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Symapsis,

This submission iy an individual one. To establish reference points, it oullines some
of the background to Canberra’s Town Planning, using fhis o assess the present
situation, The submission reaches the conclusion that if Canberra iy fo remain o
distinguished Notional Capital, better methods and resowrces will be needed o
review an outmoded National Capital Plan, There will also be a need 1o jor the
Commornveaith and Territory Governmenlys fo agree on the role of Tervitory
planning in this review. The submission recommends that the Commitfer consider a
serizs of aations, When followed through, these can produce a new Joini
Meiropolitan Plan, agreed by both the Commomwealth and Territory Governments.
This would become the basis for determination of the future National Capital Flon
and of the role of the National Capital Authority.




Submizsion.

1. Responding to the Terms of Reference.

The Terms of Reference set out for this Inguiry relate to the role of the National
Capital Authority (INCA), its management of the National Capital Plan, issues relatmg
tor the manageraent of Designated Land, and the relation between the NCA and
Territory Planning Authorities.

Because of therr inferdependency, separate responses to each of these matters is
difficolt. To overcome this, this submission beging by outlining the relationship
Between the varions Plans for Canberra, and the manner in which the city has now
developed. The underbving cultural and political influences are then discussed o
identify recurring themes, positive features, and weaknesses. This analysis Torms the
basis for the conclusions presented.

2. The Context

NCA's exchisive responsibility for administering the National Capital Flan,

The current legislation is directed towards “ensuring that Canberra and the Terrifory
are planned in acsordance with their national significance”. In 1988, when the

policy was simply transferred. The National Capital Development Commission’s

1984 Metropolitan Policy Plan was reformaited to become the Nationa! Capital Plan,

with the Commonwealth retaining overriding powers to adminsier adherence to thoso
aspects of the National Capital Plan that determined the overall physical structure of
Canberra. The new Act also gave the (then) National Capital Planning Authority the
sale power 1o amend the National Capital Plan. As there has been no substantive
arnendment o the J984 Metropofitan Plan, this means that Canberra’s current
Metropolitan Plan is almost 20 years old. Precedents elsewhere suggest that it 1s very
unusual for this length of time to have elapsed without conducting a thorough review
of s Metropohtan Plan.
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Nationad and Territorial aspirations.

The reason for giving the Commonwealth the sole power o admumigier the Natronad
Capital Plon was rooted in the concern of people within the NCDC’s executive, who
wwore highty infhisntial in drafting the current legislation; of attitudes in the previous
Territory Administration, and of its Legislative Assenbly. Tensions of this natwe
reach far back into Canberra’s history; beginning with the {ime when the
Commonweaith Depariment of Works almost succeeded in an alterapt to discard
Gritfin's winning design for the Capital, and replace it with a Plan of their own
Throughout Canberra’s history, an almost unbroken state of tension has persisted
between locally based interests, and others who hold the view that the National
Capital should manifest National aspirations. For the latter group, an undue emphasis
on localiem has alwavs been seen as a certain recipe for dimmishing National Capital
gualitiss, Whatever the future of the NCA, this will be an ongomng issue. 1o assure a
positive future, new ways will need to be found of reconciling these positions. There
will remain a need to secure the National Interest, and at the same tine recognise the
growing maturily of Teritory Government.

Chhatacles standing in the way of Plan Reviews.

The irmmediate bonefit of retaining the Commonwealth powers at the {ime of
introduction of self~ governmment was 1o retain the 7984 Metropolitan Policy Plan (the
¥ Plan), This was not to be tampered with by Territory Governmernt, who wounld have
a restricted role, limited to filling in the detail as the metropolifan area developed |

At the time, the evidence was that the Terrttory Government would need time ©
wifegrate fis new planning fonctions with 65 other, and already estabhished,
adnunistrative arms, With the benefit of hindsight, the retention of the
Commmonwealth’s pre-eminent right to adnuinster the new Navona! Copital Plan
through the NOA, swhose legitimacy has continaously been under sorutiny by
Territory Government, has fostered a reluctance on the part of NCA o expose ths
Flam to proper reviews.

