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ABOUT THE HOUSING INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION
The Housing Industry Association (HIA) is Australia’s only national industry association representing
the interests of the residential building industry.
As the voice of the residential building industry, HIA represents a membership of 60,000 across
Australia. Our members are involved in delivering more than 170,000 new homes each year through
the construction of new housing estates, detached homes, low & medium-density housing
developments, apartment buildings and completing renovations on Australia’s 9 million existing
homes.
HIA members comprise a diverse mix of companies, including volume builders delivering thousands
of new homes a year through to small and medium home builders delivering one or more custom built
homes a year. From sole traders to multi-nationals, HIA members construct over 85 per cent of the
nation’s new building stock.
The residential building industry is one of Australia’s most dynamic, innovative and efficient service
industries and is a key driver of the Australian economy. The residential building industry has a wide
reach into the manufacturing, supply and retail sectors.
Contributing over $100 billion per annum and accounting for 5.8 per cent of Gross Domestic Product,
the residential building industry employs over one million people, representing tens of thousands of
small businesses and over 200,000 sub-contractors reliant on the industry for their livelihood.
HIA exists to service the businesses it represents, lobby for the best possible business environment
for the building industry and to encourage a responsible and quality driven, affordable residential
building development industry. HIA’s mission is to:
“promote policies and provide services which enhance our members’ business practices,
products and profitability, consistent with the highest standards of professional and commercial
conduct.”
HIA develops and advocates policy on behalf of members to further advance new home building and
renovating, enabling members to provide affordable and appropriate housing to the growing
Australian population. New policy is generated through a grassroots process that starts with local and
regional committees before progressing to the National Policy Congress by which time it has passed
through almost 1,000 sets of hands.
Policy development is supported by an ongoing process of collecting and analysing data, forecasting,
and providing industry data and insights for members, the general public and on a contract basis.
The association operates offices in 22 centres around the nation providing a wide range of advocacy,
business support services and products for members, including legal, technical, planning, workplace
health and safety and business compliance advice, along with training services, contracts and
stationary, industry awards for excellence, and member only discounts on goods and services.
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1.1

FINDINGS OF THE CONSULTATION RIS

The Consultation Regulation Impact Statement (RIS) for the proposal to include minimum accessibility
standards for housing in the National Construction Code found that:
“Based on the preliminary evidence gathered for the Consultation RIS, the costs associated with
including an accessible housing standard in the NCC are estimated to outweigh the benefits
under the central estimates for all of the Options tested.”
It additionally went on to say that:
“The enhanced voluntary approach (Options 5 and 6) could be included in a non-mandatory
handbook at minimal cost. Together with some relatively low-cost measures to overcome barriers
to uptake of universal design principles, this could encourage additional uptake, with lower risk of
imposing excessive costs on new dwellings”
HIA supports the finding of the Consultation RIS, that the costs associated with mandating an
accessible housing standard would significantly outweigh the benefits and therefore a combination of
Options 5 and 6 should be pursued. We have also put forward a number of additional low cost options
that should be coupled with the enhanced voluntary option (Option 6) and direct subsidies (Option 5)
approach, that are detailed further in this submission.
Notwithstanding the preliminary findings of the Consultation RIS indicate a negative cost benefit
outcome, there are a number of concerns that HIA believes require a more detailed analysis. It is
considered if these issues were adequately addressed it would in fact support the preliminary findings
of the Consultation RIS further, and reveal that the cost associated with introducing mandatory
proposals for all new Class 1 and Class 2 buildings would far outweigh the benefits.
Misleading consideration of Option 1
The Consultation RIS found that across five options, using three comparable cost benefit
methodologies (problem reduction, willingness to pay, willingness to pay for households in need), only
one scenario of the 15 achieves a positive cost benefit outcome.
HIA does not consider that this one scenario, willingness to pay for the LHA silver standard which
includes allowing a single step entry into the home (Option 1b), meets the objective of the proposal for
both the housing industry or the community sector.
It is unclear why the Consultation RIS fails to take account of a full costing assessment for Option 1a.
Based on the assessment for Option 1b, HIA assumes that the cost benefit assessment for Option 1a
would be negative in all three scenarios (problem reduction, willingness to pay, willingness to pay for
households in need) if the additional $2.2 billion in costs (as identified in Table 5.3 of the RIS, were
used.
This is a significant additional cost not accounted for in the presentation of the preliminary findings
and would have a substantive bearing on the cost benefit assessment, noting HIA considers that
these costs for Option 1a in their own right still underestimate the impacts.
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1.2

RECOMMENDED APPROACH

Accessibility in private homes, whether to suit people with disabilities, ‘ageing in place’, visitability or
adaptability, should be addressed by a combination of measures tailored to meet the needs of an
individual and their family. Accessibility in the home is defined by Australians in many different ways
and their expectations of the challenges from ageing in place or visitability are often intangible.
Given the complexity of a ‘one size fits all’ approach to accessibility, HIA supports Governments
collectively working, with the housing industry and community support sector, to:





provide ongoing direct subsidies for specialist disability accommodation, home modifications and
in home care;
support a suite of voluntary market-based approaches to promote and deliver tailored
accessibility inclusions in individual homes;
provide incentives for builders and residents to incorporate universal housing design features in
new homes and renovation projects,
fund a long lived education and information campaign targeted at both consumers and home
builders, that provides clear guidance about the potential design inclusions that can assist an
individual who is seeking improved accessibility.

This position aligns with the proposals set out in the Consultation Regulation Impact Statement (RIS)
for Option 5 (subsidies and financial and other incentives) and Option 6 (enhanced voluntary).
A one size fits all approach that mandates inclusions for all new houses and apartments is not
considered appropriate as it ignores the needs of individuals and reduces affordability for all home
buyers due to additional construction and site costs on all new housing. The RIS suggests that a one
size fits all approach will have limited future benefit for the majority of people with disabilities who
require more than basic spatial improvement in a home to meet their needs.
The best approach to providing accessibility solutions in private housing is through a tailored and cooperative approach between the individual client and their builder. The housing industry should be
supported to develop low cost technical solutions to the accessibility needs in private dwellings in
response to customer needs.
For home buyers and residents with significant accessibility needs, governments will continue to need
to provide support measures that reduce the burden of accessibility related modifications to either
new or existing homes.
The design features in the silver level LHDG standard, if incorporated in a dwelling will not remove the
costs associated with significant access needs. The LHDG guidelines are not drafted to
accommodate wheelchair accessibility needs. That remains the remit of AS 1428.1 which establishes
more detailed requirements for fittings and fixtures and much larger movement space. It is important
that silver and gold LHDG requirements are not misunderstood to provide this level of accessibility.
Governments must continue to support housing specifically designed for persons with disabilities and
ageing in place, such as retirement living units, community and social housing units, group housing
and specialist housing accommodation, which incorporate higher level accessibility standards,
including where necessary wheelchair accessible design inclusions.
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1.3

IMPACT ON AFFORDABILITY FOR ALL HOME BUYERS

Increasing the cost of, and constraints on, building a new home through new mandatory accessibility
design standards in the NCC will exacerbate the broader housing affordability problems.
The inclusion of accessibility design inclusions for all new houses built from 2022 would have a
significant impact on the design and construction costs of all new houses (single and two storey),
apartments, dual occupancies, granny flats and all other types of housing.
Home buyers already faces large costs and constraints in building new homes and apartments,
resulting in entrenched problems with housing affordability.
In the current economic environment, proceeding with significant changes in the NCC of this nature
will also have an undue impact on all new home buyers and building businesses.

1.4

KEY POINTS IN SUBMISSION

The key points in HIA’s response to the Consultation RIS are.
1.4.1

Findings of the Consultation RIS
a)
b)
c)

1.4.2

Key principle & issues:
a)
b)

c)

d)
e)

1.4.3

The RIS finds that of fifteen scenarios costs, only one presents a marginal positive cost
benefit outcome for the Australian community.
The positive cost benefit outcome is based on a flawed assessment of Option 1b, which
assumes no costs for the provision of a single step entry to all new homes.
While the remaining scenarios all present a negative cost benefit outcome, there are
several concerns in relation to the assessment of the costs and the benefits that would
suggest these outcomes would in fact be worse than presented.

Mandatory accessible housing provisions applying to all houses and apartments is not
supported.
Government and industry collaboration to deliver an enhanced voluntary take up of
accessible housing inclusions (Option 6) in combination with subsidies for individual
occupants, development bonuses and incentives for residential developers (Option 5) is
the most suitable way to encourage additional uptake by home buyers without imposing
excessive costs on all new dwellings.
Mandatory provisions would significantly impact the viability of residential land
developments and is likely to exclude a range of common house designs, internal building
layouts and design options from future construction.
The costs set out in the RIS significantly underestimate the additional costs that
mandatory accessible housing provisions would have on all dwellings.
The RIS does not look at the cumulative impacts of a range of recent and proposed
regulatory changes that will substantially affect the future construction costs of new homes
from 2022.

Costs and impacts:
a)

b)

c)

The true impacts of minimum accessibility inclusions on all types of housing have not
been adequately assessed nor has the loss of space, including land and house siting in a
new subdivisions.
The step free path impacts will be significant, even with permitting a single step and
proposed exemptions, many existing residential blocks and blocks currently approved and
under development will not be suitable for cost effective construction of new homes.
The excavation costs that HIA put forward in the RIS (noting the RIS does not account for
these in the actual costings) need to be included in the final RIS calculations. HIA’s costs

Page 4 of 39 I HIA response to Consultation RIS for Accessibility in Housing, August 2020

d)

e)

f)

1.4.4

are believed to be an under estimate and the true costs could easily be doubled for blocks
with a significant slope.
The provisions would apply a one size fits all solution for all new housing – custom design
homes, project homes, townhouses, villas, manor homes, knock down rebuild homes on
existing blocks, new homes in metropolitan areas, regional, rural and coastal towns, all
apartments including walk-up apartments, studio dwellings and secondary dwelling such
as granny flats and dual occupancies.
The impacts of the changes for apartments, particularly the car parking spaces and
internal layout, are significant. They will add substantial costs to a project for construction
systems, space and excavation. These impacts have not properly taken account of in the
RIS.
There a range of other associated impacts with mandating accessible/livable housing
features for all new homes that have not been taken into account in the RIS, including
changes to standard form designs, changes to subdivision layouts and display home
requirements, additional certification and approval requirements.

