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Canberra Brickworks Conservation Management Plan 

Comments by ACT National Trust 

The ACT National Trust has reviewed the Canberra Brickworks Conservation Plan, 

prepared for the Land Development Agency by Lovell Chen Architects & Heritage 

Consultants (April 2010).   

Although this document in its draft form was never released for public comment and 

has been endorsed by the ACT Heritage Council we nevertheless find it necessary to 

point out several inconsistencies and flaws in the final document.   

The LDA website for the Birckworks quotes the National Trust definition for a CMP as: 

The National Trust describes a CMP as “a document which sets out what is significant in a 

place and, consequently, what policies are appropriate to enable that significance to be 

retained in its future use and development. For most places it deals with the management 

of change."  

http://www.lda.act.gov.au/?/canberra_brickworks/conservation_management_plan 

We do not consider that this definition has been entirely met by the Brickworks CMP.  

mailto:brickworks@act.gov.au
http://www.lda.act.gov.au/?/canberra_brickworks/conservation_management_plan


We feel that this situation could have been avoided if the draft document had been 

made available to us for professional input and advice through a public consultation 

process. 

We therefore make the following comments out of our concern that this CMP will be the 

guiding document for the development of the brickworks and its future conservation.   

 

1. There is no content or discussion on indigenous occupation of the area and 

therefore no understanding of its relevance to the CMP.  This has resulted in no 

analysis under the significance criteria.  Information on indigenous occupation 

could quite readily have been obtained from the ACT Heritage Unit.  

2. There is no content on the flora and fauna of the area other than reference to 

existing pine trees which were not investigated.  As such there is no information, 

no discussion and no policies in place for these subjects.  Again, information 

could quite easily have been obtained from Parks Conservation and Lands at 

Territory and Municipal Services.  This lack of assessment has resulted in an 

erroneous statement in Policy 16 (p.241), ’The existing plantings at the site are 

not of heritage significance’.  How can this statement be justified as a policy if no 

investigation has been made on the flora of the area? (Also see point 3 below). 

3. There is no recognition and therefore no discussion and policy on the remnant 

former railway corridor which connected the Brickworks with the buildings 

being constructed in for the city.  The line of trees above Adelaide Avenue 

adjacent to Denman St, Yarralumla mark the corridor leading into the 

brickworks.  The ACT National Trust has information on the railway system and 

has published articles in its magazine Heritage in Trust.  If the Trust had been 

given the opportunity to comment on the draft CMP we could have supplied the 

detail.  The former rail line was an integral part of the brickworks and has not 

been given the appropriate recognition in the CMP. 

4. In the conclusions to the heritage assessment (p.196) it is stated: ‘The site is also 

of significance for its role in the history and early development of Australia’s 

national capital, Canberra, in the period to 1940.’  The brickworks in fact kept up 

a manufacture of bricks up to 1972 when it finally closed.  Those bricks 

continued to be used for the building of Canberra’s suburbs.  There is then a 



much longer period than up to 1940 in which the brickworks played a significant 

role in the history of the national capital. 

5. Section 7.6 Social Value pp. 206-208.  On page 208 it is stated that: ‘The scope of 

this CMP has not allowed for a detailed investigation of the social values that 

might attach to the place.  Given the history of the brickworks and its 

contribution to Canberra’s history one could expect a high degree of social value 

attached to the place.  The planned neglect of a full examination of the social 

values of the brickworks in this CMP is not consistent with the definition of 

Cultural Significance as determined in the Burra Charter (1999) and therefore not 

consistent with the Conservation principles, process and practice which the 

charter lays down. 

6. Section 8 Conservation Policy and Management Plan. There is no discussion and 

apparently no assessment of constraints which would influence conservation 

policy.  This lack of assessment could have a negative effect on the heritage 

values when implementation plans are being developed and acted upon. 

7. Section 8.6.2 Conservation Policy – Care of Significant Fabric. It is stated (p. 236) 

that: ‘This study did not involve a detailed assessment of the current condition of 

the significant structures and fabric on this site and such an assessment should 

be undertaken in order to inform future conservation and maintenance work.’ 

The Trust is concerned that this assessment did not take place within the brief for 

this CMP.  This CMP should be the guide for future conservation and 

maintenance work for the site and such should be outlined in the conservation 

policies.  The fact that this was not done makes this CMP deficient in its 

understanding of the state of the significant fabric and deficient in its 

management policies. 

8. Policy 2 (p.236) There is confusion here on what the boundaries of the heritage 

curtilage are and what planning and development controls should be applied 

and where .It is stated that the heritage curtilage includes: ‘Block 1 Section 102 

and Block 20 Section 102 and additional land to the north and south.’  This 

description is vague when the policy further states that ‘alternative controls 

under the Planning and Development Act should be considered for the land to 

the north, west and south’. To be consistent with the Heritage Act it should be 

the boundary that is currently listed in the heritage registration.   



If the CMP indicates the boundary should change and it appears to dos, then the 

heritage registerd boundary should change. 

The Trust also asks why the CMP did not undertake the assessment of the whole 

study area listed in the brief as there are other elements in the area that need to 

be considered such as the former railway line and planning issues. 

9. Section 8.6.7 Archaeology.  No archaeological investigation or assessment has 

been done.  However, in referring to archaeological potential it is stated that: 

‘none of this evidence is considered likely to be of a level of significance… ‘ How 

can such a statement be made when there has been no assessment of 

archaeological or subsurface potential?   

Policy 15 should therefore be amended to read: ‘A predictive historical 

archaeological assessment with test excavation components should be 

undertaken for the study area and abutting sites…’ 

10. Policy 17 (page 242).  This policy states: ‘A range of future uses could be 

considered.  Future uses for the site should be assessed on the basis of their 

feasibility and the likely nature and level of impact on the identified heritage 

values and significant fabric.’  While the Trust has no problem with this 

statement per se, we do have concerns as outlined above that full investigation 

and assessments have not been carried out in the production of this CMP.  

Therefore the likely nature of impact of any future development within the 

heritage area could result in damage to unassessed significant fabric. 

11. The Trust is concerned with the significance hierarchy listed on pages 223-228.  

This CMP has made a three tier list of ‘Core Elements’, ‘Supporting Elements’ 

and ‘Incidental Elements’ to rank the significance of the identified elements.  This 

method is contrary to the ACT Heritage registration which gives a two-tier 

listing ‘Elements of Exceptional Significance’ and Elements of Moderate 

Significance’.  

As a result of these differing lists places on ACT Register ‘Exceptional 

Significance’ list have not been categorized as ‘Core Elements’: 

Kiln – Hardy-Patent (1953) 

Kilns – Downdraft a, b, c, (1963) 



Chimney Stack for Downdraft Kiln (1963) 

As the Heritage Registration is a statutory document the Trust recommends that 

the ‘Core Elements’ category be reconciled with the ACT Heritage Register. 

The Trust has further concerns regarding this three tier list when the ‘Options for 

the management of core and supporting elements’ are discussed (Section 8.5).  

‘Option 1 – whole of site conservation’ would ensure all elements in the complex 

were retained and conserved.  However, Option 2 – ‘partial site conservation’ 

focuses only on the ‘Core Elements’ for retention and conservation.  With the 

discrepancies between the two listings demolition of significant elements may 

occur.   
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