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LETTER OF TRANSMISSION 
Review of Proposed Redevelopment of Seaward Village 

The Hon Michael McCormack MP 
Assistant Minister for Defence  
Parliament House 
CANBERRA ACT 2600 

Dear Minister 

I am pleased to present my report of the Review I have conducted into the Proposed 
Redevelopment of Seaward Village. 

The Review was conducted in accordance with the Terms of Reference approved by 
the Assistant Minister for Defence on 26 November 2015. 

I ask that you note Annexes C, D and E of the report contain information provided by 
Defence Housing Australia (DHA) which is commercial-in-confidence. This cost 
breakdown information is also included in parts of the report. Similarly, Enclosure 1, 
a Valuation Critique of the DHA costs, conducted by Jones Lang LaSalle (JLL) 
(ACT) Pty Ltd is commercial-in-confidence and confidential to the Department of 
Defence. Should you decide to publically release the report, I recommend that 
Annexes C, D and E and Enclosure 1 not be released and that all information in the 
report relating to these be redacted. 

Submissions to the Review are included separately at Annex F. This information has 
been collected without express consent being given to the public disclosure of 
personal information contained in the submissions and should be managed in 
accordance with Australian Privacy Principles under the Privacy Act 1988.  

May I take this opportunity to acknowledge DHA and Defence for their professional 
support to me during the conduct of my Review. I also wish to recognise the many 
people and organisations that provided valuable and informative submissions and 
representations that assisted me during the Review. 
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Review of Proposed Redevelopment of Seaward Village 

TERMS OF REFERENCE 
 

Defence provides housing assistance to support capability by ensuring that ADF 
members and their families have access to housing that meets or exceeds community 
standards in reasonable proximity to the member’s place of duty. Housing assistance 
also compensates for the housing detriment that arises from the requirement for ADF 
members to frequently relocate, by providing a subsidy to reduce the overall cost of 
house rental to members and to offset differences between high and low cost 
locations.  
 
The primary form of housing assistance provided to members with dependants is in 
the form of a Service Residence, formerly known as a Married Quarter, managed by 
Defence Housing Australia (DHA). If a Service Residence is unavailable, a member 
may receive Rent Allowance to find accommodation of similar value in the private 
rental market. 
 
Seaward Village is an estate of 153 Service Residences adjoining Campbell Barracks 
in the Perth suburb of Swanbourne. The Village houses approximately 25% of the 
members of the SASR and their families along with a number of families from other 
Army and Joint units in the Perth area.  
 
Seaward Village is owned by DHA, but subject to a Deed of Covenant that prevents 
DHA from selling of leasing any of the land to private citizens without the agreement 
of Defence. Roads and parks within Seaward Village are owned and maintained by 
local and State authorities. 
 
The residences in Seaward Village were constructed in 1991. Many are now not 
compliant with Defence standards and would require significant work to bring up to 
standard. As a result, Defence and DHA have agreed in principle to redevelop the 
village to provide an increased amount of contemporary housing with a longer 
lifespan, and to also remediate ageing civil infrastructure within the Village. The 
current proposal seeks to substantially fund the redevelopment through the sale of not 
more than 25 per cent of the Village. 
 
The Government has commissioned this Review to evaluate the present proposal for 
redevelopment and its effectiveness in delivering quality, long-term and sustainable 
housing for ADF members and their families, and to advise if there are any alternative 
options that may deliver a similar or superior outcome. 
 
The Review is to assess the existing redevelopment proposal and feasible alternative 
options regarding the redevelopment of Seaward Village to provide a long-term 
housing solution for Campbell Barracks and other nearby Defence establishments. 
Regard should be given to: 
 

a. The relative merit of a refurbishment program versus redevelopment. 
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b. Security – the impact of the proposed development plan on the security 
of Campbell Barracks and on the personal security of the residents. 

 
c. Social Impact. 
 
d. requirement for a covenant to restrict future transactions in the land. 
 

The Review may take submissions from (but not limited to) Defence, DHA, the State 
Government, the local Council, the SAS Association, Seaward Village residents, the 
Friends of Allen Park, the neighbouring civilian community and other parties that the 
Review considers to have a direct and legitimate interest in the redevelopment 
proposal. The Review may further consult with the same where necessary to clarify 
matters covered by a submission, or to otherwise progress the Review. 
 
The Review is to provide a written report to the Government no later than 29 
February 2016 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

1. This Review was established to ‘evaluate the present proposal for 
redevelopment and its effectiveness in delivering quality, long term and sustainable 
housing for ADF members and their families, and to advise if there are any 
alternative options that may deliver a similar or superior outcome.’1   
 
2. Critical to comprehending the current issues associated with Seaward Village 
(the Village) redevelopment is an understanding of the nature of the terrain 
surrounding Campbell Barracks at Swanbourne, the unique role and tasks of the 
Special Air Service Regiment (SASR); the needs of ADF families living in the 
Village; and the relationship of the unit and families to the local communities. 
 
3. The Village is a small estate of 153 Service Residences (SRs) in Perth that is 
owned by Defence Housing Australia (DHA). It is immediately adjacent to Campbell 
Barracks, the operational home of the SASR and is mostly occupied by SASR posted 
personnel and their families. 

 
4. In 1992, ownership of the land in the Village and 43 houses that existed at the 
time was transferred from Defence to DHA. These houses do not comply with the 
minimum standards prescribed in Defence policy and should be upgraded or replaced 
by 2017. After 1992, an additional 110 houses were constructed in the Village. They 
are compliant but require upgrading. While they are owned by DHA, a Deed of 
Covenant (the Covenant) was established in 2001 that prevents DHA from selling or 
leasing the properties to civilians. This Covenant, which is unique to the Village, 
places constraints on how DHA manages the Village and precludes the application of 
the DHA business model, i.e. sale and leaseback.  
 
5. DHA has developed plans to provide modern housing in the Village for ADF 
members and their families. Under the proposal, the existing homes would be 
demolished, allowing redevelopment of the land and construction of 165 modern 
houses, along with new streets, parkland areas and a new Child Care Centre. To fund 
the project, the Government, Secretary of the Department of Defence and the Chief of 
the Defence Force (CDF) agreed that DHA could sell 25% of the total site area to the 
public. The sale of developed housing lots to the private market would partly offset 
the significant cost of the redevelopment, with the balance of  funded by DHA. 
There would be no requirement for Defence or Government funding. The project, on 
current projections, is planned to be complete by 2022. 
 
6. The DHA concept of redevelopment and partial sale of the Village has met 
with unforeseen and considerable opposition from stakeholders groups and 
individuals. While it is not unusual for there to be resistance to large projects such as 
this, generally attitudes soften over time after the benefits of the project become more 
widely recognised and accepted. This has not been the case in this instance. 
Resistance has strengthened and the basis for criticism has become more informed. 
As a result, the Assistant Minister requested a Review of the redevelopment proposal 
                                                 
1 Terms of Reference 
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and the general public were invited to make submissions. Other than the DHA 
submissions, the Review received 84 submissions from groups and individuals who, 
without exception, opposed the redevelopment proposal. An on-line Petition to the 
Review: ‘Protect Seaward Village and Save Allen Park,’ was endorsed by 575 
supporters. 
 
7. During the Review, key issues were evident regarding the redevelopment 
related to SASR, in particular to its operational capability, morale, security, 
encroachment and noise, social impact and child care. In addition there is strong 
opposition to the proposed redevelopment from local Government, communities and 
interest groups, primarily focused on the merits of the proposal; poor communication 
of the project; disruption to ADF families; adverse impacts on the local environment 
and Allen Park; and the increased flow of traffic into Sayer Street and the surrounding 
neighbourhood.  
 
8. The Review has considered in detail an alternative option of refurbishing the 
existing housing stock. A refurbishment program could improve amenities and 
provide additional rooms (such as extended living areas and ensuites); replace old 
appliances, fixtures and fittings and generally improve the amenity of the houses. The 
refurbished houses would be high quality with an economic life span of 30 years. The 
refurbishment would be carried out through a rolling program with a limited number 
of houses off line at any one time, causing less disruption to families. However, a 
thorough survey of the properties has not been conducted and this would be necessary 
to determine the extent of work required for each house before refurbishment could 
be progressed.  
 
9. The refurbishment option is less complex than redevelopment, allows 
continued occupation of most of the Village throughout the project and takes less 
time to complete. While new houses would not be provided and most of the 
limitations of the current houses would remain, they would meet the Defence 
minimum standard and be of good quality. DHA has a reputation for providing high 
quality results from refurbishment programs. 
 
10. It is possible that a number of older houses would be deemed unsuitable for 
refurbishment and replacement houses would be required. That number would be 
determined following the survey of the properties.   
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13. The merits of the redevelopment proposal were considered against the 
alternative of refurbishment. This confirmed that proceeding with the agreed proposal 
of redevelopment is feasible. Defence members would have new homes in the Village 
with the costs and risks shouldered by DHA. To achieve this, the Covenant would be 
lifted; at least 25% of the Village would be sold to developers; 153 brick homes 
would be demolished; numerous Defence families would be relocated and 165 SRs 
would be rebuilt over a period of about six years; followed by construction of about 
140 civilian houses in due course. There are a number of risks with this option. 
 
14. If a decision is made to proceed with redevelopment, it is likely that the 
position of those stakeholders who oppose it will harden and a more active and 
coordinated campaign against redevelopment is possible. In addition, DHA is at the 
beginning of a development process and has no guarantee of bringing the project to 
successful conclusion in its journey through State Lands and Planning Departments 
and City of Nedlands Council processes. Also, the potential closure of Sayer Street as 
an egress point to the Village is unresolved. 
 
15. The alternative refurbishment option provides an opportunity to address 
operational capability, sustainability, and community issues more holistically. This 
option is feasible. It would retain the integrity of the Village as intended by the 
Covenant. It would not provide the same modernity and quantity of houses that the 
rebuild would achieve. The homes would be upgraded to a good condition but would 
remain essentially 1980/90 brick homes meeting the agreed standard. This limitation 
is offset by proximity to work and amenities, and a sense of security and community. 
 
16. DHA has not provided a complete and comprehensive picture of the state of 
housing stock in the Village. Therefore, it is possible that a refurbishment option will 
cost more than the potential net redevelopment cost predicted. It could also cost less. 
This option would not produce modern homes, albeit some homes would be replaced. 
However; a high quality outcome could be achieved with the current stock, which if 
maintained in a sustainable way, could provide an outcome that is aligned with future 
intentions for the redevelopment of Campbell Barracks. Refurbishment would 
certainly reduce much of the friction that has developed progressing the 
redevelopment option and achieve quick wins. It also has fewer risks in achieving an 
acceptable outcome for all key stakeholders. 
 
17. The Covenant created a unique model for Defence and DHA to manage. It 
purposely placed a constraint on DHA that limited its management options for the 
Village. In essence this was part of doing business with Defence. It was not intended 
its business model would apply in this instance to provide ‘adequate and suitable 
housing.’ This was a cost that had to be borne. Notwithstanding it created a 
significant tension for DHA in terms of their main function directed in the DHA Act 
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and its requirements to act as a Government Business Enterprise (GBE). This is a 
significant issue that rests outside the TOR but needs addressing in due course. 
 
18. As a result of the DHA wish to apply its business model, there appears to have 
been a reluctance to invest in improving the Village to any great extent, indicated by 
the cessation of a refurbishment program that was under way in 2012. The 
redevelopment concept was then presented to Defence without a complete analysis of 
the state of the existing houses and no documentation was provided to confirm a 
thorough identification of risks. The proposal was certainly attractive in terms of 
achieving the original aim of new housing for ADF members and families, with the 
added incentive of costs and risks being borne largely by DHA. It could be argued 
that, during planning, insufficient weight was placed on non financial factors, such as 
the geography of the Village, the state of existing houses, connection of the Village to 
significant operational capability, its position and relationship to communities inside 
the City of Nedlands, and possible adverse reactions to a redevelopment proposal 
from key stakeholders. 
 
19. The options of redevelopment and refurbishment are both feasible. However, 
given the difficulties that have arisen during the redevelopment process this option is 
arguably beyond the culmination point for success. If it is progressed DHA will 
almost certainly have to ‘reset’ and start again with a new process of consultation, 
collaboration and communication. It will continue to be bedevilled by the issues 
raised in this report. Fundamentally, the ‘hearts and minds’ campaign has been lost by 
DHA. Refurbishment is a more conservative approach and would achieve similar 
results i.e. a quality, long term and sustainable housing solution but importantly it is 
also likely to produce a superior overall outcome. 
 
20. On its merits, refurbishment is an option that carries less complexities and less 
risk. Refurbishment is recommended. The challenge is to ensure that, if refurbishment 
is selected, the same issues do not arise in another 10 to 15 years. The paper provides 
three models for consideration as to how refurbishment may be taken forward. A long 
term approach may be to consider the transfer of Seaward Village from DHA to 
Defence in due course. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
21. Following a thorough review of all available information, the following 
recommendations are made: 

 
 The redevelopment of Seaward Village should not proceed 
 The Covenant should remain in place and the sale of land in Seaward 

Village should not be considered in the short to mid term 
 A refurbishment program for Seaward Village should be initiated as soon 

as possible, designed to provide high quality refurbished houses and 
reduce disruption to ADF members and their families 

 Consideration should be given to ownership transfer of Seaward Village 
from DHA to Defence in the long term 

 Robust communication strategies should be developed to support the 
refurbishment program 
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REVIEW OF PROPOSED REDEVELOPMENT OF 
SEAWARD VILLAGE 

 
References: 
A. Defence Housing Australia Act (1987) (as amended) 
B. Defence/DHA Joint Working Party Report dated 10 November 2010 
C. Services Agreement on Housing and Related Matters dated 2006 (as amended) 
D. DHA Perth Housing Survey Report of September 2015 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
1. Critical to comprehending the current issues associated with Seaward 
Village (the Village) redevelopment is an understanding of the nature of the terrain 
surrounding Campbell Barracks at Swanbourne, the unique role and tasks of the 
Special Air Service Regiment (SASR); ADF families living in the Village; and the 
close relationship of the unit and families to the local communities.  
 
2. The Village is a small estate of 153 service residences (SRs) owned by 
Defence Housing Australia (DHA). It is nestled in a horse-shoe shaped valley in 
coastal parkland overlooking the Indian Ocean at Swanbourne in Perth, Western 
Australia (WA). It was developed on and occupies approximately 21 hectares of 
sandy undulating terrain that is dominated by Melon Hill, a feature that abuts its 
south-eastern boundary. The Village is bordered to its south by about 18 hectares of 
parkland, known as Allen Park, and immediately adjacent to its north is Campbell 
Barracks, that has been the operational home of SASR for nearly 60 years. The 
Village is accessed by only two roads: Seaward Avenue (primary access) and Sayer 
Street. While not closed to the public its geography provides a notable degree of 
security and privacy to its residents. It is mostly occupied by SASR posted personnel 
and their families. 
 
