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Executive Summary 

This report covers a telephone survey undertaken during late February and early March 2011 to investigate 
community awareness and opinions concerning several development proposals for the Canberra Brickworks and 
Environs Planning Strategy. The survey involved a total of 1,400 interviews made up of 500 interviews with people 
living in the local area (Yarralumla, Curtin and Deakin) and 900 interviews with people living in the rest of Canberra. 
 
One development proposal examined in the study involves adapting nearly all buildings to allow for a variety of uses 
which may include retail places, commercial offices, food and beverage outlets and community spaces, and 
development of the quarry area as parklands, together with additional parklands to the south connecting to Adelaide 
Avenue and flanked with medium rise development which will house around fourteen to eighteen hundred people. A 
majority of the population is in favour of the ‘adaptation’ proposal, with those in favour (64.7%) outnumbering those 
not in favour (33.5%) by a factor of almost two to one. Those in favour of the adaptation proposal in the local area are 
in the majority (52.0%), although the margin is closer, with those not in favour numbering 42.5%. 
 

Chart 1:  Opinions of the ‘ADAPTATION’ Option: 

 
 
The other development option about which the survey asked people to express their opinions provides for 
decontamination and mothballing of the site to prevent future deterioration, with existing buildings left as they are 
and no housing development occurring on the site.  Fewer people are in favour of the ‘mothballed’ proposal (44.6%) 
than not in favour (48.3%). 

 
Chart 2:  Opinions of the ‘MOTHBALLED’ Option: 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Background 
This report covers a telephone survey undertaken during late February and early March 2011 to investigate 
community awareness and opinions concerning proposed development options for the Canberra Brickworks and 
Environs Planning Strategy. 

1.2 The Research Approach 
A community information session was held on 4 December 2010 in the area by Land Development Agency and was 
well attended, but most people in Canberra have not been exposed to the development proposal. Early in 2011, 
Winton Sustainable Research Strategies Pty Limited (WSRS) was commissioned to conduct a telephone survey of the 
Canberra population to complement the community engagement activities.  
 
In developing and piloting the survey it was felt that people would need to examine the proposed development 
option in some detail before being interviewed, as unlike less complex development proposals it is difficult to 
describe adequately in words alone.  Therefore, after pilot-testing of the questionnaire, the telephone interviews 
proceeded as follows: 

1. An initial short interview was undertaken to secure agreement to participate, collect demographic data, and to 
ascertain which stimulus material to send.  This consisted of a DVD of the flyover video showing the 
Adaptation option for those with a DVD player, a coloured brochure-style explanation of the concept used in 
community consultations for those with no DVD player; and from early March, a link to the flyover video on 
the LDA website for those with internet access.  All respondents were sent print outs explaining the Mothball 
option.  

2. A longer main interview shortly thereafter as arranged with each respondent, to seek their views on the 
development options. 

 
In terms of sampling, random digit dialling was used to develop two samples: 

• A sample of 500 interviews with people living in the local area, defined as the three adjacent suburbs of 
Yarralumla, Curtin and Deakin; and 

• A sample of 900 interviews with people living in the rest of Canberra. 
 
At each telephone number up to three calls were made to not at homes at different times on different days before 
sample replacement. At the analysis stage, the two samples were combined into a total sample of 1,400 people, with 
the data then being weighted to realign it with population proportions. 

1.3 A Note on Sampling Tolerances 
Regarding sample size, whenever a survey is based on a sample of the population, the results can vary from those that 
would have been obtained had everyone been included in the survey, as detailed in the table below: 

• With a sample size of 500 for the sample in the local area (the three adjacent suburbs or Yarralumla, Curtin 
and Deakin), the sampling tolerance is around ±4.4%, in other words, results should be no more than 4.4% 
either way of the results that would have been obtained if the whole 18+ population in those suburbs had been 
interviewed. 
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• With a sample size of 900 for the sample in the rest of Canberra, the sampling tolerance is around ±3.3%, in 
other words, results should be no more than 3.3% either way of the results that would have been obtained if 
the whole 18+ population in those suburbs had been interviewed. 