Certainly, the logislation allowed amendments to the National Capital Plan;, b
equaliy, 1t did not fully respond to the new duality of governmental inferest in
Canberra, Tt remains a static view, with the legislation falling to spell out the length
of thime within which a review should occur. Reporting to Parliament relied on
NCA’s internal perceptions of problems, as well as its own instiiutional constramis,

The aspivational character of Coanberra’s Planning.
Fhe history of successive and different planning cultures throws additional light on

the underlyving pature of conflicts, and warrants inclusion of the outling which
toltows,
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Canberra’s planning has alwavs been percetved as an instrument for achieving
visionary urban settings. The Griffin Plan succesded becanse it fully expressed the
cultural idealism of Australian society af the ime of Federation. In the 1980, the V'
Flan incorporated and revised this vision to provide for much larger populations. 1t
repyesended an era in which Governments, suitably advised by their planners it to
determung an opiimal course for the arvangement of a city; and who then camed out
s implementabion. In this spiril, the ¥ Plox meluded a divective approach o the
iocation of land uses, wnclading decentralisation of emplovment, {o separaie
townstps, which were interlinked by artevial roads, The tovwnships and roads were
arranged to avoiding disruption of the older Griffin-based arcas at the centre: be that
gither by pressurs {or rebuilding or infilling, or by traffic congestion. This followed
techmical studies, which showed that planning additional townships to the East and/or
West of Griffin’s Central Arsa would severely congest ifs available road capacity.

The adopted form of the 77 Plan successfully elaborated Gnffin's bush setting; and it
laid the basi for introduction of a sophisticated system of environmental
management, ranging from waste-water to biodiversity protection. The
Commonwealth’s aggressive progranune for consolidating its Administration in
Canberra, which reached #s peak during the period between 1960 and 1980, resulted
in wvery fast rates of population growth, which the Plan accommodated etficiently.
Canberra’s growth was dominantly suburhan; but despite growing dependency on the
private car, this was achieved without disrapting already established areas. Canberra
became widely regarded as an exemplary piece of Town Planning, drawing the
attention of countiess visiting delegations, and becoming a fraining ground for
aspiring Town Planners.

The Plan as a fived product, in conflict with a changing City.

Nevertheless, these gains in “efficiency” achieved by the ¥ Plar were measured in
tgrms of its ability to mest predetermined planning targets, under cxpansionist
condifions., Planners conceptuatised the city in a mechanistic way, as a finite end
product. Thers was hitie consideration of the fact that rapid growth might lead to
future problems. Today, we can more easily see that following a period of extremely
rapid growih, equally fast ageing processes would come to the fore. To pick but two
consequences: there would be an ever-increasing drain on revenue to maintain the
capital base of earlier mvestment in infrastructure: and as populations aged
successively in each of the “new” Towns, there would be changing demands on roads,
housing, and soctal services,

In the Central Area, an initial impression of completeness had been contrived by

fandscaping large areas of potentially developable land, cementing fiture conflicts
between the right to build or (o retain landscaping, Central Area office space built
during the period of rapid growth, also aged and became less aftractive to fenants,

The Cire af the fime of self~government.

it 15 against this background that the pertod between 1280 and the present brought
more than seif-government to the ACT. ¥t brought the inheritance of a city which,




taken as a whole, was beginning 1o age prematurcly. This malaise would continue
mte the future. For example, a tenured but ageing workforce would coniinue fo held
jobs, and m their search for epportuntty, many of the brighter voung people would
feave. Along with falling fortility rates, dynamics of this kind present a major
challenge in sustaining the vitality of the City. This should be a matter of concern to
both the Commonwealth and Teritory Governments.

The impact of deregulation on state-sponsored Plans.

The onset of governmental dereguiation in the 1980°s also meant that the bulk of new
development, and many services, would be provided by the private sector.
Inoressingly, the private sector gave less attention 1o investing in outer locations
{avoured by the I Plan, and instead preferred the greater cortamiy and retinns
avadable i central locations. Developers readily moved outside the established built
up or landscaped areas, 1o construct new buildings on vacant lands: in Barton,
Dieakm, the Airport, or Fyshwick, Their response secured lowered capital costs and
mereased returns, compared with the alternative of renovating or rebudlding in Civic.
The result was that pressures for growth at the urban core further dispersed
development witlin  Canberra’s already extensive Central Area; which now extends
well bevend Civie.