3. Since 1999, the SASR has been almost continuously on operations. It has 
proportionally done much of the operational heavy lifting for the ADF and the 
Government and is still heavily committed in the Middle East. If not actively on 
operations, over 60% of the unit at any one time is at very short degrees of notice to 
move. Many deploy on exercises, training and operations at short notice and 
experience absence from families for extended periods of time. Its operational tempo 
is significantly higher than most other organisations in Defence. 
 
4. The nature of SASR work is such that it is operationally necessary for 
many members to live in close proximity to Campbell Barracks. At the time of 
writing this report approximately 93 SASR members live at the Village. The 
remaining houses are occupied by Defence families posted to the metropolitan area of 
Perth, some with special needs. An increasing number of houses are becoming vacant 
due to the redevelopment project. At present, 34 SASR families receive Rent 
Allowance. 
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5. Over the years the Village has been described as part of the ‘Campbell 
Barracks - Seaward Village Zone’2 that has provided real and intangible benefits 
operationally, socially and for the broader community. It is regarded as intrinsic to 
SASR capability, providing: housing close to work, commensurate with high 
readiness requirements; a sense of security for families; social cohesion and support, 
particularly in periods of operational commitments and training activities during 
which the Special Forces (SF) have sustained a high proportion of ADF casualties; 
and reassurance for deployed soldiers regarding the welfare of their families during 
their absence. 
 
6. The Village exists within a broader community in Postcode 6010 that 
includes the suburbs of Nedlands, Mount Claremont, Swanbourne and Cottesloe. By 
way of example, Mount Claremont is about eight kilometres from the Central 
Business District, has a median house price of about $1.4m, the average age is 44 and 
the crime rate is 465 crimes per 100,000 population against a WA rate of 1,977. 
Within the Postcode, many of the streets are peaceful and shady and there is a mix of 
coastal bushland and parks such as Allen Park. There is a strong sense of community 
and desire to retain the status quo of a relatively idyllic environment. There is keen 
interest in the protection of the local environment and flora and fauna. 
 
7. A close relationship exists between SASR and their families, and the local 
communities. The SASR, and Defence more broadly, has developed an excellent 
reputation in the area over many years. The unit is highly regarded and has been 
proudly adopted by the local communities around Swanbourne. The SASR 
contributes to the economy of the area and Defence families living in the Village are 
seen as important contributors to the social fabric of the broader community. They 
participate in local sporting and social activities and their children attend the local 
schools and the Child Care Centres. The community is very protective of SASR and 
identifies with it. 
 
8. The Village is currently owned by DHA; however, a Deed of Covenant 
(the Covenant) between Defence and DHA prohibits leasing of the houses to the 
private sector and the development or sale of the land. The Covenant is particular to 
the Village ‘…while Defence maintains the Special Air Service Regiment (SASR) or 
similar special forces unit and continues to use the Special Training Facilities at 
Swanbourne...’3 The Covenant was put in place to ensure that the Village and nexus 
with SASR was recognised in the way DHA managed the Village. The arrangement 
purposely prevents DHA from applying their business model to this housing stock for 
operational reasons. A copy of the Covenant is at Annex A. 
 
9. The Defence Housing Australia Act 1987 (DHA Act) (Reference A) clearly 
provides direction to DHA regarding its core responsibility. It states (in part): 
 

 ‘The main function of DHA is to provide adequate and suitable housing 
for, and housing-related services to: 

 

                                                 
2 Submission 83 
3 Deed of Covenant dated 4 June 2001 

FOI 198/20/21 
Report



 

FOUO 
 

FOUO 
 

14 
 

a. members of the Defence Force and their families;  
 
 … in order to meet the operational needs of the Defence Force and the 

requirements of the Department.’ 
 

Regardless of constraints imposed on DHA i.e. the Covenant and its responsibilities 
as a Government Business Enterprise (GBE), first and foremost is its duty to provide 
adequate and suitable housing for the ADF, including in Seaward Village. 

 
10. Over the years various options have been discussed between DHA and 
Defence regarding the management of the Village and in that time the quality of the 
housing stock has progressively deteriorated. Currently 43 houses do not comply with 
agreed standards. This includes eight unoccupied due to maintenance requirements. In 
early 2014, Defence and DHA agreed that the Village should be redeveloped. Despite 
previous considerations as to why the land should not be sold, it was agreed that DHA 
would develop a concept proposal to sell about 25% of the Village for construction of 
up to 140 private houses. The proceeds from this would be utilised for building new 
SRs, increasing the total number from 153 to 165. 
 
11. The redevelopment proposal met with unforeseen and considerable 
opposition from many stakeholders that include: the City of Nedlands Council, the 
Australian Special Air Service Association (ASASA), Friends of Allen Park (FOAP), 
Friends of Allen Park Bushland Group (FOAPBG), Sayer Street Residents, 
Swanbourne Coastal Alliance Inc (SCA), a number of the Village residents and the 
broader WA community. The stakeholders were well coordinated and their messaging 
was aligned and focused. In addition at least four prominent politicians, State and 
Federal, openly stated their concerns regarding the proposal. The issue had relatively 
high levels of reporting in the WA media. The West Australian newspaper, local 
media and other newspapers and state television have shown interest in the story as it 
developed. They appear supportive of stakeholder arguments opposed to 
redevelopment, centred around: 

• A perceived lack of rigour in planning leading to logic gaps in the proposal 

• A perceived lack of consultation, collaboration and communication 

• Cynicism and lack of confidence regarding the motives and future strategy 
of DHA 

• Impact on operational capability, SASR personnel and their families 

• Selling of 25% of the land at the Village for 140 private homes 

• Concern regarding the demolition of a whole Village of relatively modern 
houses 

• Preference for refurbishment rather than redevelopment 

• Prolonged construction of SRs and civilian houses (possibly concurrent to 
the planned Campbell Barracks Redevelopment) 

• Increased traffic, particularly in Sayer Street, and its flow on impact to the 
surrounding suburbs 
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• Damage to a pristine and delicate coastal environment 
 
12. There is no doubt that within WA, substantial damage has occurred to the 
reputation and brand of DHA, and to a lesser degree that of Defence, as a result of the 
perceived weaknesses in the redevelopment concept; and the overall management and 
strategic communication of the project. 
 
13. In November 2015, as a result of the very negative reaction by stakeholder 
groups to the proposed redevelopment, the Assistant Minister for Defence, the Hon 
Darren Chester, requested Lieutenant General Mark Evans AO, DSC to conduct a 
Review to ‘evaluate the proposal for redevelopment in terms of its effectiveness in 
delivering  quality, long term and sustainable housing for ADF members and their 
families, and to advise if there are any alternative options that may deliver a similar 
or superior outcome’. The Terms of Reference (TOR) for the Review are included 
earlier in this report. The Review has interpreted the TOR as requiring that a 
recommendation be made for an option over other options.  
 
14. At the commencement of the Review Lieutenant General Evans was 
provided a small team to assist, consisting of: 

• Group Captain Kathleen Powell, an Air Force Reserve officer with 
extensive experience in inquiries and administration, including postings in 
personnel management areas that dealt with ADF housing issues 

• Mr Alan McClelland, seconded from Estate and Infrastructure Group 
Department of Defence where he is Director Relocations and Housing, 
responsible for managing contracts for the delivery of housing, removal 
and relocation services to Defence. He provided subject matter expertise 
on those services to the Review 

• Captain Edward Scarr, an Army Reserve officer whose expertise rests in 
research of complex issues 

METHODOLOGY 
 

15. The TOR were released on 26 November 2015 following a public 
announcement and media release by the Assistant Minister. The following timeline 
and methodology was applied to the conduct of the Review: 

• 26 November 2015 – 9 January 2016:  
o Consultation and Research  
o Widespread advice of the Review and call for submissions by 15 

January 2016 through media advertisements on 8 and 12 December 
2015 

o Release of a DEFGRAM on 10 December 2015 

• 10 - 15 January 2016: 
o Visit to Perth including two visits to Seaward Village 
o Meetings with key stakeholders 
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• 16 January 2016 – 9 February 2016: 
o Consolidation of information 
o Confirmation of key issues with key stakeholders 
o Legal Review 
o Review of DHA costings 

• 10 - 24 February 2016: 
o Review of DHA costing 
o Development of written report 

• 25 February 2016: 
o Presentation of the report to the Assistant Minister 

BACKGROUND 
 
16. Over the past 10 years Defence and DHA have engaged in ongoing 
discussions to consider options for improving the quality of houses in the Village. The 
options have taken into account the current standard of the houses and the cost to 
DHA of maintaining the properties. 
 
17. Seaward Village was originally transferred from Defence to DHA 
ownership in 1992. It currently contains 153 homes, with 43 requiring major upgrade 
or replacement by 2017 to comply with Defence minimum housing standards. The 
remaining 110 houses are compliant but require upgrades.  The Village is not old by 
community standards.  
 
18. In June 2001 the Covenant was established prohibiting DHA from leasing 
or selling properties to civilians while SASR remained at Swanbourne. Over several 
years, DHA sought removal of this to allow the houses and land to be sold in 
accordance with its business model, under the sale and leaseback program. On each 
occasion, Defence re-affirmed the need to retain the Covenant to ensure long-term 
Defence housing adjacent to Campbell Barracks, commensurate with the operational 
requirements of SASR. 
 
19. During the period 1992 to 2010, DHA undertook regular maintenance of 
the properties and carried out minor upgrades to some houses.  However, the minor 
upgrade program was not completed because the Covenant, from a DHA perspective, 
made it uneconomical to invest in the properties. This has caused a significant 
variation in the standard of housing in the Village. 
 
20. In November 2010, a Joint Defence and DHA Working Party (JWP) 
examined a range of housing issues, including rationalisation of the housing 
ownership arrangements between Defence and DHA and the future ownership of land 
and houses at the Village.  The JWP report (Reference B) reaffirmed the continued 
importance of the Village in the provision of housing for SASR; identified that the 
houses were below the standard provided to Defence personnel in other areas; and 
recommended that DHA upgrade them to a satisfactory standard. It also 
recommended that if Defence was unable to lift the Covenant, other options for 
management should be investigated. This was to include an examination of the 
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feasibility of transferring Defence off-base properties to DHA in exchange for the 
land in the Village. Defence re-affirmed the need to retain the Covenant. 
 
21. Over the next three years Defence and DHA jointly considered several 
options that included: 

• A DHA proposal to completely redevelop the Village. This would 
provide additional housing for ADF members posted to Campbell and 
Irwin Barracks. To partially fund the proposal, DHA asked that Defence 
land at Irwin Barracks be excised and transferred to DHA. However, the 
land sought by DHA was not surplus to Defence requirements because of 
the planned disposal of Leeuwin Barracks and the relocation of units to 
Irwin Barracks. 

• Replacement of 153 existing properties with 242 new houses. To fund 
this, DHA proposed that Defence approve the partial lifting of the 
Covenant to allow 83 of the 242 housing lots to be sold under the sale and 
leaseback program. At the end of the leaseback period, 159 houses would 
remain under DHA ownership. This proposal was further developed in late 
2013 and became the basis for the final agreement between Defence and 
DHA. 

• A proposed transfer between Defence and DHA of off-base annuity 
properties and the Village. This transfer was consistent with the 
recommendations of Reference B. During consideration of this proposal, 
the Department of Finance and Deregulation raised a number of concerns 
with land transfer/swap in relation to Commonwealth guidelines and 
policies; and advised it would need to be progressed through Government 
under the Budget Process Operational Rules. Given the complexity of 
Government processes and likely substantial delays in implementation, the 
proposal was not progressed.   

• A DHA proposal to upgrade the properties with Defence contributing 
to the cost. The Defence preference was for DHA to fully fund the 
upgrade. However; to progress the proposal it took into account the 
restrictions of the Covenant and DHA advice that it was uneconomical to 
upgrade the houses. If this option was progressed, it was agreed at the 
working level that the Defence contribution would not exceed 50% of the 
total estimated cost. 

 
22. On 11 February 2014, the Secretary and Chief of the Defence Force (CDF) 
met with the Chairman DHA to discuss the DHA proposal for future housing 
development at the Village. At this time DHA: 

• Acknowledged the houses in the Village were ‘in a poor state and need to 
be upgraded or replaced as a matter of urgency…. There is an obligation 
to have this work completed by 2017, the deadline nominated by Defence 
in 2006 for all housing stock to meet its minimum standard.’ 4 

                                                 
4 This comment was first raised with Defence in a letter from Chairman DHA to Secretary of Defence 
dated 23 August 2013. 
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• Advised Defence ‘with the Covenant in place, DHA is not in a position to 
make the level of investment required to upgrade Seaward Village without 
assistance from Defence.’5 The ageing condition of the properties and 
infrastructure made them commercially unviable to repair or upgrade with 
the Covenant in place. 

• 
 
 
 

 

• Advised that the proposed redevelopment, partially funded by the sell-off 
of about 25% of the land to the public, was commercially viable and the 
preferred DHA option. With income from the sell-off, construction of 
approximately 163 new SRs could be fully funded by DHA. 

•  
which was slightly more than the cost of upgrading the existing 

houses. However, the advantage of the proposed redevelopment, partially 
funded by the sale of lots to the public, was that new, larger houses with 
much reduced maintenance costs would be provided on smaller blocks, 
ensuring a longer-term solution than the upgrade option.  

 
In view of the foregoing, DHA sought agreement for the lifting of the Covenant to 
allow it to proceed with full redevelopment of the site and partial sale of the land to 
fund the redevelopment.  
 
