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NATIONAL CAPITAL PLAN
DRAFT AMENDMENT 39
COMMENTS OF SIR LENOX HEWITT O.B.E

¢ The elimination of Tural feaseq

* The creation of Lake Burley Griffig.

*  The construction - ang the more recemt demolition - of the Canberra hospital,
®  The establishment of the Australian National University.

® The development of Civie Centre,

* The mansfer of the Defimce establishment from Melbourne,

* The growth ofthe diplomatic, business and scientifie communitjes,

* The construction of New Pariiament House on Capital Hill,

have brought immense changes in land usage inthe AC.T.

Similarly, Bougainvijle Street, Manuka for far too long retained the derelict, seedy look of
neglected residential houses,

* My familiarity with, and observation of, the inner residential areas of the Australiag Capital
erdtory date from the 1940°s whan my official responsibilitias included the policy apd
administration of residential rent controlinthe ACT
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STATE CIRCLE

Leases of the land facing State Circle became available for residential purposes in 1958, At
that time the land was, to use the description conrained in the Background to Draft -
Amendment 38, a ..., . high quality residential area ............". Alas, it is so no longer. The
deterioration of this section of State Circle mirrors the changing nature of Canberra. Changes
must occur with the passage of time. The history of land usage throughout the A.C.T is of

change.

Just a5 the other premier Main Avenues identified in the Nationat Capital Plan fiave changed
with the imes and for the bewer, so State Circle should also have changed, for the better.

Many will remember when the houses in Northbourne Avenue, leading into. Civic Cenire,
were high quality residences and also clearly remember their becoming neglected, overgrown,

dilapidated residences which were a shameful disgrace to the National Capital, Ultimately,
but culy uitimately, were they replaced by high standard modern structores.

For more than five years past I have been secking to persuade the National and Local
authorities to avoid 2 creeping repetition in State Circle of the Northbourns Avenue disgrace.

THE FACTS
Visually, State Circle can be seen to be going downbilf.

*  Neglected vesges, gvergrown gardens, overdue maintenance.
* Cars parked on what were front lawns, by “group” renants,

»  Restrictive conditions for home businesses.

* Empty houses — empty because the owners have been badly bumnt by the only available
tenants - groups,

The A.CT Administrative Appeals Tribuna)] has recognised the decline in suizability of Srate
Circle for residential purposes and established in relation to Black 8 Section & Forrest:-

The Tribunal reduced the Unimproved Capital Value at 1 January 1998 from $321,000 1o
3304,000 and found thar:-

{z)  Block 8 Section 6 Forrest “has 8 road fromage t0 a busy 4 lane traffic roure”,

(v)  Becsuse of thar wraflic nuisance other Fotrest blocks in a quiet area and with attractive
outlooks are not really comparable with Block 8 Section 6.

{c) Other Forrest blocks had little or no application to the value of Block 8 Section 6.

(d)  Comer site considerations of Block 8 Section 6 warranted a reduction of 10% in the
l2nd value. These consideration ware;-

(i} increased traffic noise
{1} adverse effect on privacy
{ii}  concemns o securiry
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2. MATTER NO AT 00/91_22 NOVEMBER 2000

The Tribunal determined the Unimproved Capital Value at 1 January 1999 at $335,000, and
set aside the previous decision thaz it be $350,000.

Subsequent to the Tribunal’s decision of 22 November 2000 the Commissioner for A.C.T
Revenue reduced the Unimproved Capital Value at 1 January 2000 fom $483,000 1o
$424.000. He also reduced from $442,000 to $385,000 the Unimproved Capital Value af 1
January 2000 for Block 6 Section 6.

The impossibility of secwing suitable tenants is vividly demonstrated by the vacancies over
many months of the residences on Blocks 5 and 6 of Section 8. Both owners suffered
financially from unsatisfactory group tenants, the only prospective tenants available.

