of conditions to facilitate good
development. It provides sufficient certainty in a planning framework, considering
broad objectives, linkages and dependencies, to allow matters to progress in
stages but under an overarching master plan, and not a piecemeal approach.%

NCA further stated in its submission in relation to strategic planning:

Strategic planning is long-term, big-picture planning. The outcome is
establishment or amendment of planning frameworks that guide land supply, land
use, and urban development. Strategic planning may relate to the territory as a
whole, a district, a precinct or a site.1%0

NCA discussed the different aspects of its strategic planning principles in its
submission, including that they:

e Encourage investment

9 Ms Doran, Chief Executive, NCA, Proof Committee Hansard, 11 September 2026, Canberra, p. 6.
%  Ms Doran, Chief Executive, NCA, Proof Committee Hansard, 11 September 2026, Canberra, p. 6.
9  NCA, Submission 21, p. 2.

10 NCA, Submission 21, p. 11.
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2.97

¢ Involve sufficient studies at an early stage to identify potential opportunities and
understand challenges

e Support decisions at an appropriate time such as the need for and timing of
infrastructure and services provision

e Engender efficiency in the use of resources

¢ Are indicative of government directions and inform changes to the NCP or TP
[Territory Plan].101

NCA stated also that the award of the design of Canberra to Walter Burley Griffin and

Marion Mahoney Giriffin could be considered to be the ‘start of high-level strategic
planning for Canberra and the Territory, with that original Plan of the Griffins
evolving, changing and developing in detail over the 100 plus years since then’.%

NCA'’s planning framework, which is a representation of NCA’s responsibilities for
strategic and statutory planning, and the stages which may occur during strategic
planning is shown in Figure 2.3.

Figure 2.3 NCA Planning Framework

r \ r Y
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Source: NCA, Submission 21, p. 11

2.98

NCA also highlighted in its submission in relation to the stages of its strategic
planning approach that there is no single process that is used as this will be
dependent on the nature of the area under consideration. NCA further emphasised
that:

o There are multiple stages to this activity, each one building from an earlier stage

101 NCA, Submission 21, p. 2.
12 NCA, Submission 21, p. 10.
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2.100

2.101

2.102

e The timeline for strategic planning to development and construction can extend
over many decades

o Multiple parties can be involved, both government and private, and there will be a
high level of collaboration and information sharing between them

¢ Community consultation can occur at multiple points in the process with
increasing levels of detail available as it progresses.'%

NCA submitted that amendment 102 relating to the Hume Circle Precinct proposal is
at ‘an early stage of the ongoing strategic planning process’, further stating that:

In preparing the amendment, the NCA's considerations were informed by studies
and analysis sufficient to justify the objective of the Amendment to bring this
precinct into the Plan as a designated area. It was acknowledged, and was
indicated in the consultation materials, that further strategic planning would be
necessary, and follow the amendment, if approved. 104

NCA commented that this further strategic planning would be conducted in
collaboration with the ACT Government’s planning areas and involve further analysis,
and expert consultations ‘based on the information and updated parameters from
details of proposed development as they emerged’. 0

At the public hearing for the inquiry on 11 September 2026, NCA further discussed its
strategic planning activities in relation to the Hume Circle Precinct including that it
would be working with third parties throughout this process, including government
and private landowners, and developers. NCA stated:

Strategic planning and amendment to the planning framework is not an approval
to undertake development. The process established in amendment 102 indicates
another formal stage of detailed development plans for consultation and approval
and before moving to actual applications for development. The NCA
acknowledges that further work, studies, analysis and planning are needed to
optimise the outcomes for the precinct. Amendment 102 was a first step in the
process, establishing the precinct in the National Capital Plan and as designated
land. 106

NCA informed the Committee at the hearing, following questions about the
timeframes for development of the precinct, that this is ‘years away’ as the strategic
planning process takes that amount of time and can involve multiple stages. NCA
commented in this regard that:

103 NCA, Submission 21, pp. 12—13.

104 NCA, Submission 21, p. 4.

105 NCA, Submission 21, p. 4.

%6 Ms Doran, Chief Executive, NCA, Proof Committee Hansard, 11 September 2026, p. 1.
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Even then, the strategic planning is establishing a framework under which
development may occur in the future. Strategic planning in itself doesn't create
development. 107

NCA'’s stated learnings and establishment of a Steering Committee

2.103

2.104

2.105

The NCA indicated in its submission that it had been proactive in making
improvements to its processes during the consultation process for Amendment 102,
as discussed above in paragraph 2.88. NCA commented that these improvements
included:

Establishment of a Steering Committee; NCA submitted that it is committed to
improved governance processes for its planning activities and that it will convene
this committee in the future, to include ACT Government representatives, to
better manage issues and concerns, and community engagement.108

The NCA explained at the public hearing that the Steering Committee would be an
oversight and governance committee comprising the NCA and ACT Government
representatives. However, when questioned if a community representative would be
included on the Steering Committee, Ms Doran suggested the NCA could not commit
to including a community representative at this stage and that the terms of reference
had yet to be established. %

The ACT Government indicated its support for the establishment of this Steering
Committee:

The ACT Government welcomes this step, and ACT officials will participate in
this Steering Committee to represent Territory interest in supporting development
across the Precinct, including the delivery of any supporting infrastructure such
as off-site works processes. It is noted that the Governance Steering Committee
is not intended to remove or replace the NCA Works Approval process. !0

Community views

2.106

Several wide ranging concerns regarding NCA'’s strategic planning framework and
principles were raised in the inquiry evidence by multiple stakeholders.

