PHRP SUMISSION 21

Submission
To the:
Parliamentary Legal and Social Issues Committee inquiry into the social housing renewal program

Specifically addressing points:
1. the proposed significant increase in density and heights and any local environmental
impacts, such as the loss of open space and mature vegetation;
2. the removal of planning controls from local councils, and planning implications surrounding
communities including existing neighbourhood character, traffic flow and provisions of
services;
3. the proposed loss of third party appeal rights;
4. the transparency and genuine community consultation with affected residents,
neighbouring communities and the broader Victorian community regarding the short,
medium and long term implications of the PHRP model as currently proposed;

In relation to the amendment C170 GRONN PLACE, BRUNSWICK WEST

On behalf of Richard Agar

Page 1 of 10
1 of 10

PHRP SUMISSION 21

Gronn place

Shared single
storey boundary.
(Proposed to
increase to 8
stories)

Single story
neighbours
Kitchener st

Screen shot showing location of our property @
sharing current boundary with
single story dwellings in Kitchener Street.
(Figure 1)

On behalf of Richard Agar
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1. I received a letter dated 14/9/2017 from Fiona Williams, Director, Property and asset
services at DHHS.

2. This letter states in paragraph 4 that…” to ensure consistency in all of the documents
exhibited, the Development Plan Overlay Schedule 12 has been amended to
correctly reflect the design framework.” This is simply not true! The overlay and the
Indicative design framework do not match. In response to the proposal to introduce
a Development Plan Overlay (DPO12) on the site, the limited community
consultation sessions have focused on providing an explanation of the Indicative
Design Response rather than the Development Plan Overlay. The schedule to the
Development Plan Overlay will allow 4 storey buildings to be setback 9m from my
rear boundary followed by 8 story buildings (on a site currently zoned for 4 storeys) .
The Indicative Design Response shows 2 storey buildings setback 9m from rear
boundaries.
3. DHHS provides documents from KJA consulting on the engagement process as well
as DHHS’s own consultation summary outlining their version of the consultation
process. On the surface these are impressive documents but a simple drill down to
the glossary of engagement sessions one and two provide clarity on who was
consulted. There is a clear delineation between ‘residents’ – people who live in the
DHHS estate and ‘neighbours’ – those who live in private residential houses
surrounding the estate. Phase one engagement was never directed to ‘neighbours’
only ‘residents’. It was not until the 25th of July that the first letter went out to
neighbours making them aware of that a meeting was being held which we were
welcome to attend (but upon attendance could ask no questions) we were instead
directed to a phone number that had no relevance and a website where we were
buried in 524 pages of technical jargon and documentation surrounding the
development. In fact upon searching these 524 pages only 2 pages of the
documents presented in links on the web page described how many apartments
were proposed and the bedroom configuration (in the back traffic document) and
high (in a document too big to download from Orbit solutions) and how far from my
boundary was not clear at any stage and has changed on several occasions
throughout the process. I believe the department was being deliberately misleading.

4. In paragraph 3 of the same letter dated 14/9/2017 Fiona Williams states that….” The
Design Framework was one of the key documents presented and discussed in the
community consultations sessions, which you may have attended.” This is also not
true. The correspondence that I have received in the mail from DHHS has not
On behalf of Richard Agar
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adequately described what Amendment C173 is and how it could affect me. I have
found this correspondence confusing and at times overwhelming. See separate
attachment at the end of this letter for the final DHHS version of DPO which was
emailed half an hour before the close of submissions on the Gronn Place project.

5. The Development Plan Overlay (DPO12) will allow 8 storey buildings to be setback
18m from the rear boundary of properties on Peacock Street facing Dunstan
Reserve. This setback is inconsistent with the building at the adjoining Albion Street
Neighbourhood Activity Centre, where 8 storey buildings are setback 50m from
adjoining GRZ properties. In fact, the part of the Albion Street Neighbourhood
Activity Centre facing north onto Albion Street was taken to VCAT by residents in
Albion street who’s properties are directly opposite the development and the
heights of the development were reduced by direction from VCAT to 3 stories on
the basis that is a sensitive residential interface.

6. The minister for DHHS wishes to rezone the land from General Residential (GRZ) to
Mixed use (MU2). Buildings of 6 and 8 storeys are not consistent with the
neighbourhood character of Brunswick West. The visual bulk will be obtrusive. I
support the Minister of Planning’s decision (gazetted on 30 April 2015) for the Gronn
Place site to remain a GRZ zone, which limits building heights to 11m. How can the
minister gazette this amendment after the Moreland City Council spent $250,000
on community consultation only to override his own sign off 18 months later??

On behalf of Richard Agar
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Reduction in car parking
7. I attended a directions hearing of the planning panel and myself and my neighbours
presented evidence on Friday the 6th of October direct to the panel. In paragraph 17a point ii. Of the committee directions, DHHS was specifically asked to address, “the
extent to which the uses of Dunstan reserve on some evenings and weekend’s impact on
on-street parking in surrounding streets and how this may impact on the parking
provision proposed.” I don’t feel this was adequately researched or addressed in the
amended traffic report of 22 September 2017. The screen shot below shows training
times for the Brunswick City Soccer Club at Dunstan Reserve for U/6,U/7,U/8,U/9,U10,
U11, U/12-U/16’s, Men’s reserve and senior practice times as Wednesday and Fridays
from 5.30 to 8pm, which I think could safely be considered peak hour. This is in addition
to Sunday game day.
On behalf of Richard Agar
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8. As part of Amendment C173 - DPO 12 - In response to the proposal to introduce a
Parking Overlay on the site, I am concerned that the increase of 430 residents and
280 apartments (up for the current 81 apartments) will have an adverse impact on
traffic in the area. The reduced car parking requirements of the Parking Overlay see
the development provide 90 less off-street car parks than required by Clause 52.06
of the Moreland Planning Scheme.

