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Proposal: MULTI UNIT DEVELOPMENT AND LEASE VARIATION 

 

Demolition 

This DA proposes demolishing two Housing ACT homes in an RZ1 area of Hawker.  One 

has three bedrooms and the other has five, giving a current total of eight bedrooms for family 

accommodation.  The intention is to replace these with five two-bedroom dwellings, giving a 

total of ten bedrooms.  The documents give no reason for demolishing the two buildings nor 

for removing two family homes and replacing them with totally-different accommodation in 

an area of family homes.  Further, there is no indication of whether the tenants to be 

accommodated in the smaller dwellings will be small families, people with disabilities, older 

couples or other. 

Demolition has an environmental cost and needs to be justified carefully.  Friends of Hawker 

Village (FoHV) note that only a few months ago, a DA was approved to demolish two 

Housing ACT dwellings at 16 Ulm Street, Scullin.  These buildings looked sound from the 

outside and were to be replaced by two new but similar houses.  Again, the need for 

demolition of the original buildings was not explained. 

Adaptable 

The proposed new buildings in Hawker will all qualify as adaptable housing but this does not 

guarantee their use by people who need such facilities.  Developers are encouraged to provide 

adaptable housing for the private market by special provisions that permit lesser standards.  

Such houses are not required to be advertised as adaptable and are not necessarily made 

available to those in such need.  Consequently, FoHV questions what purpose these new 

Housing ACT dwellings in Hawker will serve. 

Lease 

The documents do not contain the lease for either block although the Scullin DA, mentioned 

above, did.  FoHV have obtained the lease for Block 22, which is dated 1 Sep 1994, and 

presume the lease for Block 21 will be identical.  This lease refers to the grant of the block to 

the Commissioner for Housing for the ACT.  It is not clear whether the houses were 
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constructed prior to that date under the Commonwealth of Australia or after self-government 

was established in 1988.   

The lease contains the following provision at clause 2(d): 

 

The lease for the Scullin block was for a single dwelling only and this was built initially but, 

somehow, the block ended up with two dwellings.  It is not clear whether the above provision 

operated when the Hawker dwellings were constructed or whether it was added when the 

lease was transferred to Housing ACT.  This raises the question of why this clause should 

qualify this or any similar RZ1 block for more than two independent dwellings, even when 

combined.   

Number of permitted dwellings 

The Definitions in the Territory Plan 2008 include the following: 

Multi-unit housing means the use of land for more than one dwelling and includes but is not 

limited to dual occupancy housing. 

Secondary residence means a second dwelling on a block.  

Single dwelling housing means the use of land for residential purposes for a single dwelling 

only. 

At present, these two blocks are, effectively, single dwelling blocks.  The DA, however, 

states that they are non-standard blocks because of clause 2(d) in the lease which permits two 

dwellings on each block.  There is no justification for extending this to include more than two 

dwellings on a block, even when two adjoining blocks are combined in an RZ1 area.  There is 

no definition of a non-standard block in the Territory Plan nor of how this affects such blocks 

in RZ1.  Are Mr Fluffy blocks also, effectively, non-standard blocks? 

We note that the Residential Zones Development Code stipulates in Criterion 53 that: 

In RZ1 and RZ2, residential re-development on blocks originally used for multi-unit 

housing may be approved subject to consideration of adverse impacts on adjoining 

properties resulting from any increase in building bulk. 

It is obvious that neither of these two blocks was used originally for multi-unit housing.   

FoHV are concerned that these blocks will be treated in a significantly different manner from 

neighbouring RZ1 blocks which are currently allowed to have a secondary dwelling up to 90 

square metres in size.  The Multi-Unit Housing Development Code ignores the Zone 

Objective for RZ1 blocks that calls for respecting the “valued features of the neighbourhood”.  