Throughout Inner Canberra, there was also growing opposition to higher density
redeveiopment of sparsely ocoupisd areas of detached housing, Consequently, thers
is additional pressure for growth at the Metropolitan fringe, accompanied by an
increasing need to commute to centrally located places of work.

The unigue character of Canberra’s Central Area.

In sel, Canberra’s Ceniral Avea poses some umigue problems for planners. In
Capitais ke Washington, the National Areas are capable of being planmed as separate
enclaves set within, and largely independent of, the day- to-day arrangements which
govern the workings of their host city. This is not the case in Canberra. Herg, the
Central National Avea also containg the hub of the city transport networks, which are
consirained by two bridgeheads across the lake. In other cities of a 300-500,000
population size, Central Aress would usually inclnde an intensively developed Central
Business Iisirict (CBDy. This commonality allows these other city adminisirations o
draw from cach others experience; be that in managing parking and public transport
acuess, or in rebuilding aveas with mixed-use developments to bring added vitality to
their refailing and entertainment areas. Most cities of this kind also developed
policies to ensure that their CBD related effectively to other parts of their
Metropolitan Arga.

Canberra’s Ceniral Area is uidque. It includes both a2 CBD and a National Area. lis
developments are very widely scattered within a unifving landscape setting.  Access
by car is easy, and parking is freely available. Yet further employment growth will
result in growing congestion.  This will not be easy to counter, given the dispersion of
destiations which has already taken root.




A dilemme: fo find a new sirategy for the Central Area.

It the best way fo aitract mvestment and help build a diverse and vital cconomy 18 to
create a larger and vital Central Area, one possibility might be to continue to live with
the problems of dispersion and congestion within the area, and to fully provide for
commuting by private car.  Another possibility would be to vigorously consolidate, a
measure which would help support relatively costly forms of public transport.
Whatever the option that wins out, a determining test may Ye in the sheer difficulty
and cost of upgrading metropolitan access by car. Since Canbesra’s Central Avea is
also 1ts transport hub, this means that the futures of the National and Business areas of
Canberra will remam mextricably intertwined. There has 1o be a way of reaching
common agreement on a Plan for the Central Area, and of making this a key element
in development of a new Metropolitan Strategy,

The landscape setting of the Capital,

The setting of the “Bush Capital” was formed by non-urban spaces, which incladed
nature reserves, broadacre farming, and plantation forestry, Some of these areas were
wdeniilied as “future urban use” under the ¥ Plan; and subsequently, of the Natronal
Capital Plan, Togethes, these areas formed a barder which contained the spread of
urban development, and especially of smaller scale rural subdivisions. Through these
policies, the “Bush Capital” of Griffin’'s Plan was initially conceived of as a staterment
of visual and recreational amenity, in which city dwellers could relate to a
Fuwropeanised countryside. The more specific agenda of scouring nature
conservation, and of the ¥ Plaw dsell were later developments.

The desire to avoid any repetition of the recent catastrophic bush fires has recently
caused Territory Government to review these policies, but it is not vet clear how this
might modify the urban edges, or serve to infroduce different non-urban land uses.
The NCA was originally staffed to monitor these aspects of the National Capital Plan,
but now appears to have increasingly withdrawn 0 a position where it limits ifs
activities {0 commenting on policy development proposed by Territory Government.
tven il a case is made for change to the “Bush Capital” settings, 1t is not clear how or
it this will give sufficient weight to questions of cultural and amenity. The NCA
needs to mainiain a close involvement to safeguard these aspects of National Capital
values,

ross Border ivsues.