Conflicting and Competing Requirements
a)

b)

c)
d)
e)

f)

The draft technical design provisions conflict with a range of existing technical provisions
in the NCC. For example the step free entrance requirement will need to address risk of
water ingress, termite protection requirements and termination of cladding to protect
against rising damp.
The provisions will conflict with local planning requirements that set mandatory dwelling
design requirements for the placement of homes on sites, including limits on cut and fill,
limits on dwelling heights, boundary setbacks from each boundary which create a
maximum building footprint, or seek higher set houses to improve streetscape appeal and
neighborhood character.
The provisions will conflict with existing design requirements to address natural hazards
including sites affected by minimum floor levels in flood prone areas.
There are a range of flaws in the draft NCC technical provisions that require re-work and
resolution.
The step free entrance requirements will impact the choice of structural floor system that
can be used essentially meaning that any raised sub floor or raised slab systems would
no longer be viable solutions.
Any new mandatory proposals cannot and should not apply to 100 per cent of dwellings
therefore the provisions should not be prescribed through the NCC. Alternative
approaches are more appropriate such as a percentage of site or dwellings in new
developments. A broad range of housing types should be exempt from any mandatory
provisions.

These matters are addressed in detail below. HIA’s responses to the detailed Consultation Questions
are set out in Section 3.
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2. INTRODUCTION
2.1

PROPOSED OPTIONS

The ABCB are undertaking the development of potential accessible housing provisions for NCC 2022
at the request of the Building Ministers Forum. The Consultation RIS is one of the primary tools
Governments will use to make the decision whether to support mandatory provisions for all new
houses and apartments.
The Consultation RIS reviews six potential approaches to the introduction of accessible housing
provisions:







Option 1 - Adopting the Silver LHDG design features for all houses and apartments
Option 2 - Adopting the Gold LHDG design features for all houses and apartments
Option 3 - Adopting a combination of LHDG design features for all houses and apartments
Option 4 - Adopting the Gold LHDG design features for apartments only
Option 5 - Enhanced voluntary option incorporating direct subsidies for households requiring
tailored support
Option 6 - Publication of the LHD Guidelines as a voluntary ABCB handbook and creation of a
real estate match making service and inclusion of information on liveable housing features in
point of sale information.

Options 1-4 are the proposed as mandatory approaches that would apply to every new home
constructed from 2022 onwards. Options 5 and 6 set out alternative non-regulatory options aimed at
increasing voluntary uptake by home owners.

2.2

CONSULTATION RIS METHODOLOGY

The Consultation RIS is a complex document with over 290 pages addressing a highly complicated
public policy issue and the potential introduction of mandatory requirements for every new home in
Australia from 2022.
In conjunction with the Consultation RIS four other supporting documents have been released for
comment:





A quantity surveyors report with the detailed costings,
Draft NCC provisions for Volumes One and Two,
An explanatory statement document accompanying the draft NCC provisions.
30 targeted stakeholder’s questions.
The methodology used in the Consultation RIS for determining the perceived ‘problem’ relates to
addressing societal issues including matters such as less time in hospitals, reduction in trips and falls,
greater ability to age in place and prematurely entering into aged care facilities.
These matters are difficult issues to draw parallels from with respect to how an accessible house
standard for all new homes would directly address the needs of a broad range of access and disability
challenges in the community.
Similarly it is difficult to determine how the NCC not including the specific features proposed as
mandatory directly address or cause these difficulties for all individuals. Access suited to persons with
disabilities is a complex and layered issues.
Whether the NCC contains a livable housing standard or not that complexity will remain and many
individuals and households will still require direct assistance to tailor a home to suit their needs,
whether that be financial assistance for adaption or housing support.
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2.3

COSTS AND IMPACTS

HIA has significant concern regarding the costings used and consider that they substantially under
estimate the true impacts for all dwellings and blocks.
HIA has received feedback from residential builders and developers who have constructed dwellings
incorporating livable, adaptable and accessible housing design features. They all cite that there are
additional construction costs ranging from $5,000 to $40,000 in addition to excavations costs or
design adjustments for the dwellings to suit the site.
HIA has also received feedback from a residential builder that has built and offers a selection of
livable housing design homes confirming that the cost impacts from changing a standard project
home design offering to meet the Livable Housing Australia (LHA) silver level standards, incurred an
additional design and construction costs of $15, 000.
2.3.1

Subdivision and new lots

That same builder noted that less than 20 per cent of allotments currently being provided in new
subdivisions, particularly in Queensland where they predominantly operate, would be suitable to build
a silver level home on without incurring significant additional expense for earthworks and/or split
slabs.
They went on to detail that on a recent 46 allotment subdivision only 1 allotment was considered
suitable for a silver level home without the need for additional expense for earthworks and/or split
slabs. This accounts for both slope and size of the allotment.
2.3.2

Excavation costs

Further to this, the RIS provides no costs or allowance for additional excavation costs to create a
block that will facilitate the entry requirements or the construction costs associated with meeting the
competing NCC requirements for the entry requirements, particularly for combating water ingress
issues.
2.3.3

Apartments

For apartments, the additional carparking space requirements and internal layout requirements will
have a substantial impact on current designs and construction costs. HIA has received feedback from
apartment builders and developers highlighting costs from their own detailed assessments and
experience in building LHA silver units over the last decade. They indicated that the costs are of a
similar magnitude, up to $40,000 to the base cost of an apartment pending ground conditions.
These costs are substantially higher than those outlined in the RIS.
2.3.4

Option 1b costs used

The costings in the RIS for the analysis of Option 1 appear to in fact be the costs associated with
Option 1b which allows for one step in the entrance path (or at the entrance door) and suggests that
this feature is the status quo for most dwellings, therefore attributes no additional costs to the
construction of the dwelling for the entrance requirements.
HIA strongly opposes this approach to the costings for Option 1. Whilst this may be true for some
house slabs, it fails to address the likely costs arising from the entry requirement from the property
boundary to the entry door. Some subdivisions where the land is relatively flat, may have minimal
need for site excavation or ramping, but for the majority of sites there will be significant impacts even
with allowing for a single step into the dwelling.
This approach also does not take into account dealing with water ingress issues and external
waterproofing issues, checking/cut in door and window sills into slabs and sub floors to achieve level
thresholds with some manufactured doors having quite substantive sills upwards of 100 mm.
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It is also important to note that the ‘step free’ entrance requirements as set out in the draft NCC
provisions are more than just a step free path.
They also nominate that it be a minimum 1m wide path, meet prescribed grade and cross fall
requirements as well as structural loading requirements. Where a ramp is used it must meet a range
of requirements including level platforms of prescribed size at the beginning and end of ramp and if
the ramp is over a certain length, a landing within that ramp length must be provided.
These matters have clearly not been taking into account in the costings for Option 1b, with some
limited costs attributed for additional concrete, suggesting all houses already have a path and the
impacts will minimal.
Dwellings often have combinations of grass, bark gravel, stepped paths and a range of other
landscaping design elements that have not been taking into account. Nor does it look at secondary
dwellings or habitable outbuildings on properties that are commonly at the rear of dwellings. The
feasibility of step free paths to these dwellings is much more challenging.
2.3.5

Dwelling types

The RIS appears to give no regard or provide analysis on a range of issues that would be faced
across the range of dwelling types commonly built in Australia.
These are significant issues with the cost benefit assessment that ultimately effect the findings of the
RIS.
The BMF decision of 2017 noted that not only should a RIS be undertaken but it also requested that
case studies be carried out that look at the true costs and impacts across the range of sites that would
difficult, if not impossible, to meet a LHA silver standard.
These case studies should be drawn from the pool of:







public and social housing constructed by states and territories,
community housing providers and LHA members,
local government areas that have applied AS 4299 Adaptable Housing through planning
legislation,
NSW and Victoria where the LHA guidelines are referenced in their apartment design codes,
retirement living developers, and
builders delivering home modifications and Specialist Disability Accommodation under the
National Disability Insurance Scheme.

In undertaking the case studies it should assess the costs from a project subdivision, dwelling design,
through to construction and completion and look at the impacts, both direct and indirect, across all
types of houses and apartments.
To date HIA is not aware of any such detailed case studies being undertaken and we look forward to
this being completed prior to a decision being made on by Building Ministers.

2.4

PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATION AND PREFERRED OPTION

The Consultation RIS does not put forward a recommended Option. It does include a preliminary
recommendation that based on the evidence presented, the costs associated with mandating an
accessible housing standard for all new homes would outweigh the benefits.
The Consultation RIS suggest that a combination of Options 5 and 6 could be delivered by
governments at low cost and encourage additional uptake without imposing excessive costs on all
new homes and apartments.
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HIA supports the preliminary recommendation of the Consultation RIS, that the costs associated with
mandating an accessible housing standard would outweigh the benefits and therefore a combination
of Options 5 and 6 should be pursued.
There are a number of additional matters that we recommend should be coupled with pursuing the
enhanced voluntary option (Option 6) and direct subsidies (Option 5) approach are outlined in
sections 2.5 to 2.7 below and further detailed in section 3.

