
Medium Density Single Housing  

 

in Greenfield Estates… 

 

at what cost? 

 

is it affordable living? 
 

 

 



In 2014… 

• Created 1,600 new lots 
 

• Issued 1,800 new dwelling permits 

 

In 2015 (so far)… 

• Created  800 new lots in 4 months 
 

• 8,800 lots in the pipeline 
 

• Issued 500 new dwelling permits in 4 months 

 



Some context… 

• In 2014 UDIA lobbied the City on:-  

 

− multiple variations to R-Codes 

− higher overall R-Coding (R30) 

 

• Enable development of “affordable housing” options 

 

• Detailed Area Plans and Structure Plans to access 

variations to R-Codes 



Some context… 

• City previously supported R-Code variations 

 

• Over 200 approved DAP’s 

 

• Claims that DAP’s support innovation, enhanced 

streetscape and better built form 

 

• City stopped supporting ‘wholesale variations’  

    (Dec 2013) 

 

• Not delivering ‘affordable living’ options 

 

• Unintended consequences – streetscape & amenity 



• R-Codes worked well for lots above 350m2 
 

• Serious problems evident on smaller lots 
 

• Impacts of large single houses on small lots 
 

− built form 

− streetscape 

− open space 

− greening  
 

• Its not about density 
 

• Claims that single houses on small lots required to 

achieve density targets 

Some background… 



DAPs and R-Code Variations were… 

“promoting single storey, high site coverage single 

dwellings, no trees, little landscaping in garage 

dominated narrow streets, with many crossovers, 

few street trees, providing limited parking, with little 

amenity” 



The statutory framework… 



The statutory framework… 

Liveable Neighbourhoods provides that DAP’s be used: 
 

− lots less than 350m2 
 

− control vehicle access & egress 
 

− Lots next to open space 
 

− narrow lots 
 

− future change of use 
 

− neighbourhood and town centres 
 

− steeply sloping land 
 

− noise-buffering requirements 

 



Evolution of DAPs 



What we were getting… 





Estate Wide DAPs… 

• After subdivision approval, common practice to receive 

requests for estate wide DAPs 

 

• Key elements to be relaxed:- 
 

• Reduced open space 

• Bigger development footprint 

• Increased roof cover for outdoor living areas 

• Reduced front and side setbacks 

• Garage width greater than 50% of frontage 

 

 

 

 

 



Key issues… 

• WAPC approving lots that cannot accommodate 

standard housing product without substantial variations 

to R-Codes 

 

• Variations undermining intent and purpose of R-Codes 

 

• LN criteria for DAP’s not being applied 

 

• Insufficient consideration to built form & amenity 

outcomes 

 

• Not universal – good examples also 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Key issues… 
 

• Structure Plans replacing R-Codes with multiple pages of 

unique provisions  

 

• R30 Code on Structure Plans to access more favourable 

development provisions   

 

• R-Code had no correlation to lot size 

 

• DAP’s not delivering intended outcomes 

 

• No planning merit demonstrated 

 

• ‘Affordability’ and ‘market demand’ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



What the City was told… 

• Articulated Built Form  

 

• Reduced garage dominance  

 
• Attractive streetscapes  



Garage dominance on streetscape 



Garage dominance on streetscape 



Garage dominance on streetscape 



Reduced garage setbacks 



Reduced garage setbacks 



Poor streetscape outcomes 



Poor streetscape outcomes 



Poor streetscape outcomes 



Poor streetscape outcomes 



Lack of on-street parking 



What is happening… 
Garage Dominance Resulting in Inferior Streetscape  



What is happening… 

Elimination of Private ‘Open’ Space 



Emerging development outcomes… 

 
 



Emerging development outcomes… 



Good development outcomes… 



Good development outcomes… 



Poor liveability and amenity… 

• High site cover 

 

• No trees 

 

• Little landscaping 

 

• Reduced private open  

 space 

 

• 4 x 2 single dominates 

 

• Lack of diversity 

 

 



Poor streetscape outcomes… 

• Reduced setbacks 

 

• Garage dominated  

 streets 

 

• Many crossovers 

 

• No street trees 

 

• Narrow streets 

 

• Limited street parking 

 

 

 

 



Getting it fixed… 

• WAPC listened and acted 

 

• 18 member Working Group: 

 

− State Government 
 

− Outer Metropolitan Growth Councils 
 

− LGPA 
 

− Industry (land and housing) 

 

• Started late 2014 

 



Getting it fixed… 

• Planning Bulletin – Medium density single houses: 

uniform standards (R-MD) 

 

• Consistency for Structure Plans 

 

• Based on variations in existing WAPC endorsed 

LSPs, LDPs and LPPs 

 

 

 



Getting it fixed… 

• Standards regarding: 
 

− open space and outdoor living areas 

− boundary setbacks and walls 

− street and garage setbacks 

− garage and parking 

− lot width 

− visual privacy 

− overshadowing 
 

• Remaining standards unchanged 

 



To finish…an example… 

R50 R60 

R60 



To finish…an example… 



Lastly… 

• Industry now aware of issues to fix 
 

• R-MD Planning Bulletin is a good start 
 

• But a first step 
 

• There is a need for housing mix 
 

• More than just single housing 
 

• Think about 
 

− the front 

− the back 

− the street 
 

It all counts… 



Thank you 