As a result of the resiriction on rural subdivision in the ACT, there are now substantial
areas of ural residential developments generated by ACT residents and located in
BNSW. NSW also meludes the City of Queanbevan, functionally an exiension of
Canberra’s Metropolifan Area. Water supply to Canberra was secured from NSW
under the founding Commonwealth Sear of Government Act, and supplies were later
made available to Queanbevan. Even after ACT self- government, the




Commonwealth has retained s power to approve any cross-border water supply
agreements. Queanbevan City bas vsed up its available residential land, and
indications arg now that it is now moving fo secure additional areas for development,
with water supply being sourced from Googong Dam.

For ifs part, the ACT Government seems likely to seek to contam settlemeonts within
its own borders. Be that as it may, issues of water, social services, and seitlement
options are now all on the table. Any review of the NCA should consider these
arrangements, and ensure that setfferment and Hscal outcomes meet National Capital
ohjectives.

The Form and Contemt of the I Plan,

A further conceptual problem is the confusion which currently reins between the form
and content of the ¥ Plan. The ¥ Plan ts increasinglv criticised because of variations
to s originally planned distnibution of activities. And this crificism includes the
structure of the Plan itself: with the term “structure “ describing a system of urban
settloments arranged along transport cornidors. Iven if specific distvibutions of
population and emplovment underpinned the empirical basis vsed in the original
formulation of the Plan, its form and content do not necessarily have to relate in this
way, Todav, the ¥ Plan could equally well be adapted to provide for increasing
cenfralisation of employvment, supported by much improved public ransport. This
proposition needs o be evaluated, including the effects of different choices on a new
Central Arca Plan,

We have seen that the needs of a dynamic private sector have now been laid over an
urban fabric originally established to serve the different, state-dominated, planning
philosophy . We can also see that there are some key ssues, impaciing on both
Mattomal and Territorial inferests. These issues coalesce around the future of the
Central Area, and of finding the best possible relationships (o a future Metropolitan
strpcture, 1 also mcludes the issues of the future of the non-urban arcas, and of
cross-border setflement. Dealing efloctively with these matters poses difficult chodces
for revifalising the City, and for the future role of the National Capital Authority. Can
the past performance of the NUCA shed light on its powers, influence, capacity, and
abiliies to contribute fo this task?

3. Performance of the NCA in Canberra’s system of planning.

I is against this background that the performance of the NCA, as conducted within
the existing legislative and administrative arms, should be considered. At stake now,
is the need 1o clanfy the best possible future amvangemenis.




In the man, the history shows that the NCA has largely gone along with evenis,
modifying proposals here and thers to make sure they “fit” into the extisting
parameters of the National Captal Plan,

Recent action o inaction on the part of the NCA notably includes the following

maiiers.

&

The NCA is frequently seen by the development indusiry as merely
duplicating the development approval processes of Territory
Government on Designated Land { eg as 1o Novthbowrne Avenue).
Resolution of this problem seems 10 me 10 be more of an
adminigtrative matter than an issue of strategy. Tt should be possible to
have NCA defegate development approval powers for these areas to
the Territory, conditional on prior endorsement of Master Plans,
NCA has recently made very valuable coniributions fo the Capital by
mmplementing a programme to refarbish and matntain the
Commonvealth’s infrastructure asset base. However, 1t appears o be
doing less to realise the value of vacant Comvmonwealth land in
DOSIHYS wWays,

The NCA has encouraged nvestors 1o take up vacant sites outside
Civie, usually within the wider Ceniral Area, and ofien on land which
the Commonwealth controls. Territory Government appears to be
critical of NCA for allowing this to ocour; mamtaining that this
woakens their efforts o reviialise Crvic. In several insiances, such as
the recent spate of new office developrments at Canberra Amport, NCA
would appear to be acting i contravention of the stated policies of the
National Capital Plan

The NCA does little to constrain parking demand on sites which the
Commaonwealth occupies. This weakens opportunities to improve
public fransport, mercases the need for the Termitory Government 1o
build niew arterial road links, and allows surface parking to spread
across National Tand, Although this may seom only 2 management
ssue, it has direct implications for Metropolitan transport strategy;
Terrdory Government has strenucusty objected to NCA s powers 1o
deternune matters such as the rooting of arterial reads. This is a vexed
issue, especially as the NCA s required to assess proposals advanced
by Territory Crovermament in terms of the policies of the National
Capital Plan;