2.5













2.6

ABCB HANDBOOK
In line with the approach used in the New Zealand Housing Code, include reference to the ABCB
Handbook in NCC Volume One and Two (as a non-mandatory handbook) in explanatory
information outlining that the Handbook can be used as a guide for additional accessibility
features in houses and apartments.
Establish Government data collection recording the location of accessible and livable housing
units available for sale or rental. This could be captured by creating an online portal that can
provide a public record of uptake and provide a national framework for consistent language and
advertising of homes which include accessibility features.
Include in the ABCB Handbook a DIY declaration form and checklist that can be completed by a
designer, builder or home owner, upon project completion and/or at point of sale or new lease of
a home through the online portal. This disclosure could be coupled with the proposed energy
efficiency mandatory disclosure scheme being proposed nationally and captured in the new
portal.
The online portal could then be utilised for other purposes as part of real estate match making
services and the information at point of sale.
Governments should support industry associations to establish a range of accreditation programs
for livable housing builders, designers and assessors, to broaden the range of building
professionals with training and scope to assist home owners.
Funding for a national training program including accreditation courses, seminars, webinars, etc.
on livable housing features delivered by Governments and industry. This should be rolled out to
support the publication of the ABCB Handbook.
Publication of a suite of technical ‘how to’ guides on meeting the practical aspects on the LHA
design elements which are currently written as performance statements.

FINANCIAL AND DEVELOPMENT INCENTIVES

There are a range of voluntary initiatives that could offer meaningful pathways to increase the range
of housing incorporating accessibility features in Australia. Governments should further investigate
these prior to any consideration of mandatory provisions.
Targeted programs could include financial incentives for home buyers and existing home owners,
development bonuses for residential developers that deliver a percentage of dwellings to an agreed
standard, increased education and awareness through public campaigns targeted at home owners
and industry training for residential builders.
In terms of incentivising uptake through development bonuses this is a complex option however,
opportunities would primarily need to be delivered through the planning system and could include:




increased floor areas where accessibility features are included (ACT Example for secondary
dwellings to be up to 90m2 where accessible housing features included),
increased site coverage/plot ratios,
increased dwelling density for infill construction (permitting 2, 3 or 4 dwellings on a block – where
say one-third or 50 per cent would contain accessibility features),
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reduced site setbacks from boundaries or similar offsets.

These features could apply in combination with a minimum percentage of dwellings required to
include features as set out in the ABCB Handbook.

2.7

OTHER OPTIONS

If Building Ministers support further work on mandatory provisions for new homes being progressed, it
is HIA’s view that this cannot and should not apply to 100 per cent of all dwellings constructed from
2022. On this basis, the NCC is not the appropriate regulatory instrument.
If there are to be mandatory provisions they should only apply to a percentage of new dwellings and a
broad range of housing types should be completely exempt from the provisions. Such an outcome will
need to be managed and delivered through the planning system.
Options that could be considered include:


Applying percentage approaches through planning instruments, such as those identified in
Section 2.8 of the RIS which provides a summary of current state and territory government
policies, to increase the supply of accessible housing for which there are numerous current
policies.
 Using a similar approach as applied for the building in a bushfire prone area, where the NCC
references a technical standard that contains specific bushfire construction requirements, and the
application of this standard is guided by the planning system which directs where a house is
located in a designated bushfire area.
 State and Territory Governments could develop criteria for the appropriate locations for
accessible housing and block types and those provisions be applied for house located in those
designated areas.
While these option sits outside the scope of the ABCB, nonetheless these matters are critical to the
delivery of a practical and cost effective outcome for all stakeholders. Therefore regardless of the
option pursued HIA believes that consultation between the Building Ministers’ Forum and Planning
Ministers should be undertaken as a priority before any decision is made.
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3. RESPONSES TO RIS CONSULTATION QUESTIONS
Questions 1-7 in the Consultation Hub are Information Collection and Personal Information questions
and therefore not provided in this response.
HIA’s responses to Questions 8-35 are provided below.

3.1 UNDERSTANDING AND QUANTIFYING THE PROBLEM
Question 8:
Do you agree that the problem is adequately established?
No
Comment:
The Consultation RIS lists out a range of issues or problems that are considered to either directly
relate to or are contributing to a perceived lack of accessible housing options.
The issues cited are extremely broad societal issues, such as premature entry into aged care,
loneliness issues or longer hospital stays or transition care, that are driven by a range of factors
largely not related to whether a home has livable housing features or not. The RIS does not
thoroughly analyse this complexity of the problem in determining the potential benefits and costs.
Attempting to directly translate the problem or assess these matters from a cost benefit perspective is
difficult. Gauging how a perceived lack of silver level accessible housing features is contributing to
these outcomes or how a regulation that would mandate silver level accessible housing features for
all new homes would address these matters is not clearly justified.
The speculative and hypothetical analysis is not considered sufficient basis to confirm that regulatory
action would address all of the problems set out or genuinely offset the need for and costs involved in
home modifications to suit an individual’s disability needs.
Such a fundamental change to the national building code will affect residential building designs,
internal building layouts, construction materials and systems, excavation and waste fees, construction
costs and potential project viability.
Given it is likely to make some house designs and layouts redundant there needs to be a clearly
established problem and demonstrated need for regulatory action rather than speculation of the type
of problem as defined in the Consultation RIS.
This is further compounded by the fact that this will affect all new houses, dual occupancies,
townhouses, villas, apartments, granny flats and other houses will need to incorporate accessible
housing features regardless of the occupants needs.
Additionally, the costs identified in the Consultation RIS which HIA consider are significantly
understated and would be substantially higher in real life, are going to be borne by a small portion of
society that being new home and apartment buyers many of which will be first home buyers.
The RIS does not analyse the effect of the new policy on first home buyers where housing price is a
key to saving a home deposit and getting on the property ladder.
The additional constructions costs will primarily affect this cohort by changing the base costs for all
new housing types, impact housing affordability for all. Again this hasn’t been thoroughly analysed in
the RIS in establishing the problem.
Other issues with the Consultation RIS analysis include:
Assessment of current state and territory government policies
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The RIS lists out in Section 2.8 a summary of current state and territory government policies to
increase the supply of accessible housing for which there are many.
However, it provides no analysis on effectiveness of these policies, how they are meeting or not
meeting demand levels and appears to dismiss any of these policies in establishing the ‘problem’.
These policies also demonstrate that there are a range of regulatory measures already in place to
increase the amount of accessible housing.
A number of these policies have only been introduced in the last 3-5 years, but clearly show that the
notion that only 5% of dwellings cited by certain stakeholders are being built with accessible or livable
housing features may not be accurate. This assumption underpins the ‘costs’ in the RIS.
Prior to a decision being made, the ABCB should undertake a more detailed analysis of the current
state and territory government policies for the supply of accessible housing as well as the current and
planned social housing projects that will come on line in the next 3-5 years accordance with these
current policies.
The Federal and State Governments have recently announced a range of social housing policies as
part of the COVID-19 pandemic which will see a significant increase in social housing built in the next
12-24 months. It is assumed many of these homes will incorporate minimum or higher accessibility
features.
As such assessing the perceived lack of current accessible housing stock based on past assumptions
as opposed to what has been built in past few years and what will be built in next 3-5 years, requires
further consideration.
Demonstrating level of demand for livable housing features
The RIS contains commentary on the percentage of people with disability, along with reference to the
aspirational targets from the 2010 National Dialogue and surveys by community groups regarding the
percentages of dwellings built to meet the LHA guidelines.
However, there is no genuine analysis or discussions with designers, builders, developers and
occupants about the level of request or demand for the inclusion of livable housing or other
accessibility features in new dwellings. HIA is aware of many builders and developers that have
standard design offerings available or who built houses with livable housing features but experience
very limited demand for the inclusion of these features when offered.
In the HIA Response to the ABCB Options Paper we included substantial commentary on the issue of
identifying the problem with the demand for accessible housing and calling for an analysis on houses
already being built with livable housing design features. The RIS does not provide this information and
therefore does not quantify the true demand for livable housing features or the lack of accessible
housing choices presently.
Question 9
In general, do you agree the Consultation RIS adequately describes the extent of these problems?
No
See response to Question 8
Question 10
The impact of a lack of accessible housing on equity, dignity and employment outcomes is difficult to
fully measure. How does a lack of accessible housing contribute to these issues?
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Comment:
As noted in the question the impact of a lack of accessible housing on equity, dignity and employment
outcomes is extremly difficult to measure. In turn whether and to what extent including certain liveable
housing features in all new homes, that do not address the specific needs and disabiities of an
individual, may have limited benefit in improving these outcomes or reducing the future modification
costs.
Also pertinent is that the majority of new homes are constructed in new land releases and housing
estates on the outskirts of existing metropolitian areas, meaning that the majority of new homes built
in areas that may not be close to employment options.
A more tailored program of subsidies, particularly for upgrading existing homes in established areas,
and where households already live, for landlords for rental properties to make them more accessible,
or better streamlined home modifications program, would all likely have far greater benefits in
addressing employment outcomes, equity and dignity in a tailored and immediate way.
Question 11
Are the assumptions made to estimate the costs to the community from a lack of accessible housing
(set out in Appendices A to H) appropriate?
No
Comment:
In reference to ‘Safety Outcomes’ section of Appendix A of the RIS, it is noted that in the cost benefit
analysis the number of falls is assumed to be around 37 per cent higher in housing without
accessibility features. This is based on the average decrease in falls across the studies reviewed
(listed in table A.2).
All of the studies listed in table A.2 used to establish this average found that interventions lowered the
incidence of falls, but the report then acknowledges that some studies that they reviewed found no
effect. The studies that found no effect appear to have been discounted, and the findings were not
included in calculations to estimate the average costs and benefits. Discounting these studies may
have biased the estimate used for other calculations.
Table A.4 presents estimates of the number of deaths relating to falls in the home. The report notes
that it is assumed that the incidence of falls amongst those in younger age cohorts were the same as
those in the 65-74 year age bracket.
The report justifies this assumption by referencing a study that concluded that adults with disabilities
have the same risk of falling as people in the general population over the age of 65. The reliability of
this assumption is questionable, as the study on which it was based only considered a cohort of
people with intellectual and developmental disabilities, which may not be representative of the
broader community with mobility impairment. It seems intuitive that the incidence of falls and costs
associated with falls in the home is likely to be lower in younger age cohorts.
In using this data to make assumptions about costs and benefits, it is critical that the outcome reflects
the potential benefit that would be derived from only the silver inclusions, as opposed to the gold
inclusions and any features that are subsequent to those inclusions.
For example, silver and gold requirements do not include the installation of handrails in bathrooms,
only the reinforcement of the wall. Therefore a silver and gold home is not more likely to reduce falls
in these rooms than a home without reinforcing.
This is a fundamental issue with the whole approach to the cost benefit analysis. It is critical that for
each of the five options, the calculations are made to accurately reflect the real avoided risks rather
than the potential avoided risks.
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The reality is that of the silver inclusions under Option 1a, not Option 1b, a step free entry and a
hobless shower, are the only two elements that may reduce the risk of falls. The other five inclusions
– doorways, corridors, wall reinforcing and bathroom/toilet space, will make no direct impact on the
risk of falls. These design features provide a different potential benefit to the residents.
With respect to estimates of the avoidable costs of home modifications presented in Appendix C, the
methodology to estimate the cost of home modifications relies on costings that were prepared for the
ABCB’s Options Paper to which HIA has previously raised concern. Further comments on the
‘perceived’ avoided costs issues is listed under response to Question 13.
Question 12
What other information could be used to estimate the costs associated with a lack of accessible
housing to make estimates more reliable?
Refer responses to other questions in this section.
Question 13
Do you have information about the type and cost of home modifications that are made to improve the
accessibility of a home?
Comment:
The National Disability Insurance Scheme (NDIS) is responsible for funding home modifications for
eligible people. Home modifications are a significant aspect of the scheme. While the Consultation
RIS presents information about home modifications it does not offer a detailed assessment of the
avoided modifications and hence costs that would result if a home was built to silver LHA standards.
Home owners and residents also undertake a range of simple modifications in an adhoc manner that
is not captured in a meaningful way through current data sources. For example, a common retrofit in
an existing home is the installation of grab rails near a toilet or shower. This is often installed by a
‘handyman’ and depending on the internal wall construction costs can vary.
The main types of home modifications listed in the Consultation RIS at Tables 2.13 and 2.14 are
consistent with the types of modifications a large cohort of builders undertake at the request of home
owners and residents every year.
These home modifications are made to existing dwellings that range in age and represent quite
different housing typologies to the current build types.
Home modifications by NDIS are done based on a program that has tailored home modifications to
suit that individuals specific needs for many years.
Therefore any analysis that seeks to attribute benefits from potentially future avoided modification
costs by including certain livable housing features upfront, needs to factor these matters into the
consideration to avoid potentially overstating the benefits.
Question 14
In your opinion what is main contributor to a lack of uptake of universal design principles in new
dwellings:
Comment:
The barriers include:


Lack of demand from consumers for inclusion of features: HIA has received extensive feedback
over many years from builders that build or offer accessible dwellings that experience very
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limited requests for inclusion of these features.


Block typology: many blocks do not facilitate ease of access such as step free entries without
significant earthworks and split slab/raised floors. There are numerous examples of these sites
in all states and territories and the issue is unlikely to change in coming years (a cross section of
examples are attached to this submission).



Housing choices: many homeowners want freedom in designing their own private residence and
may choose specific design types that are tailored to that block and the house type to suit their
lifestyle or aesthetic appeal of the dwelling.



Construction costs: house and land costs are significant barriers to entry on the property ladder
and any additional costs, particularly at entry to market, only serves to worsen this barrier. In
recent years there have been a range of regulatory changes that are continuing to push the
price of home building.



Competing regulatory principles: as councils and building regulations expand the range of
environmental issues they address through their planning schemes and in turn building
regulations, such as mitigating flooding, sea level rise, sloping and unstable land, prescribing
design requirements around minimum habitable floor levels and styles of construction are
becoming more and more common.



Restrictions on type of dwellings than can be built or amount of cut and fill (excavations) or
dwelling types designs to meet neighbour streetscape and prescribed architectural design
requirements for the council area. Often these issues result in competing objectives for the
dwelling.



Competing building standards: there are a number of competing requirements home designs
that need to meet in order to comply with the NCC. The main ones include water ingress,
termite protection, rising damp, site drainage, waterproofing requirements and structural
detailing in particular for first floor bathrooms.
Water ingress for doors in relation to level thresholds presents a challenge with very limited
solutions. Sills and sub sills for contemporary doors that have a minimal max step height (5 mm)
would require a dramatically different approach to construction of these doorways.
Commonly one of the major construction defects areas relates to water ingress through doors
and windows in particular in high rainfall events. The common cause of this is due to inadequate
site drainage, step downs and falls away from buildings and waterproofing treatment.
Whilst there are some limited solutions available which are costly and not full proof, by
mandating this feature, it will have a significant impact on designs and construction solutions.

3.2

OBJECTIVES OF INTERVENTION AND OPTIONS

Question 15
Of the options considered by the Consultation RIS, select from the list below those that are
feasible:
Comment:
HIA supports combined Option 5 and 6.
Government and industry collaboration to deliver an enhanced voluntary take up of accessible
housing inclusions (Option 6) in combination with subsidies for individual occupants, development
bonuses and incentives for residential developers (Option 5) is the most suitable way to encourage
additional uptake by home buyers without imposing excessive costs on all new dwellings.
The Consultation RIS suggest that a combination of Options 5 and 6 could be delivered by
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governments at low cost and encourage additional uptake without imposing excessive costs on all
new homes and apartments.
HIA supports the recommendation of the Consultation RIS, that the costs associated with mandating
an accessible housing standard would outweigh the benefits and therefore a combination of Options 5
and 6 should be pursued.
Further to this, it is considered that there are a number of additional matters that we recommend
should be coupled with pursuing the enhanced voluntary option (Option 6) and direct subsidies
(Option 5) approach that are outlined in response to Question 16.
Question 16
Are there other feasible regulatory or non-regulatory options with the potential to meet the objective
that should be considered?
Comment:
There are a number of additional matters that we recommend should be coupled with pursuing the
enhanced voluntary option (Option 6) and direct subsidies (Option 5) as the preferred option,
including:
ABCB Handbook


In line with the approach used in the New Zealand Housing Code, include reference to the ABCB
Handbook in NCC Volume One and Two (as a non-mandatory handbook) in explanatory
information outlining that the Handbook can be used as a guide for additional accessibility
features in houses and apartments.



Establish Government data collection recording the location of accessible and livable housing
units available for sale or rental. This could be captured by creating an online portal that can
provide a public record of uptake and provide a national framework for consistent language and
advertising of homes which include accessibility features.



Include in the ABCB Handbook a DIY declaration form and checklist that can be completed by a
designer, builder or home owner, upon project completion and/or at point of sale or new lease of a
home through the online portal. This disclosure could be coupled with the proposed energy
efficiency mandatory disclosure scheme being proposed nationally and captured in the new portal.



The online portal could then be utilised for other purposes as part of real estate match making
services and the information at point of sale.



Governments should support industry associations to establish a range of accreditation programs
for livable housing builders, designers and assessors, to broaden the range of building
professionals with training and scope to assist home owners.



Funding for a national training program including accreditation courses, seminars, webinars, etc.
on livable housing features delivered by Governments and industry. This should be rolled out to
support the publication of the ABCB Handbook.



Publication of a suite of technical ‘how to’ guides on meeting the practical aspects on the LHA
design elements which are currently written as performance statements.

Financial and development incentives
There are a range of voluntary initiatives that could offer meaningful pathways to increase the range
of housing incorporating accessibility features in Australia. Governments should further investigate
these prior to any consideration of mandatory provisions.
Targeted programs could include financial incentives for home buyers and existing home owners,
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development bonuses for residential developers that deliver a percentage of dwellings to an agreed
standard, increased education and awareness through public campaigns targeted at home owners
and industry training for residential builders.
In terms of incentivising uptake through development bonuses this is a complex option however
opportunities would primarily need to be delivered through the planning system and could include:


increased floor areas where accessibility features are included (ACT Example for secondary
dwellings to be up to 90m2 where accessible housing features included),




increased site coverage/plot ratios,
increased dwelling density for infill construction (permitting 2, 3 or 4 dwellings on a block – where
say one-third or 50 per cent would contain accessibility features),
 reduced site setbacks from boundaries or similar offsets.
These features could apply in combination with a minimum percentage of dwellings required to
include features as set out in the ABCB Handbook.
Other Options
If Building Ministers support further work on mandatory provisions for new homes being progressed, it
is HIA’s view that this cannot and should not apply to 100 per cent of all dwellings constructed from
2022. On this basis, the NCC is not the appropriate regulatory instrument.
If there are to be mandatory provisions they should only apply to a percentage of new dwellings and a
broad range of housing types should be completely exempt from the provisions. Such an outcome will
need to be managed and delivered through the planning system.
Options that could be considered include:


