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To whom it-may concern,

We object to the Draft Variation to the Territory Plan No 343 (the proposal). This
submission should be viewed as the concerns of residents directly affected by the Mr
Fluffy buy-back and redevelopment of remediated blocks, with particular consideration
for the situation on Woodgate Street, Farrer.

Our concerns
The proposal:
1. Is not consistent with the Territory Plan RZ1 objectives

2. Is not consistent with the Territory Plan’s statement of strategic directions in
terms of the spatial planning and urban design principles

3. lacks necessary transparency, and
4. includes undefined design criterion that cannot be objectively assessed.

The proposal is a threat to the integrity of RZ1 amenity that was sought and purchased
into in good faith.

By allowing higher plot ratios and unit titling, the proposal will encourage large two
storey dwellings. It is highly unlikely that such dwellings would be built without these
variations and would result in neighbouring residential properties being overlooked and
overshadowed, devaluing the existing residential amenity. The proposal undermines the
rules that apply to other land in the zone and considered necessary to protect the RZ1
values.

However the integrity of RZ1 can be protected by amending the proposal to:

. allow only single storey dwellings on unit titled blocks, plus allowing attics and
basement car parking where plot ratios of 50% apply, and

» keep the current sliding scale plot ratios.

By making these changes while keeping the unit titling provisions the amenity of
neighbouring properties will be protected and the ACT Government will still raise
critical revenue.

The basis for my objection to the proposal as specified below.

Inconsistencies of the proposal with RZ1 Suburban Zone Objectives

Inconsistency 1—Variation 3: Permit subdivision for unit titling of dual occupancy development
on the affected blocks.
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Variation 3 of the proposal is not consistent with RZ1 Suburban Zone Objectives
including objective a):

“Provide for the establishment and maintenance of residential areas where the housing is
low rise and predominantly single dwelling and low density in character”.

Unit titling of surrendered residential blocks will price them well above the neighbouring
blocks, as is the objective of the variation. This premium will ensure that the capital
outlay could not be recovered in any reasonable period by building a single dwelling.
The new Molonglo Valley offers a case study of the inclinations of the building industry
on small and mid-sized blocks: here dwellings built by developers are predominantly
double storey dwellings that push the upper boundaries of the permitted plot ratios.
This variation can only encourage higher density two storey dwellings where they would
not have existed otherwise.

This variation clearly compromises the RZI zone objective of single dwelling residences.
As similar unit title developments cannot be carried out in any other similar blocks in
the RZ1 zone one must conclude that this variation is not consistent with the zone
objectives.

Inconsistency 2—Variation 5: Alter the plot ratio to accommodate the reduction in block size,
consistent with plot ratio provisions currently applying to dual occupancy development in the RZ2
suburban core zone.

Variation 5 of the proposal is not consistent with RZ1 Suburban Zone Objective b):

“Protect the character of established single dwelling housing areas by limiting the extent of
change that can occur particularly with regard to the original pattern of subdivision and the
density of the dwelling”. '

Variation 5 alters the sliding scale plot ratio for surrendered blocks. This ratio has been
fiercely defended by successive Governments. This change is significant: for example a
block of 1,120 m?, the plot ratio is 5% higher, equal to 112m? of additional floor area on
unit title two storey developments. As the sliding plot ratio must be carried out on all
similar non-surrendered blocks in the RZ1 zone, one must conclude that the use of a set
plot ratio is not consistent with the zone objectives.

Inconsistency 3—Variation 3: Reduce the block size for dual occupancy development on the
affected blocks from 800m? to 700m”>.

If the 700m? limit on dual occupancy cannot be carried out on all other similar non-
surrendered blocks in the RZ1 zone, one must conclude that this variation is not
consistent with the zone objectives.

Inconsistency 4
The proposal is not consistent with RZ1 Suburban Zone Objective d):

“Ensure development respects valued features of the neighbourhood and landscape
character of the area and does not have unreasonable impacts on neighbouring
properties”. :

Changing the plot ratios and unit titling provisions of zoning rules for blocks will
negatively affect the garden city character of RZ1 suburban areas. The proposed
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changes will encourage two storey dual occupancy dwellings to be built as close to the
property boundaries as possible in order to maximise dwelling size. The proposal will
unreasonably impact on the privacy and amenity of neighbouring properties. This
unreasonable impact will be acutely felt by those of us who purchased our properties in
good faith that the types of development allowed for would be minimal. Furthermore,
where there are two connecting plots the potential impact of changes to plot ratios and
unit titling is exacerbated. Changes to the plot ratios and unit titling provisions on
Woodgate Street in Farrer can allow a residential increase which is consistent with
residential zone two (RZ2) density, not RZ1. These changes will increase traffic on the
street with a demonstrable reduction in road safety.