23. On 5 March 2014, the Secretary and CDF co-signed a letter to the DHA 
Chairman, Mr Volker, agreeing the redevelopment proposal and the preparation of a 
joint ministerial submission to the Assistant Minister for Defence the Hon Stuart 
Robert, outlining the way forward.6 In the Joint Ministerial Submission dated 27 
March 2014, Defence and DHA informed the Assistant Minister for Defence that 
Defence and DHA mutually agreed the proposed redevelopment and gave in-principle 
agreement to the partial lifting of the Covenant. A written brief was forwarded to the 
Assistant Minister outlining the proposal.7 
 
24. On 10 November 2014, a joint Defence and DHA Ministerial Submission 
provided a mutually agreed way forward for the redevelopment, including an updated 
draft Concept Plan. The key agreed outcomes were: 

• Defence would seek approval for the transfer of three blocks of Defence-
owned land, adjacent to the Village, under Section 60 of the DHA Act 

• DHA would construct 165 new three and four bedroom dwellings for 
Defence families 

                                                 
5 Ibid.   
6 Letter SEC/OUT/2014/66 CDF/OUT/2014 201 dated 5 March 2014 
7 Ministerial Advice Robert:MA14-000996 dated 27 March 2014 
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• There was in-principle agreement to the partial lifting of the Covenant on 
the land to allow redevelopment to occur and the sale of about 25% of the 
site area 

• Civilian lots for sale to the general public would be in an area clearly 
separated from Campbell Barracks and the Village  

• Fencing along the boundary between Defence houses and proposed 
civilian lots would provide a security barrier should isolation of the 
Defence area be necessary 

• DHA would provide a replacement Child Care Centre, allowing continuity 
of business to prevent disruption to families 

• DHA would continue to allocate existing houses to Defence families up 
until an agreed time  

• The proposal was subject to satisfactory financing and cash flow 
arrangements 

 
25. On 13 March 2015, the Assistant Minister for Defence wrote to Defence 
and Army senior officials outlining the key principles that were to guide the 
redevelopment8 as follows:  

• About 25% of the land could be sold to fund the redevelopment, and the 
sale must meet Army’s security requirements 

• A rolling one-stage development would allow families to stay within the 
Village 

• An increase in the number of available houses, with a range of different 
property types, would give residents more choice depending on their 
personal circumstances 

• Large backyards would remain a feature 

• There would be separate entry roads to the redeveloped Village. One for 
Defence residents and one for those living in the 25% sold off portion 

• Allocation of existing houses to new families would cease at a date 
mutually agreed by Army and DHA, with remaining families able to stay 
during the redevelopment, noting they may have to move within the 
Village precinct 

• The Child Care Centre would operate continuously, with the old closing on 
Friday and the new opening on Monday to ensure minimal disruption 

• Newly posted families to SASR would be housed in close proximity to 
Campbell Barracks (ideally no more than 10km away), with any extra 
costs for increased rent ceilings approved at public expense 

 

                                                 
8 AMINDEF/OUT/2015/019 dated 13 March 2015 
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DHA REDEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL 
 

General 

26. DHA provided a submission to the Review regarding the redevelopment 
proposal: DHA Submission – Seaward Village Review dated 15 January 2016 (Annex 
B). Costings for the proposed redevelopment are contained in Annexes C, D and E 
and are discussed later in this report.  
 
27. DHA owns the properties and manages the Village as part of its Defence 
housing portfolio and over the period 2016 - 2022 plans to redevelop the site to 
provide modern homes for ADF members and their families posted to Perth. The 
redevelopment concept involves the phased demolition of the existing homes, 
delivering 165 modern homes along with new streets, parkland areas and a new 
childcare facility. 
 
28. To assist in funding the project, the Government, Secretary of the 
Department of Defence and CDF agreed that DHA could sell a portion of the total site 
area to the public.  The sale of developed housing lots to the private market would 
partly offset the significant cost of the redevelopment, with the balance to be funded 
by DHA.  A major consideration in this course of action was that the development 
would be totally funded by DHA, with no call on Defence or Government funding.  
 
29. The proposal to redevelop the Village that was presented to key decision 
makers focused on the end state and the bottom line. There is no evidence that 
alternatives to redevelopment were fully explored or presented, nor were the risks to 
this course of action identified or exposed. Surprisingly, a complete survey of the 
housing stock in the Village was not conducted prior to the development of the 
proposal. The underpinnings to the proposal, on the evidence presented, do not appear 
comprehensive. 
 

Proposed Redevelopment Concept 

30. DHA proposed the construction of up to 145 detached houses and 20 
townhouses (165 total), providing a mix of double and single storey, three and four 
bedroom homes, to take advantage of modern sustainability features. DHA would 
maximise the number of homes built to the ‘Silver’ level of the ‘Liveable Housing 
Guidelines.’9 This allows easier access for occupants with disabilities or injuries and 
is ‘fitted for but not with’ bathroom features that enable easy modification. This 
feature is not in existing houses but is being included in the majority of new DHA 
houses across Australia.   
 
31. The redevelopment project was designed to improve the housing standard 
for ADF families in the Village by bringing the quality and size of homes into line 
with contemporary standards and quality that DHA provides elsewhere.  DHA would 

                                                 
9 http://liveablehousingaustralia.org.au/library/help/Liveable_Housing_Design_Guidelines_Web1.pdf 

FOI 198/20/21 
Report



 

FOUO 
 

FOUO 
 

21 
 

also undertake significant works to improve the parks and recreation areas within the 
site. 
 
32. As part of the redevelopment concept, approximately 141 new lots would 
be created in addition to 165 houses for ADF families. These would be sold on the 
private market and construction would be the responsibility of the buyer.  The 
purchasers would be bound by design guidelines to ensure all future development on 
this land would be in keeping with the local ambiance while maintaining the privacy 
of the Defence community.   
 
33. WA Planning Commission guidelines require the site to have two access 
points for emergency access and evacuation. Seaward Avenue and Sayer Street would 
continue to be the access points. After consultation with stakeholders, DHA 
redesigned the layout to maximise the number of vehicles using Seaward Avenue, 
thus reducing the impact on Sayer Street. Other access options were considered 
unfeasible due to a range of factors.  
 
34. Further redevelopment concept plans have been developed by DHA after 
consultation with Defence, Army and other stakeholders. DHA has also been working 
to bring the concept to fruition by collaborating with the WA State Government and 
the City of Nedlands Council. A detailed plan has still to be provided for approval by 
Defence and Army. 
 

Undertakings to Seaward Village Residents 

35. In accordance with Ministerial guidance, DHA provided an undertaking 
that ADF members and their families who reside in the Village when construction 
commenced would have two options: 

• Remain during the construction period, with a possible move within the 
Village during this time   

• Move out of the Village and occupy a suitable house within a reasonable 
distance of the base, with the option of returning at the completion of the 
redevelopment  
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Breakdown of redeveloped Seaward Village Areas 

36. The following tables outline the percentage of the total areas dedicated for 
each proposed use: 
 
 

Existing 
Land Use Area (m2) % 
Public Open Space 
(POS) 

27,838 15.48 

Road reserves 45,953 25.54 
Residential 103,184 57.37 
Child Care 2,897 1.61 
Commonwealth (inc. 
Melon Hill) 

32,353 N/A 

Total (less 
Commonwealth land) 

179872 100 

 

Concept 
Land Use Area (m2) % 
DHA Lots 71,809  35.89 
Civilian 51,250  25.6 
Childcare 2,134  1.06 
POS 26,147  13.06 
Commonwealth/Melon 
Hill 

12,092  N/A 

Public Access Way & 
Emergency 

931  0.47 

Roads 47,862  23.92 
Total 200133 100 

 

Land Use Observations 

37. The following observations are provided on this information: 

• In the redevelopment, Commonwealth land (including Melon Hill) reduces 
from 32,353 to 12,092 m2 and the difference (20,262 m2) is included in 
the figure for the land to be sold to the public 

• 41.6% of the residential land is being made available for civilian lots. The 
calculation to determine ‘about 25% of the land’ for sale has used all land 
in the Village (including roads, the Child Care Centre, etc) as its basis. 
This calculation has been a contentious issue for many stakeholders 
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• There has been a 30% reduction in the land allocated for DHA owned 
housing even though there are 12 additional properties 

• There has been a reduction in the amount of land provided for the POS and 
the Child Care Centre 

Proposed Program  

38. The proposal for redevelopment is a multi-year, phased project, with 
anticipated timeframes as follows: 
 

Date Activity 

Mid 2016 
Construction of new Child Care Centre begins 
(including demolition of a small number of homes) 

Early – mid 2017 
Existing Child Care Centre closes. New Centre 
complete and operational 

Early – mid 2017 
Phased demolition and construction of new homes 
begins 

Late 2019  
First new Defence homes complete 
Phased construction of new homes continues 

2019 – 2023 Sale of 141 lots to the public 
2022 Redevelopment of all 165 DHA homes complete 

 
DHA has ceased work on the redevelopment option; therefore, it is unlikely that this 
timeline will be achieved.  

Advantages 

39. The proposed redevelopment, partially funded by a sell-off of lots to the 
public, has the advantage that new, quality, larger houses with reduced maintenance 
costs would provide a long term housing solution for ADF members and their 
families. Other key benefits envisaged by DHA were: 

• Existing drainage infrastructure would be removed and replaced with 
underground storm water storage 

• The new houses would be purpose built for the environment and increase 
asset value for DHA 

• A long term housing solution would be delivered at a lower overall cost, at 
no additional cost to Defence other than an increased rental cost 

Disadvantages 

40. The following disadvantages of the redevelopment proposal were 
identified in submissions to the Review: 

• The sale of about 25% of the Village and of significant ‘Defence’ Land, 
primarily bushland, for property development, with adverse impacts on 
local flora and fauna 

• Potential impact on SASR operational activities and training 

• A reduction in security for families 
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• Disruption to ADF families, including the potential need for them to move, 
with consequences for spouse employment and children having to change 
schools 

• The duration of the project beyond six years 

• Smaller gardens for the SRs; a reduction in the amount of public open 
space and parkland in the Village and destruction of three memorial parks 
named after deceased SASR soldiers: Baines, Harris and Jones 

• Increased traffic flow, particularly in Sayer Street 
 

Approval Process Risks 

41. Agreement by Defence, DHA and the Federal Government is not an 
assurance that the proposed redevelopment will proceed. It remains subject to WA 
statutory planning approval processes. The project cannot proceed until the WA 
Government transfers state owned land to DHA. While DHA has applied for this land 
transfer, the application is currently not being progressed by the Department of Lands 
because of opposition to the project. The City of Nedlands Council, which has formed 
a Seaward Village Working Group that clearly opposes the redevelopment, will also 
be involved.  
 
42. The Review notes that DHA is seeking to establish a broader planning 
framework via an Improvement Plan/Improvement Scheme process administered by 
the WA Planning Commission. This scheme is reserved for significant and complex 
projects and the proposed redevelopment has been accepted by the WA Planning 
Commission as such, due to the unique nature of the site, including: 

• Urban design layout driven by Defence security requirements 

• Complex zoning and land ownership issues 

• The proposed road and open space relocation processes 

• Requirement for timely management of the approval process 
 

KEY ISSUES ARISING FROM REDEVELOPMENT 

Stakeholder Engagement 

43. The Seaward Village Review was broadly publicised to ensure that those 
who wished to express a view had the opportunity to do so. Advertisements were 
placed in The Australian and West Australian newspapers on 8 and 12 December 
2015. The advertisement was also sent to WA local community newspapers. Within 
Defence, a DEFGRAM was distributed on 10 December 2015. The general public and 
Defence members were invited to make submissions by 15 January 2016.  
 
44. In accordance with the TOR, consultation took place with Defence, DHA, 
the State Government, the local Council, the ASASA, Seaward Village residents, the 
FOAP, FOAPBG, the neighbouring civilian community and other parties that had a 
direct and legitimate interest in the redevelopment proposal. Any additional 
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stakeholders identified by Defence, DHA and the Assistant Minister’s office were 
contacted, many of whom made a submission to the Review.   
 
45. As noted earlier, the concept of redevelopment and partial sale of the 
Village was opposed by numerous stakeholder groups and individuals. While it is not 
unusual for there to be resistance to large projects such as this, generally attitudes 
soften over time after the benefits of the project become more widely recognised and 
accepted. This has not been the case in this instance. Resistance has strengthened and 
the basis for criticism has become more informed. 
 
46. A visit to Perth was conducted during the week 11 - 15 January 2016, as 
part of the information gathering process and for the purpose of seeing the Village and 
hearing the views of residents, ADF members and other interest groups and 
individuals. Consultation with relevant WA Government Departments and the City of 
Nedlands Council Seaward Village Working Group was also arranged.  
 
47. There was some cynicism about the timing and short duration of the 
Review, over Christmas and New Year during a stand down leave period for the 
SASR and when many in the community were said to be on holidays. Despite this, 
SASR and various interest groups managed to arrange meetings to inform the Review 
process. While ADF members and their families and most community members saw 
the visit in a positive light, SCA and City of Nedlands Council questioned the 
impartiality of the Review. Notwithstanding, all key stakeholders provided 
submissions within the advised timeframe. 
 
48. The program for the visit included the following: 

• A DHA liaison day: inspection of the Village and examples of other DHA 
housing in the area, and discussions about the proposed redevelopment 

• Inspection of a range of houses in the Village 

• Meeting with Minister Julie Bishop and the Hon Andrew Hastie 

• Meeting with Senator Dean Smith 

• Discussions with ADF members and their families at the Village (approx 
50 attendees) 

• Meetings with the Commissioner, WA Planning Commission and his staff 
and WA Department of Lands staff 

• Meeting with the National Chairman, ASASA 

• Tour of Melon Hill with SCA representatives and community members 
(approx 30 attendees) 

• Tour of Sayer Street and meeting with Sayer Street residents (approx 15 
attendees) 

• Meeting with the City of Nedlands Council Seaward Village Working 
Group 
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• Meeting at Allen Park Tennis Club, arranged by FOAP, attended by 
various community interest groups (approx 100 attendees) 

 

Submissions to the Review 

49. In addition to the DHA submissions previously mentioned, the Review 
received 84 submissions from groups and individuals. Six of the 84 made a 
supplementary submission. Without exception, they all opposed the redevelopment 
proposal. The submissions are included separately at Annex F.10  
 
50. In particular, the Review received submissions from: 

• The Hon Colin Barnett, WA Premier and local member for Cottesloe:  
o Indicating support for SAS families, who favour a less disruptive 

refurbishment program and hold concerns about the impact on security 
if there was a mix of civilian and Defence homes in the Village 

o Acknowledging the scope for some higher density housing (apartments 
and town houses) for Defence couples without children and single 
members 

o Conveying the concerns of local residents and environmental groups 
over the loss of local bush land and increased traffic, and  

o Noting the Nedlands Council motion to close Sayer Street 

• A retired former SASR commanding officer (CO) and Commander SF, 
who expressed concern about the impact on security (both to Campbell 
Barracks and ADF families in the Village). He believes greater 
consideration should be given to the potential for increased security threat 
to families and the barracks. He also envisaged further limitations to 
essential training arising from noise complaints from civilians who 
purchase the proposed new housing 

• A retired former SASR CO who opposed the plan on security and social 
impact grounds, stressing the importance of the support mechanisms 
available to families by virtue of them residing in the Village. In his 
experience, housing in the Village was a significant retention factor for 
SASR 

• The City of Nedlands Council that believes ‘… most of the community 
opposition to the proposed redevelopment would evaporate if the sale of 
private lots was removed from the proposal.’11 The Council: 
o Objects to the DHA redevelopment plan 
o Considers a ‘normal’ process should have been followed, involving a 

Scheme Amendment to the Town Planning Scheme followed by a 
Development Application 

o Requests formal input by the City in the decision making process 

                                                 
10 The information at Annex F has been collected without express consent being given to the public 
disclosure of personal information and it should be managed in accordance with Australian Privacy 
Principles under the Privacy Act 1988 
11 Submission 25 
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• Seaward Village residents who are concerned about poor DHA 
communication, reduction in the size of back yards and the possibility of 
two storey houses. They support the refurbishment option and have 
concerns about the social impact of redeveloping the Village 

• The Chairman of the ASASA, who believes DHA profit is the foremost 
consideration in the proposal and that redevelopment will impact adversely 
on security, operational and training requirements for SASR.  