Applying percentage approaches through planning instruments, such as those identified in
Section 2.8 of the RIS which provides a summary of current state and territory government
policies, to increase the supply of accessible housing for which there are numerous current
policies.
 Using a similar approach as applied for the building in a bushfire prone area, where the NCC
references a technical standard that contains specific bushfire construction requirements, and the
application of this standard is guided by the planning system which directs where a house is
located in a designated bushfire area.
 State and Territory Governments could develop criteria for the appropriate locations for
accessible housing and block types and those provisions be applied for house located in those
designated areas.
While this option sits outside the scope of the ABCB, nonetheless these matters are critical to the
delivery of a practical and cost effective outcome for all stakeholders. Therefore regardless of the
option pursued HIA believes that consultation between the Building Ministers’ Forum and Planning
Ministers should be undertaken as a priority before any decision is made.
Question 17
Which of the options, in your opinion, have the ability to meet the objective?
Comment:
Refer response to Question 16.
Options 5 and 6 and the additional items listed in response to Question 16, could be delivered at a
low cost to governments and industry and result in increased demand, better understanding, provide
accurate reporting mechanisms of stock of accessible/livable housing and overall increase profile to
support greater voluntary uptake.
Firstly the publishing of the LHA Guidelines into an ABCB Handbook will significantly raise its profile
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into a national document and its recognition given its publication by the Australian Building Codes
Board rather than it being hosted by a small industry entity that is not commonly recognised or known
in the industry.
Further to this, given the ABCB now has a subscriber base of nearly 250,000 people this will increase
its profile and uptake substantially. Consideration could also be given to including reference to the
handbook within the NCC itself as a non-mandatory/voluntary guide similar to what is done in the New
Zealand housing code as this would increase its reach and recognition.
The declaration/disclosure at point of completion shared through an online portal will address a key
issue as there is currently no recording mechanism for the number, location or types of dwellings
currently being built, rent or sold that have accessible or livable features. This then makes analysis of
the problem impossible to determine in a quantified manner.
This portal and declarations would address this issue and give industry, governments and
homeowners and those seeking housing with these features with a record of suitable housing and
rentals and can give greater recognition to those who are offering accessible and livable housing.
These incentive programs, could increase the range of housing options available, increase people’s
awareness and familiarity with building these features into new properties without the need to
mandate that all new houses and apartments include these features.
In terms of incentivising through financial rebates schemes to generate a consumer response, there
are a number of examples of governments offering this in the past for a range of purposes and they
have been extremely successful, such as the first home buyer schemes.
Option 5 and 6 combined with these additional initiatives could go much further than what has been
possible in the past decade to promote voluntarily uptake. This approach would build on this historical
effort and provide the opportunity for a renewed dedicated program supported by all governments and
the housing industry to support the guidelines and includes a much enhanced and co-ordinated
program of education and guidance for people with disabilities.
Whilst this is somewhat outside the scope of what the ABCB can influence, as these are primarily
planning matters or government financial programs. Consideration of these matters are critical to the
outcome and the Building Ministers must take these into account when considering all available
Options.
Question 18
Are there any less intuitive or unintended consequences likely to arise from the adoption of any
of these options?
Yes
Comment:
There are a range of additional impacts that would arise from adoption of the mandatory options that
that warrant closer consideration to avoid unintended consequences:







Under Options 1-4 the draft NCC proposals conflict with a range of provisions in the NCC for
example the step free entrances will create substantive issue for water ingress but also termite
protection and termination of cladding to protect against rising damp.
The provisions will conflict with local planning requirements that seeks to manage dwelling design
including limits on cut and fill, limits on dwelling heights, boundary setbacks from each boundary
which create a maximum building footprint, or seek higher set houses to improve street scape
appeal and neighborhood character.
There are a range of technical issues with the draft NCC provisions that require re-work and
resolution if the proposals proceed further.
The step free entrance requirements will impact the choice of structural floor system that can be
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used essentially meaning that any raised sub floor or raised slab systems would no longer be
viable solutions.
The impacts of the changes for apartments, including the car parking spaces and internal layout,
are significant. They will add substantive costs to a project including for construction systems,
space, excavations. These impacts have not properly accounted for.
There will be design implications on internal house and bathroom designs which will impact home
owners design and layout choices. Governments have to date made considered decisions to not
regulate the internal design of homes to allow the individual homeowners to choose what suits
their needs best. .
There a range of other associated impacts with mandating accessible/livable housing features for
all new homes that have not been taken into account in the RIS, including changes to standard
form designs, changes to subdivision layouts, display homes, additional certification requirements
and approval requirements.
The draft NCC provisions have included elements beyond those outlined in the LHA Guidelines
including requirements for step free access to private balconies and outdoor areas. This has not
been included in the costings presented by DCWC
Blocks would need to be wider to accommodate the additional circulation requirements in
garages and circulation spaces at a time when the opposite is happening and blocks are getting
smaller to meet affordability requirements and reduce urban sprawl.
Doors will need to be a minimum of 870mm to achieve the required 820mm clear opening and
sliding doors minimum 920mm to take into account door thickness and closer rebates.
Additional circulation in toilets and bathrooms is costly in the most expensive rooms in the house.
Budgets are always stretched so mandating additional area in a room like this means that it has
to be taken from another room that may reduce the overall liveability of a home.
The impact on bathroom and toilet design will be significant. Toilets will need to be a minimum of
2m long or have the door open out. The minimum comfortable toilet room is about 1.6m.
The blocking in a wall frame for potential rails in the future is often already done and cost
effective however the location of the blocking isn’t recorded and may not suit the dimensional
requirements in the future as standards constantly change. Plywood to the walls is considerably
more expensive and adds additional width to the required space.
Bathrooms will require rebating into the concrete to achieve the level entry which is good practice
but adds cost.

Question 19
Which option is your preferred option?
Comment:
Refer response to Questions 15 and 16, for the additional elements that can be coupled with Options
5 and 6.
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3.3 ESTIMATING THE COSTS AND BENEFITS
Question 20
Are the scenarios of possible impact (as described in the DCWC report) broadly representative of
the scale of adjustments required to comply with the proposed accessibility standards (Options 13)?
No
Question 21
For each of the building types, are the weighted average cost estimates broadly representative of
the additional construction costs to comply with the proposed accessibility standards (Options 13)?
No
Comment:
In terms of costs and impacts, while there may be debate about how much additional cost is
imposed on the construction price of a new home or apartment to include accessibility design
features there is no debate about the fact that it does impose additional cost.
The extent of the additional cost is determined by a number of factors not the least of which is
topography and the cost of site preparation and this differs substantially for each individual site.
Equally as councils and building regulations expand the range of environmental issues required to
be addressed in house design, such as flooding, sea level rise, sloping and unstable land, minimum
habitable floor levels, site widths, site depths, minimum setbacks and building envelopes the
opportunity to ‘juggle’ competing design features becomes much more challenging.
These issues all effect costs and can limit the type of dwellings or place restrictions on type of
dwellings than can be built. Often these issues result in competing objectives for the dwelling design.
Additionally as building sites get smaller in an attempt to ironically address affordability it becomes
almost impossible to achieve many of these competing requirements. The DCWC costings confirm
that smaller homes find it harder to make the inclusions practical and cost effective.
Costs and impacts
HIA has a number of concerns regarding the costings used and consider that they substantially
under estimate the true impacts for all dwellings and blocks.
HIA has received feedback from residential builders and developers who have constructed dwellings
incorporating livable, adaptable and accessible housing design features. They all cite that there are
additional construction costs ranging from $5,000 to $40,000 in addition to excavations costs or
design adjustments for the dwellings to suit the site.
HIA has also received feedback from a residential builder that has built and offers a selection of
livable housing design homes confirming that the cost impacts from changing a standard project
home design offering to meet the Livable Housing Australia (LHA) silver level standards, incurred an
additional design and construction costs of $15, 000.

