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DRAFT VARIATION 375 – MANOR HOUSE – GRIFFITH S.31 B.6

The Friends of Hawker Village (FoHV) was formed in 2010 to protect and enhance the residential, 
suburban and environmental qualities of the Hawker Group Centre and its four catchment suburbs of 
Hawker, Page, Scullin and Weetangera.  Since then, we have seen the quality of our suburbs decline due 
to inadequate maintenance of public spaces including nature strips, lack of enforcement of parking rules
and loss of greenery, especially trees, on suburban blocks due to increased building size and hard 
surface coverage, along with densification in RZ2 areas.  All of these contribute to the heat island effect 
and highlight the contradiction in the aim to reduce impacts on climate change whilst, at the same time, 
accommodating a rapidly growing human population without further loss of habitat and native species.

The “manor house” proposed here is akin to the mansion house format used when London was 
densified a century ago.  This is defined in the Macquarie dictionary as a block of flats.  This is essentially 
what the Griffith proposal is – a block of flats with a common building entrance.  The style has long been
used in big cities such as Sydney.  Examples from across the last century are evident in many Sydney 
suburbs and are notable for the lack of any greenery other than, maybe, a small strip of grass and a 
shrub or two.  One of the proposed planning changes in this DA is to include a definition of manor house
with the note that “A building is not an apartment if it meets the definition of manor house”.  FoHV 
considers this to be verbal trickery. 

Policy appears to be driving residents into smaller, less independent dwellings with minimal garden 
space.  Land and established properties are, accordingly, becoming more expensive as developers are 
prepared to pay more for a single block that can be densified.  The ACT Government appears to consider
that individuals no longer have any right to a home garden where they can relax and unwind after a 
day’s work.  This proposal is a total violation of the RZ1 concept.

www.friendsofhawkervillage.com

mailto:terrplan@act.gov.au
www.friendsofhawkervillage.com
mailto:secretary@friendsofhawkervillage.com


The proposal
The particular block is 1,166 sq.m. on a corner of two roads.  The current single house will be replaced 
by four dwellings on two levels.  The proponents have been careful to keep the development within the 
existing RZ1 limits of plot ratio.  FoHV notes, however, on page 35 of the Planning Report, the statement
by the owners that the National Capital Design Review Committee “encouraged us to ‘push the planning 
rules’ further and enter the setback area in order to increase the communal foyer area”.  Whilst the 
proponents are to be admired for their desire “to prove that our Manor House can be delivered within 
the planning envelopes for RZ1”, this indicates the strong likelihood that further erosion of the current 
planning rules will inevitably occur in the future. 

All nine parking spaces will be in the basement.  Although there will be less land devoted to cars and 
driveways, there will be more traffic movements.  Inevitably, some residents will choose to park on the 
road or nature strip during the day, rather than shuttling back and forth from the basement.  The fact 
that there are eight tandem car parks increases such a likelihood.  The fact that a basement will need to 
be dug out increases the inevitable disruption to the neighbourhood during construction.  It also 
significantly increases the cost of the development. 

Dwellings
The proposal will have a gross floor area (GFA) of 881.6 sq.m which covers the central hallway, two units
with two bedrooms and two with three bedrooms.  It is not clear how this GFA will be distributed but 
the units will be relatively small.  Presumably, there will be provision in the hallway for a small elevator 
or stairchair to cater for older residents with movement limitations.  

The Planning Report observes that “This proposal is intended to support Canberra’s ageing population, 
demonstrating how this housing typology may increase the option for people wishing to downsize from 
large capacity houses … (it) would also be suitable for families seeking to live in a small, community-
centric development close to schools.”  This is a fine intention; the difficulty is how compatible residents 
can be assured over time, as owners depart and new ones arrive.

The project will be unit-titled, so that each dwelling is owned separately with the four unit owners 
responsible for maintenance of the common property, including the basement garage.  There is 
potential for a mixture of resident types to be in conflict with resultant distress in such a shared 
situation.  How this can be moderated in privately-owned dwellings within the one building without an 
independent manager is not obvious.

Proposed Changes to Territory Plan
The Explanatory Statement to the DV includes:
“It is proposed to amend the Griffith Precinct Map and Code for Griffith section 31 block 6 by: 

• inserting a definition of manor house 
• adding ‘manor house’ as an additional merit track development 
• allowing a basement beneath a two storey manor house 
• limiting height to two storeys above ground level (not including a basement) 
• adding a criterion to make sure that the manor house appears as two storeys from street frontages
• limiting the number of dwellings to a maximum of four 
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• allowing dwellings to be unit titled 
It is also proposed to amend the residential zones Multi Unit Housing Development Code to: 

• exclude ‘manor house’ from dwelling replacement provisions 

The DV refers to the following item in 2.6.2 ACT Planning Framework, Statement of Strategic Directions 
2.5 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 proposed development will allow greater diversity of 
housing and will assist with containing urban expansion by supporting urban infill. The proposed 
development has been designed to minimise the heat island effect and storm water run-off. 

FoHV disagree that these outcomes will necessarily be achieved in all situations.  In particular, this 
proposal will not protect the typically low-density, garden city character of Canberra’s suburban areas.  
Rather, it will inevitably undermine the current RZ1 character.  Further, this type of development is also 
not appropriate for RZ2.  These are flats by another name and they are currently not permitted in RZ2 
and are not wanted in RZ2. 

The implication that each individual proposal will require a variation to the Territory Plan as well as a 
development application is cumbersome and will inevitably lead to softening of the RZ1 provisions 
overall.  This might well be the intention.  It is highly likely that only the wealthier parts of Canberra and 
the heritage-listed areas will, ultimately, be the only remnants of the current RZ1 vision - at least, the 
vision held by most people who are not planners or developers.

Given the current Planning Review is underway, FoHV  can only assume that the presentation of this DV 
at this time is experimental and designed to get feedback to assist with decision-making re options for 
inclusion in the review.  We fervently hope that the decision-making is thoroughly informed by the 
desire to create a 21st century city not a copy of the old cities around the world.
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