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Old Narrabundah Community Council Inc

Serving the Community

PO Box 8 Narrabundah ACT 2604

  Phone: 02 6295 0810   Email: narrabundah@tpg.com.au
                               Web:  narrabundah.org.au
Applications Secretariat

EPDcustomerservices@act.gov.au
Development Application 201426052
Blocks 20, 22, 23, 24, 25 Section 39 Division Narrabundah

Dear Sir/Madam
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the above Development Application. As you may be aware Old Narrabundah Community Council Inc (ONCC Inc) is a community association that looks after the interests of the older central part of Narrabundah. This is an area of South Canberra that for much of its early history was associated with being a working class area. To varying degrees ONCC Inc continues to deal with the vestiges of Narrabundah’s early history and issues relating to the embedded high proportion of low socio-economic groups and the high proportion of ACT Housing properties.

We wish to object to the approval of the proposed development on the following grounds:

No Pre-lodgement Consultation.
The proposed development by ACT Housing/Community Services Directorate (CSD) was finalised and lodged without any pre-application community consultation. If CSD had conducted pre-consultation meetings the Narrabundah community could have raised their concerns at a much earlier stage. We believe that when developing ACT Housing multi-unit proposals for established residential areas the ACT Government has a responsibility to consult with the local community groups and neighbours at the early information gathering stages. That community input and feedback can then be used to inform and support options and solutions that respond to and integrate sensitively with the particular residential neighbourhood.

Demolition of the Duplexes.
Possibly the biggest issue with this DA for Narrabundah residents is the arbitrary demolition of the four 2-storey duplexes just because they fall in an RZ2 area. Had there been some pre-application consultation CSD would have been informed about how the community feels about the proposal to demolish these duplexes.

The 4 duplexes are an integral part of a prominent line of 14 classic Old Canberra red brick duplexes circa 1950’s that define the Boolimba Crescent entrance into Narrabundah starting at Sturt Avenue and finishing opposite the community gardens near the shops. This handsome line of duplexes makes a significant contribution to the visual identity of this neighbourhood. 
Boolimba Crescent is listed on the ACT Significant Streetscapes Register and deserves special recognition and protection. The entire original streetscape of duplexes remains intact and most of the front facades are unchanged and structurally sound. Over recent years other 2 storey duplexes on Boolimba Crescent have been sold by the ACT Government and sensitively extended and/or renovated by new owners resulting in the established streetscape character being maintained and enhanced.

In the past ACTPLA have refused inappropriate additions to these duplexes on the grounds that they would have a detrimental impact on the streetscape character. The recent Territory Plan changes designed to protect and enhance the distinctive character of our garden city suburbs ironically mean that the residential guidelines for RZ2 areas no longer provide the same sort of requirement for established streetscape characteristics to be respected and enhanced – a problem with having a one size fits all policy.

The Narrabundah Neighbourhood Plan (NNP), which this community invested much time into, sets out those things that are valued and the aspirations to protect the special qualities of the suburb have been jettisoned. The promised statements of “Desired Character” to be developed in consultation with the community and incorporated into Suburb Precinct Codes as per Recommendation 11 in the Legislative Assembly Standing Committee Report into DV 306 are yet to happen for Narrabundah. It seems the only way for ACTPLA’s assessing officers to take into consideration what are the valued and important elements of a particular areas built character is to have it pointed out by the community through letters of objection.

Narrabundah doesn’t have much in the way of buildings worthy of heritage protection but this line of duplexes represent an important part of our suburbs early history and are definitely worth preserving and we have made inquiries along those lines to start the process. ONCC Incs view is that this streetscape and its line of duplexes deserve special consideration to explore all options to refurbish and adapt before any decision is made to allow demolition. In the words of a prominent Canberra architect these types of streetscapes offer an “urban climax” that must be retained if at all possible to give our city some history and heart. To allow the demolition of these 4 duplexes to make way for 8 very ordinary public housing units would be a poor deal for Narrabundah. The demolition of the proposed four duplexes is not supported by ONCC Inc on the grounds that they are still structurally sound, eminently adaptable and highly valued by the Narrabundah community.
Other Options to be Explored

In an effort to save these duplexes and avoid the detrimental impact the demolition would have on the significant streetscape they contribute to we submit the following suggestion for your consideration: 

· That the ACT Government sells the 4 x 2 storey duplexes with a conservative value of $625,000 each therefore gaining $2.5million.