• Former ADF members who believe the Covenant must remain, security is 
an issue with the proposed plan and refurbishment is a better option 

• The SCA was critical of the timing of the Review, said insufficient time 
would be given to submissions and that DHA would have a 
disproportionate input and influence. The lack of impartiality of the 
Review was also questioned. SCA believes the redevelopment will impose 
a completely unacceptable impact on the bushland and amenity of the 
Allen Park precinct 

• The FOAPBG has worked for 17 years on restoration of the Park (named 
after a Gallipoli veteran, John Allen), which is extensively used by the 
community. They believe the proposal for demolition of houses in the 
Village is unacceptable and note refurbishment allows retention of 
streetscapes and topography. They also expressed concern that the three 
parks within the village named after deceased soldiers would be destroyed 

• Two Architects, one of whom sought a meeting to present a new concept 
for the redevelopment and another who was critical of urban design 
aspects of the DHA plan and proposed an alternative plan 

• A Practising Valuer, who questioned the redevelopment when 
refurbishment was a cheaper and better option 

• A suitably qualified person who focused on traffic issues and impacts, also 
citing other proposed developments in the area, the cumulative effect of 
which would have an adverse impact 

 
51. The remainder of submissions came from local residents and community 
groups. The issues raised are summarised below:  

• In relation to DHA: 
o the business model appeared to have taken priority over other 

important factors 
o the plan was ill conceived and poorly developed 
o the cost benefit of the proposed redevelopment was questioned and 

seen as unnecessary and wasteful 
o the Child Care Centre had recently been upgraded and a new Centre 

was now proposed 
o there has been poor strategic communication and a lack of consultation 

and sensitivity 
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• In relation to Seaward Village houses: 
o the need for improvement in the houses was acknowledged 
o the need for quality, long term sustainable housing was agreed 
o the rationale for demolishing the Village was questioned 
o a complete survey of the existing houses was considered necessary 

• ADF members and their families in Seaward Village: 
o will face considerable disruption if required to vacate houses during 

the redevelopment 
o are concerned about the future of the Village and this has impacted 

adversely on morale 
o have concerns about security and also fear the loss of the Village as a 

respite location and supportive environment for families during 
deployment 

o distrust DHA and fear they will not be able to return to the Village if 
they vacate for a lengthy period 

o the current level of maintenance of the homes is poor and some believe 
DHA has allowed the houses to degrade by doing minimal 
maintenance 

o DHA is receiving full rent for the houses and therefore should continue 
to maintain them 

• Community concerns 
o empathy with SASR regarding family disruption 
o security issues 
o impact on local schools if the Village is unoccupied for a number of 

years 
o impact on parkland on Melon Hill, Allen Park and surrounds 
o loss of Memorial Parks in Seaward Village 
o traffic problems, Sayer Street in particular 
o environmental matters, impact on pristine areas and the habitat for the 

Carnaby’s Black Cockatoos 
 

Petition 

52. In addition to individual submissions, an online Petition: ‘Protect Seaward 
Village and Save Allen Park,’ arranged by FOAP, was endorsed by 575 supporters. 
Overall, the views expressed in the Petition reflect concerns for the security and 
welfare of Defence families, environmental concerns, planning issues and loss of 
local amenity.  
 

Summary  

 
53. In summary, numerous important issues have been raised by various 
stakeholders that have potential to impact on the successful outcome of this project to 
varying degrees. They range from the existing Covenant; the merits of redevelopment; 
linkage to SASR capability, i.e. security, encroachment and noise, and social issues; 
through to the environment, traffic, and strategic communication. As noted earlier, 

FOI 198/20/21 
Report



 

FOUO 
 

FOUO 
 

29 
 

other than submissions from DHA, no submissions were received in support of the 
proposed redevelopment. 
 

The Covenant 

54. In 1992, Defence (acting for the Commonwealth) transferred to DHA its 
interest in land at the Village. In 2001, Defence and DHA entered into an unregistered 
Deed of Covenant in which DHA undertook: 
 

‘… that while Defence maintains the Special Air Service Regiment 
(“SASR”) or some similar special forces unit and continues to use the 
Special Training Facilities at Swanbourne, DHA will not: 
 

 1.1 lease any house in the estate into the private sector without the 
consent of the Minister for Defence; or 

  
 1.2 deal with or encumber or sell any of the houses or undeveloped 

parts of the land into the private sector.’ 
 
55. Since its introduction, the Covenant has been an effective method of 
ensuring property in the Village is retained for the exclusive use of housing ADF 
members and their families, as originally intended. However, as the redevelopment 
proposal has been agreed and requires that DHA sell about 25% of the land on the 
private market, a variation or replacement of the Covenant is now required. 
 
56. In order to achieve this, Defence and DHA must mutually agree to either 
vary the terms of the current Covenant or terminate it and establish a new one.  The 
second course of action is preferred as the Covenant can be updated and expanded to 
include undeveloped Defence land being transferred to DHA at no cost.  It could also 
include arrangements for the Child Care Centre. 
 
57. Defence has confirmed that a new Covenant would be established on the 
properties retained in DHA ownership for use by ADF members and their families. 
This would place similar restrictions on the sale and leasing of properties as the 
current version. 
 
58. DHA has agreed to establish a restriction on the Title of the land it sells to 
civilians to ensure the Security Principles advised to DHA by Defence are 
implemented. Defence has sought specific details of the measures being proposed by 
DHA to ensure its requirements are being met.12 
 

                                                 
12 Director Relocations and Housing email to COO DHA dated 1 February 2016 
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The Nexus with SASR  

General 

59. Fundamental to the proposal for redevelopment should have been 
consideration of the interconnectedness of the Village to Campbell Barracks that 
creates a 'Campbell Barracks – Seaward Village Zone'.13 
 
60. Since its raising, the home base for SASR has been Campbell Barracks. 
The Village was initially developed as 'on base' housing to accommodate their 
families. Over time the housing policy has evolved and the SRs within the Village 
have been made available to non-SASR personnel, principally to those who work at 
Irwin Barracks in Karrakatta with priority given to families with special needs. 
Notwithstanding, the linkage of the Village to SASR operational capability has been 
affirmed on numerous occasions. During the Review key issues regarding the 
redevelopment and SASR operational capability, including morale, security, 
encroachment and noise, social impact and child care were examined. 
 

Operational Capability 

61. SASR is a high profile unit in the Defence Order of Battle. It has gained a 
tremendous reputation internationally, domestically and within Defence for its 
professionalism and effectiveness as a SF unit. It is likely that future national security 
challenges are to be characterised by continuous and increasingly non-linear threats 
below the threshold of accepted military operations. SASR, along with a number of 
other agencies beyond Defence, is likely to be at the forefront of activities that will 
counter such threats. The current high tempo of the unit is, if anything, more likely to 
increase rather than decrease. 
 
62. Reinforcing the importance of the SF capability has been the decision by 
Government to enhance Campbell Barracks facilities to a capital cost of $223.6m. 
This will provide SASR with functional and flexible purpose built facilities and 
improved infrastructure; enabling SASR to maintain and develop its operational 
capability efficiently and effectively. The decision reinforces the strategic and 
operational importance of the base into the future. 
 
63. Notwithstanding the broader utility of the Village to the Defence 
Community in WA, SASR tenants are the priority and its close proximity to Campbell 
Barracks creates an obvious nexus with the SF capability.  It provides the SASR with 
homes for the core of its members with dependants that are close to its workplace and 
amenities; and privacy and security in a peaceful and quiet environment that is 
affordable in an expensive housing market. The importance of the contribution to 
capability was identified in Reference B: 
 

'SASR is arguably the most operationally active unit in the ADF and a high 
percentage of its members are deployed at any one time. Housing at Seaward 
Village is an important part of the support provided to the families of SASR 
members.' 

                                                 
13 Submission 83 
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The redevelopment of the Village has proven to be a distraction to members of a unit 
experiencing a very high operational tempo, largely due to the angst it has caused 
amongst their families.  
 

Security 

64. Nearly 30% of the submissions received raised the issue of diminished 
security as a result of the redevelopment, either relating to operational capability at 
Campbell Barracks and/or residents of the Village.  
 
65. During the period May - July 2015 the Defence Security and Vetting 
Service (DS&VS) facilitated a Security Risk Assessment for Campbell Barracks. This 
portion of the security review was sought to assist Army consideration of the DHA 
proposal for redevelopment. Observations made by DS&VS were: 
 
 ‘The Village reflects similarities to a gated community, and although the 

public can access the roads the lack of through traffic limits the frequency 
of non-resident traffic resulting in a greater prospect of residents 
identifying activity that is out of the ordinary or unusual … the existing 
layout and community has fostered a strong perception of safety and 
security to those in the community and those who enter the community. 
The current arrangements personify many of the principles of Crime 
Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED).’ 

 
66. Discussions with residents and families confirmed a strong sense of 
security with the current Village configuration. Families on the whole perceived that 
they were safe. Deployed personnel take comfort that their families are in the Village 
community. In their view, the redevelopment diminishes this sense of security.  
 
67. The point of contact for the DS&VS review agreed that given the 
encroachment of civilian housing upon the Village there would be a diminution to the 
perceived level of security by residents of the Village. However, the risk assessment 
concluded the actual residual security risks for both Campbell Barracks and the 
Village, as a result of redevelopment, did not exceed risk tolerance levels for Defence 
Establishments across Australia. This security review was subsequently endorsed by 
Army. 
 
68. At the request of Army, DS&VS developed a series of recommended 
security design principles. These design principles were based on accepted CPTED 
theory for the redevelopment. Army approved the principles and sought assurance 
from DHA that they would be applied in totality to the planning and execution of the 
redevelopment. DHA has subsequently stated they do not anticipate any impediments 
to the full application of the security design principles and sought permission to 
proceed with the redevelopment work as previously agreed. Army recently sought 
further information from DHA to allow the redevelopment plans to be fully 
considered and approved. Although security concerns regarding the proposed 
redevelopment have been raised by current tenants, they should not, of themselves, 
prevent the project from going ahead if the redevelopment complies with the design 
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principles and Army requirements. Notwithstanding, there will be an impact on 
security as a result of the redevelopment. 

Encroachment and Noise 

69. Campbell Barracks Redevelopment will mean that SASR is likely to 
remain in Swanbourne for many years to come. Its current location does not provide it 
with the benefits of residing within a larger secure military base as is the case with SF 
units of other nations, in terms of providing a buffer from civilian communities when 
conducting operational activities. However, its geographic position currently provides 
some characteristics of this necessary buffer: to the north of the Barracks is the beach 
coastal reserve of City Beach, further enhanced by the close training area and field 
ranges; to the east is Bold Park and the Cottesloe Golf Club, combined with the 
eastern berm along the two lane West Coast Highway; to the west the Indian Ocean 
with a fence line along the complete length of the barracks; and to the South is 
Seaward Village, currently occupied exclusively by ADF personnel and their families. 
 
70. A high level of training activity occurs within Campbell Barracks 
throughout the year determined by the training cycle and operational imperatives of 
the unit. The characteristics of the unit require continuous 24 hour operational and 
mobility training that includes significant helicopter operations. The range complexes 
are significant and sophisticated and constant use of all types of munitions and 
explosives by day and night are necessary for the unit to maintain its operational edge. 
This creates a noisy environment that can affect neighbouring areas. 
 
71. In order to provide noise management controls for on base ranges and to 
minimise disruption to surrounding areas, a self imposed curfew period currently 
exists and has done so for around 20 years. This means that in accordance with Unit 
Range Standing Orders, live firing (without weapon suppressors) and use of 
explosives can occur between 0600 - 2100 hours. Live firing and training that might 
generate excess noise can be granted by the CO outside of these timings in 
exceptional circumstances. Notices to the public are raised as required, giving 
warnings about excessive noise associated with training.  
 
72. Service families who reside in close proximity to operational bases are 
accustomed to the impacts of operational noise and activity. Future encroachment of 
civilian housing into the buffer zone of the Village will inevitably create pressure for 
SASR to curtail or adjust operational and training activities; and potentially will 
require Defence to manage compensation claims under the Defence Force 
Regulations 1952. This issue is of concern. 
 

Social Impact in SASR 

73. Broader social impacts are discussed elsewhere in this report; however, 
there have been social impacts particular to the Village residents. The redevelopment 
proposal has created significant worry and anxiety for families, for a number of 
reasons evident in the report and in the submissions received. These were reinforced 
during the visit to Perth. ADF members and their spouses advised they were satisfied 
with the existing accommodation and surrounds while acknowledging the need for the 
houses to be refurbished. They sought to avoid the significant disruption that the 
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redevelopment option would cause. This concern has overflowed to create disquiet. 
Some spouses said that issues surrounding redevelopment are likely to have an impact 
on whether their partners remain in the ADF. A SASR soldier advised that the 
redevelopment had impacted on the wellbeing of his family and this may cause him to 
separate from the Army. (His own reaction to redevelopment centred on potential 
risks to training.) It is clear that the issue has had an effect on unit morale.  
 
74. A former CO reasonably summed up the social implications for the unit in 
his submission: 
 
 ‘However it is the social impact on the families that is to me just as real a 

concern for the future of the SAS capability. By accident of history and 
geography, we have a location in Seaward village which allows families to 
meet those expectations despite the extreme pressures that SAS military 
service entails.  The location provides access to a life style that plays no 
small part in the retention rate at SASR, despite the demands and dangers 
of SASR service.’ 

And: 
 ‘While COSASR, I was left with no doubt that few soldiers ever want to 

leave SASR, but instead separation is nearly always prompted by partners 
who tire of the absences, danger…but provision of an environment for 
families that compensates the extreme demands on wives … was an 
essential factor.  In this there was no doubt that the location and 
environment of Seaward Village factored greatly, followed, in my 
assessment, by the sense of “family” it facilitated in the wives and 
especially during times of tragedy, so often the case on either operations 
or training at the Regiment.’14 

 

Child Care 

75. The Defence Child Care program is managed by the Defence Community 
Organisation (DCO) and provides services and support to ADF families. The Sunny 
Child Care Centre, located on Seaward Ave, Swanbourne is one of the Centres in the 
Defence program. It has a licensed capacity for 47 children per day. 
 
76. In mid April 2015 representatives of DHA met with the DCO staff to 
discuss a concept for rehousing the Child Care Centre as part of the redevelopment. 
On completion, the children would transfer to the new centre and the old centre would 
be demolished. The redevelopment would meet the current level of licensing. 
 
77. There is no evidence that the existing Child Care centre is unsuitable. 
Therefore, if the proposed redevelopment does not proceed, there is no need to 
replace the Centre. Similarly, child care issues do not prevent the redevelopment. 
 