• With the combined weighted sample of 1,400, the sampling tolerance is around ±3%, in other words, results 
should be no more than around 3% either way of the results that would have been obtained if the whole 18+ 
population of Canberra had been interviewed. 

 
Sampling Tolerances for Sample Surveys 
Size of Sample 
or Sub-Sample 

Sampling tolerance (plus or minus) for various response levels at the 95% confidence 
level – ‘infinite’ universe, where the proportion answering one way (eg, “yes”) 

approaches:  
n 10% or 90% 20% or 80% 30% or 70% 40% or 60% 50% 

100 ±5.9% ±7.8% ±9.0% ±9.6% ±9.8% 
125 ±5.3% ±7.0% ±8.0% ±8.6% ±8.8% 
150 ±4.8% ±6.4% ±7.3% ±7.8% ±8.0% 
175 ±4.4% ±5.9% ±6.8% ±7.3% ±7.4% 
200 ±4.2% ±5.5% ±6.4% ±6.8% ±6.9% 
250 ±3.7% ±4.9% ±5.7% ±6.1% ±6.2% 
300 ±3.4% ±4.5% ±5.2% ±5.5% ±5.7% 
325 ±3.3% ±4.4% ±5.0% ±5.3% ±5.5% 
400 ±2.9% ±3.9% ±4.5% ±4.8% ±4.9% 
450 ±2.8% ±3.7% ±4.2% ±4.5% ±4.6% 
500 ±2.6% ±3.5% ±4.0% ±4.3% ±4.4% 
600 ±2.4% ±3.2% ±3.7% ±3.9% ±4.0% 
700 ±2.2% ±3.0% ±3.4% ±3.6% ±3.7% 
800 ±2.1% ±2.8% ±3.2% ±3.4% ±3.5% 
900 ±2.0% ±2.6% ±3.0% ±3.2% ±3.3% 

1,000 ±1.9% ±2.5% ±2.8% ±3.0% ±3.1% 
1,200 ±1.7% ±2.3% ±2.6% ±2.8% ±2.8% 
1,400 ±1.6% ±2.1% ±2.4% ±2.6% ±2.6% 
1,500 ±1.5% ±2.0% ±2.3% ±2.5% ±2.5% 
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2. The Study Findings 

2.1 Unaided Suggestions for the Future of the Brickworks Site and Adjoining Land 

• When asked in an early unaided question what, if anything, people would like to see happen with the 
brickworks site and environs, the most prevalent suggestion in both the local area and the rest of 
Canberra is developing or adapting the whole site for a range of uses (27.6%), followed by undertaking 
limited adaptation of the site (13.9%). [See Table 1]. 

• While some 12.9% suggest medium rise (7.2%) or low rise (5.7%) housing development, 6.7% 
spontaneously suggest no housing at all, and this figure rises to 15.7% in the local area. 

• Almost no-one (3.9% overall, 1.6% in the local area {Yarralumla, Curtin and Deakin}) suggests doing 
nothing at all with the site. However, a further 13.3% suggest doing nothing beyond limiting or 
preventing further deterioration (akin to the ‘mothballed’ proposal). 

• Some 28.1% overall, including 16.5% in the local area, are unable to offer any suggestions for the site.    
 

Table 1: 
Suggestions for the Future of the Site: 
Q. For some years there has been discussion and debate about what to do with the old brickworks in Yarralumla and 

adjoining land to the south of it.  What if anything would you like to see happen with the site? PROBE FULLY 
When the verbatim responses to this open-ended 
question are grouped, the following pattern emerges: 

Total 
% 

Local area 
% 

Rest of ACT 
% 

Adapt/develop whole brickworks site for public 
(and/or commercial) use 

27.6 
 41.5% 

26.8 
 51.2% 

27.7 
 41.3% 

Provide limited adaptation of brickworks site 13.9 24.4 13.6 
Do nothing with brickworks except 
protect/secure/stop from deteriorating further  

13.3 13.3 7.9 7.9 13.4 13.4 

Provide development of medium density 
housing 

7.2 
 12.9% 

5.5 
 14.9% 

7.2 
 12.8% 

Limit housing development to low rise/density 5.7 9.4 5.6 
No housing development at all 6.7 6.7 15.7 15.7 6.4 6.4 
Do nothing at all, leave exactly as is 3.9  1.6  4.0  
Other 12.9  22.5  12.2  
Unsure/don’t know/not familiar with site 28.1  16.5  28.4  
Table adds to more than 100% as some people made two or more suggestions. 
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2.2 Response to the ADAPTATION Option 