· Build a 5 bedroom home on the vacant block of land in Mindarie Street (Block 20 Section 39 known as 3 Mindarie Street) as we understand that ACT Housing has an urgent shortfall of homes of this size for large families. The estimated cost of building this home would be in the vicinity $500,000 leaving ACT Housing with a $2 million profit from the sale and another large family off the waiting list.
· The remaining $2 million plus the budget for the proposed development of $2.2 million (say $4.2 million approx. in total) could be set aside to be used for building ACT Housing properties on some of the remediated Mr Fluffy sites in Narrabundah. We understand that there are 20 sites in Narrabundah and that some 6 of these sites are very close to amenities and would make perfect locations for ACT Housing to build new homes.

· A more sympathetic design retaining the current streetscape with development occurring to the rear of these duplexes which could possibly give the CSD another four properties.

Inconsistent with CSD Salt & Pepper Policy.
Installing the proposed development of 9 new ACT housing dwellings on the Cnr of Boolimba and Mindarie St alongside the recently completed 10 dwelling development in Mindarie St will result in a cluster of 19 dwellings concentrated in a small street. This concentration of ACT Housing in one street is inconsistent with the CSD “salt and pepper” policy adopted to ensure public housing is spread lightly and evenly throughout Canberra. 
This older part of Narrabundah already has a relatively high concentration of public housing (See maps prepared by ONCC Inc of the neighbourhood surrounding the proposed development indicating the existing spread of ACT Public Housing in their own entity and with partners such as the Salvation Army). These maps show that the existing public housing is salt & peppered across the area particularly close to the proposed development. We feel it is inappropriate to just keep incrementally increasing the numbers of public housing dwellings by the ad-hoc process of redeveloping single dwelling properties with clusters of multi-unit development, particularly without proper community consultation and without any evidence of proper consideration and analysis of the existing spread and concentrations of ACT housing. CSD needs to demonstrate to this community and ACTPLA what the existing spread of public housing is and that the proposed additional 9 dwelling development is appropriate for the street and neighbourhood. 
Government reports show that people from low socio-economic backgrounds are negatively impacted when they are housed in clusters and this impact also spreads to the existing neighbours. The addition of another similar size development next to an existing row of public housing would mean Mindarie St would be more than 50% public housing which ONCC Inc believes would impact negatively on the future tenants of the proposed public housing and existing residents of Mindarie Street. 

There is much confusion in the community over the Governments “salt & pepper” policy. ONCC Inc will be seeking clarification of this policy from the Minister particularly about how it is to be administered and what the framework will be that will allow for future community engagement in the way it is to be applied in Narrabundah . We request that ACTPLA seek the same clarification before any decisions are made on the Development Application.
Non-Compliance with Multi-Unit Code.
1.Front Fences & Courtyard Walls Inconsistent with Code
We were surprised to discover that the rules for Courtyard Walls in RZ2 areas in the new V306 Multi-Unit code have changed dramatically from the previous Code. These recent rule changes now allow courtyard walls within 700mm of the front boundary for a wide range of orientations where previously the minimum setback was 50% of the building line (normally 3000mm).  There is now no limit on the width of the walls where previously there was a limit of 50% of the width of the block. We don’t recall anything during the DV306 process where ACTPLA highlighted these change in any summary of changes or provided any reasons or explanation for the change. The changes represent a dramatic turnaround from the previous Territory Plans rules for Courtyard walls and Front fences. 