                                                 
14 Submission 82 
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Summary 

78. All military organisations will ultimately carry out the direction of their 
commanders and this is the case with SASR regarding the proposed redevelopment. 
Irrespective of this, and despite the fact that a DHA Perth Housing Survey Report of 
September 2015 (Reference D) reported 'that of 61 respondents in SV (sic), 59% 
supported a redevelopment to some degree, 20% were against it to some degree and 
21% were neutral or had no opinion,' redevelopment has caused disquiet. There is no 
doubt that the current decision to rebuild and sell some of the land at the Village has 
created considerable concern and distraction amongst members of the unit and their 
families that does not appear to be reflected in the Survey. One submission addressed 
the issue of the Survey: 
 

‘The fundamental flaws of the survey are that:  
 
 1. It never disclosed that the redevelopment would result in a land 

sale of approximately 50% of the current housing area. This is a 
serious omission at best or a dishonest and manipulative tactic at 
worst;  

 
2. It never offered any other option, such as renovating homes. 
This is, again, a significant omission; and  

 
3. The survey was long, lacked clarity, and was cleverly written to 
give DHA the results they wanted, rather than to provide them with an 
accurate representation of members’ opinions.15’  

 
79. During the visit to Perth at a meeting with approximately 50 Village 
residents on 13 January 2016, there was a unanimous indication that a refurbishment 
option was preferred. It was clear from discussions with soldiers and their families 
that the redevelopment had become more than just an irritant, that it had impacted on 
morale and was likely to affect retention in the unit.  

 
80. The ASASA submission included the following: 
 

‘Ahead of all other considerations, the current sound buffer zone around 
Campbell Barracks must be preserved to safeguard SASR’s training and 
operational requirements.  The loss of that buffer on SASR’s operations 
readiness will be significant and could in a short time bring into question the 
future suitability of Campbell Barrack as a base for SASR.  Secondly, there 
are a range of security issues to be considered including physical security 
measures to preserve the safety and security of families.  These can only be 
ignored at the peril of the decision makers. And lastly, there are a range of 
morale related issues that could arise if families are forced to relocate from 
the Village, and these could well have major implications for SASR manning 
and its operational effectiveness into the future.’16  

                                                 
15 Submission 22A 
16 Submission 71 
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81. The redevelopment proposal brings with it a number of complexities that 
do not appear to have been given due consideration. Whatever concept for improving 
the Village is selected there remains a clear nexus between the Village and the SF 
capability. Significant weight should be placed on maintaining the integrity of a high 
end operational capability through consideration of the needs of Defence personnel 
engaged in continuous and dangerous activities, and those of their families, at a time 
of very high operational tempo for that particular unit. 
 

Broader Community Issues 

82. People in the local community surrounding the Village enjoy a quiet 
coastal lifestyle and are happy with their existing relationship with Defence and 
Campbell Barracks. They are opposed to the redevelopment proposal. Sentiments 
expressed by community stakeholders are similar those of the Village residents. They 
consistently mentioned their satisfaction with the existing relationship with SASR and 
the Village residents. There is strong local opposition to the proposed redevelopment 
that is primarily focused on the disruption to ADF families, adverse impacts on the 
local environment and Allen Park and the increased flow of traffic into Sayer Street 
and the surrounding neighborhood. Various elements of the broader community place 
different emphasis on each issue but they appear interconnected, well informed and 
coherent.  
 

Environment 

83. Of the submissions received, 25% cited environmental issues as a reason 
for their opposition to the redevelopment proposal. In addition, 575 people signed an 
on-line Petition to save Seaward Village and Allen Park. The FOAPBG submission 
provided background in relation to the historical significance of this park ‘for 
Recreation…and Natural Gardens and a Lookout…for the people…for all time.’17 
Since the creation of the Park, much grant money and community effort has been 
expended in preserving and improving the area which is a now a valued community 
recreation facility.  
 
84. Another submission described Allen Park as the ‘hub’ of the area, ‘a total 
of approximately 18 hectares consisting of eight hectares of recreational space and 
eight hectares of bushland reserve. It is often described as the “lungs of 
Swanbourne.” The tree canopy of peppermints and rare, aged tuart trees among 
coastal bushland supports wildlife, flocks of owls and the endangered Carnaby’s 
Black Cockatoo as well as providing highly valued “mental space for humans.”’  
Many local residents support the following view expressed in this submission: ‘the 
redevelopment proposal has made poorly researched assumptions about the 
availability of community land which, if used, will have a long lasting and detrimental 
effect on the whole Allen Park Precinct.’18 
 

                                                 
17 Submission 18 
18 Submission 8 
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85. It should be noted that the DHA proposal does not intend to reduce the size 
of Allen Park and some residents have made the assumption that Defence owned land 
adjacent to the Village is part of Allen Park. Informed stakeholders understood the 
difference and proposed that this Defence land, including Melon Hill, should be 
incorporated into Allen Park. 
 
86. DHA commissioned an environmental study of the Village area, with a 
Flora and Fauna Survey competed in late 2015. The study did not identify any issues 
that would prevent the redevelopment from proceeding. DHA advise that a detailed 
assessment of the environmental requirements will be made by relevant authorities as 
part of the planning process and they will comply with all State and Federal 
Environmental legislation. DHA has undertaken a detailed Bushfire Risk Assessment 
and the site is classified as a bushfire prone area, hence the importance of the two 
access/egress points in the existing Village and for any redevelopment. On the 
available advice, there is no long term environmental reason to prevent the 
progression of this option.   
 

Traffic 

87. The WA Planning Department Bush Fire Management Guidelines require 
that any Seaward Village redevelopment have two separate access routes for 
emergency access and evacuation.  At present, access to the Village is gained 
primarily through Seaward Avenue, with Sayer Street providing secondary access. 
The redevelopment proposal would see no change to this existing access network 
although there will be an increase in the flow of traffic on Sayer Street.  
 
88. DHA-commissioned independent modelling indicates that, under the 
current proposal, traffic along Sayer Street will increase from 230 to 724 vehicles per 
day. In the morning peak hour, it is anticipated that 60 vehicles would use Sayer 
Street (equating to approximately one vehicle per minute).  This is below the design 
limit of this street which planning guidelines advise could cope with 3,000 vehicles 
per day. DHA has investigated other access roads. These include:  

• A public access road through Campbell Barracks, an option not supported 
by Defence. Because it runs parallel to Seaward Avenue it does not 
provide a viable alternative route 

• A road south through Allen Park, connecting to Odern Crescent. Initial 
advice to DHA is that this would not be supported by the City of Nedlands 
Council 

 
While residents have a contra view, DHA advice is that the existing road network has 
the design capacity to accommodate the projected traffic volume increase and the 
issue of traffic on Sayer Street would not, of itself, prevent the redevelopment from 
going ahead as planned. 
 
89. The residents of Sayer Street and the City of Nedlands Council object to 
the ongoing use of Sayer Street as a point of access/egress to the Village and say they 
intend to close and remove the portion of Sayer Street that traverses the existing A-
Class reserve. They propose a track with ‘knock down bollards’ that would be 

FOI 198/20/21 
Report



 

FOUO 
 

FOUO 
 

37 
 

available for emergency use only. Several submissions addressed this point. One 
stated: [the DHA] ‘…planning path is to use an existing road, Sayer Street as the 
primary ingress and egress for the proposed development. Part of the route that runs 
from Seaward Village into Sayer Street is an A Class Reserve which DHA is 
proposing to breach.’ This would ‘cause much public antagonism in the future, 
because of the environmental damage and loss of habitat to endangered species along 
with a very detrimental traffic impact on the local civilian community. That 
antagonism will most likely, albeit incorrectly, be directed towards the Department of 
Defence and Campbell Barracks instead of towards DHA…’.19 
 
90. DHA advice is that Sayer Street is the most appropriate secondary access 
route, both for Seaward Village residents and the wider Swanbourne community. That 
Sayer Street crosses an A-Class reserve, a fact cited by the City of Nedlands Council, 
does not provide a basis for its closure and non-use as an access/egress route. Public 
roads through A-Class reserves are not uncommon in WA, the most notable examples 
being roads that run through Kings Park and John Forrest National Park. 
 
91. The closure of Sayer Street not only represents a significant risk to the 
viability of the current proposal, it also represents an increased risk to the safety of 
residents in the Village irrespective of the option finally chosen. A replacement 
access/egress point would need to be identified before Sayer Street is closed.  The 
WA Department of Lands advises that providing a track with ‘knock down bollards’ 
is not an adequate solution. The Minister for Lands in the WA Government is the 
delegate for resolving this matter. As such it is beyond the scope of this Review.  
 

Risks 

92. A decision to proceed with the current proposal has the following 
identified risks:  

• The proposal has floundered in its execution, possibly due to poor 
coordination and communication and a perceived lack of collaboration at 
the outset. This has polarised attitudes in the community. Continuing with 
redevelopment will likely trigger a very active anti-redevelopment 
campaign that will further damage the reputation of Defence and DHA. 

• The proposed redevelopment remains subject to the relevant WA statutory 
planning approvals and transfer of State-owned land. The WA Premier, in 
his capacity as the State local member, has expressed his opposition to the 
current proposal.20 Currently, the processing of issues has stalled and the 
required approval may not be given. 

• It will have a deleterious impact on the morale of members and families 
that has potential to impinge on retention and operational capability. 

• Encroachment on capability – noise from the training on Campbell 
Barracks will predictably be an irritant to owners of the private blocks 
which, over time, may corrode the ability of SASR to conduct required 

                                                 
19 Submission 8 
20 Submission 10 
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training. This has already occurred with the imposition of a 0600 - 2100 
hours noise curfew on range practices. 

• Sayer Street is currently used as the second entry/exit point to the Village. 
Local resistance may prevent this from remaining, in which case an 
alternative would need to be found. No viable alternatives have been 
identified to date. 

 

A FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVE - REFURBISHMENT 
 
93. The TOR required that feasible alternatives to redevelopment be explored. 
Essentially three options were identified based on achieving distinct outcomes; they 
are: redevelop, refurbish or disposal. The disposal option (disposing of the Village 
from DHA housing stock and selling the land), has been considered and determined to 
be inconsistent with the strategic decision to redevelop Campbell Barracks. Other than 
the agreed proposal of redevelopment, the only other identified feasible alterative is 
refurbishment. A refurbishment process looks to renovate or improve existing 
buildings through an upgrade program.  The program can add additional amenities 
and rooms to the building; replace old appliances, fixtures and fittings and generally 
improve the house. In circumstances like the Village the refurbishment is done 
through a rolling program with a limited number of houses off line at any one time, 
causing less disruption to families. In this case, one obvious difference between the 
redevelopment and refurbishment models is the manner in which they are funded.  
Funding options are discussed later in this report. 

 
94. In this section of the report, the term ‘refurbishment’ is used to indicate 
work to enhance the quality of the existing property although it is not a contractual 
term prescribed in the Services Agreement on Housing and Related Matters (the 
Services Agreement)21. In that document, the term ‘upgrade’ is used. In this report 
‘refurbishment’ and ‘upgrade’ have a common meaning that allows for the inclusion 
of new or improved amenities.   
 
95. The Services Agreement contains the following definitions: 

• Upgrade means either a Major or Minor Upgrade 

• Major Upgrade means, in relation to a SR, a major improvement in 
quality, amenity or standard, including the addition of a significant 
amenity (such as an extra bedroom or ensuite) or when a SR requires mid-
life upgrade due to being aged or run down 

• Minor Upgrade means, in relation to a SR, a minor improvement in 
quality or standard, such as a new bathroom fit-out or new kitchen fit-out 

• In the Services Agreement, there is a clear distinction between an upgrade 
and repair and maintenance   

                                                 
21 The Services Agreement is the Defence arms length commercial arrangement with DHA that is the 
basis for the delivery of housing to meet Defence needs. Its contract terms prescribe housing standards, 
service levels and performance requirements. It also sets the basis for payments by Defence to DHA for 
housing 
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• Maintenance means to keep in good condition through renewal or repair 
of decay, defective or worn-out parts for premises and the fixture and 
fittings (excluding the tenants’ fixtures and fittings) and does not extend to 
expenditure of a capital nature 

 
Often, failure to pay attention to repair and maintenance can generate the requirement 
for refurbishment. 
 

Refurbishing DHA Houses 

96. The DHA business model generally involves replacing leased houses on 
the Rent Bill22 before they require Minor or Major Upgrades.  It relies on 
construction, sale and leaseback of houses and the direct leasing of properties. Under 
Department of Finance GBE guidelines, a principal objective is that any activity 
should add to shareholder value.  Although in keeping with its responsibilities under 
the DHA Act and the Services Agreement, refurbishing leased housing stock rarely 
provides a commercial return.   
 
97. When houses are retained in DHA ownership (i.e. DHA-owned houses) 
because they are strategically located to meet Defence requirements or have been 
purchased for a specific purpose, refurbishment occurs when required but not 
normally in significant numbers or as large projects. The replacement of older houses 
with new houses on a new site is the preferred option. This is consistent with the 
DHA business model and permitted by the Services Agreement. Generally, DHA does 
not demolish houses to replace them on the same site unless there are opportunities to 
redevelop more than one property and increase the yield by providing additional 
houses (i.e. demolish three properties to provide seven new homes).  
 
98. The most recent large project to refurbish DHA-owned houses occurred in 
2006 when DHA carried out a Major Upgrade of 150 houses at Wattle Grove 
(adjacent to Holsworthy Barracks).  This project went very well and Defence 
identified no significant issues. 
 
99. In recent years, projects to improve the standard of Defence-owned houses 
on bases and in remote areas have generally involved the upgrading of houses rather 
than replacement. This strategy was selected as substantial improvements can be 
achieved at reduced costs per house and with more reasonable options for tenant 
management in remote areas or on bases.  These projects have occurred at 
Larrakeyah, RAAF Tindal, HMAS Cerberus and Puckapunyal.  In most instances, the 
cost of a Major Upgrade is less than half the cost of constructing new houses and the 
refurbished houses delivered to Defence by DHA are consistently of a high standard.  
 
100. However, in a few instances (e.g. RAAF Darwin and Canungra), the cost 
of refurbishing older houses was similar to providing new houses.  In those instances, 
Defence chose to have new houses constructed.  
 
                                                 
22 The Rent Bill is the monthly invoice through which all payments related to SRs are made. There is a 
formal process for including houses on the Rent Bill 
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Suitability of Seaward Village Housing for Refurbishment 

101. In 2011, DHA advised that 43 houses did not comply with the 2007 
Defence policy minimum standard and would be classified as transitional stock and 
require substantial renovation, primarily by the inclusion of an ensuite, or demolition 
and reconstruction by 2017. The remaining 110 were compliant but many required a 
mid-life upgrade, while 33 had been recently upgraded and needed minor 
refurbishment. In 2012, DHA advised that the cost of upgrading the properties at the 
Village was estimated at During discussions on the possibility of transferring 
ownership of the Village to Defence, it was agreed that few, if any, of the houses 
would need to be demolished and replaced. DHA cost estimates for refurbishment 
have grown by 122% since then. 
 