 
2.2.1 Opinions of the ADAPTATION Option 

• One development proposal examined in the study involves adapting nearly all buildings to allow for a 
variety of uses which may include retail places, commercial offices, food and beverage outlets and 
community spaces, and development of the quarry area as parklands, together with additional parklands 
to the south connecting to Adelaide Avenue and flanked with medium rise development which will 
house around fourteen to eighteen hundred people. A majority of the population is in favour of the 
‘adaptation’ proposal, with those in favour (64.7%) outnumbering those not in favour (33.5%) by a factor 
of almost two to one. [See Table 2]. 

• Those in favour of the adaptation proposal in the local area are also in the majority (52.0%), although the 
margin is closer, with those not in favour numbering 42.5%. 

• Far more so than their counterparts, substantial majorities of younger people (77.5% of 18-39yrs) and 
renters (76.2%) are in favour of the ‘adaptation’ proposal. [See Table 3]. 
 
Table 2: 

ADAPTATION Proposal: 
Q.  The other option (One option) involves adapting nearly all buildings to allow for a variety of uses which 

may include retail places, commercial offices, food and beverage outlets and community spaces, and 
development of the quarry area as parklands, together with additional parklands to the south connecting to 
Adelaide Avenue and flanked with medium rise development which will house around fourteen to eighteen 
hundred people. Based on the detailed description in the information we sent you, are you in favour or not 
in favour of this proposal going ahead? IF FAVOUR/NOT IN FAVOUR, PROBE: Are you strongly or 
moderately in favour/not in favour? 

 Total  
% 

Local area 
% 

Rest of ACT 
% 

Strongly in favour 18.8 14.2 19.0 
Moderately in favour 45.9 37.8 46.2 
Neither/nor 0.9 3.1 0.8 
Moderately not in favour 14.9 19.7 14.8 
Strongly not in favour 18.6 22.8 18.4 
Unsure 0.9 2.4 0.8 

Total in favour 64.7 52.0 65.2 
Total not in favour 33.5 42.5 33.2 
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Table 3: 
ADAPTATION Proposal: 

 Total % 

Gender Age Household tenure 

 Men Women 
18-39 
years 

40-59 
years 

60+ 
years 

Own 
outright 

Mort-
gaged Renting 

Strongly in favour 18.8 20.7 17.0 30.0 21.1 10.8 17.1 19.7 23.7 
Moderately in favour 45.9 45.3 46.6 47.5 42.1 49.7 48.5 35.3 52.5 
Neither/nor 0.9 1.7 0.1 0.0 0.0 2.2 1.4 0.1 0.0 
Moderately not in favour 14.9 11.0 18.7 9.2 17.2 15.0 14.8 18.7 10.0 
Strongly not in favour 18.6 21.3 16.0 8.9 19.5 22.2 18.1 22.9 13.8 
Unsure 0.9 0.0 1.6 4.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 3.3 0.0 

Total in favour 64.7 66.0 63.6 77.5 63.2 60.5 65.6 55.0 76.2 
Total not in favour 33.5 32.3 34.7 18.1 36.7 37.2 32.9 41.6 23.8 

Base [Wn=] 1408 693  715  253  625  529  833  344  231  
 
2.2.2 Perceived Positives of the ADAPTATION Option 

• Among those people in favour of the ‘adaptation’ proposal, the five main reasons overall are that it 
provides recreational facilities, opportunities and uses (55.7%), people will have more access to use it 
(42.6% overall, 56.1% in the local area), it will provide retail and commercial opportunities (33.8%), it will 
protect the history and heritage of the site (33.1% overall, 40.9% in the local area), and it will provide 
much needed additional housing for Canberra (27.1% overall, 33.3% in the local area). [See Table 4]. 
 