The NCA does not appear to have been able 1o set terms of reference
for the Territory Government to develop its current Spatial Plan
Strategy. For example, there has recently been a proposition from the
Ternitory that Commonwealth-controlled rights to access water
supphes be denied to major new settlement nitiatives in NS W,
possibly in favour of sites in the ACT. This is even when the
proposals in NSW would be as costly to service as some of those
currently being canvassed by Territory Government. Some of the siies
under consideration by both NSW and Territory planners are also
poorty placed for effective provision of Metropolitan public transport
services, and the tratfic patterns generated by thelr development could
have adverse impacts on the Central National Arca;




e  Until very recently, the NCA has been slow in coming to terms with
the planming problems of the Ceniral Nationsl Arca, and of the
consequential impacts on Metropolifan Planning. At stake are both
the need to address matters which overlap mdo the spheres of Territory
Government, and the future quality of the Central National Area;

a The Terrtory Government’s current cffort to formulate a Spatial
Planning Strategy has not been presented to the public as an internal
mrvestigation; but has rather appeared as a manifestation of Territory
Grovernment's infention to take over NCAs pre-aminent power to
vevise the National Capital Plan. 1 this interpretation is costect, then
the ACT Government is procceding in direct contravention of the
presont fogislation.

Fven though problems of this kind remain, there have been occasions when jomt
policies have been attemapted, and others when NCA has atiempted major initiafives.
Some major fallures are noteworthy., Most notable of these were NCA's mitiaitves
faken in the md-1990s, to replan the Central National Area. Reaching sirmilar
conchusions to those of the much later OECT) Report, this programme proposed a
greater concentration of activity in the Central Area, allied o improved provision and
wie of public fransport. It proposed to use the otherwise vacant National Lands for
intensive residential and commercial developments, Here, NC A was altempiing to
cater for change, by adapting the arcas under ¢ responsibility; and in wavs that
began a broader review of the WNational Capital ( 1 Mewopolitan) Plan.

For its part, the Territory Government resisted these initiatives, prefering o
concentrate on revitalisation of Civic, and to redevelop other Inner Canborra
residential areas. There may well have been a judgement by NCA that, at the ime, it
did not enjov strong support for its Central Area propesals from the Commonvwvealth
Government. This is not a criticism of NCA, but may simply be a reflection of
political reality, Better wavs forward may have been possible if Parhament had been
better informed of the issues af stake.

Undertying all these manifestations of fension is the guestion of who “owns” the right
io respond to changs. For thewr part, we can see that NCA continues fo adminisier a
dated Mational Capital Plan (s the YV Plan). Yot the Temitory Government
increasingly argues that Canberra’s economy, governance, and citizenty, ae now
sssentiatly local interests; giving them the sole right (o determine the nature and
eourse of a Metropolitan Plan Review. This is the course that ACT Government are
now following i their programme for Canberra Spatial Plan. NCA has recently
begun to participate tn this work at the level of having observer statug, but the reality
is that if would appear to neither have the statff, resowrcing or political patronage 0
seonire a substantive place at the table.

An added complication i the current debates 1s that the Westminster-style
governance of the Terdtory Governrment is linked to different Ministerial
responsibilities, This has led o sclf-contained and separated consultative processes
covering social, economic, envirommental, and physical strategres; when the real ssue
centres on the cross-sectoral choices which are essential to achisvement of effective
Metropohtan planning. The current absence of effective administrative arrangements
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within Territory Government, manifested in ways which infegrate well with the
Commonwealth intersst, does little tv provide optimism in the minds of those
standing outside of government.

4. Bystemic Failure,

Fach of the elements which follow represent separate fragments: but in sum, they
reinforce the vigw that thers is a svstematic weakness, both in Canberra’s plarming
svstem, and in its admindstration,

Planning Review.

There 18 a0 agreement between the Commonwealth and the Ternitory Governmenis on

the need, nature, interests, and desired outcomes in a review of the National Capttal

(ie Metropohitan) Plan. Some internal discussions between Terntory (Government and

NCA have taken place recently, but the resulis of these are not publicly accessible,

Crlture.
There s litthe, or no agreement between the two governments on the nature of
Canberra’s planming legacy: and especially of the future scope of Comenonwealth

mterest, Territory Government is attempting $o redefine the defiration of infsrest in
fls own terms.