2.107 At the public hearing, Professor Weirick, expressed the view to the Committee that

NCA'’s processes are problematic in that they do not involve an adequate urban
design framework and are just advisory with no legal force. Professor Weirick stated:

The Property Council's submission was very useful in this way by highlighting the
difference between strategic planning and statutory planning, and there is a

07 Ms Doran, Chief Executive, NCA, Proof Committee Hansard, 11 September 2026, p. 2.

18 NCA, Submission 21, pp. 16-17.

109 Ms Doran, NCA, Proof Committee Hansard, 11 September 2026, pp. 48—49.

10 Mr Chris Steel MLA, Minister for Planning and Sustainable Development, Submission 36, p. [2].
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diagram in the NCA's submission, on page 11, which shows that. That shows
that, under the NCA's own understanding of what they're doing, what they have
provided in what they call the detailed conditions of design, planning and
development are simply advisory notes. They have no statutory force. And now
they're saying. ‘Trust us. When it comes to works approval, we will then do the
detailed work." In other words, the developers will write their own planning
controls. That's just not acceptable. !

2.108 Professor Weirick expressed the view in his written submission to the inquiry that

although the revitalisation of the Hume Circle Precinct was long overdue, the current
proposals do not demonstrate ‘a credible integration of land use, transportation and
urban form’ and that Amendment 102 has ‘resulted from inadequate use of ‘the
Griffins’ vision’ together with inadequate site analysis, urban design and final
approval process’.!"?

2.109 Mr Sanderson submitted to the inquiry that Amendment 102 should be tested against

the principle of whether the planning power is securing public benefit rather than
merely enabling development approvals. Mr Sanderson commented:

The central issue is whether Amendment 102 establishes a planning framework
in which those public purposes remain dominant, or whether public planning
power is being used to create valuable private development rights first while
infrastructure capacity, cumulative impacts, affordability, public value, community
protections and important procedural safeguards are left to be resolved later.113

2.110 DRA indicated no confidence in NCA'’s high level strategic planning, stating in its

submission that:

...no alternatives have been canvassed for the traffic management, no
assessment of the environmental impacts, no consideration of the impact of
increased rates as a result of revised land valuations, and no mention of issues
from overshadowing and loss of privacy for existing residents. 4

2.111 Mr Ted Tame and Ms Tamara Schneider, residents of the Hume Circle Precinct,

commented in their submission on the ‘distinction between high-level and proposal-
specific works approval’:

The problem is not that a National Capital Plan amendment lacks architectural
drawings for a particular building. The problem arises when the strategic
instrument settles matters with irreversible or market-shaping consequences—
such as maximum height, broad land use and development intensity— without
enough spatial and infrastructure testing to show that the envelope can produce
acceptable outcomes. 15

1M
112
13
114
115

Professor Weirick, private capacity, Proof Committee Hansard, 11 September 2026, p. 16.
Professor Weirick, Submission 29, p. 1.

Mr Sanderson, Submission 1, p. 1.

DRA, Submission 7, p. [2].

Mr Ted Tame and Ms Tamara Schneider, Submission 15, p. 6.
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2112 The ACT Greens welcomed the establishment of a Steering Committee by NCA in

relation to the Hume Circle Precinct proposals but expressed the view that this
committee must put protocols in place ‘to ensure transparency back to the
community in deliberation and decision making’.!"6

2.113 SPACELAB Studio, who submitted to the inquiry on behalf of Fyshwick Markets, Eyre

St Market, Supabarn Supermarkets and the Kingston Traders Association,
commented that a central concern with Amendment 102 is that it establishes a
strategic framework capable of facilitating significant retail development without
ensuring that it remains consistent with Canberra's established centres hierarchy.!"”

2.114 GNCA remarked that it did not believe that NCA had the capacity to handle a town

planning project of the scale of the Hume Circle precinct and that NCA had
underestimated the difficulties associated with planning for a new community of
20,000 people. GNCA commented:

Previous town planning efforts by NCA, for example the Manuka Circle Precinct
Development Control Plan of 2017 do not inspire much confidence ... If the NCA
cannot ensure that its planning rules are applied by a small developer building a
5-storey hotel, how will it fare when facing off with large and well-resourced
developers wanting to maximise the returns on their 12 storey (or in some cases
15 storey) residential towers?118

2.115 The Staffordshire Terrace Executive Committee asked what improvements ‘should

be made so future precinct amendments cannot proceed from high-level strategic
planning to Works Approval without a publicly available infrastructure, staging and
service-delivery plan’. The Executive Committee further expressed the view that:

Removing Staffordshire Terrace from the Designated Area would give owners
genuine planning certainty while leaving the Commonwealth free to pursue
substantial renewal on land where redevelopment is actually intended. 19

2.116 Several submitters raised concerns regarding a lack of a merits based appeal in the

Works Approval process.' One of the residents from Staffordshire Terrace outlined
the uncertainty of having Staffordshire Terraces incorporated into Amendment 102
under the NCP. Effectively this ‘transferred the detailed planning power to another
regime, one in which the NCA states that merits appeal is unavailable for Works
Approval decisions.’ 12!

116
"7
18
119
120

121

ACT Greens, Submission 22, p. [5].

SPACELAB Studio Pty Ltd, Submission 23, p. 3.

GNCA, Submission 32, p. 11.

Staffordshire Terrace Executive Committee, Submission 33, p. [7].

Name Withheld, Submission 27, p. 3; Mr John Keeley, Submission 16, p. [2]; ACT Greens, Submission 22,
p. [4].