102. During the visit to Perth, the first impression on driving through the 
Village is of an attractive and well-established suburban area. The housing area is 
quiet, relatively isolated, well maintained, and obviously well regarded by the 
inhabitants. There is substantial tree coverage throughout public areas and on most 
properties which enhances the attractiveness of the Village.  The houses are older than 
normal DHA houses; and, in particular, the living areas are smaller than what is now 
normal in modern houses. However, overall the houses appear to be of sound 
standard, consistent with those in the surrounding areas. The size of the housing 
allotments is much larger than DHA provides elsewhere. The overall appearance of 
the Village was adversely affected by vacant houses with gardens in need of care. 
 
103. Of the houses inspected, three were in good condition. One was occupied 
and required no additional work. Two had been vacated in recent months and required 
standard post-vacation maintenance, such as repainting of walls and ceilings before 
being reoccupied. Three other houses were in obvious need of attention and required 
an upgrade such as refurbishing kitchens and bathrooms, new floor coverings, 
curtains and fittings. Another house was older, did not comply with current Defence 
minimum standards and required the addition of an ensuite. This was in poorer 
condition than the remainder and required a major upgrade. The roof leaked and there 
was damage to the ceilings and walls. A large retaining wall on the downhill side of 
the property was collapsing and needed repair. 
 
104. One criticism of the redevelopment option raised by stakeholders is the 
waste of resources associated with the demolition of 153 twenty-year old houses when 
most could be retained for many years. They argue that the suburb of Swanbourne 
comprises houses that are a similar age and standard. The claim that all houses in the 
Village are poor quality and not up to Defence standards was not substantiated during 
the visit to the site. Most of the houses had not reached their economic life span. 
 
105. It was apparent that the condition of some of the houses has deteriorated 
over time, with some requiring significant work to upgrade to a suitable standard.  
This decline is most apparent in the 43 houses constructed before 1991. An 
assessment is now required to determine whether some need to be replaced. From the 
information made available during the visit, most of the houses are suitable for 
upgrading.   
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106. DHA advised that, since the decision to redevelop the village was agreed, 
tenants have received the same level of routine maintenance provided to ADF families 
around Australia. Current maintenance is directed at meeting the needs of the tenants 
of occupied houses and maintaining the condition of the houses. However, this view 
is not shared by tenants and the standard of maintenance was a consistently strong 
criticism of DHA raised by tenants. Maintenance of unoccupied houses has been 
limited to security and grounds maintenance. As agreed between Defence and DHA, 
no new allocation of the Village housing has occurred since July 2015. 
 

 
108. DHA has advised that its estimated cost is robust and includes contingency 
allocations (15%) to cater for unexpected issues that could occur. Accordingly, this 
estimate could be considered a maximum figure for the refurbishment program.  
However, if houses need to be replaced because it is uneconomical to upgrade them, 
the cost of the new houses should be identified separately. 
 
109. Once a thorough assessment is done of each property and a firm quote 
becomes available, the financial risks with an upgrade program are low.  Unlike the 
rebuild option, the final net cost is not dependent on fluctuations in the volatile Perth 
property market. 
 
110. As part of the current redevelopment, DHA is addressing several issues 
associated with the Village infrastructure, particularly the management of storm 
water. It is noted that DHA has not conducted any detailed analysis on drainage 
infrastructure. If this is a critical issue, it would also need to be addressed as part of 
the refurbishment program and project costs may need to be adjusted. However, 
information provided to the Review suggests that current storm water management 
arrangements are adequate for the existing houses as the inundation of lower park 
areas has a negligible impact because of the sandy soil in the Village. 
 

Evaluation of the Refurbishment Option 

Advantages 

111. The refurbishment option has the following advantages: 
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• Cost. The cost of this option is significantly less than the net cost of 
redevelopment and on a ‘like with like’23 basis, i.e. building costs, 
refurbishment of the Village would be less than half the cost of 
redevelopment. The cost could be spread over a period of up to five years 
and would provide a continuing rent stream for at least 100 houses 
throughout the project 

• Best use of current assets. Most of the houses are about 20 years old and 
their condition does not warrant demolition and replacement 

• Time. The project would be quick to plan and implement. Work could 
commence shortly after the first tranche of houses has been assessed and 
while later tranches are being surveyed. There are about 40 houses 
currently vacant (as at 6 January 2016) and these could be used for the first 
round of upgrades, for delivery in late 2016 

• Disruption to Tenants. This option minimises the level of disruption to 
ADF tenants.  While tenants would need to change houses as the project 
progressed, the level of inconvenience and complaint would be 
manageable because families would be moving to better quality home in 
the same area 

• Retains the ADF Village.  Most stakeholders want to retain the Village as 
an ADF enclave. 

•  Limits encroachment on Campbell Barracks. No civilian families 
would be located in the valley that is affected by noise from Campbell 
Barracks  

• Limiting the footprint of the Village.  The concerns of non-ADF interest 
groups, such as the FOAP, would be alleviated as the footprint of the 
Village would remain unchanged with no additional impact on the 
surrounding environment 

• High quality of upgraded housing.  DHA has a strong track record of 
providing high quality results from upgrading programs 

 

Disadvantages 

112. The upgrade option has the following disadvantages: 

• More expensive. On a net cost basis this option is potentially fiscally 
more expensive 

• Reversal of a decision. This would be a reversal of a decision agreed by 
Government and the senior leadership of Defence and DHA 

• Resources committed. Resources have been committed to progress the 
agreed redevelopment of the Village. Should the refurbishment option be 
adopted most of the investment to date would be lost 

                                                 
23 Enclosure 1 
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• Precedent. Reversal of the redevelopment decision due, in part, to 
community pressure may establish a precedent, though the Village is a 
unique case 

 
113. In summary, the refurbishment of Seaward Village provides a sensible 
way forward that makes best use of existing housing. If this option is chosen, there are 
three available models for funding the project. 

 

Model 1 - DHA Fund Upgrade 

114. This model recognises that the Village properties are owned by DHA and 
should be maintained to the standard prescribed in the Services Agreement. 

 
115. The Covenant reflects an undertaking provided by DHA when the Village 
land was transferred from Defence to DHA.  This undertaking was advised to the 
Public Works Committee (PWC) in April 1991. DHA endorsed the Covenant and 
should have been aware that this included responsibility for some form of minor and 
major upgrading programs in due course. The circumstances have not changed since 
then, apart from a substantial increase in SASR operational tempo and an even greater 
need for housing in the Village for their families. This has previously been recognised 
by DHA and two limited programs to refurbish the properties were commenced but 
not completed because DHA decided not to continue the work.    
 
116. DHA retains ownership of about 2500 investment properties nationally 
and maintains and upgrades them in accordance with risk sharing arrangements 
prescribed in the Services Agreement.  While the Covenant makes the Village a 
unique case, the contract obligation to maintain the properties continues to apply.  
Given that DHA has projects worth over $1b currently underway, the cost of an 
upgrade program for the Village, spread over five years, is unlikely to significantly 
affect other DHA activities and operations.  DHA could seek Shareholder Ministers’ 
agreement to adjust its annual dividend payments to meet the cost if required.   
 
117. Model 1 has the following advantages: 

• It is consistent with DHA obligations as prescribed in the DHA Act and 
risk sharing arrangements set out in the Services Agreement 

• The cost of an upgrade program for Seaward Village, spread over five 
years, is unlikely to affect other DHA activities and operations 

 
118. The disadvantage of Model 1 is the solution continues to require DHA to 
operate within the constraints of the Covenant. The cost of upgrading and replacing 
houses is generally recovered through increased capital value of the house, that cannot 
be realised with the Covenant, and additional rent. 

 

Model 2 – Shared Cost 

119. Following the decision not to progress the exchange of off-base annuity 
properties and the Village, Defence and DHA staff commenced an investigation into 
Defence partially funding the upgrade program. As the basis for the investigation, it 
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was agreed at the working-level that the Defence contribution would not exceed 50% 
of the total estimated cost.   
 
120. At that time, Defence indicated its preference for DHA to fully fund the 
refurbishment (Model 1). However, Defence recognised that for a solution to be found 
the constraints of the Covenant needed to be given full consideration   
 
121. The model provided a pragmatic solution to this longstanding and 
contentious issue. However, the investigation was overtaken by events and was not 
completed, although it was clear the net costs would be significantly lower for DHA 
and Defence than the other models.     
 
122. To be successful, this model, like all alternatives, must not only address 
the current requirements but also establish clear guidelines for future upgrade 
programs.  These arrangements should be formalised in the Services Agreement.  One 
issue that would need to be addressed is the level of funding Defence would provide 
when houses are unsuitable for upgrade and need to be replaced.   
 
123. This model has the following advantage: 

• It provides a pragmatic, compromise solution that may be acceptable to 
both Defence and DHA 

 
124. It has the following disadvantages: 

• It would generate costs for Defence 

• The model is inconsistent with existing Services Agreement risk sharing 
arrangements and specific contract arrangements would need to be agreed 
for the Village 

• The level of Defence funding for replacement housing would need to be 
determined 

Model 3 – Ownership Transfer 

125. As discussed in the Background, in 2010 the JWP examined a range of 
housing issues, including the future ownership of land and houses in the Village.  It 
recommended that, if Defence was unwilling to lift the Covenant and it was not 
economically viable for DHA to maintain the properties to Defence standards, other 
options should be investigated. This was to include an examination of the feasibility 
of transferring Defence off-base properties to DHA in exchange for the land in the 
Village. 
 
126. If a transfer was to occur, it could be undertaken quite expeditiously and 
with little administrative effort on either side. There are three potential transfer 
options: 

• Option 1. DHA transfer Seaward Village properties to Defence at no 
cost. As a government entity, DHA is responsive to its Shareholder 
Ministers and it could be directed by the Defence Minister to return the 
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properties to Defence under the DHA Act S.31(2), with the agreement of 
the Minister for Finance. Essentially, DHA would gift the land to Defence 

• Option 2. DHA transfer Seaward Village properties to Defence at an 
agreed price (perhaps book or market value) and Defence liability could 
be calculated as an annuity. Alternatively, Defence could fully pay the 
agreed price.24 The Services Agreement defines an annuity as follows: 

‘Annuity means an agreement between Defence and DHA to amortise the 
costs relating to acquiring, constructing, upgrading, holding and/or 
financing a Service Residence over a fixed term in accordance with 
Schedule 3 (Annuities).’ 

• Option 3. DHA trade the Seaward Village with Defence for property 
of equivalent value.  

 
 
 
 
 

 
127. The advantages of the transfer option are: 

• It would enable the Village to be recognised as part of the ‘Campbell 
Barracks -  Seaward Village Zone’ and its contribution to operational 
capability, layered security, and prevention of encroachment would be 
assured 

• The transfer of ownership to Defence would be supported by tenants and 
local community groups as it would retain the status quo and avoid the sale 
of lots to the public 

• It clarifies responsibilities and brings the Village into line with other 
Services Agreement risk sharing arrangements and provides a clear, long-
term solution for maintenance, refurbishment and replacement 

• Defence retains the Village for continuing use by the ADF in a location 
where all housing is expensive and difficult to provide 

 
128. The disadvantage of this model is the transfer of the Village properties to 
Defence does not address the issue of the current condition of the houses. They would 
still require refurbishment, with costs being the responsibility of Defence. It would be 
the slowest model to implement, as Defence would need to seek PWC approval for 
the major project to proceed. This could delay the project by 12 - 24 months.  

 
                                                 
24 Defence may need to strike an annuity for each property for a nominal amount to ensure the 
requirements of the Land Acquisitions Act 1989 are met 
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129. For option 3, many of the properties that could be transferred to DHA are 
in regional areas and are ageing, requiring upgrade or replacement in the near future. 

 

Summary  

130. Of all the models, it is Model 3 that will provide a long term solution to 
addressing the friction between the Covenant and the DHA business model.  
 

COST COMPARISON 
 

131. In early December 2015, DHA was asked to provide costings for 
redevelopment and refurbishment to inform the Review. In addition, the Chief 
Finance Officer Department of Defence agreed to arrange validation of the DHA 
costings when they became available.  
 
132. A DHA submission - Project Financials Seaward Village Review was 
included as a commercial-in-confidence attachment to the DHA submission to the 
Review dated 15 January 2016. This is at Annex C. After queries were raised in 
relation to this information, DHA provided a revised submission: Revised Project 
Financials Seaward Village Review dated 3 February 2016 (Annex D). On 16 
February 2016, following a request from the Review for costing of a five year rolling 
refurbishment program, DHA provided additional information: Seaward Village – 5 
Year Refurbishment Feasibility Costing (Annex E).25  
 
133. The validation of DHA costings was conducted by Jones Lang LaSalle 
(JLL) (ACT) Pty Ltd, acting on instruction from Defence. The JLL Valuation Critique 
is at Enclosure 1.26 

Background Information 

 
134. DHA provided the following information regarding houses in the Village: 

• Upgrades. Thirty three houses underwent a minor upgrade at a cost of 
 per dwelling between November 2010 and December 2012. 

• Rent. DHA receives about  pa in rent and vacancy charges for the 
153 properties.  

Basis for Costs - Redevelopment Option 

135. DHA included the following information for key cost items: 

• Civil construction costs and authority fees have been based on advice of a 
civil engineer 

                                                 
25 Annexes C, D and E contain commercial-in-confidence information provided by DHA  
26 The JLL Valuation Critique is commercial-in-confidence and confidential to the Department of 
Defence  
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• Landscaping construction costs have been based on advice of a landscape 
architect 

• Temporary accommodation and relocation costs have been identified by 
DHA in accordance with local market conditions 

• Housing construction costs are based on recent tenders and quantity 
surveyor advice, both completed for the Perth region 

• Other costs are estimated in accordance with DHA internal processes, 
based on experience with other development projects within its portfolio 

 

Refurbishment Initial Cost Estimates 

138. As noted earlier in this report, on 15 January 2016, DHA provided detailed 
costs estimates for both options. Following an examination of these by the Review, 
DHA was asked to review the information because several areas in both options, but 
particularly for refurbishment, were difficult to understand. On 3 February 2016 DHA 
provided revised estimates  

 

 
140. DHA was also asked to cost the refurbishment as a rolling program over a 
five year period. This request was made because the Review considered this was the 
maximum period needed to refurbish 153 houses, noting that a recently completed 
project to refurbish 193 houses at RAAF Tindal was completed in 3.9 years.  
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Basis for Costs - Refurbishment Option 

148. It is possible that several houses could be deemed unsuitable for 
refurbishment and replacement houses will be required. The number of houses to be 
rebuilt would be determined following the survey.  
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JLL Valuation Critique 

RELATIVE MERITS 
 
151. Central to this issue has been an imperative to improve housing for ADF 
members and their families in the Village. In consideration of the relative merits, 
cognisance has been given to the fact that the redevelopment of the Village was 
agreed by Defence and DHA. The two options of redevelopment and refurbishment 
have been described above. The relative merits are outlined below. 
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Redevelopment 

152. This Review has confirmed that proceeding with the agreed proposal of 
redevelopment, is feasible. The end state will be that Defence personnel will be 
provided with new homes in the Village with the costs and risks shouldered by DHA. 
However, the achievement of this end state requires the lifting of the Covenant; the 
sale of at least 25% of the Village to developers; demolition of 153 brick homes; the 
relocation and disruption of numerous Defence families; and the rebuild of 165 SRs 
over a period of about six years, plus further construction of about 140 civilian homes 
beyond that time.  
 