Amalgamation of these two blocks is used to permit more than the two per block allowed in 

the original leases, as number of units is based on total area of the combined blocks.  There is 

no provision to respect the original leases once the blocks have been combined. 
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Landscape 

The design includes significant areas of soft surfaces, which increases water absorption by 

the ground but does not provide for effective greenery.  In fact, the only two mature street 

trees will overhang the front boundary and have been referred to the Conservator of Flora & 

Fauna as, most likely, they will be damaged by the proposed courtyard walls.  It appears that 

there has been no effort to design so as to avoid this situation.  Apparently, construction of 

the new houses is considered to be more important than retaining established trees.  

Replacement trees will take 20-30 years to grow to an effective height so as to diminish the 

heat bank.  These trees are particularly important as the two blocks will effectively be 

covered with largely non-green surfaces.   

The three small areas of grass are insignificant and unlikely to survive sufficiently to mitigate 

against the heat island effect of the proposed redevelopment.  It is also essential that parking 

is prevented on the nature strip to prevent deterioration of the grass cover and damage to the 

roots of the gum trees. 

In a private development of this kind, the body corporate would organize for gardeners to 

maintain the “garden” areas, including the nature strip.  Does Housing ACT contract 

gardeners in the same way?  If not, it is doubtful that the desired effect of greenery will be 

maintained, in contradiction of the ACT Government’s Living Infrastructure Plan, which 

declares that “we can't reach our climate goals alone. We need help from land owners, 

builders and the community”.  Presumably, that includes Housing ACT.   

Side & Rear Boundary Setbacks 

The building plans do not comply with R30 in that there are two minor encroachments on the 

north-east side setback and two on the south-east side setback.  It has to be asked why the 

plans could not be designed to comply with Rule 30.  The land will be totally cleared and a 

clean slate provided for construction, so compliance in all setbacks should be possible. 

Principal Private Open Space 

Unit 3 has a very poor provision of PPOS.  Firstly, it is crammed up against the back 

retaining wall on the western side.  Secondly, it is suggested to be the storage place for the 

three waste bins.  Thirdly, the clothesline is on the southern side of the building, in a confined 

space which does not give room for manoeuvring around the clothesline nor access to drying 

sunlight. 
 

Solar Access 

It is difficult to see how the living areas of Units 3 and 4 can possibly have the required 

sunlight for three hours a day or that their PPOS can have reasonable solar access given the 

northern side is blocked by Units 1 and 3 respectively and the western side is low because of 

excavation into the rising slope to permit slab floors at the level of the driveway.  Privacy 

shrubs on the western side will also reduce sunlight in the PPOS if they grow to a decent size.  

Waste Management 

Unit 1 has quite a long distance (about 50 metres) to move the full waste bins to the nature 

strip and then back via the full length of the driveway.  According to the site diagram, Unit 3 

appears to have to move its bins through the garage to reach the storage site in the PPOS.  
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Will this be possible if a car is in the garage?  The Landscape Plan, however, shows Unit 3’s 

three bins stored against its southern wall close to Unit 4 and requiring access via a narrow 

passage.  Neither option is desirable and seems to be a major fault in the plan.  What is the 

likelihood that, in practice, the bins for both Units 1 and 3 will be left in more prominent and 

obvious positions?  They could potentially clutter up the driveway which is already cramped 

for cars entering and leaving garages. 

Conclusion 

The benefit of demolishing two family-sized homes to replace them with smaller units is not 

obvious.  Neither is the intention to develop multi-unit housing of five units on these two 

blocks combined, where currently only two are permitted per block, obviously valid.  If the 

intention persists, then FoHV believe this proposal would be more acceptable in this RZ1 

area if the redevelopment contained only the four dwellings as originally permitted in the 

leases.  This would enable a design for reasonably-sized 2BR dwellings with adequate 

sunlight, better waste management arrangements and effective protection of the two trees on 

the nature strip.  Removal of Unit 3 would remove much of the failings of this design.  In 

addition, provision of greater setbacks to accommodate more greenery would assist the ACT 

Government’s climate change policies. 
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