Table 4: 

Perceived POSITIVE aspects of ADAPTATION proposal: 
Q. What (if anything) do you like about this proposal?  Anything 

else you like? [PROBE FULLY]  
When the verbatim responses to this open-ended question are 
grouped, the following pattern emerges: 

Among the 
whole sample 

% 

Among all 
those in 
favour 

% 

Among those 
in favour 

in local area 
% 

Provide recreational facilities/opportunities/uses 50.5 55.7 42.4 
Provides more access for people; people can visit/use it 33.3 42.6 56.1 
Protects/preserves heritage/historic value of site/buildings 28.5 33.1 40.9 
Provides retail/commercial opportunities/uses 27.3 33.8 28.8 
Provides new/additional housing for Canberra 19.3 27.1 33.3 
Look more attractive; less eyesore 12.3 15.2 3.0 
Create jobs; keep people employed; stimulate economy 6.2 6.1 6.1 
Enhances onsite safety; safer  3.9 3.7 3.0 
Discourage vandalism/looting/graffiti 1.6 0.0 1.5 
Other 22.5 21.3 19.7 
Nothing liked/unsure 10.5 1.2 3.0 
Table adds to more than 100% as some people mentioned two or more matters. 
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2.2.3 Perceived Negatives of the ADAPTATION Option 

• Among those people not in favour of the ‘adaptation’ proposal, the three main reasons overall are that it 
represents overdevelopment of the area (71.7% of those not in favour overall, 81.5% among those not in 
favour in the local area), overcrowding (36.9% of those not in favour overall, but only 16.6% among those 
not in favour in the local area), and that they disagree with commercial use (29.1% of those not in favour 
overall, 37.0% among those not in favour in the local area). [See Table 5]. 
 
Table 5: 

Perceived NEGATIVE aspects of ADAPTATION proposal: 
 Q. What (if anything) don’t you like about this proposal?  

Anything else you don’t like? [PROBE FULLY]  
When the verbatim responses to this open-ended question are 
grouped, the following pattern emerges: 

Among the 
whole sample 

% 

Among all 
those not in 

favour 
% 

Among those 
not in favour 
in local area 

% 
Overdevelopment; medium density; too many dwellings 51.8 71.7 81.5 
Disagree with commercial use 20.9 29.1 37.0 
Overcrowding, will bring too many people 19.3 36.9 16.6 
Create traffic congestion; too many cars 14.1 16.6 14.8 
Damage/compromise heritage/historic value of site/buildings 7.3 19.3 16.7 
Threatens look/exclusivity/quietness/safety of area 3.1 4.6 1.9 
Other 16.4 16.4 16.5 
Nothing disliked/unsure 25.3 4.5 0.0 
Table adds to more than 100% as some people mentioned two or more matters. 
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2.3 Response to the MOTHBALLED Option 

 
2.3.1 Opinions of the MOTHBALLED Option 

• The other development option about which the survey asked people to express their opinions provides 
for decontamination and mothballing of the site to prevent future deterioration, with existing buildings 
left as they are and no housing development occurring on the site.  The population is about evenly split 
on the ‘mothballed’ proposal, with slightly fewer people being in favour (44.6%) than not in favour 
(48.3%). [See Table 6]. 

• Women (47.1%), older people (49.8% among 60yrs+) and renters (52.4%) are slightly more likely than 
their counterparts to be in favour. [see Table 7].  

 
Table 6: 
MOTHBALLED Proposal: 
Q.  One option (The other option) provides for decontamination and mothballing of the site to prevent future 

deterioration, with existing buildings left as they are and no housing development occurring on the site.  
Based on the detailed description in the information we sent you, are you in favour or not in favour of this 
proposal going ahead? IF FAVOUR/NOT IN FAVOUR, PROBE: Are you strongly or moderately in 
favour/not in favour? 