Name Withheld, Submission 9, p. 9.
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2.117 Staffordshire Terrace Executive Committee also raised serious concerns about its

residences becoming a designated area under the NCA Works Approval process. It
noted that:

NCA Works Approval extends to matters including alterations, demolition,
landscaping, tree removal and excavation, and that there is no merits appeal

from an NCA Works Approval decision. 122

2.118 At the public hearing, Mr Richard Vorobieff, Member, Staffordshire Terrace Executive

Committee, commented that even minor matters may need a ‘Works Approval’. The
NCA'’s website states ‘The onus is on you to find out whether an application is
required.” Mr Vorobieff provided this example:

If someone wanted to put a sign up, | believe the plan and works approvals
require you to seek approval to put up a sign. According to the NCA website, to
get signage put up or a works approval for signage, it costs about $315. We don't
have to do that with the ACT government.23

Proponents of the strategic plan

2.119 JEGA commented that it has held land in Fyshwick ACT, since 2021, and was

supportive of NCA’s process. In its submission they stated:

In our view, the fact that the precinct crosses multiple ownerships made a
coordinated, NCA-led planning framework the only realistic way to deliver on
Griffin's original intent for Hume Circle. A fragmented, block-by-block approach
could not have achieved this outcome. We would also note the years of design
iteration and stakeholder engagement that preceded the final instrument, which
we do not believe reflects a rushed or under-developed process. 124

2.120 The Property Council of Australia (ACT & Capital Region) supported Amendment

102, and argued that it established a strategic planning framework rather than
authorising any particular development proposal. It emphasised that further planning,
assessment and consultation processes would continue before development could
proceed and considered the NCA's strategic planning approach appropriate for the
precinct, stating:

Amendment 102 does not approve development. It establishes a planning
framework within which any future proposal would be separately assessed
through established statutory processes. It's also important to note our concerns
about the cumulative impact of reviews and inquiries into strategic planning
decisions, on investment confidence in Canberra ... Ultimately, the questions for
this Committee are whether Hume Circle is an appropriate location for future
urban renewal and whether the National Capital Authority has undertaken an

122
123

124

Staffordshire Terraces Executive Committee, Submission 33, p. [2].

Mr Richard Vorobieff, Executive Committee, Staffordshire Terraces, Proof Committee Hansard, 11
September 2026, Canberra, p. 39.

JEGA, Submission 24, p. [3].
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2.124

appropriate strategic planning process in considering this question. The Property
Council considers the answer to both questions to be unequivocally yes.'2

The Property Council of Australia further submitted that it was concerned that most of
the public commentary on the Hume Circle Precinct had focused on development
applications rather than strategic planning. The Council expressed the view that
strategic planning would become almost impossible if was ‘required to resolve every
future development assessment issue’ and that ‘strategic planning should identify
where growth can occur. Development assessment should determine how growth
occurs’.1?

The ACT Government commented that it had worked collaboratively with NCA on
developing a revised Amendment 102 that ‘included clarification of land use, changes
to building heights and more detail in the Precinct Code on the conditions of
planning, design and development’ and that would ‘enable significant urban renewal
within an established area’.'?

Canberra Town Planning, describing itself as an ACT-based planning consultancy
firm, indicated its support for Amendment 102:

NCP Amendment No. 102 gives statutory recognition to Hume Circle as a
nationally significant eastern gateway; establishes an appropriate precinct
framework for urban renewal and housing; and preserves a clear sequence from
strategic planning to project assessment.128

URBN Development Group also indicated its support for Amendment 102 although
expressed the view also that the public criticisms of the timing and structure of NCA’s
consultation process had merit.'? URBN Development Group commented with
regard to the strategic planning for the Hume Circle Precinct, leading to future works
approvals, that:

We support retaining a clear two-stage model: precinct-wide strategic parameters
set through the National Capital Plan amendment, as here, followed by Detailed
Conditions of Planning, Design and Development that translate those parameters
into design, amenity and built-form outcomes before any individual Works
Approval is granted. This structure gives the community continuing, meaningful
influence over how the precinct is actually built, without reopening strategic
settings, such as land use and height envelopes, every time an individual site
comes forward, which would make the precinct undeliverable in practice. 30

125 Property Council of Australia, Submission 34, pp. [1-2].
126 Property Council of Australia, Submission 34, p. [4].

2 Mr Chris Steel MLA, Submission 36, p. [2].

128 Canberra Town Planning, Submission 37, p. 1.

129 URBN Development Group, Submission 38, pp. 1-2.
130 URBN Development Group, Submission 38, p. 3.
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Infrastructure considerations

2.125 NCA noted at the public hearing that the benefit of its precinct planning approach
was that it would incorporate consideration of future infrastructure requirements:

The NCA, in considering works approvals, when we get to that stage of the
process, will certainly take into account the situation at that point, the traffic
modelling, the longer term plans for the precinct and the adequacy of traffic
arrangements at that time. This is part of the benefit of doing it as a precinct-
planning approach, in that you can look at these issues holistically, understand
the stages in which development might happen and sequence the various
infrastructure requirements and services to match that stage. 3!

2.126 Evidence from the ACT Government highlighted the importance of addressing
infrastructure requirements alongside any future redevelopment of the Hume Circle
Precinct:

...itis inevitable that infrastructure and services will need to be supplemented or
upgraded, including existing infrastructure, such as roads, schools, utilities and
other offsite elements. The Authority [NCA] encouraged a coordinated
infrastructure approach that would bring a similar approach to infrastructure
contributions as if this development were being progressed under the Territory’s
planning and infrastructure (off-site works) systems. The Authority noted that
future development on sites with increased capacity and yield enabled through
Amendment 102 should contribute to the required infrastructure. 32

2.127 The ACT City and Environment Directorate, appearing at the public hearing, noted
upon questioning from the Committee that it was difficult at this stage of the process
to determine what the specific infrastructure needs would be for the development of
the Hume Circle Precinct, but that this would be something that would naturally flow
through the Steering Committee, tied to potential agreements with developers in
terms of what the private sector contributions might be. 33

Building height and density

2.128 Amendment 102 provided that building height restrictions apply to the redeveloped
Hume Circle Precinct, including for example:

¢ Building heights to the inner circle, surrounding the Canberra Avenue,
Wentworth Avenue, and Sturt Avenue intersection, transition in scale to a
maximum of 8 storeys (no more than 28 metres) in Sub-Precinct C to
allow ‘buildings within a landscape’ to define the gateway