They also noted that less than 20 per cent of allotments currently being provided in new
subdivisions, particularly in Queensland where they predominantly operate, would be
suitable to build a silver level home on without incurring significant additional expense for
earthworks and/or split slabs.
They went on to detail that on a recent 46 allotment subdivision only 1 allotment was considered
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suitable for a silver level home without the need for additional expense for earthworks and/or split
slabs. This accounts for both slope and size of the allotment.
Option 1b costs used
The costings in the RIS for the analysis of Option 1 appear to in fact be the costs associated with
Option 1b which allows for one step in the entrance path (or at the entrance door) and suggests that
this feature is the status quo for most dwellings, therefore attributes no additional costs to the
construction of the dwelling for the entrance requirements.
HIA strongly opposes this approach to the costings for Option 1. Whilst this may be true for the
house slab, it fails to address the likely costs arising from the entry requirement from the property
boundary to the entry door. Some subdivisions where the land is relatively flat, may have minimal
need for site excavation or ramping, but for the majority of sites there will be significant impacts even
with allowing for a single step into the dwelling. These costs also appear to not be included in the
assessment of Option 1a.
This approach also does not take into account dealing with water ingress issues and external
waterproofing issues, checking/cut in door and window sills into slabs and sub floors to achieve level
thresholds with some manufactured doors having quite substantive sills upwards of 100 mm.
It is also important to note that the ‘step free’ entrance requirements as set out in the draft NCC
provisions are more than just a step free path.
They also nominate that it be a minimum 1m wide path, meet prescribed grade and cross fall
requirements as well as structural loading requirements. Where a ramp is used it must meet a range
of requirements including level platforms of prescribed size at the beginning and end of ramp and if
the ramp is over a certain length, a landing within that ramp length must be provided.
These matters have not adequately been taking into account in the costings for Option 1b, rather it
just includes a minimal cost to some extra concrete, suggesting all houses already have a path and
the impacts will minimal.
Dwellings often have combinations of grass, bark gravel, stepped paths and a range of other
landscaping design elements that have not been taking into account. Nor does it look at secondary
dwellings or habitable outbuildings on properties that are commonly at the rear of dwellings. The
feasibility of step free paths to these dwellings is much more challenging.
Assessment of indicative costs
The most substantive feature of the LHDG features is the step free access from the boundary to the
front door. This features is difficult to achieve for all sites and costly. The LHDG does provide an
alternate option to use the garage as the step free entrance in lieu of the boundary step free
entrance but in reality this also encounters a one step arrangement that is not easily addressed.
The cost of site cuts, excavations and removal of waste is dramatically increasing and with the need
for level transitions to facilitate a step free entrance those costs will add a significant portion of costs
to new housing projects. The main component will be substantial additional excavation costs.
HIA provided a breakdown of the expected additional excavation costs in our preliminary
consultation on the RIS. While these costs are mentioned in the Consultation RIS they have not
been taken into account in the RIS costings.
The industry feedback on the additional excavation costings has been that these estimated costs are
likely to be conservative and in most cases should be doubled.
It should be noted that the step free entrance requirement has a number of associated requirements
including prescriptive measures such as path width, path structural loading requirements, cross fall,
level landings on the path and a covered area over entrance door as well as a 1200 x 1200 space on
the entrance side of the door.
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None of these additional aspects of the design feature have been properly referenced in the costing
process or the Consultation RIS commentary on this aspect. A much more detailed analysis is
required before any decision is made.
Other costs not accounted for
There are also a number of additional costs that would be incurred if Options 1 – 4 are adopted.
In particular costs of re-design of standard plans offered for project homes.
Developers will have to change lot sizes and layouts that have already been approved and in some
cases lots built will require remedial action to limit the slope or excavation required. To re-create and
re-design these packages is not an insignificant cost and cannot be implemented quickly.
Some building designs/offerings will no longer comply and as they fulfil a particular niche and/ or
reflect site conditions.
Approval timeframes may be lengthened as builders, certifiers and councils engage with the new
requirements to understand the changes and interpret their application.
Additionally, the changes would impact certain building products currently commonplace in housing
construction including standard entrance doors, pre-formed shower bases, and other types of
products. A thorough investigation on the impacts on building products and has not been included
and should be undertaken.
All of these matters need to be taken into consideration and adequately costed before a final
decision can be made.
Apartment costs
Much of the focus and discussion on accessibility has been related to houses and in particular
project homes.
However, the provisions will have significant implications for apartments.
The impacts for apartments range from the car parking and additional space requirements,
excavation costs will be significant and the space foregone and bathroom design. The RIS
completely under estimates the impact of loss of GFA efficiencies and structural cost increases due
to larger car parking spaces.
This component of cost benefit analysis is significant and the implications do not appear to be
included.
HIA has been approached by a number of apartment developers and builders who undertook a
project case-study to verify such costs and determine any loss of efficiency yield and how this may
impact a projects feasibility sensitivity.
They found that the costs could add up to $40,000 to the base cost of an apartment dwelling pending
ground conditions.
The costs will be derived from the additional space needed to meet car parking requirements in
particular a compliant layout requiring every car parking space for every apartment to be increased in
size is unlikely to be possible in the floor space traditionally allocated.
Designs will either required additional floors above ground for car parking, which will result in less
apartments due to planning controls that already limit size and scale of the overall building, or
additional basement floors which will incur substantial additional excavation and removal costs as
well as extending construction time and materials.
Further to this most column and transfer beam construction in carparks including those holding up
upper floors work on a standard 3 car bay system of columns and transfer beam spans.
By increasing the carparking space sizes out to 3200 mm from current 2400-2500 mm this will mean
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that the construction systems will require significant design and construction alteration to achieve a
safe outcome.
The Consultation RIS considered the foregone floor space in apartments as part of the assessment.
The costs associated with this aspect appear reasonable. However it is unclear whether this costing
took appropriate account of the likely fundamental change in bathroom layout that will be required to
comply with Options 1 – 4. In particular the shower requirement.
Traditionally in apartments, a combined bath/shower is a common design option. The consultation
RIS notes that 14% percent of homes currently have a bath/shower. Therefore the weighted
averages need to accurately reflect that these apartments will incur a fundamental change in design,
construction from requiring step free showers and essentially mean apartments will no longer be
provided with baths.
This could result in an adverse outcome from potential loss of amenity and choice for the occupants
who would have a preference for having a bath in the apartment for example for bathing young
children. This will likely be a different impacts to most houses that may have a second bathroom that
could still potentially include a bath, whereas there are few apartments that have second bathrooms.
Though small townhouses, secondary dwellings, studio dwellings and garage top dwellings would
also likely mean that shower over baths will no longer be a viable option and mean many young
families who may purchase or rent these type of dwellings may also have this loss of amenity and
choice of bathing options.
Given this likely underestimate of construction costs and the assumptions of current uptake of
certain accessibility features the scale of cost impacts must be supplemented by a number of real
world case studies as highlighted above. This is critical to determining the overall project cost
impacts and for these to be accurately reflected in the RIS.
Draft provisions and final costings
It is important to recognise that the Consultation RIS and quantity surveyors costings have been
undertaken based on the draft NCC provisions and that these provisions have deviated from the
silver level requirements in the LHA guidelines with the inclusion of balcony doors, changes to door
widths and the approach to the single step entry.
Prior to any decision being made in relation to Option 1, revised costings must be prepared. These
need to ensure that if there are further changes to the draft NCC provisions during consideration by
the ABCB i.e. if the provisions were to require step free showers, step free entrances or 820-850
clear doorways, then the costings and impacts would need to be adjusted to reflect the changed
proposals and as would the weighted averages for categorises percentage of buildings.
Question 22
Do you agree with the approach taken to valuing the opportunity cost of the additional space
required?
Comment:
The methodology used in the approach to additional space is considered reasonable, albeit
extremely modest in assessing the lost floor space and site impacts. However the land figures, both
size and costs, used in relation to housing costs and land costs may not be correct.
In relation to land HIA relies on RP Data figures which are readily available for assessments such as
this and reflect all land sales nationally. These figures offer different average prices per metre square
for land to those used.
It is also unclear why Table 5.7 uses a median property value which is reference to the house and
land price, as opposed to a land only median price.
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Valuing lost land space
The methodology used for valuing the opportunity cost of additional space does not fully capture the
costs associated with the proposed changes.
Where the average lot size is increased across a residential development in order to accommodate
the additional space requirements, the number of lots within the development will be reduced. As a
consequence, the fixed costs of the development would be recouped from fewer lot sales. This is
likely to mean that the price of new residential lots will increase, not just because they are larger but
also because cost of developed land in new estates is higher than it otherwise would have been.
There is also a risk that imposing these requirements will mean that land within areas zoned for
residential development become less viable for development due to the undulating terrain. Dwellings
on sloping sites that are required to meet the proposed standards are likely to cost significantly more
to build than the amounts implied by the ‘weighted average costs’.
This could see a situation where there is a reduction in demand for lots on sloping sights and buyers
willing to pay a premium for flatter sites.
Question 23
Are additional excavation costs likely to be required in order to provide homes that comply with
the regulatory options (Options 1-3)?
High likely.
Comment:
One of the most significant costs in achieving accessible housing lies in creating or manipulating the
levels of a residential lot such that there can be step free entrances and slopes are of an acceptable
gradient, while still complying with planning requirements.
This is likely to require substantial additional excavation than would be necessary to build a
conventionally designed home. The associated costs will be unique to every site, for example a large
steeply sloping site with rocky terrain is would cost significantly more than a moderately sloping site
with clean fill soil, while a flat site is unlikely to require any additional excavation.
HIA provided the ABCB and CIE with a detailed spreadsheet of the likely excavation costs using a
method similar to the weighted average approach used by the quantity surveyors for the draft NCC
provisions.
The spreadsheet (which is submitted with this submission) provides a template for estimating the
marginal costs associated with the additional excavation work for detached home sites giving
consideration to four basic parameters:
 number of dwellings,
 size of lots,
 slope of the site, and
 the type of soil to be excavated.
The template estimates that there are 100,000 detached houses built per annum, then divides this
across three different sized lots: small (~280sqm) 20 per cent of lots, regular (~450sqm) 60 per cent
of lots, and large (~650sqm) 20 per cent of lots. Size is important as larger lots typically
accommodate larger homes which require a greater degree of additional excavations.
Across each of the size stratifications, a further four stratifications are applied to account for the
varying slope: steep, moderate, low, and flat.
Developers are likely to make decisions which concentrate different lot times on different terrain
types.
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The estimates in the template imply that sites for small lot homes are more likely to be on flatter
terrain, while steeper sloping sites are more likely to be larger in size. Slope is important as steeper
sloping sites will require far more manipulation of levels to make it possible to build an accessible
home on the site.
These two stratifications provide for twelve categories, each of the twelve is then stratified to account
for the varying types of soil that may be excavated: rocky terrain, mixed, and clean fill. The type of
excavation is important as the cost of excavating and disposing of different soil types varies
considerably.
For example, excavating rocky terrain can require heavy machinery to break up large boulders in
order for them to be removed from the building envelope, and disposal of mixed fill is significantly
more costly than clean fill. In the template we have assumed that 10 per cent of lots will require
excavation of rocky sites, 60 per cent will excavate mixed fill, and 30 per cent will excavate clean fill.
It then made estimates of the additional volume of soil that would need to be excavated in order to
create a site on which an accessible house could be built. It also applied a cost per cubic metre for
the additional excavation and the cost of disposal of soil.
The figures within the template have been included for illustrative purposes (rough estimates) and
were provided to CIE and ABCB to be further validated through the Consultation RIS process.
Feedback on the excavation calculations
The overwhelming feedback on the excavation impacts was that the draft provisions would require
significant additional excavation and waste removal costs to provide a conforming site for a
conforming dwelling to achieve either step free, single step or garage access to the dwelling.
The majority of feedback was that the estimated costs of $2,320 per lot were believed to be too
conservative and the true costs could easily be doubled for blocks with a significant slope and
depending on site conditions could easily be over $20,000 for some sites.
Using the estimated excavation costs of $2,320 per lot and calculating that out based on 100,000
detached houses built per annum, taking account of the weighted averaging used, it equates to an
additional $231,840,000 per year that should be added to the cost benefit analysis.
For apartments, noting the estimates HIA put forward only related to houses, feedback from some
builders and developers noted that the additional car parking spaces and loss of space would mean
additional floors of basement car parking are required. This is estimated to add up to, and in some
cases in excess of, $40,000 to the base cost of an apartment dwelling pending ground conditions.
The impacts for apartments for the additional space requirements and excavation costs are
significant under estimated in the RIS and requires re-analysis before a decision is made.
Question 24
Are the excavation cost estimates presented in table 5.12 reasonable?
See response to Question 23
Question 25
Are there any other costs (e.g. transition costs) not identified for builders to transition to a new
accessibility standard under the regulatory Options (Options 1-3)?
Yes
Comment:
The notion of analysing cost impacts of changing building specifications, design layouts and
transitional impacts of house plans, in particular volume/project homes, is difficult to quantify and is
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often included in impact assessments as some form of retraining or ‘business compliance cost’.
In many ways quantifying the impacts of changing an 820 mm standard door to an 870 mm door has
a known process and can be readily undertaken in an RIS. However, identifying and analysis
somewhat intangible impacts of changing a standard form design and how this applies through from
concept to design and ultimately construction and sales of a display home/concept and subsequently
marketing, promotion, sales, and finally building the new design is much more difficult.
A number of builders and developers have indicated to HIA that these business transition costs far
outweigh those of the physical construction costs of the dwelling, particular in how the market now
operates from planning subdivisions, to concept designs, approvals (planning), detailed designs,
costings, building approvals, etc.
To underpin these comments the following are some relevant points that we have collated in
conjunction with land developers, volume builders and experienced accessible housing builders:
Challenges from a planning perspective
Lot configuration