 Total 
% 

Local area 
% 

Rest of ACT 
% 

Strongly in favour 17.3 17.3 17.3 
Moderately in favour 27.3 25.2 27.3 
Neither/nor 2.3 2.4 2.3 
Moderately not in favour 28.3 27.6 28.3 
Strongly not in favour 20.0 25.2 19.8 
Unsure 4.8 2.3 5.0 

Total in favour 44.6 42.5 44.6 
Total not in favour 48.3 52.8 48.1 

 
Table 7: 
MOTHBALLED proposal: 

 Total % 

Gender Age Household tenure 

 Men Women 
18-39 
years 

40-59 
years 

60+ 
years 

Own 
outright 

Mort-
gaged Renting 

Strongly in favour 17.3 15.9 18.7 13.0 17.5 19.3 16.2 15.9 23.6 
Moderately in favour 27.3 26.1 28.4 27.0 24.6 30.5 24.8 25.6 38.8 
Neither/nor 2.3 0.2 4.4 4.2 3.4 0.2 2.7 0.0 4.5 
Moderately not in favour 28.3 30.1 26.6 34.5 31.5 21.5 26.6 38.6 19.0 
Strongly not in favour 20.0 24.4 15.7 17.0 21.3 19.7 22.9 16.7 14.1 
Unsure 4.8 3.3 6.2 4.3 1.7 8.8 6.8 3.2 0.0 

Total in favour 44.6 42.0 47.1 40.0 42.1 49.8 41.0 41.5 52.4 
Total not in favour 48.3 54.5 42.3 51.5 52.8 41.2 49.5 55.3 43.1 

Base [Wn=] 1408 693  715  253  625  529  833  344  231  
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2.3.2 Perceived Positives of the MOTHBALLED Option 

• Among those people in favour of the ‘mothballed’ proposal, the main reason offered is that it at least 
preserves the history and heritage of the site (71.1%, rising to 74.1% in the local area). [See Table 8]. 

• The second most prevalent reason among those in favour of mothballing the site is that it does not 
provide for housing development (25.1% of those in favour overall, rising to 40.7% among those in 
favour in the local area).  

 
Table 8: 

Perceived POSITIVE aspects of MOTHBALLED proposal: 
Q. What (if anything) do you like about this proposal?  Anything 

else you like? [PROBE FULLY] 
When the verbatim responses to this open-ended question are 
grouped, the following pattern emerges: 

Among the 
whole sample 

% 

Among all 
those in 
favour 

% 

Among those 
in favour 

in local area 
% 

Protects/preserves heritage/historic value of site/buildings 55.1 71.2 74.1 
No housing development 19.0 25.1 40.7 
Retains open space/parklands 13.1 10.6 7.4 
Enhances onsite safety; safer  8.2 11.1 7.4 
No development of/on brickworks site  7.0 12.1 9.3 
Look more attractive; less eyesore 5.7 7.2 7.4 
Discourage vandalism/looting/graffiti 3.9 3.5 3.2 
Create jobs; keep people employed; stimulate economy 1.7 1.9 0.0 
Other 11.8 21.1 5.6 
Nothing liked/unsure 21.1 3.7 9.3 
Table adds to more than 100% as some people mentioned two or more matters. 
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2.3.3 Perceived Negatives of the MOTHBALLED Option 

• Among those people not in favour of the ‘mothballed’ proposal, the two main reasons are that it does not 
do enough to protect the history and heritage of the site (42.9% among all not in favour), and that it 
wastes or under-utilises a valuable resource (40.4% among all not in favour, rising to 65.7% among those 
not in favour in the local area). [See Table 9]. 
 
Table 9: 

Perceived NEGATIVE aspects of MOTHBALLED proposal: 
Q. What (if anything) don’t you like about this proposal?  

Anything else you don’t like? [PROBE FULLY] 
When the verbatim responses to this open-ended question are 
grouped, the following pattern emerges: 

Among the 
whole sample 

% 

Among all 
those not in 

favour 
% 

Among those 
not in favour 
in local area 

% 
Waste of resources if unutilised 33.1 40.4 65.7 
Doesn’t do enough to protects/preserves heritage/historic 
value of site/buildings 

29.2 42.9 40.3 

Denies needed recreational facilities/opportunities/uses 21.7 30.3 11.9 
Doesn’t provide access for people 19.7 22.9 23.9 
Denies needed retail/commercial opportunities/uses 7.1 13.1 10.4 
Doesn’t provide new/additional housing for Canberra 5.0 7.1 11.9 
Other 19.7 29.0 19.4 
Nothing disliked/unsure 28.0 6.4 4.5 
Table adds to more than 100% as some people mentioned two or more matters. 
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