131 Ms Doran, NCA, Proof Committee Hansard, 11 September 2026, p. 4.

182 Mr Chris Steel MLA, Submission 36, p. [2].

133 Mr George Cillers, Executive Group Manager, Statutory Planning, City and Environment Directorate, ACT,
Proof Committee Hansard, 11 September 2026, p. 10.
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¢ Building heights to a maximum of 12 storeys (no more than 40 metres) on
land surrounding the completed Hume Circle (McMillan Crescent
extension)

¢ Building heights to a maximum of 3 storeys in Sub-Precinct D to reflect
the existing residential character and provide a transition to the lower
scale of the surrounding neighbourhood. 134

2.129 The text of Amendment 102 noted that there would be no exemptions to these
requirements in Sub-Precinct D and that permission to exceed these height
restrictions in other areas of the Hume Circle Precinct would only be considered if
certain criteria were met and NCA approval could be obtained. These criteria include:

e The proposal is for a landmark site, a small footprint tower, which
reinforces the urban structure of the Precinct

e The proposed development provides a high percentage contribution of the
total development site to open/public space

e The proposed development contributes to housing diversity, including
social / affordable housing

¢ The proposed development delivers design excellence and exemplar
sustainability approaches and a high sustainability rating through a
recognised rating/certification system

e The proposed development makes a positive contribution to the
community or utility infrastructure and/or public realm in the precinct.'35

2.130 Figure 2.4 indicates maximum permitted building heights for the Hume Circle
Precinct.

2.131 The NCA gave evidence that prior to Amendment 102, Staffordshire Terrace had
been zoned CZ2:

| will note that in doing this we've actually strengthened the zoning, you might
say, of this precinct. It was previously zoned CZ2, so commercial, under the ACT
planning framework, which, while it allows residential, had also allowed business
and commercial development there. 36

2.132 The ACT Government in its submission said Amendment 102 reduced the allowable
height of development in Staffordshire Terrace from up to 15 stories to three stories.

| note maximum building heights in existing residential areas were significantly
reduced from up to 15 storeys down to three storeys to address concerns relating
to impacts from future developments and consistency with the character of the
area. ¥

13 National Capital Plan Amendment (No. 102 — Hume Circle Precinct) Instrument 2026, p. 19.

135 National Capital Plan Amendment (No. 102 — Hume Circle Precinct) Instrument 2026, pp. 19-20.
1% Ms Doran, NCA, Proof Committee Hansard, 11 September 2026, p. 3.

187 Mr Chris Steel MLA, Submission 36, p. [2].
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Figure 2.4 Maximum permitted building heights for the Hume Circle Precinct
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2.136

2137

Several submitters expressed concerns about the proposed building height rules
within the Hume Circle Precinct.

ISCCC commented in its submission that because NCA had introduced flexibility into
the height restrictions specified in Amendment 102, buildings as high as 15 storeys
are not ruled out and it considers that that structure of this size should have no place
in the Hume Circle Precinct. ISCCC stated:

Existing residents, both within the precinct and in neighbouring portions of Griffith
and Narrabundah, are concerned about overshadowing, and the ability of people
in such tall buildings to look into their properties and gardens. Excessive
development also risks exacerbating local heat island effects, which are of
course directly related to increasing density and extensive hard, reflective
surfaces. 38

Another submission from a resident of Staffordshire Terrace, in Sub-Precinct D,
expressed the view that the three storey height restriction in that area stipulated by
Amendment 102 did not provide planning certainty. This submitter commented in this
regard:

January 2026 Draft Amendment 102 published by the NCA said maximum
permitted building heights ‘must accord’ with the stated principles. The enacted
Amendment says they ‘should accord’. That change matters because ‘must’ is
mandatory, while ‘should’ is less absolute. For residents being reassured that
Sub- Precinct D will remain at three storeys, the Committee should ask why the
wording was weakened, who approved the change, and whether its effect was
specifically explained before the Amendment was approved. 1%

The Kingston & Barton Residents Group Inc. (KBRG) noted in its submission that the
Territory Planning Authority (TPA) had been critical of the building height and density
contained in Amendment 102 as it was considerably higher than that proposed in the
East Lake Place Plan.'0

Mr John Keeley, submitting in a private capacity as a local resident, expressed the
view that the lower building height requirement in the residential areas of Sub-
Precinct D did not go far enough as it did not protect residents from future planning
decisions that may lift this restriction. Mr Keeley stated:

The NCA approval now removes these residents from future appeals because
the small print gives ACT Planning authority the go ahead to allow 8 storeys on
these blocks. If the NCA were genuine in this decision, they would require that
future Development Approvals (for the existing residential blocks on Draft
Amendment 102) would require the proponent to obtain NCA approval if the
proposal is above existing building heights. 141

18 |SCCC, Submission 2, p. 2.

139 Name withheld, Submission 9, p. 4.
140 K&BRG, Submission 13, p. 3.

41 Mr Keeley, Submission 16, p. [2].
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Evidence of long-term planning

2.138

Concerns were raised about the availability of information on how Amendment 102
would affect the lives of Canberra residents, and how the Inner South would
accommodate such significant population growth. While estimates vary, the broader
planning changes could provide housing for between 9,000 and 23,000 residents. %
To put this in perspective, GNCA noted that the population of the whole of
Canberra’s Inner South was 31,592 in 2021.143

Community infrastructure

2.139

2.140

2141

2.142

While there was support for urban renewal and increased housing within the Hume
Circle Precinct, the Committee heard that comprehensive long-term planning is
required to ensure there is adequate community infrastructure to sustain a
substantially larger population.