Lot configurations and lot sizes will be impacted by any changes to the requirements for homes.
Land developers work closely with home builders and a builders product range to configure land
in subdivisions to meet that.
 This then impacts the road layout ratio of land for roads and other allowances to provide for
saleable lots.
 It follows that if the footprint of the home needs to grow - through built form requirements
including the provision of level access, then the land configuration will need be altered.
 This requires time to develop – there is currently not enough information to determine exactly
but it is estimated it could be a 3-5 year proposition as home designs and lot configurations
change.
 With densities in Melbourne of around 18 homes per hectare land developers are really working
with builders and then modifying the land range to make them fit.
 Typically builders have homes that fit to a frontage - whether that be 8, 10.5 12, 14, 16, 18
metres. The land is configured to work in with the home designs the market supports.
 The proposals may also make it more difficult for new development to satisfy government’s
policies for urban consolidation and other planning scheme requirements. The dimensions of
dwellings and garages will increase in some cases to incorporate any proposed accessibility
requirements. Increasing the footprint of built form is inconsistent with State Planning Policies
for a more compact city and is contrary to the trends that have been implemented in planning
policy over many years.
 This is very different to 12 -15 years ago as land constraints mean that it needs to be used
much more efficiency.
Overlay proposal - planning approvals for single dwellings



Same issue as above as layout changes will result in a yield loss of some allotments
The overlay proposal a home may then trigger a planning approval - which adds time and cost
to the approvals process.
Display Homes




Display homes generally have a life of about 2-3 years. It is clear that those display homes
nearing completion or those completed whilst the NCC is being changed would not have been
built to satisfy any new requirements.
Concerns are raised regarding the difficulty of marketing products which do not feature the
mandated features due to changing standards potentially over the construction of the new
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subdivision. Clients are unable to view the new features and will have trouble envisaging an end
result.
Many builders have invested large amounts of money to build and establish display homes. In
addition to construction, display home costs also include the purchase of suitable land, land for
car parking and advertising.
There are a few problems associated with marketing recently completed display homes that are
not complaint with current requirements:
o The builder must use the same plans and specifications used for the construction of the
display home. Compliance will require specific amendment to the contract to allow use of a
different plan and will result in increased costs for the consumer when compared to
previously advertised prices.
o Secondly, regardless of contractual amendment and agreed cost changes, the owner’s
initial visual impression of the display home (without the required features) will form the
basis of their expectations. Although the owner may have read the contract terms and
been made specifically aware of the changes, some owners will remain dissatisfied with the
appearance of their home at the time of handover. This is likely to lead to disputation
between owners and builders.
o Thirdly, although builders will seek to modify display homes to reflect current building
requirements, significant commercial costs will be incurred. In some cases, changes to the
display home may not be possible, due to existing features, slope of the land, site
positioning and other factors.

Question 26
Can you provide any other relevant information on costs to inform the impacts of the Options?
Comment:
The BMF decision of 2017 noted that not only should a RIS be undertaken but it also requested that
case studies be carried out that look at the true costs and impacts across the range of sites that
would difficult, if not impossible, to meet a LHA silver standard.
These case studies should be drawn from the pool of:




public and social housing constructed by states and territories,
community housing providers and LHA members,
local government areas that have applied AS 4299 Adaptable Housing through planning
legislation,
 NSW and Victoria where the LHA guidelines are referenced in their apartment design codes,
 retirement living developers, and
 builders delivering home modifications and Specialist Disability Accommodation under the
National Disability Insurance Scheme.
In undertaking the case studies it should assess the costs from a project subdivision, dwelling
design, through to construction and completion and look at the impacts, both direct and indirect,
across all types of houses and apartments.
To date HIA is not aware of any such detailed case studies being undertaken and we look forward to
this being completed prior to a decision being made on by Building Ministers.
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3.4 ESTIMATING THE BENEFITS
Question 27
Are the assumptions relating to the occupation of accessible housing by owner occupiers and
renters over time reasonable?
Yes
Question 28
Do you agree with the assumption of the extent features are currently not provided in new dwellings?
No
Comment:
The RIS lists out in Section 2.8 a summary of current state and territory government policies to
increase the supply of accessible housing for which there are many.
However, it provides no analysis on effectiveness of these policies, how they are meeting or not
meeting demand levels and appears to dismiss any of these policies in establishing the ‘problem’.
These policies also demonstrate that there are a range of regulatory measures already in place to
increase the amount of accessible housing.
A number of these policies have only been introduced in the last 3-5 years, but clearly show that the
notion that only 5 per cent of dwellings cited by certain stakeholders are being built with accessible
or livable housing features is misleading and inaccurate.
The Final RIS should undertake a more detailed analysis of the current state and territory
government policies for the supply of accessible housing as well as the current and planned social
housing that will come on line in accordance with these current policies.
The Federal and State Governments have also recently announced a range of social housing
policies as part of the COVID-19 pandemic which will see a significant increase in social housing
built in the next 12-24 months.
As such assessing the perceived lack of current accessible housing stock based on past
assumptions as opposed to what has been built in past few years and what will be built in next 3-5
years, requires further consideration.
Demonstrating level of demand for livable housing features
The RIS contains commentary on the percentage of people with disability, along with reference to
the aspirational targets from the 2010 National Dialogue and surveys by community groups
regarding the percentages of dwellings built to meet the LHA guidelines.
However, there is no genuine analysis or discussions with designers, builders, developers and
occupants about the level of request or demand for the inclusion of livable housing or other
accessibility features in new dwellings. HIA is aware of many builders and developers that have
standard design offerings available or who built houses with livable housing features but experience
very limited demand for the inclusion of these features when offered.
Point of Sale Information, establish a portal and declarations
Currently there is no effective data collection or recording of information on building types and
building features.
Option 6 includes as a component of the enhanced voluntary measures the creation of a real estate
match making service and inclusion of information on liveable housing features in point of sale
information.
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Other effective measures relevant to this question would be Governments developing a portal or
register.
This portal would address a key issue as there is currently no recording mechanism for the number,
location or types of dwellings currently being built, rent or sold that have accessible or livable
features.
This portal and declarations would address this issue and give industry, governments and
homeowners and those seeking housing with these features with a record of finding suitable housing
and rentals and can give greater recognition to those who are offering accessible and livable
housing.
Question 29
Do you have any other evidence of the extent that accessibility features similar to those required by
Options 1-3 are provided in new dwellings under current arrangements?
Refer response to Question 28.
Question 30
Where dwellings have some accessibility features but not others, would this reduce the size of
the problem?
Yes
Comment:
The quantity surveyors report used a weighted average approach to the calculation, however for
many of the accessible housing elements and for majority of homes, it makes the conclusion that the
impacts would be low or attributed no additional construction cost to the element as it was
considered as status quo.
A key component of a RIS is determining the problem that the regulation is seeking to address and
therefore warrants regulatory intervention.
If based on the quantity surveyors estimates the majority of features are already being provided to
the majority of buildings to assume the status quo position, then the question has to be asked what
is the regulatory failure that is seeking to be addressed by the RIS?
One answer would be the problem with the 9 million existing homes in Australia, but this
misrepresents the reality that the changes to the code will have no impact on existing housing stock.
Even with a high proportion of renovations occurring each year, it is likely that the measures will
have little impact.
Additionally, these weighted averages and assumptions do not appear to match up with certain
stakeholders claiming that only 5 per cent of dwellings are being built with accessible/livable housing
features.
It is considered that the weighted average approach needs to be revisited as if majority of the
buildings are classified in the low bracket of the weighted average from the perspective of
impact/costs as prepared by DCWC, the benefits would also have to be equally adjusted and be far
less attributed.
Notwithstanding, these comments in our view the majority of building would be in the medium to high
impact range and costs for each of the LHA elements and would be far greater than what the RIS
costings put forward.
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Question 31
Do you agree with the assumption that additional features required under accessibility standards in
Option 2 and Option 3 would increase the number of beneficiaries compared to Option 1?
Refer response to Question 30.
Question 32
To what extent would better information provision and promotion of an enhanced non-regulatory
approach (Option 6) be effective in encouraging the voluntary uptake of universal design principles in
new dwellings?
They are likely to be very effective.
Comment:
The Consultation RIS does not provide a historical record of the journey the LHDG guidelines have
taken since 2008 and the intended partnership between the building industry, the community sector
and government, to seek to increase the stock of housing with basic accessibility features, now
referred to as livable housing.
The Strategic Plan adopted by the National Dialogue on Universal Design in 2010 set out a suite of
voluntary actions with the intention that these were supported by all parties for a period of 10 years.
Of note in these actions was the intended commitment by state and territory governments to have all
public housing apply the silver standards by 2013 and the gold standard by 2020. Table 2.8 reflects
that this has not occurred.
The Strategic Plan also committed all parties, government, industry and community to work to
increase awareness and demand of the LHA guidelines.
The Australian Government committed $2 million towards the establishment of Livable Housing
Australia (LHA) and its work to provide voluntary education, certification and guidance to home
owners, builders, state governments and the community sector. Funding was also contributed from
the building industry via a number of stakeholders.
A key contributor to success was always going to be generating awareness and demand. Demand
from government housing authorities, demand from the occupational and physiotherapists sector, the
home modifications sector, and home owners and residents more generally.
Sadly, the limited support that arose from the community sector to generate demand from home
owners and residents through education and promotion of the Guidelines and accreditation scheme,
has been a contributor to the low uptake. Similarly, state governments did not meet their commitment
to adopt the silver level standard and move to the gold standard for all public housing. Those
Commitments were:
‘That the Commonwealth and all state and territory government providers of social housing should
commit to delivering all new public housing to an agreed Universal Housing Design standard. The
targets proposed for the uptake of the Guidelines by the Commonwealth and states are:
 100 per cent to Silver level by 2011
 50 per cent to Gold level by 2014
 75 per cent to Gold level by 2017
 100 per cent to Gold level by 2019’
The community housing sector has attempted to lead this outcome and many community housing
providers today seek to adopt silver design features in all their projects.
Over the first four years of LHA a considerable amount of energy and output was generated to
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increase building industry awareness and uptake. While accreditation and training is still available,
ongoing broad based programs and promotion to the building industry and the community sector is
limited.
Below are some links to the collateral generated which could be revived in an approach under Option
6:


LHA prospectus
http://livablehousingaustralia.org.au/library/help/140427_LHA%20Members%20Prospectus.pdf



LHA Checklists: http://www.liveablehomes.net.au/checklist.html



Fact sheets on what are Livable homes:
http://www.liveablehomes.net.au/documents/fact_sheets/19_What_are_Liveable_Homes.pdf



Youtube clips https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QNHgqujLvjQ



Applicant information guide http://livablehousingaustralia.org.au/library/help/03-ApplicantInformation.pdf



Information about joining and supporting LHA for industry bodies and Governments
http://livablehousingaustralia.org.au/library/help/140427_LHA%20Members%20Prospectus.pdf

Enhanced voluntary options – benefits
The enhanced voluntary options, Options 5 and 6 and the additional items that we have identified as
listed out in this submission, could be delivered at a low cost to governments and industry and result
in increased demand, better understanding, provide accurate reporting mechanisms of stock of
accessible/livable housing and overall increase profile to support greater voluntary uptake.
Firstly the publishing of the LHA Guidelines into an ABCB Handbook will significantly raise its profile
into a national document and its recognition given its publication by the Australian Building Codes
Board rather than it being hosted by a single entity that is commonly recognised or known in the
industry.
Further to this given the ABCB now has a subscriber base of nearly 250,000 people this will increase
its profile and uptake substantially. Consideration could also be given to including reference to the
handbook within the NCC itself as a non-mandatory/voluntary guide similar to what is done in the New
Zealand housing code would also increase its reach and recognition.
The declaration/disclosure at point of completion, the portal will address a key issue as there is
currently not recording mechanism for the number, location or types of dwellings currently being built,
rent or sold that have accessible or livable features. This then makes analysis of the problem
impossible to determine in a quantified manner.
This portal and declarations would address this issue and give industry, governments and
homeowners and those seeking housing with these features with a record of finding suitable housing
and rentals and can give greater recognition to those who are offering accessible and livable housing.
These incentive programs, could increase the range of housing options available, increase people’s
awareness and familiarity with building these features into new properties without the need to
mandate for all new houses and apartments.
In terms of incentivising through financial rebates schemes there are a number of examples where
governments have done this in the past and they have been extremely successful, one needs to look
no further that the first home buyer scheme.
These initiatives go much further than what has been progressed in the past decade and builds on
this and provides dedicated programs by Government and industry to support the guidelines and
includes a much enhanced and co-ordinated program of works.
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Question 33
To avoid attributing benefits to accessibility features already installed in dwellings under current
arrangements, the impacts of the proposal have been reduced in proportion to those elements
assumed prevalence and weighted average cost. What additional evidence could we consider to
make this assumption more robust?
See response to Question 30.
Question 34
There is a mismatch between the amount of accessible housing being built and the apparent
willingness of many survey respondents (including households without any persons with limited
mobility) to pay above cost for Option 1. What explanations are there that could explain this
mismatch? Is this a reflection of the market failure?
Comment:
There is an apparent mismatch between the supply of accessible housing and volume of accessible
housing that would be expected if the community’s willingness to pay was as strong as the results of
the survey used for the RIS suggested.
As the RIS notes, these are complex matters and the indicators used to identify the number of people
affected and other information relied on to quantify the benefits are imperfect. Measurement error
should not be ruled out.
Chapter Two of the RIS states that “The proportion of private new dwellings that are accessible is not
known. The ABCB Options Paper reported one estimate from 2014 that only around 5 per cent of
newly constructed homes med LHDG silver standard. This estimate appears to have been based on
the number of dwellings certified under the LHA certification scheme.”
Yet in Appendix K it appears that those responding to the survey were advised, as a statement of fact,
that
“Without additional government action, the proportion of housing in Australia that meets the
accessibility standard is expected to remain below 5%.”
This could be considered to have misinformed survey respondents.
The survey also represented the cost of policy as a tax which is likely have been interpreted in the
context of Australia’s tax system with a broad base and progressive rates. This implies a small tax
equitably paid by a large share of the population. The cost of the proposed changes will actually be
borne by the small number of households who build a home each year.
Question 35
Do you have any other evidence that would make the estimates in the analysis more robust?

Comment:
Included as an appendix to this submission are a collection of photos that provide examples from a
range of current sites and new and planned sub-divisions and different housing types where
mandatory provisions would significantly impact the viability of residential land developments and
demonstrates a range of common house designs, internal building layouts and design options that
would be excluded from future construction.
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APPENDIX 1: EXAMPLES OF DIFFICULT BLOCKS

Image 1:
This image shows a block in a new sub-division in Brisbane, It shows both a side to side and back to front cross fall for the
site and significant front access issues. It would require significant earthworks to provide a level pad and split level slab
design to potentially provide an accessible dwelling on an already small block on 400 m 2 which would impact potential
design options and habitable floor areas.

Image 2:
This image shows a site with significant downslope from front boundary. It could potentially be designed to incorporate the
garage entrance option but has potential to create water ingress issues by benchmarking the house at a lower level based
on the downslope of site and limit design and habitable floor spaces and placement of dwelling on the allotment rather than
the tiered house design that would otherwise be used.
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Image 3:
This image shows a new sub-division in Brisbane with extreme sloping sites and tiered dwellings to suit the blocks.

Image 4:
From same sub-division, shows block with significant cross falls from side to side and back to front meaning a step free
entrance would be extremely difficult to achieve.
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Image 5:
Shows a tiered custom built dwelling in new estate in the ACT where sites are predominantly rock and therefore houses are
tiered to limit earthworks as much as possible and designs tailored to the site and surrounds to utilise the surrounding views
of adjoining valley. Neither the front entrance or garage dwelling entrance would be readily achievable on this site.

Image 6:
Shows another tiered custom built dwelling in the same new estate in the ACT. This site has significant downslope both from
side to side and front to back of the dwelling.
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Image 7:
This image shows a high set house in Northern Territory that utilises under house parking and the high set design for tropical
design principles. This house type would not be subject to proposed exemptions meaning this house design which is a
common type used in NT and norther Australia would no longer be viable.

Image 8:
Shows another tiered custom built dwelling in the same new estate in the ACT. This site has significant change in elevation
from street to front entrance with 12 + steps and split level design tailored to the site.
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Image 9:
This image is from same sub-division in ACT, shows block with significant change in elevation from street to front entrance.
Require substantial cut and fill to place a level pad on the block to achieve step free through garage or fundamentally
change the house design.

Image 10:
This image shows another example of a three tired house design tailored to the block and the sloping site. This would
require a step down through the garage to the dwelling and re-design and substantial earthworks to achieve a step free
entrance through front door or garage.
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Image 11:
This image shows a custom designed home in Perth, that has been tailored to the site to utilise surrounding views and to the
design outcome the home owners were seeking from the house.

Image 12:
This image shows another custom designed home in Perth, where the habitable living areas at placed on first level and the
design tailored to suit the home owners design outcome.
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Image 13:
This image shows a custom designed home in Perth, that has been tailored to the site to utilise surrounding views and to the
design outcome the home owners were seeking from the house.
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