Whilst the owner of Block § Section 6 will doubtless relate his own experiences my son who
owns Block 6 suffered financially from two groups which fell apart and walked out on their
leases. The second group were accepted as tenants because, after four months of advertising,
they were the only applicants. Since their departure in September last year the property has
been vacam and the agent, Manuka Prestige Property Group has been uasble to locate a
Suitable tenant or purchaser despite extensive advertising.

GONCLUSION

Times have changed in State Circle. When the leases were granted for residential purposes
there was no suggestion that the residences would be facing New Purliament House, Had it
been known in 1958 that New Parliamemt House would be built on Capital Hill is it
conceivable that the leases would have been restricted to residential purposes?

Must the Northbourne Avenue experience be repeated in State Circle, in this premier Main
Avenue identified in the National Capital Plan and fronting New Parliament Fouse? Must we
await a repetition of derelict buildings in State Circle before taking remedial action.

The proposed removal of the “designated area” status of the land in State Circle lying
between Adelaide Avenue and Hobart Avenue and facing New Parliament House is strongly
supported. Fifty years on, however, it is no longer appropriate to restrict the use of that jand to
residential purposes, It is not now “.. & high quality residential area .....”

This sole, isolated pociet of houses on State Circle is today an anachronism. This premier
Main Avenue should be treated now in the same way as the other Main Avenues identified in
the National Capital Plan and appropriately to its location immediately facing, as it is, the
most imposing building in the Australian Capital Territory.

g a/a{-:"v PR

LENOX HEWITT
CANBERRA ACT
JANUARY 2001
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RATTONAL CAPITATL PLAN
. m—m__w___

PREFACE

FUrred to me that the Tegulating af #lgns on blocks facing
State Cirele Proposed by Drare Amendment 39 was in contempla~
tien of “guest houses, boarding houses and the like" Bprouting
on this premier Hain Avenye, identified ip the Nationa) Gapif
t3l Plan.

State Circle may be, gna I understand thar they are not in
the publie domain, I do not beliave that the Ierritory &uthori-
ties woulg de~spoil State Clrcle or accept for thar adpect
from Parliament Houge the kingd of establishments that great

3. Purthermore, the proposed alterations are 2aid “"to take
into sccount toncerns exprassed during the Congultation
period".

4. That adasertion is to me annoying and frugtrating. The pro-
pPosed alterationg Lake no account of my commants of January
2001,
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COMMENT

3. During the many years that I have had meetings wich

the Chairman / Chief Executives of the Autheority I have come
away with the belief that my reasoning about the progressive
delapidation of Stacte Cirele had been persuasive but then only
to find from subsequent correspondence a blind, unreasoned,
obatinare and continuing insistence on regidential use for

the land om State Circle facing Parliament Houge.

6. It is time, indeed it is beyond time, for the Authoricy
irsealf to have to Justify its stubborm and unregsoned determi-
nation to restrict the use of the lsnd on State Circle facing
Parliament House to “residential purposes”.

7. Why does the Authiority not seek to Justify 1its position?
I8 it that the Authority cannot Justify 1t? What evidence has
the Authoricy to submit in justification for its assertions
that;

A/ State Circle is today a "high quality residential area®™
{(¥onsenae)

B/ "It is important that the established use of the land

(13

for residential purposes continues ... {Way?)

C/ "Development along State Circle «++., should continue
to manifest the established repidential land gae ,.."7
{(Why?)

CORCLUSION

8, The Australian Capital Territory (Plenning and Land Manage-
ment) Act 1988 requires the Authoricy to:

"HAYE REGARD TO ANY REPRESENTATIONS MADE BY THE PUBLIC”

abour Draft Amandment 39.

9. The alterations proposed by the Authority rtake no account
of my representations in January 2001 about Draft Amendment 3.
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10. The Authority should how provide itg Teasoning and Justifi-
cation for not accepting my representations about Draft Amend-

ment 39,

1i. The Authority should now provide itg reasoning and Justify=
cation for irgs adsertions abour State Circle.

the Natienal Capital Pilap.

Lenox Hewitr
Canberra ACT

August 2001