Several stakeholders criticised what they described as a ‘development-first’
approach, arguing that key infrastructure questions had been deferred to later stages
of planning. Professor Weirick was of the view that the Amendment was not
supported by site analysis, traffic studies, infrastructure planning and urban design
work necessary to justify redevelopment on the scale proposed. He noted the
absence of information on future traffic volumes, infrastructure requirements, ultimate
development yields (number of dwelling units and retail and commercial space) and
service provision, and argued that strategic planning should be informed by detailed
analysis rather than leaving these matters to later stages.'*

The Curtin Residents Association stated at the public hearing ‘...the community was
told that provision of community facilities would be ‘up to the market’. This is not
satisfactory and illustrated the absence of any long-term planning for community
infrastructure.’45

Another resident said, ‘Infrastructure planning has followed the creation of
development capacity, when it should have preceded it.” They explained:

ACT FOI [Freedom of Information] records identify unresolved Hume Circle traffic
safety issues, additional traffic modelling still being sought, a JEGA concept
contemplating about 4,000 dwellings across Sections 6 and 26, assumptions that
schools and recreation facilities would be provided outside the private
development area, and significant future Territory infrastructure costs. 146

42 GNCA, Submission 32, pp. 3—4; Name withheld, Submission 5, p. 4; Name withheld, Submission 9, p. 2.

143 GNCA, Submission 32, p. 4.

44 Professor Weirick, Submission 3, pp. 6-9.

5 Dr lan Elsum, President, Curtin Residents Association Inc., Proof Committee Hansard, 11 September 2026,
p. 32.

46 Name withheld, Submission 9, p. 2.
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2.143 Some stakeholders suggested NCA was shifting responsibility for long-term planning
to the ACT Government. For example, DRA said ...planning for community
infrastructure, transport and utilities are matters for the ACT Government, which will
be solely accountable to the electorate for any failures.’* DRA elaborated:

The NCA documentation makes it clear that roads, schools, services and
infrastructure are to be left to the ACT Government to sort out later, and pay for.
These matters should have been examined before the Amendment was
submitted for Ministerial approval. This provides a further argument for removing
the NCA from any proposed redevelopment of Hume Circle. 148

2.144 ACT Greens said a key lesson from the debate around Amendment 102 is the need
for more transparency about what infrastructure is needed and how it will be
delivered. They said ‘[rlesidents should be able to understand not only the potential
scale of development, but also have some sense of how the future neighbourhood
will function and how supporting infrastructure will be delivered. 14

2.145 As noted earlier, the ACT Government recognised the importance of ensuring future
development is appropriately planned and identified the need for infrastructure and
services to be supplemented or upgraded.'® According to the ACT Government,
Amendment 102 proposal was not yet at the stage where community infrastructure
needs could be fully assessed. The ACT Government foreshadowed agreements
with developers determining what their contributions would be to the cost of
infrastructure as part of the Steering Committee process. '

2.146 NCA defended the availability of information on the basis that the proposal is still at
the strategic planning stage and that details about community infrastructure needs
would be worked through in future stages. %

2.147 At the hearing, JEGA noted that it had undertaken a significant amount of long term
planning work on the proposal which was put to the NCA and the ACT Government.

The consortium put a full urban design framework and draft precinct code to the
NCA and the ACT government, and the authority holds studies covering traffic,
transport, utility, flood, bushfire, geotechnical, heritage, ecology and community
needs, including schools and health facilities. It was all done. There were
monstrous amounts of work—close to $1 million worth of consultant costs to get
to that point.153

4T DRA, Submission 7, p. [2].

48 DRA, Submission 7, p. [2].

1“9 ACT Greens, Submission 22, p. 5.

150 Chris Steel MLA, Submission 36, p. [2].

%1 Mr Cilliers, Executive Group Manager, Statutory Planning, City and Environment Directorate, Australian
Capital Territory Government, Proof Committee Hansard, 11 September 2026, pp. 9-10.

52 NCA, Submission 21, p. 4; Ms Doran, Proof Committee Hansard, 11 September 2026, p. 1.

183 Mr John Gasson, Director, JEGA, Proof Committee Hansard, 11 September 2026, p. 20. See also: JEGA,
Submission 24, p. 2.

43



2.148 JEGA expressed frustration that all the work on the development proposal was not

passed onto residents, adding:

| don't know why they [the NCA] only issued the two pages. They've got all the
background, 100 per cent. We've sat in meetings with the ACT government—
their civil guys, their structural guys, their road guys. We've had meetings of 18
bureaucrats in a meeting, going through our design from both sides, not only the
NCA but also the ACT government. We have done a lot of work to get to this
point. And we've done shadowing diagrams. James doesn't know that detail.
We've done absolute shadow diagrams for every scenario on different buildings.
We've got a precinct with a beautiful green square on it that is all planned and
everyone gets their three hours of sunlight throughout the year. It's all done. 4

Transport

2.149

2.150

2.151

2.152

Transport and traffic management were among the most frequently raised concerns.
Stakeholders argued the Hume Circle intersection is already heavily congested, has
a history of high crash rates, and functions as a key route for commuters, freight and
school traffic.%

Stakeholders expressed concern that Amendment 102 establishes significant
development in advance of a clear and demonstrated strategy for accommodating
the associated increases in traffic, public transport demand and pedestrian and
cycling movements. Submitters argued that the transport implications of the
proposed development had not been adequately assessed or communicated.

Professor Weirick described Hume Circle as a ‘notorious traffic tangle’ and said
information on existing and future traffic volumes and impacts on safety, amenity and
options for alternative modes of transport were missing from Amendment 102. To
emphasise the significance of this lack of traffic analysis, he noted modelling from
2014 that indicated a 40 per cent increase in daily weekday traffic passing through
Hume Circle between 2011 and 2030.'% Professor Weirick said ‘[t]he idea of
revitalising the area around Hume Circle with infill development is not without merit,
but advancing a single, schematic solution devoid of supporting analysis is
completely unacceptable.’”