9. The Traffic Report (amended 22 September 2017) states that the residents will not
be “materially impacted” by the reduction in car parking, however this has not been
the case on Duggan Street in Brunswick West, where the provision of 1 car parking
space per apartment for Olive Grove Way has seen the demand for on-street car
parking dramatically increase. Along McLean Street, the increase in multiple
dwellings on various sites along the street has increased the demand for on-street
car parking. I am concerned how this narrowing of the streets will impact on the
access to the area by emergency services vehicles.

On behalf of Richard Agar
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No parking on Duggan street Brunswick West - taken 0800 am 30/09/17
10. The Traffic Report (amended 22 September 2017) states that the site is “well
serviced by public transport”, however it is very common for residents to be not be
able to board the Tram 58 toward the CBD due to congestion - particularly on
workdays during the morning and evening peak hours. The buses that service the
area run on at irregular times and do not operate on Sundays.

11. In response to the proposal to make the Minister of Planning the Deciding Authority
over the Development, I would prefer this authority remain with Moreland City
Council (MCC). To date, I have been dissatisfied with efforts made by DHHS to
consult with the community and develop a clear understanding of what our
community’s needs are. I believe that Moreland City Council is in the best position to
work with the various stakeholders to ensure that the design for the Gronn Place
Renewal Project takes into consideration a broader range of issues than are
currently being considered. Plus the minister signed off on C153 eighteen months
before announcing the current amended DPO. What confidence can we have in the
system?

12. The planning and environment act talks extensively about defects of procedure and my
advice is that there could be an argument for that to be the case in this instance.
There is a need in these matters for procedural fairness and natural justice. Urban design
experts provided evidence into their recommended building heights of the building envelope
and then DHHS, their expert and their lawyers ignore this evidence in favour of their
preferred building option which will, to quote the urban design expert at the panel hearing:
On behalf of Richard Agar
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[102] Area three ( in the Development Plan Overlany) proposes for building heights
of 8 storeys. As stated previously in my evidence, I do not support 8 storeys in the
northern portion of this area given the low scale nature of the neighbouring
properties, particularly 31-37 Peacock street to the North and their private open
space facing directly towards the estate……………..I have recommended the Areas
outlined on the development concept plan are revised as shown at figure 27. (Page
36 of the original report)

13. Currently the DPO “sawtooths” around a single residential property on the edge of the
Gronn Place estate (one of our neighbours in a semi-detached house which DHHS intend to
build around after the owners have lived in the house for 43 years !) Without the inclusion
of 12 Kitchener Street (and for that matter #2 Kitchener Street) I don’t believe there is a
workable footprint to allow the development of this size and height under current res-codes
yet DHHS continues to push its agenda with their non-negotiable and non-consultative DPO.

A Moreland City Council expert witness at the Gronn Place hearings commented:

“It is noted that paragraph 18 of the Committee’s Terms of Reference requires that if
the proposal is to include land not owned by the Director of Housing, the inclusion of
such land must be agreed to by the Minister for Planning prior to notice.”

14. I support Moreland City Council to remain the responsible authority with the current zoning
of 4 storeys.
15. I would like to see lower rise social housing provided on the site.
16. I would like to see underground parking on the site.
17. I cannot believe in a western democracy that once the minister accepts the planning panel’s
recommendation that there is no room for appeal.
18. And finally the density and heights on the Gronn place site are inconsistent with the heights
and density’s being delivered at other group A sites across Melbourne.
I do not oppose the development of the Gronn place site. Residents deserve to live in
modern housing that offers improved security and environmental performance but not at
the cost of the value of the property values of surrounding residents. A local respected realestate agent has provided me written quotation of a 25% decrease in the valuation of my
On behalf of Richard Agar
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property with the advent of the 8 story development overlooking my back yard. I know
Daniel Andrews wanted to make housing more affordable, but this is one heck of a way to
do it. By the way, it is not only my property- there are 31 property owners – ‘neighbours’
backing on to the Gronn Place Estate that will suffer similar fates , value wise, parking wise,
amenity wise if this development proceeds in the current model which we are being bullied
into by DHHS.
Many of my neighbours speak and read English as a second or even third language and do
not feel they have been properly consulted. DHHS managed to find the resources to knock
on every door of every ‘resident’ in the estate to notify them in phase one that this
development was happening and get their feedback – even put on a barbeque. (80 odd
properties) There are only 31 ‘neighbour’ properties physically backing on to the estatesurely they could have provided us the same courtesy but me thinks they didn’t want to hear
what we had to say.

On behalf of Richard Agar
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Current view from my back yard over a single residential dwelling that DHHS want to rezone
to 8 storeys

On behalf of Richard Agar
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