Ldemial,

NCA hay apparenty abrogated its responsibility fo pick up and react to some of the
sontentious proposals being floated by the Terdiory Government in its Spatial
Planning Options. These include Seitfement Options and Central Area mnpacts.
Adaptation.

The ¥ Plan era saw a statist stvle of planning, While rightly now assuring that

market-drven growth should dirve development, the Territory Govermament appears 1o

wnore the reabily that the Commonwealth functions, and their offshoots {eg the
WNGOs |, privately owned R&D, {ourism, and educational spinofis- all of which are

magor drivers of the Canberra economy) , create a complex web of interdependencios

which require bettey understanding, and which should logically mfluence future

strategy. The underlying quesiion here is the scope of the Commonwealih’s role as 2

“responsible corporate entity”. As noted, this is a question which extends bevond
that of purely phvsical planning,

10



Professionalism.

n the period since self~government, there has been a substaniive erosion of
professional resources available for Canberra’s Metropolitan Planning, extending
across both Governments. Notwithstanding the efforts that have gone info cresating a
nrogramme for a new Spatial Plan,  the necessary infegration of the various
components of a new Plan, and especially of defining and infegrating National and
Territory matters, appear ineffeciive. 'This comment refates to both the substance and
ternpo of working which will be required o cover the issuss canvassed in this
submission.

Interdependence.

It has been argued thai Canberra’s layout s unusual, incomplete in its physical form,
andd will continue to be exposed 1o change, wath both National and Terettorial impacts.

Finanee and Eoonomic Development.

The Commonwealth is the major confributor to Canberra’s sconomy. This includes
tourtsm, and & host of ancillary, non-governmental activities. There iz a gquestion of
whether these relationships can be encouraged to develop further, and how the
planmng of the Commonsvealth land and asset holdings might contribute to economic
growth. A usefil precedent is Washington’s Pennsylvama Avenue Dievelopment,

Each of the preceding paragraphs serve to define a systemic faifure. Fvents,
circumstances, and aftitudes have alf fed to an unsatisfociory position, nearfy afl of

~

which bear on the future role of the NCA. The conclusions which follow are but one
of many the Inguiry will receive. Since 7t conld well prove difficult to cut through
mmeviiably conflicting views, the conclusions of this submission reconmend o process
to achieve consensus, This starts with a veview of the Commonwealth's role, and then
aevocates o commonly agreed Joint Metropofitan Plan. This Joint Metvopolitar
Plar wonld become the basis for a New National Capital Plan, and of ity Territoricd
gguivalens. Any conseguentiol change io the legislation, and of the future role of NCA
wonld coincide with approval of a new National Capital Plan by Parfioment. 4
common and independent Joint Planning Authority, administering both the National
and FYerritorial Plans, is considered wunworkable.
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5, Bummary and Recommendaiions.

The principal conses of the current situaiion are.

e the determimstic formulation of measures to support the Y Plan;
the lack of dialogue between the Comumonwealth and Territory
{rovernments;

2 the lack of a clear directive on the thming and procedures [or major
reviews of the National Capital Plan;

s pressures to redefine the future role of the NCA prior to completion of an
adequate review of pre-existing 1984 Metropolitan Policy Plan;

*  Action by Territory Government to formulate a Spatial Plan, independent
of the Commonwealth’s interest,

Az an immediate priovity, the Inguiry showld consider:

¢ reaching a position on the nature of the Commonwealth’s Tiiure
interest in Canberra.

Fr this regard, i the Commiitee agrees that:

e the Commonwealth should review how best # can contribute to the
goonomic, social, cultural, and environmental quality of the Capstal;
the guality of Canberra’s natural sefiing is of National significance;

e the Central Area includes Civic and a high quality, vital Cendral
National Area;

e the Meitropolitan form of setilement and transportation is a matter
which directly relates to the future quality of the National Capital;

#  aresponse to the preceding points is a matler of urgency, warranting
tigh quality veview, with outputs being integrated with the Tervitory
Government’s Spatial Plan Review processes, resulting in agreement
of both Commonwealth and Territory Governments on a Joint
Metropohitan Plan .