There is a longstanding No Front Fence Policy for Canberra’s suburbs intended to maintain pleasant open streetscapes and support Canberra's Garden City character. The Residential Boundary Fences General Code stipulates that fences facing the street in standard residential areas are not allowed forward of the building line. In a Canberra Times article, 12 May 2014 (about structures in front yards) Annabelle Pegrum, who headed the National Capital Authority from 1998 to 2008, says "Canberra’s streetscape tradition, which places the totality of the landscape above individual houses, deserves to be respected and protected as it could be all too easy to lose''. "Traditionally there has been a strong emphasis on keeping the front of residential blocks clean and open rather than enclosed and private. That is why we have the no-front fence policy.'' The article goes on to say; "Front fences, that is any fence between the building line and the front of the block, are banned in the Territory under Planning and Development Regulation 2008"

In this DA none of the Elevation drawings show the courtyard walls from the front or sides which makes it difficult to gauge the impact the extensive line of courtyard walls & fences will have on the streetscape. The composite streetscape alludes to the fact that the front courtyard walls/fences, very close to the front boundary, will have the appearance of a long unbroken series of front fences that will dominate the front of the development and introduce a significant change to the neighbourhoods valued streetscape amenity. The new 700mm minimum setback rule seem to fail to take into consideration that masonary courtyard walls 1.8m high require substantial ground excavations and footings which will inevitably encroach on the drip line of existing mature street trees throughout Canberra. The proposed changes to the rules for courtyard walls and front fences appear to be inconsistent with the Residential Boundary Fences General Code and have detrimental implications on established residential streetscapes in RZ2 areas Canberra wide. We request an explanation for what prompted the changes to the rules for Courtyard walls in RZ2 areas, what are the planning reasons behind such drastic changes and how they are consistent with the objectives of the Residential Boundary Fences General Code.
The DA Site Plan and Ground Floor Plan neglects to provide any setback dimensions for the proposed courtyard walls. Nevertheless it appears the courtyard walls for Units 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9 have zero setback; which means they encroach on the 700mm minimum setback requirement and certainly don’t comply with R42 b). The sections of face brick courtyard walls 1.8m high of Units 1-9, that are within 3m of a front boundary, would introduce a substantial and dominant new element to the front yards which are entirely inconsistent with the open and friendly character of the existing streetscape. 
The sections of fencing facing the front boundary described on the Site Plan as either timber picket fence or slatted metal fence that enclose the Private Open Space (POS) from the street are not made of brick, block or stonework and don’t satisfy R42 e). The proposed “fence” elements as described in the Landscape Plan are for all intents and purposes front fences that are inconsistent with the Residential Boundary Fences General Code. This Code states in Objective a) To encourage development that reflects the Territory’s valued streetscape amenity and Rule 1 stipulates that Front boundary walls or fencing are not permitted forward of the building line except as provided for in the Residential Zone Development Code. The Multi-Unit housing Code requires the courtyard walls to be constructed of masonary with an allowance for minor metal or timber panels as features. However, that is not intended to allow extensive full height sections of fencing material and gates as the dominant elements from the street. The proposal for metal slat or timber picket front fences so close to the footpath, stretching almost the full width of a block, is a totally alien and dominating new element to introduce into this suburban RZ2 streetscape and one that this community does not support.
2. Gates in Front Fences Inconsistent with Code
None of the gates comply with R41 a) as they are not gates in an established hedge. 
Hedges to screen the front fences are not proposed for units 3, 6, 7 & 8 and of course the sections of front fences that are gates can never be screened behind a hedge. This is a poor solution for enclosing POS that is consistent with the established Streetscape character.

3. POS provisions Inconsistent with Code
None of DA plans show dimensions for POS or where the requisite 6m x 6m POS square is proposed for all units. Scaling off plans it appears Unit 5 does not have space for the requisite 6m x 6m square of POS. Unit 1 has definitely not been provided with the requisite minimum 6m x 6m dimensions and does not comply with R61 b). To make matters worse Unit 1 is the supportive housing unit where the shallow depth of POS means it will be tight for all the necessary functions and substantially overshadowed by the 1.8m high courtyard wall in winter. It does not satisfy C61 a) b) & f)
4. Privacy Provisions Inconsistent with Code
The proposed 1.2m high front fences/gates to enclose the POS from the street to Units 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8 & 9 are too low to provide the necessary privacy from adjoining pedestrian and cycle paths and does not achieve the reasonable level privacy to satisfy C61 c). They are not only inconsistent with the desirable streetscape character of Boolimba Crescent but are too low to ensure reasonable privacy to ground floor windows and fail to satisfy C42 d). 
5. Surveillance of Public Footpath and Street Inconsistent with Code
None of the Section drawings provided include the relationship between dwelling, front fences and public footpath/street for the units Boolimba Crescent. Nevertheless, the 1.8m high front fence/gate proposed for unit 5 will not provide a direct line of site between the front door/entry porch and public footpath. This arrangement of a high courtyard wall for the full width of the POS prevents good surveillance of the public footpath and street from the front door and ground floor windows. It fails to satisfy R47 b), R48 b) & C17.