153. During the process of redevelopment, even if a decision is made to 
proceed, it is likely that the position of those stakeholders who are opposed to the 
proposal will harden and there is the possibility of a more active and coordinated 
campaign against redevelopment, focused on the numerous identified issues. The 
opposition is unlikely to go away in the short to medium term. Any action other than 
stopping redevelopment is unlikely to assuage the protagonists of their stance 
regarding: disruption to SASR operations and families; views on the false economy of 
the project; and impacts on the broader community including traffic and 
environmental issues. In addition, DHA is at the beginning of a process and has no 
guarantee of bringing the project to successful conclusion in its journey through State 
Lands and Planning Departments and Nedlands City Council processes. Also, the 
potential closure of Sayer Street as an egress point to the Village is unresolved. 
 
154. If the redevelopment option is progressed, DHA will almost certainly have 
to ‘reset’ and start again with a new process of consultation, collaboration and 
communication. DHA will recommence the project from a low base in terms of its 
reputation and trust. In essence it has lost the ‘hearts and minds’ campaign.  
  

Refurbishment 

155. The alternative refurbishment option would focus beyond the bottom line 
and address operational capability, sustainability, and community issues more 
holistically. This option is feasible. It would retain the integrity of the Village as 
intended by the Covenant. It would not provide the same modernity and quantity of 
houses that the redevelopment would achieve. The homes would be upgraded to a 
good condition but would remain essentially 1980/90 brick homes – sound homes 
nonetheless and meeting the agreed standard. Deficiencies in modernity would be 
offset by proximity to work and amenities, and a sense of security and community.  
 
156. The cost for refurbishment is potentially greater than the net cost of 
redevelopment, albeit the Village remains an asset that is intact. It is a cost that will 
need to be borne in some other way. This option is far less complex. Its attraction lies 
in part in its simplicity. It can be quick to initiate and quick wins can be achieved at a 
number of levels. It provides the opportunity for DHA to rebuild its brand and many 
of the stakeholder concerns would dissipate. 

FOI 198/20/21 
Report



 

FOUO 
 

FOUO 
 

51 
 

 

Table - Comparison of Key Elements  

157. The table below represents a comparison of key elements of both options: 
 
 ISSUE  REDEVELOPMENT REFURBISHMENT 
1 Agreed option Redevelopment has the 

agreement of Defence and 
DHA 

Not considered a feasible 
option when redevelopment 
proposed by DHA 

2 Precedent Not applicable The selection of this option 
may establish an argument of 
precedent for future similar 
projects 

3 Cost 
comparison27  

4 Building Costs 
5 Land ownership Sale of at least 25% of land 

on the open market 
No land sale. The integrity of 
the Village is maintained. 
There is an option of 
transferring the land to 
Defence ownership 

6 Operational 
Capability 

Impacts on layered security 
provided by the Campbell 
Barracks-Seaward Village 
zone 
 
Encroachment of civilian 
housing into the noise 
buffer zone with potential 
effects to operational 
training 

No encroachment of civilian 
housing  
 
No change to security profile 
 
Noise buffer zone intact 
 
No impact on operational 
training regime 

7 Impact on morale 
of ADF members 
and families 

Disruption and uncertainty 
for ADF member families. 
Adverse impact on morale  

Concerns redressed. Some 
disruption but easily 
manageable 
 

8 Demolition of 
Properties  

Demolition of Estate of 
153 houses of which most 
are current occupied 

Replacement of some houses 
may be required 

9 State of housing New homes Refurbished homes that meet 
the agreed standards 
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 ISSUE REDEVELOPMENT REFURBISHMENT 
10 Number of houses Increase of 12 homes No planned increase  

 
11 Overall 

stakeholder 
satisfaction  

Concerns of stakeholders 
not addressed. Anti-
redevelop campaign 
continues 

Most stakeholders have 
achieved their desired 
outcome, less Sayer Street 
residents 

12 Additional 
community 
concerns 

Community concerns 
regarding traffic and 
environment will need 
continual management 

Except for the issue of the 
closure of Sayer Street most 
other issues would be resolved 

13 Timeframe 
comparison  

Six year project that is 
phased. Construction of 
civilian homes will go 
beyond that period 

Refurbishment could be 
completed over a five year 
period as a rolling program 

14 Planning approval 
processes  

No guarantee that 
proceeding with this option 
will result in a successful 
conclusion due to the 
requirement to negotiate 
with WA Planning and 
Land Departments and 
opposition from the City of 
Nedlands Council  

No significant planning 
processes are required 

15 Housing 
availability  

The Village will provide 
limited accommodation 
during the redevelopment 

Most houses would remain 
available, indeed some 
currently vacant houses could 
be reoccupied 

16 Income flow Rental income ceases for 
the majority of homes 
during demolition 

Income flow from rent is 
maintained during 
refurbishment 

17 DHA brand Seriously impacted in WA Opportunity to rebuild brand 
and reputation 

 

Summary 

158. The redevelopment project has struggled largely because its merit has been 
unable to be sold to key stakeholders. There appear to be logic gaps in the reasons for 
the redevelopment and the conclusion has been drawn, rightly or wrongly, that the 
DHA business model has been the driver in this initiative; rather than the need to 
improve the homes for ADF families in the Village in a more comprehensive way. 
 
159. Refurbishment, while probably more expensive in dollar terms, will not 
impact on operational capability, it will utilise extant housing and allay the fears and 
address the concerns of Village residents, the broader community and other key 
stakeholders. It would achieve a satisfactory accommodation outcome that would 
alleviate disruption to a unit and families exposed to a high operational tempo. Its 
merit lies in part in its simplicity and its minimisation of risk. 
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CONCLUSION 
 

160. The story of Seaward Village and the redevelopment proposal is 
underpinned by the need to provide quality, long term and sustainable housing for 
ADF members. 
 
161. The history of the Village has been punctuated by milestones of 
affirmation of the importance of its relationship to SASR capability and the desire to 
retain it as an ADF housing precinct albeit owned by DHA. The establishment of the 
Covenant in 2001, agreed by Defence and DHA, was a direct result of this intent. 
 
162. The Covenant created a unique model for Defence and DHA to manage. It 
purposely placed a constraint on DHA that limited its management options. In essence 
this was part of doing business with Defence. It was not intended that they could 
apply their business model in this instance to provide ‘adequate and suitable housing.’ 
Notwithstanding, it created a significant tension for DHA in terms of its main function 
directed in the DHA Act and its requirement to act as a GBE. This is a significant 
issue that rests outside the TOR but needs addressing in due course. 
 
163. The plan for redevelopment of the Village appears to have been driven by 
a desire to apply the DHA business model. There appears to have been a reluctance to 
invest in improving the Village to any great extent indicated by the cessation of a 
refurbishment program that was under way in 2012. Certainly, a detailed and 
complete analysis of the state of the housing prior to the proposal being presented to 
Defence is not apparent, nor has any documentation been provided to confirm a 
thorough identification of risks. The proposal for redevelopment was attractive in 
terms of achieving the original aim of better housing for ADF members and families. 
The added attraction for Defence was the costs and risks would be borne largely by 
DHA.  
 
164. It could be argued that insufficient weight or consideration was placed in 
the original planning done by DHA on non financial factors, such as the geography of 
the Village, a complete understanding of the current state of the housing stock, 
connection of the Village to significant operational capability, its position and 
relationship to communities inside the City of Nedlands, or possible reactions to a 
redevelopment proposal from key stakeholders. 
 
165. This Review has considered the merits of the redevelopment proposal 
against the alternative of refurbishment. There is merit in the aspiration of producing 
more and newer houses in the Village for ADF personnel through redevelopment.  
However, since agreement to the redevelopment proposal was gained its progress has 
been marred by significant opposition from many stakeholders, in part due to poorly 
coordinated communication of intent. This opposition has become increasingly 
coordinated, effectively leveraging off support, at the political level, from local 
Government and the local media. Key issues have centred around the motivations of 
DHA, the efficacy of the project, the sale of land for private ownership, demolition of 
153 homes, disruption to SASR operations, e.g. diminution of security, and 
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encroachment into the noise buffer zone; disruption to ADF families; environmental 
and traffic issues; and the perceptions of poor consultation, collaboration, 
coordination and communication. Along the way the reputation of DHA has been 
damaged, as has that of Defence, to a lesser degree. 
 
166. Refurbishment, when compared against the net cost of redevelopment, 
appears to be a more expensive option, although the current costings are assumption 
based rather than on a complete understanding of state of the stock. In addition, the 
refurbishment option will not produce new modern houses but it can provide high 
quality houses that can be maintained in a sustainable way. This option would 
alleviate much of the friction that has developed and quick wins would be achieved. 
Overall, there are fewer risks in this option achieving an acceptable outcome. 
 
167. The TOR requested this Review to ‘evaluate the present proposal for 
redevelopment and its effectiveness in delivering quality, long term and sustainable 
housing for ADF members and their families, and to advise if there are any 
alternative options that may deliver a similar or superior outcome.’ As indicated 
earlier, the options of redevelopment and refurbishment are both feasible. However, 
given the difficulties that have arisen during the redevelopment process this option is 
arguably beyond the culmination point for success. It is considered that it will 
continue to be bedevilled by the issues raised in this report. Fundamentally, the 
‘hearts and minds’ campaign has been lost. Refurbishment is a more conservative 
approach that would achieve similar housing results i.e. a quality, long term and 
sustainable housing solution, although not modern homes. Importantly, refurbishment 
would produce a superior overall outcome. 
 
168. On its merits refurbishment is an option that carries less complexities and 
less risk. Refurbishment is recommended. The paper provides three models for 
consideration as to how refurbishment may be taken forward. A long term solution to 
the issues that have brought DHA to this point would be the consideration of 
ownership transfer of Seaward Village from DHA to Defence. Whichever option is 
selected, it is important that it is acted upon expeditiously.  

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
169. Following a thorough review of all available information, the following 
recommendations are made for consideration: 

 
 The redevelopment of Seaward Village should not proceed 
 The Covenant should remain in place and the sale of land in Seaward 

Village should not be considered in the short to mid term 
 A refurbishment program for Seaward Village should be initiated as soon 

as possible, designed to provide high quality refurbished houses and 
reduce disruption to ADF members and their families 

 Consideration should be given to ownership transfer of Seaward Village 
from DHA to Defence in the long term 

 Robust communication strategies should be developed to support the 
refurbishment program 
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A DEED OF COVENANT made this +&day of 4-999~ 

BETWEEN: 

COMMONWEALTH OF AUSTRALIA acting through the Department of Defence of care of 
Defence Estate Office - Perth, Leeuwin Barracks, East Fremantle, Western Australia 
("Defence") , idN =,., L';;r ;.,.2 

- 8 -  u i ,  
kE '~T~ .EW~-Pus~p~~ :~  5;kaf. e a i  ; 

AND: il!lZ!Q! i+: lS < l ( ! l S ~  'd - . I ?,' I>>', 7 :  -y;p ~t.,;, 

CUP $ O ~ ~ P # ~ ~ ~ L $ Z ~ $ ~ : ~ ~ . I ; ! O  

DEFENCE HOUSING AUTHORITY of 26 Brisbane Avenue, ~ a & ~ % ~ ~ ~ ~ $ J i t a l  , a <  . 
a #  

Territory ("DHA") 

RECITALS: 

A Defence is the registered proprietor of land known as Seaward Village, Swanbourne. 

B By an instrument dated 9 October 1992 the then Minister for Defence, Science and 
Personnel determined that part of Defence's land at Seaward Village be transferred to 
DHA subject to certain conditions. 

C The parties have entered into this Agreement to evidence their respective rights and 
obligations relating to the transfer of the agreed land to DHA, and the development 
and disposition of the Seaward Village land generally. 

DEFINITIONS: 

OPERATIVE PART 

1 Acknowledgment by DHA 

DHA undertakes that while Defence maintains the Special Air Service Regiment 
("SASR") or some similar special forces unit and continues to use the Special Training 
Facilities at Swanbourne DHA will not: 

1.1 lease any house in the estate into the private sector without the consent of th 
Minister for Defence, t; or 

1.2 deal with or encumber or sell any of the houses or undeveloped parts of the 
land into the private sector. 

2 Acknowledgment by Defence 

Defence undertakes that while D m  is restricted from selling or leasing houses or 
other parts of the estate into the private sector pursuant to Clause 1, Defence will pay 
to DHA the rent set by DHA for any house in the estate for which DHA does not have 
an eligible tenant. 
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3 Mutual Agreements 

Defence agrees that if the improvements constructed on Sublot 499 are destroyed or 
cease to be used as a child care or Defence community facility it will transfer that 
Sublot 499 back to DHA free of improvements, without consideration and with no 
encumbrances, with each party bearing fieir own costs of that transfer. 

Executed as a Deed. 

Signed for and on behalf of the 
COMMONWEALTH OF AUSTRALIA )
by ,LT, t,. G c r z Y  , Head Defence 
Estate being an authorised officer in 

1

the presence o f  
1 6 

wcx/ Lecukuc~ k:sk+ 
Occupation 

Signed by DEFENCE HOUSING 
AUTHORITY by its Attorney JOHN 
KENNETH MURRAY who declares that he)
has no notice of revocation of the Power of 
Attorney registered at the Office of Titles 
No. H62869 under which he has 
executed this Deed in the presence of 

Witness: 

Name: 3 ,  ~ - 7 5  r?7 --4 

C > , J ~ $  y k P r r 3  **\" 
fcJt 0E;d 

Address: \a k\rLf* Iba- t 

Occupation: 
DAVID L EDWARDS 

COMMISSIONER FOR OATHS (N.T.) 
PH (08) 8935 8020 
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Your ref: 
Our ref: 96010553lCC 

30 January 2002 

Mr Tony Fanowrios 
Defence Centre - Perth 
Leeuwin Barracks 
Locked Bag No. 5001 
FREMANTLE WA 6160 

REGISTERED MAIL 

Dear Mr Fanowrios 

Seaward Village, Swanbourne, WA - Transfer to Defence Housing 
Authority 

1. We refer to our telephone conversation on 30 January 2002. 

2. We confirm that the new duplicate Certificates of Title in respect of Lot 301 on 
Plan 22248 and Lot 499 on Plan 22245 have issued. 

3. We enclose for safe keeping the following documents: 

Certificate of Title Volume 2218 Folio 834 (Lot 301 on Plan 22248); 

Certificate of Title Volume 221 8 Folio 797 (Lot 499 on Plan 22245); and 

duplicate Deed of Covenant dated 4 June 2001 between Commonwealth of 
Australia and Defence Housing Authority. 