It s then recommended that this Commitive give consideration o

o g siatement that the Commaonwealth’s interest in the Mational
Capital requires urgent review,

o that this interest be seil cut by this Conumittes, as a series of
defined principles ;




that priority and resources be secured to form a highly skilled
professional group who draw on these principles to veview the
scope of the National Capital Plan;

that the conclusions of this group be referred back to this
Cormittee for agreement;

that the Commitlee seek the agreement on these conclusions from
Territory Government, and agree a programme for jolntly
indegrating these principles in a Joint Meiropolitan Plan;

that the resulting Joint Metropolitan Plan be referred to both
governments for endorsement,;

that any legislative or adminisirative changes to NCA are
approved concurrently, or following endorsement of, the
preceding Joint Metropolitan Plan.

That the Commeonweslth refain the sole power {o approve any
consequential National Capital Plan, covering the National Capital
Inierest, The Territory Government would retaln similar powers
wver those matters which are under its jurisdiction, conditional on
consistency with the National Capitai Plan,
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The foregoing recommendations could also include:

Py

o g decision fo retain the NCA but to ensure that any subsequent reviews
of Canberra’s Metropolitan Planning also report to Parhament. This
would help facilitate & sound basis for an ongoing relationship
between the Commoenwealih and Termitory arms, and NSW
Government;

e any required redefinition of NCA’s vole and of the matiers over which
it shoold retain pre-eminent powets.

The procedure 1 have outtined would achieve several aims:

s It would avoid the need for precipitate adpminisivative or jegslative
changes, made without reference (o aiy proper scoping or delinition of
working methods needed to achieve a Joint Melropolitan Plan for
Canberra. These are real dangers: as the original legisiation
gstabbshing the National Capital Plan drew on the pre-existing V Plan.
A now Joint Metropolitan Plan should logically become the basis for
any change to the legislation or adminisiration of planning, This new
Joint Metropolitan Plan has vet 0 be established;

e It would avoid tensions by agreement between the Commonwealth and
the ACT Governments on the nnmediate steps (o be taken to resolve a
new and Joint Metropolitan Plan;

@ it would maintain the Commonwealth interest in Canberra, using the
lerms of reference recommended by this Commiites;

e it would engage the Commonwealth rapidly and professionally, wiih
ACUT Government processes that are already well advanced;
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» it would lead to a Joint Metropolitan Flan which could be endorsed by
both govermments;

2 the new Joint Metropolitan Plan could be forwarded to Parhament,
accompanied by recommended changes to the legislation and future
rode of the NCA;

# it would not expose successfulty working elements of the NCA 1o
arbitrary and rapid change;

» ivestor confidence would be tifted if the future Statutory Planning
nrocesses and controls over development were subseqguently and
property redefined: both in regard to the inferests of the Ternfory and
of the Commonwealth Governments. 1 do not consider that a Joind
Metropokian Plan would legally bind the Commonwealth unless if
retained overriding powers of approval over those aspects of the Plan
which had National significance. This would be expressed m a pew
National Capital Plan;

e It also seems ungealistic to believe that an independent and Joing
Planning Authority could implement a new Joint Metropolitan Plan on
behalf of both governments, The Statntory Admumistration of the
National and Territorial aspects of a commonly agreed Joint
Metropolitan Plan are quite separate matters. They also stand apart
from any arrangoments that may be entered mio fn order fo conduct a
review of the existing Metropohtan Plan.

¢ Once any changes to the scope of the National Capital and Tertitory
Plans were agreed, each of the participating governments would need
to approve those matters which falt under its control, into s own
statufes,

Fwould blke to thank the Commiitee for providing the opportunity to make thas
contribution 1o their Inginry.

Yours fatthfuliy,
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Brian Binning.

M Arch (Urban Degign) Hliinois; RTP] ¢ London); PIA.
Wesroona,
Yass NEW.
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