6. Front setbacks Inconsistent with Code
As mentioned previously the existing duplexes have generous front boundary setbacks which are a defining characteristic of the streetscape. These four and another adjacent pair are angled to the front boundary with the minimum setback being 6.5m with the average setback more like 12m. The remaining line of duplexes are square to Boolimba Crescent and have minimum front boundary setbacks of 7.5m. In addition to generous setbacks the space between buildings are generous due to the relatively compact footprint which translates to a generous sense of open space to the front yards and side yards. 
The proposed setback of 4.9m for Unit 7 and proposed setbacks of less than 5.1m for Units 5, 8 & 9 cannot be considered minor in the context of the cumulative increase in bulk the several encroaching 2-storey facades that are sandwiched together will have on the streetscape. The increased overall bulk and string of setback encroachments to proposed units is compounded by a reduced sense of space left between buildings meaning a drastic change to a remarkably consistent streetscape. The setback encroachments do not satisfy R29, C29, R31 & R32. 
The proposed developments building encroachments will be further compounded by the extent to which courtyard walls/front fence encroachments impact on this remarkably open and consistent streetscape. The combination of several building encroachments and long series of courtyard wall/front fence encroachments will mean the new development will have an overly dominating presence on the streetscape that will detract from the established neighbourhood character rather than enhance it. These blocks are very generous in size and there should be no excuses for the design not meeting the minimum front boundary setbacks. 
7. New driveway Verge Crossing Inconsistent with Code
There are 4 existing driveway crossovers the proposed development could have utilized. However the proposed design requires a new driveway to be located within the drip line of two existing mature street trees and does not satisfy R72 h)
8. On Site Visitor Parking Provisions Inconsistent with Code
The Site Plan suggests 1 visitor car parking space is proposed on Mindarie St and 2 more on Boolimba Crescent. The proposed 9 dwelling development requires a minimum of 3 visitor car parking spaces to be provided to comply with the Parking and Vehicular Access General Code and they are required to be located on site behind the front zone to comply with R82 a) and C82 a) & b). Naturally visitors to the proposed ACT Housing complex would expect to find the visitor car parking spaces tucked somewhere down the driveways especially visitors that are disabled or visiting carers for the supportive house. When they enter the driveway they will find that not only are there no visitor car parking spaces but the turn around space to exit in a forward direction is very tight and will confirm to all that this is far from a high quality complex.

The proponent’s suggestion that all visitor car parking spaces should be on the street is not supported by this community or surrounding neighbours. Firstly the street cannot be considered as providing designated ‘car parking spaces’ for the purposes of complying with the relevant Codes. Secondly parking on Boolimba Cres should not be encouraged as it is a busy little feeder street to/from the shops and parking in Mindarie St by short and/or longstay visitors would impact on the amenity of existing 
residents in those streets. ONCC Inc considers the fact that no visitor car parking spaces have been accommodated on site as an indicator that the proposed development is not a sufficiently high quality CSD product and the proposed 9 dwellings as designed represents an overdevelopment of the site. 
9. Public Notification Signs Not Displayed 

We would like to point out that there have been no public notices displayed at the respective properties to notify residents and neighbours of the DA as required by the Territory Plan.
In light of the community concerns outlined above it is encumbered on ACTPLA to refuse this Development Application.  

Yours faithfully
John Keeley 
Chair 
ONCC Inc

14 October 2014
 Plans showing existing spread of public housing properties
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