Furthermore, given adjacent properties on Woodgate Street are scheduled for
demolition and redevelopment, due consideration must be afforded to neighbouring
properties. Existing water courses resulting from topography of the landscape from
Farrer Ridge and down the landscape continue to pose a threat to properties from
increased stormwater flow during flash flooding and peak rainfall events. Major -
modifications to this landscape from redevelopment on Mr Fluffy blocks will pose an
increased threat to existing properties from the flow of flood waters down the landscape
gradient. Video evidence of these flooding events and the volume of water that
originates from Farrer Ridge and moves across properties can be provided on request.
Development that further restricts stormwater flow or diverts flow onto neighbouring
properties will have an ‘..unreasonable impact on neighbouring properties’.

Inconsistency with the Territory Plan’s statement of strategic directions

The proposal is not consistent with item 2.5 of the Territory Plan’s statement of
strategic directions:

“A wide range of housing types will be permitted in identified residential areas close to
commercial centres and some major transport routes to increase choice; maximise
opportunities for affordable housing; and secure some intensification of development
consistent with maintaining residential amenity. Outside of these areas, planning policies
will protect the typically low density, garden city character of Canberra’s suburban areas.”

The proposal contradicts item 2.5 of the Territory Plan’s statement of strategic
directions by:

. intensifying development away from commercial centers and major transport
routes, and

. not protecting the low density, garden city character of Canberra’s suburban
areas.

Lack of necessary transparency

This proposal does not clearly explain how the plot ratio rules are applied. For example
Rule 3.3 states that the maximum plot ratio for dual occupancy housing is 35% where at
least one dwelling does not directly front a public road from which vehicular access is
permitted. For an affected block this could be interpreted as either:

« both unit titles have a maximum 35% plot ratio: or
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+ the unit title that directly fronts a public road can have a maximum 50% plot ratio
and the unit title that does not directly fronts the public road has a maximum
35% plot ratio.

This lack of clarity also means that the public are unable to assess the implications of
potential two storey developments on their local amenity: i.e. for the above example,
can the front unit title of a neighbouring block have a two storey dwelling or not?

This part of the proposal needs to be re-written clearly and accompanied by diagrams
that clearly illustrate the intent as provided in other ACT Government planning
legislation and codes. It is unreasonable to consider tabling this legislation until these
matters are resolved and there is an appropriate extension of time for the public to
consider the implications of, and comment on, any proposed changes to planning rules
for surrendered blocks.

Subjective design criterion

A key measure in the proposal is a building height limit and an associated design
criterion, which is claims will meet the objective of maintaining the existing amenity of
streets and suburbs. This outcome is compromised as the each of the elements of the
design criteria are subjective:

« visually harmonious streetscape

» character with variety and interest, and
+ not detrimental to, or overtly detracting from the existing streetscape character.

The proposal does not specify the actual elements of the design criterion that allow for
an objective assessment of its correct application to be made or appealed. For example,
what is the allowable pitch of the roof to achieve this criterion?

Every element of the design criteria is about streetscape and does not address amenity
for the neighbouring properties, particularly from the perspective of their back yards.
The design criterion in no way protects the amenity of neighbours by dwellings that
overlook or overshadow their properties as is implied in the Explanatory Statement.

Street classification - Woodgate Street, Farrer

Woodgate street is a class 8 street providing access to abutting properties. Woodgate
street is a lower order road (Access Place) whereby its primary function is to provide
access to residential property. In accordance with the Design Standards for Urban
Infrastructure, due consideration should be given to the implications for pedestrian and
cycling movements where vehicular traffic is subservient in terms of speed.and volume.
Increases in vehicle traffic volume on Woodgate street resultant from zoning changes
and opportunistic development of higher density residential properties, particularly on
adjacent properties is inconsistent with class 8 access street requirements.

There are three Mr Fluffy houses on Woodgate street, two are adjacent. The potential
residential density increase on Woodgate street is substantial - an increase from three
properties and accompanying vehicles to potentially up to eight single title properties
and accompanying increases in vehicular volume.
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Recommendation

We are aware that addressing the Mr Fluffy legacy is placing immense fiscal pressure on
the ACT budget and there is limited opportunity to offset the costs of the scheme.
However, amending zoning regulations solely on Mr Fluffy properties establishes a
precedent inconsistent with zoning regulations across the ACT.

The integrity of RZ1 should be protected, neighbouring properties that were sought and
purchased in good faith should have their amenity protected. Furthermore, due
consideration should be given to neighbourhoods where redevelopment of multiple Mr
Fluffy properties will have broader implications which may be inconsistent with ACT
Design Standards for Urban Infrastructure.

Regards
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