Residents within the Hume Circle Precinct also expressed their concerns about traffic
congestion and pedestrian amenity. One resident commented:

[Amendment 102] endorses active and public transport, but doesn't actually
explain how people are going to cross Canberra or Wentworth avenues — which
are already busy and will become more so — it again asks for individual

54 Mr Gasson, Director, JEGA, Proof Committee Hansard, 11 September 2026, p. 20.
185 K&BRG, Submission 13, p. 4; Name withheld, Submission 11, p. 1.

56 Professor Weirick, Submission 3, pp. 6—7.

87 Professor Weirick, Submission 3, p. 7.
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2.153

2.154

development proposals to address utilities provision and traffic modelling. A
piecemeal approach for a very dense precinct.1%8

Another resident emphasised that Hume Circle is already recognised as one of
Canberra’s worst intersections, having recorded hundreds of crashes and has been
identified by the ACT Government as a priority for safety and congestion
improvements. They raised concerns about the precinct’s proximity to St Clare’s
College, St Edmund’s College and Narrabundah College, and noted large numbers
of students, pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles already use the area and that existing
safety issues should be addressed before substantial population growth occurs. %

At the public hearing, the NCA was unable to confirm that traffic upgrades would
occur before the increase in population density arising from Amendment 102, noting
that the NCA is not solely responsible and the adequacy of traffic arrangements
would be considered and addressed in future development stages. 6

Active travel and connectivity

2.155

2.156

Stakeholders supported improved walking and cycling infrastructure and viewed this
as a key opportunity for the Hume Circle Precinct. However, the Committee heard
active travel outcomes cannot be delivered effectively through individual
development applications alone and require precinct-wide planning. Despite what
some referred to as improvements over the draft plan, concerns were raised that
Amendment 102 provides little detail on how key issues will be resolved, such as
allowing pedestrians to safely cross major roads and traffic impacts.'s! There were
calls for more detailed assessment of future public transport demand and stronger
integration of public transport planning with road, cycling and pedestrian networks as
part of a comprehensive precinct-wide transport strategy. 62

Pedal Power ACT welcomed changes made to Amendment 102 following
consultation, particularly the inclusion of requirements for development proposals to
address active travel, connectivity and safety. However, they recommended
developing a precinct-wide walking and cycling network plan before individual
projects are approved. Pedal Power ACT recommended integrating the precinct with
surrounding cycling routes, ensuring transport assessments give equal weight to
walking, cycling and public transport, and delivering key cycling infrastructure early in
the development process. They also sought ongoing stakeholder consultation and
argued safe active travel connections should be provided in the near term rather than
relying on the future completion of McMillan Crescent.6

58 Name withheld, Submission 5, p. 4.

% Name withheld, Submission 17, p. 4. See also, Mr Clifford, Submission 20, p. 7.
60 Ms Doran, NCA, Proof Committee Hansard, 11 September 2026, pp. 4-5.

6 Name withheld, Submission 5, p. 4; Pedal Power ACT, Submission 10, pp. 1-2.
62 Pedal Power ACT, Submission 10, pp. 1-4.

163 Pedal Power ACT, Submission 10, pp. 1-2.
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Carparks

2.157 The Committee heard parking in areas surrounding Hume Circle is already difficult,

with school traffic, residents, visitors, commuters and businesses competing for
limited space. Stakeholders expressed concern Amendment 102 does not establish
minimum parking requirements and that inadequate off-street parking could increase
pressure on surrounding residential streets and create further transport and safety
issues, including access issues for emergency services. %

Utilities

2.158 Stakeholders expressed concern that insufficient analysis has been undertaken of

the utility infrastructure required to support the scale of growth enabled by
Amendment 102. The Committee heard that precinct-wide modelling of water,
sewerage, electricity, telecommunications and other essential services should be
completed before substantial development capacity is established, warning that key
infrastructure requirements have been deferred to later planning stages.®® A resident
noted evidence obtained from the ACT Government via FOI which showed significant
upgrades to water, sewage and electrical infrastructure would be required to
accommodate the scale of development, with long delivery lead times.'® They said:

These are not decorative details to resolve after density has been authorised.
They are conditions of whether the proposed population can be serviced safely
and affordably. 167

2.159 Similarly, Mr Tame and Ms Schneider expressed the view that:

Density is not self-executing. The appropriate intensity of development depends
on when and how the systems that support it can be delivered. Amendment 102
should therefore be accompanied by an integrated precinct infrastructure plan
agreed by the Commonwealth, ACT Government, utility providers and relevant
landowners. 168

Schools

2.160 Several stakeholders expressed concern that Amendment 102 was approved before

there was clarity about whether sufficient school capacity exists or where future
facilities might be located. They referred to the TPA’s submission to the Draft
Amendment consultation, which noted there is insufficient school capacity in nearby
public schools to service the population generated by Draft Amendment 102. TPA
noted that the revised population would likely result in the need for two separate
primary schools with early childhood education centres, and potentially a new high
school. This is two extra schools on top of what was planned in the East Lake Place

164
165
166
167
168

Name withheld, Submission 17, pp. 5, 9; Name withheld, Submission 27, pp. 4-5.
Name withheld, Submission 17, p. 8; Mr Dallas Clifford, Submission 20, p. 8.
Name withheld, Submission 17, pp. 5-6.

Name withheld, Submission 17, p. 5.

Mr Tame and Ms Schneider, Submission 15, p. 7.
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Plan.'® One resident noted ‘[tlhese are not details that should be left until individual
development applications.’'"0

2.161 Another resident referred to information obtained via a Freedom of Information (FOI)
request, which showed ACT Government agencies told NCA there was no indication
of how schools would be funded or delivered to support the population increase
associated with the proposed Hume Circle Precinct. They stated:

Schools cannot be an afterthought attached to a population forecast. Families
arrive with the first occupied dwellings, not after the tenth development
application. Existing schools also serve existing communities and cannot simply
be counted as spare public infrastructure. The FOI material itself notes that the
two nearby secondary schools are non-government schools, which have no
obligation to provide general community access to their facilities. 17!

2.162 As noted earlier, a related issue was student safety, with several schools located
close to Hume Circle and Canberra Avenue where existing traffic congestion and
road safety problems are already well documented. A resident remarked:

In March 2025, two St Edmund's students aged 14 and 15 were struck by an
allegedly stolen vehicle on Canberra Avenue outside the school and required
emergency surgery. That event was not caused by Amendment 102 and should
not be misused as proof that density causes crashes. It does demonstrate,
starkly, that this is already a vulnerable school-road environment.72

Affordable housing

2.163 Stakeholders generally supported the objective of increasing housing supply but
questioned whether the Amendment would deliver genuinely affordable housing.
Some argued that creating additional development capacity does not necessarily
result in housing that is affordable to lower- and middle-income households.
Stakeholders questioned whether development in a high-value inner-south location
would materially address broader housing affordability challenges without stronger
policy interventions.'”® One resident, a pensioner, noted they would not be able to
afford more expensive housing if they were forced to move. "

2.164 The Property Council of Australia recognised the views of existing residents needed
to be considered, but argued Canberra is growing and the Hume Circle Precinct
would be positive for housing supply:

89 Chris Steel MLA, Submission 36, p. 1; National Capital Authority, Consultation on the National Capital Plan
Draft Amendment 102 — Hume Circle Precinct, ‘Submission from the Territory Planning Authority’, February
2025, p. 6.

70 Name withheld, Submission 11, p. 2.

7" Name withheld, Submission 17, pp. 4-5.

2. Name withheld, Submission 17, p. 4.

73 Ms Jenkins, Submission 30, p. 2; Name withheld, Submission 31, p. 2; Mr Sanderson, Submission 1, pp. 5,
12-13.

7 Name withheld, Submission 19, p. 1.
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We need to focus on precincts and housing ... in well-located areas that are on
transport corridors already, where there is existing infrastructure and where
people can readily get to work, school and amenities. For us, this is the perfect
example of where we should be having a higher density precinct. 75

2.165 JEGA commented that affordable housing would be included in the Hume Circle
development but noted requirements for delivering this in the precinct still needed to
be worked through, along with developer contributions to infrastructure costs.?

Environmental impacts and open spaces

2.166 Stakeholders broadly supported the inclusion of open space and landscaping within
the precinct but argued that the planning framework lacks sufficient detail regarding
environmental impacts and the amount, quality and delivery of public open space.
Evidence to the inquiry highlighted the importance of maintaining tree canopy,
protecting existing green space and ensuring that open areas remain functional,
accessible and capable of mitigating urban heat. Several submissions argued that
open space should be planned alongside transport, community infrastructure and
population growth rather than being considered at later stages of the development
process."’

Evidence of engagement with Ngunnawal (Ngunawal) and Ngambri Peoples

2.167 Concerns were raised there is a lack of public evidence on whether Ngunnawal
(Ngunawal) and Ngambri peoples or representative bodies had been fully consulted
on Amendment 102 and what issues they raised. One stakeholder said the planning
process revealed a hierarchy in which ... a century-old geometry has been given
enough weight to change planning jurisdiction over existing homes, while direct
engagement with living custodians of Country is not apparent in the published
consultation record.’'?

Commercial impacts

2.168 SPACELAB were broadly supportive pf Amendment 102 and the redevelopment of
the Hume Circle Precinct. However, they expressed concern the Amendment does
not adequately consider Canberra's established hierarchy of centres, which is
intended to direct retail and commercial activity to designated town, group and local
centres. They warned removing retail controls could allow significant commercial
development that competes with nearby centres such as Kingston, Manuka, Griffith
and Narrabundah, undermining existing businesses and Canberra's long-standing

75 Ms Ashlee Berry, Executive Director, ACT and Capital Region Division, Property Council of Australia, Proof
Committee Hansard, 11 September 2026, pp. 11-12

76 Mr Gasson, Director, JEGA, Proof Committee Hansard, 11 September 2026, pp. 21-22.

T Mr Sanderson, Submission 1, p. 2; ISCCC, Submission 2, pp. 2, 4; K&BRG, Submission 13, p. 4; Ted Tame
and Tamara Schneider, Submission 15, p. 8; Name withheld, Submission 17, pp. 3-4; Mr Clifford,
Submission 20, pp. 8-9.

78 Name withheld, Submission 17, pp. 2-3.
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planning framework. The submission argued the economic, transport and
infrastructure impacts of large-scale retail development have not been sufficiently
assessed and should be considered at the strategic planning stage rather than
through future development approvals.'™

Committee comment

2.169

2170

2171

2172

2173

The Committee acknowledges why some community stakeholders expressed
scepticism about the NCA's reliance on the Griffin Plan as a basis for proposing
Amendment 102, given that the Griffin Plan was developed more than a century ago
and relies on interpretations of how the Plan envisaged the layout and planning of the
National Capital. However, the Committee considers that a sufficient connection
exists between the geometric principles and planning intent underpinning Griffin's
vision and the proposed upgrades to the Hume Circle Precinct to warrant the
Amendment.

The Committee is satisfied that the Amendment appropriately reflects the area's
national significance and meets the relevant merit criteria for designation within the
National Capital Plan. However, it was evident to the Committee that the NCA's
consultation process for Amendment 102 fell well short of community expectations
and best-practice principles including a lack of transparency, accessibility and
meaningful engagement. The decision to conduct consultation during the Canberra
summer holiday period in 2026 significantly limited the ability of community members
to participate effectively in the process.

Furthermore, the Committee was concerned by the lack of clarity around the
chronology of discussions between the proponents and the NCA, together with the
limited information made publicly available during the development of
Amendment 102. The Committee notes that previous amendments put forward by
the NCA, particularly those under the Griffin Legacy (Amendment 56, Amendment
59, Amendment 60 and Amendment 61) were substantially more detailed than
Amendment 102 and included detailed conditions of planning and development.

The Committee considers that these deficiencies created a perception of a
predetermined outcome and diminished public trust in the integrity of the NCA’s
consultation process.

The Committee recommends that the NCA strengthen its consultation processes for
future Amendments and Works Approvals to ensure they are transparent, accessible
and meaningful. This should include:

¢ Providing detailed conditions of planning design and development

e Extending consultation periods where appropriate

7% SPACELAB Studio Pty Ltd, Submission 23, pp. 1-8 [Submission prepared on behalf of Fyshwick Markets,
Eyre St Market, Supabarn and Kingston Traders Association].
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2174

2175

2.176

2177

e Scheduling consultation activities at times that maximise opportunities for
community participation

o Undertaking culturally appropriate and early engagement with Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander peoples, people with a disability, people from culturally and
linguistically diverse background; young people and students, older Australians,
local residents and community organisations, small businesses and local traders,
renters and public housing tenants

e Enhancing the NCA's website to provide clear information on consultation
requirements, decision-making processes and the consideration of stakeholder
feedback.

The Committee considers that, where a proposed amendment to the National Capital
Plan would result in a significant increase in development capacity, yield or
population, the NCA should require the provision and public release of sufficient
supporting information to demonstrate that the impacts of the proposal have been
thoroughly assessed. This should include evidence relating to infrastructure capacity,
transport networks, community facilities, environmental considerations and other
matters relevant to the long-term planning of the precinct.

The Committee further believes that developers should make an appropriate
contribution to the infrastructure and services required to support substantial
increases in development capacity. Where development proposals generate
additional demand for transport, utilities, community facilities or public spaces,
mechanisms should be in place to require that the costs and responsibilities
associated with this growth are fairly shared between the ACT Government and the
developer.

The Committee considers that the proposed Steering Committee should be
established as a matter of priority, with clear terms of reference developed and
agreed as soon as practicable. The Committee further considers that opportunities
should be explored for community representatives to participate in meetings where
matters of significant community interest are being discussed. A structured and
publicly available community engagement schedule should also be developed to
ensure ongoing and meaningful consultation throughout the project's progression.

Finally, the Committee considers that the Australian Government should examine
opportunities to strengthen review rights within the NCA's planning framework to
ensure its processes are consistent with community expectations and comparable
planning arrangements elsewhere in Australia.

Recommendations

Recommendation 1

2.178

The Committee recommends that the National Capital Authority (NCA)
strengthen its consultation for both Amendments and Works Approvals. This
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includes improving processes for contacting affected residents directly and
providing sufficient opportunities for community comment and input.

Recommendation 2

2.179 The Committee recommends that the NCA improves transparency of its
processes including through the provision of supporting technical studies,
including transport, economic, environmental, heritage, First Nations
engagement and visual impact assessments, prior to the commencement of
public consultation.

Recommendation 3

2.180 The Committee recommends that a Steering Committee be established
between the NCA and the ACT Government , as a matter of priority, with clear
terms of reference developed and endorsed as soon as practicable. The
Committee further recommends that the Steering Committee establish
transparent mechanisms for community representatives and stakeholders to
provide input on matters relating to the Hume Circle Precinct that directly
affect them, including, without limitations, giving serious consideration to a
community representative being a member of the Steering Committee.

Recommendation 4

2.181 The Committee recommends that Staffordshire Terrace be removed from
Amendment 102.

Recommendation 5

2.182 The Committee recommends that if Staffordshire Terrace remains in
Amendment 102, residents receive guarantees that they will be no worse off
under the NCA designation in terms of planning requirements - including when
Works Approvals are required; and the cost of obtaining Works Approvals —
than would be the case were they to remain under ACT planning requirements.

Recommendation 6

2.183 The Committee recommends that the NCA provides an assurance that
Canberra’s established centres of hierarchy be retained in the Hume Circle
Precinct.

Recommendation 7

2.184 The Committee recommends that the NCA require that development of the
Hume Circle Precinct include social and affordable housing.
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B. Public hearings

Friday 11 September 2026

Committee Room 1R1 - Parliament House, Canberra

National Capital Authority

e Ms Karen Doran, Chief Executive
e Mr Hamid Heydarian, Chief Operating Officer

City and Environment Directorate

e Mr George Cilliers, Executive Group Manager, Statutory Planning
Property Council of Australia

o Ms Ashlee Berry, Executive Director - ACT and Capital Region Division

¢ Mr James Service, President - ACT and Capital Region Division

Emeritus Professor James Weirick, Private capacity

JEGA

e Mr John Gasson, Director
KG Capitol (on behalf of SPACELAB Studio)

¢ Mr James Kondouris, Property Manager
Griffith Narrabundah Community Association (GNCA)

e Mr John Edquist, President
Kingston & Barton Residents Group Inc (KBRG)

e Mr Richard Johnston, President
Old Narrabundah Community Council Inc (ONCC)

o Professor Beatrice Bodart-Bailey, Deputy Chairperson
Pedal Power ACT

e Mr Jeff Ibboston, Senior Advocate

Inner South Canberra Community Council Inc.

¢ Mr Richard Johnston, Acting Chair
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Deakin Residents Association Inc

e Dr John Bell, Vice President

Curtin Residents Association

e Drlan Elsum, President

Mr Ted Tame, Private capacity
Mr Dallas Clifford, Private capacity
Staffordshire Terrace Strata Committee

e Mr Richard Vorobieff, Member of the Executive Committee

National Capital Authority

e Ms Karen Doran, Chief Executive
¢ Mr Hamid Heydarian, Chief Operating Officer

City and Environment Directorate

o Mr George Cilliers, Executive Group Manager, Statutory Planning
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