4. Could you please sign and return the attached copy of ,this letter confirming 
receipt of these documents. 

5 .  As discussed, we will shortly confirm with you that this matter has been 
completed and proceed to close our file. 

Perth Office 1 
Business and Commercial 

2 The Esplanade, GPO Box U1994, Perth W A  6845 Tel (08) 9268 1199 DX122 East Perth Fax (08) 9268 1771 
OFFICES IN  CANBERRA, SYDNEY, MELBOURNE, BRISBANE, PERTH, ADELAIDE, HOBART, DARWIN, TOWNSVlLLE 
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About DHA 
DHA was established as an Australian Government Business Enterprise (GBE) under the Defence 
Housing Australia Act 1987 (DHA Act).  The Act states: 

1. The main function of DHA is to provide adequate and suitable housing for, and 
housing-related services to: 

a. members of the Defence Force and their families; and 
b. officers and employees of the Department and their families; and 
c. persons contracted to provide goods or services to the Defence Force, and their 

families; and 
d. persons contracted to provide goods or services to the Department, and their families; 

in order to meet the operational needs of the Defence Force and the requirements of the 
Department. 

DHA is operationally located within the Department of Defence (Defence) portfolio and has two 
shareholder ministers, the Minister for Defence and the Minister for Finance. Responsibility for 
operational matters is presently delegated to the Assistant Minister for Defence. 

Under a range of services agreements between DHA and the Department of Defence, DHA offers the 
following services to approximately 60,000 Australian Defence Force (ADF) members: 

• Family housing for members with dependents (Service Residences – SRs) 
• Housing for single members living off-base 
• Administration and management for ADF families and singles living in the private 

sector and receiving Rent Allowance (RA) 
• Allocation of all on-base single member accommodation. 

 

DHA as a GBE 

As a GBE under the Public Governance, Performance and Accountability Act 2013 (PGPA Act), 
DHA is required to make commercial returns and to pay commercial dividends to its shareholders. 
DHA needs to deliver on this requirement whilst also fulfilling its functions under the DHA Act. 

GBE guidelines are issued by the Department of Finance to provide guidance to corporate 
Commonwealth entities under the PGPA Act.  DHA must follow Commonwealth Government 
Business Enterprise Governance and Oversight Guidelines.  A key section of the GBE1 guidelines that 
apply to DHA is as follows: 

A principal objective for each GBE is that it adds to its shareholder value. To achieve this it 
should: 
a. operate efficiently, that is, at minimum cost for a given scale and quality of outputs 
b. price efficiently: 

i. a GBE should set prices taking into account economic forces, including the level 
of demand for, and the enterprise’s capacity for and cost of supplying, individual 
goods and services 

ii. the Government may impose price conditions on GBEs providing goods and 
services in a monopolistic market or Community Service Obligations (CSOs).  
Such price conditions and CSOs, where appropriate, would be in addition to 
those arising from regulation by the Australian Competition and Consumer 
Commission and generally specified in legislation or through contractual 
arrangements. 

                                                            

1 Resource Management Guide No. 126, Commonwealth Government Business Enterprise Governance and 
Oversight Guidelines August 2015, page 3. 
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c. earn at least a commercial rate of return, given the obligations in (a) and (b) above to 
price and operate efficiently: 

i. This means recovering the full cost of the resources employed, including the cost 
of capital. 

ii. Working towards a principal financial target and a dividend policy, agreed in 
advance with the Shareholder Ministers, with the principal financial target to be 
set on the basis that each GBE should be required to earn commercial returns at 
least sufficient to justify the long-term retention of assets in the business, and to 
pay commercial dividends from those returns.  

DHA is a full tax paying entity with access to a government provided debt facility.  It receives neither 
funding nor appropriation directly from the Australian federal budget.  DHA is required to maintain a 
strong balance sheet and to meet shareholder return obligations, including paying the government an 
annual dividend. 

 

DHA’s Business Model 

In order to achieve its goals under the DHA Act, DHA undertakes property development and building 
activities across Australia, providing local jobs and hiring local contractors in the process.  

Other than for Defence properties provided under annuity arrangements, Defence pays market rent 
(plus certain fees and charges) for all occupied houses to DHA.  This represents about half of DHA’s 
income. 

Funds to meet capital requirements are sourced from the DHA property investment program and other 
land and property sales.  Income from all sources (including rent for occupied houses) is used to 
supply ADF members with quality housing solutions and provide a commercial return to DHA’s 
shareholders. 

DHA also provides property and tenancy management services for DHA managed properties, which 
include DHA, Defence, and investor owned properties. 

During 2014-15, DHA: 

 acquired land to deliver approximately 3,500 allotments for future Defence housing properties 
 acquired and constructed 1,154 properties 
 managed 13,099 properties on behalf of investors 
 generated $498 million from property sales to investors under DHA’s property investment 

program 
  

  
 achieved earnings before interest and tax (EBIT) of $140 million, with net assets of $1.5 

billion  

 paid its Government shareholders $54.7 million in dividends. 

The DHA model has been successfully delivering a range of housing solutions to ADF members for 
25 years.  A key to the success of the model has been DHA’s ability to constantly replenish the 
property portfolio to ensure ADF members continue to have access to modern, well-maintained, well-
located, and compliant (to Defence specified standards) housing.   

Another key component of the success of this model is DHA’s ability to act as a property developer, 
enabling it to control the construction of high quality housing for ADF members as well as being able 
to supply surplus properties for sale to the general public.  Advantages of this model include: 

 DHA can often acquire greenfield (undeveloped) and brownfield (industrial/commercial infill) 
sites more cheaply than buying completed dwellings from other developers or builders. 

 Undertaking residential developments enables cost benefits arising from economies of scale, 
resulting in DHA delivering quality housing for ADF members at a lower cost. 
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 Buying large, well located sites allows DHA to positively influence the community and family 
environment, ensuring greater ADF tenant and investor satisfaction. 

As a general rule, DHA retains approximately one third of any development for Defence housing, with 
the remainder being sold to the general public.  The majority of the retained properties (for Defence 
housing purposes) are sold through DHA’s property investment program, and leased back for a period, 
usually between 6 and 15 years, depending on Defence’s likely housing need in the region. 

Returns are generated from both elements of the DHA property development process.  These funds are 
reinvested back to build and retain strategically located housing close to Defence bases in all states 
and territories.   

DHA’s property investment program has resulted in DHA leasing about 13,000 dwellings from 
investors.  As the lease agreements approach expiry, DHA has the option to extend the lease or hand 
the property back to the investor.  This decision is largely based on Defence needs, but is also 
influenced by tenant feedback on the neighbourhood and quality/liveability of the house.  Returning 
dwellings at about 15 years of age to investors reduces long term maintenance costs to DHA, provides 
a manageable turnover of properties and helps to ensure quality, compliant housing for ADF members.  

 

Seaward Village and the DHA Business Model 

Properties that best fit the DHA model are relatively new, well-designed, well-maintained and located 
close to Defence establishments.  Although the Seaward Village houses are well-located, they are in 
poor condition, having been affected by the harsh coastal climate that accelerates deterioration. 

Any repair or upgrade activity must have regard to value for money considerations.  Under the DHA’s 
business model, the retention of well-located housing must be funded by the income from its 
development and property investment program revenue streams.  DHA undertakes a stringent financial 
assessment for each development and upgrade project to ensure that expenditure is calculated to 
deliver value for money, is distributed appropriately around Australia based on Defence provisioning 
requirements, and is aligned with corporate objectives. 

As at 31 December 2015, the 153 lots owned by DHA at Seaward Village were valued at                      
DHA is paid market rent on occupied dwellings, with DHA’s income being broadly 

represented by market rent plus fees and charges paid by Defence, less the cost of repairs and 
maintenance and other property holding costs (such as rates).  In a steady state situation, without major 
refurbishment costs and assuming the houses are fully available and occupied, DHA’s return on 
capital is As such, this represents a on the capital 
invested in these assets by DHA/Government. 

 

Arrangements Between DHA and Defence 

Defence housing policy is administered by the Defence People Group in accordance with the 
Australian Defence Force Pay and Conditions Manual (PACMAN).  Contractual arrangements 
between Defence and DHA are managed by the Defence Estate and Infrastructure Group and are 
detailed in the Services Agreement on Housing and Related Matters (Services Agreement).   

Under this agreement, DHA’s Rent Bill is paid monthly by Defence.  DHA does not bill ADF 
members directly as they are charged a standardised rent, based on their rank, across Australia by 
Defence.  Rent payments are deducted by Defence from the ADF member’s salary. 

The Services Agreement allocates market and ownership risk to DHA for all areas, including Seaward 
Village.  
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Housing at Seaward Village 

Background  

Seaward Village comprises 153 properties, built during the period 1984-94. They were transferred 
from Defence to DHA ownership in 1992.  Of the 153 existing properties within Seward Village, 43 
are not compliant with Defence’s minimum standard, effective 1 July 2017.  To ensure DHA does not 
breach its contractual obligations to Defence, the non-compliant properties require major upgrading or 
replacement by 2017. The remaining 110 houses are compliant but due to their poor condition require 
major upgrades to enable their continued use. 

Whilst not old by community standards, Seaward Village houses are in poor condition, mainly due to 
being located in a harsh coastal environment with corrosive salt air, situated on undulating sand hills 
that lead to subsidence issues, as well as being surrounded by trees that cause significant root damage. 

 

Covenant 

In June 2001, a Deed of Covenant that prohibits DHA from leasing or selling properties to civilians 
while Defence retains SASR at Swanbourne was agreed between Defence and DHA.  

This covenant exists to ensure long-term Defence housing is retained adjacent to Campbell Barracks, 
unless there is agreement otherwise between DHA and Defence.  

 

Future Housing Solutions 

In addition to the regular maintenance of properties during the period 1992 to 2010 DHA also carried 
out minor upgrades to many of the houses at Seaward Village.  However, due to the condition of 
properties being worse than anticipated, there were cost blow outs and subsequently it was determined 
that it was uneconomical to continue investment in the upgrade program, leading to significant 
variations in the standard of housing within Seaward Village. 

Over the past 10 years, Defence and DHA have engaged in ongoing discussions to explore options for 
improving the quality and standard of the houses in Seaward Village.  The options have taken into 
account the poor condition of the houses and the high cost to DHA of maintaining the properties to the 
standards required by Defence. 

In November 2010, a Joint Defence and DHA Working Party examined a range of housing issues 
between Defence and DHA including the rationalisation of the housing ownership arrangements 
between Defence and DHA and the future ownership of land and houses at Seaward Village.  

The report identified that housing at Seaward Village was below the standard provided to ADF 
personnel in other areas and recommended that DHA bring the housing up to a satisfactory standard.  
It recommended that if Defence was unable to lift the covenant and it was not economically viable for 
DHA to maintain the properties to Defence standards, other options should be investigated.  This was 
to include an examination of the feasibility of transferring Defence off-base properties to DHA in 
exchange for the land at Seaward Village.  

 

Housing Options Considered 

During the period 2010-13, Defence and DHA jointly considered several options in detail that 
included: 

 A DHA proposal to completely redevelop the village to create a modern housing complex that 
would provide additional housing for ADF members posted to Campbell Barracks and Irwin 
Barracks.  To partially fund the proposal DHA sought Defence land at Irwin Barracks be 
excised and transferred to DHA.  Unfortunately, the land sought by DHA was not surplus to 

FOI 198/20/21 
Annex B.1



 

Page 7 of 22 

 

Defence requirements because of the planned disposal of Leeuwin Barracks and the relocation 
of units to Irwin Barracks.  

 The replacement of the current 153 properties with 242 new houses. To fund this, DHA 
proposed that Defence approve the lifting of the covenant to allow for 83 of the 242 housing 
lots to be sold under the sale and lease back program. At the end of the leaseback period 159 
houses would remain under DHA ownership.  This proposal was further developed in late 
2013 and became the basis for the agreement between Defence and DHA for the current 
redevelopment proposal in November 2014. 

 Transferring the 153 Seaward Village properties back to Defence ownership via a ‘land swap’ 
of other Defence owned off-base properties. During consideration of this proposal, it became 
clear that it may not be a simple swap as envisaged.  Given the likely substantial delays in 
implementation, it was decided that the proposal would not be progressed.  It should be noted 
that a transfer of the land to Defence would not of itself resolve the current state of repair, and 
that an upgrade or redevelopment would still be required. 

 

Refurbishment Vs Redevelopment  

It was determined that the advantage of the proposed redevelopment, partially funded by a sell-off of 
lots to the public, was that new, high quality, larger houses with greatly reduced maintenance costs 
would be provided, ensuring housing could remain viable and provide a longer term solution for the 
ADF members and their families posted to the Perth region.  

The benefits of a redevelopment over a refurbishment are as follows: 

 Redevelopment provides a longer term housing solution for the benefit of ADF members and 
families posted to the Perth location. 

 The architecturally designed, larger, higher quality homes would be appropriately designed to 
better withstand the coastal environment, and provide greater amenity for ADF members and 
their families who reside there. 

 The high quality parks, designed specifically with interactive equipment for Seaward Village 
residents of all ages, would be both more attractive and more usable. 

 The poor drainage infrastructure would be removed by providing underground storm water 
storage. 

 DHA would remove and replace street trees that were continually causing damage to 
driveways as well as sewer and drainage infrastructure.  

 The redevelopment would fix retaining wall structural issues to avoid a potential safety 
hazard. 

 The redevelopment would provide an additional 12 dwellings for ADF members and their 
families. 

 The redevelopment would provide a limited number of five bedroom dwellings. 
 The silver level dwellings would better accommodate injured / disabled residents. 
 Through best of class urban and dwelling design, the passive surveillance of the open space 

areas would greatly improve personal and physical security. 
 The passive surveillance measures would remove existing concealment opportunities within 

current open space areas. 
 The new houses would be more appropriate for the area and increase the asset value for DHA. 
 Families would receive a new, better designed child care centre in an improved location. 
 The long term housing solution would be delivered at a lower cost to DHA and at no cost to 

Defence. 
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Progression of the Redevelopment Option 

On 11 February 2014, the Secretary of Defence and Chief of the Defence Force (CDF) met with the 
then Chairman of DHA to discuss the DHA proposal for the future housing development for Seaward 
Village under the redevelopment proposal. 

 Defence agreed that the ageing condition of the properties and infrastructure made them 
commercially unviable for DHA alone to repair or upgrade. 

 DHA advised the costs of an upgrade (details of which are provided in DHA’s Commercial in 
Confidence submission).  DHA concluded that if the 153 houses were upgraded in 2015, 
further costly repairs would still be needed in about 10 years. 

 DHA advised that the proposed redevelopment option, partially funded by the sell-off of some 
lots to the public, was commercially viable for DHA, and preferable to an upgrade.  With the 
income from the sell-off, this option could be fully funded by DHA. 

  
  The advantage of the proposed 

redevelopment was that new, high quality, larger houses with greatly reduced maintenance 
costs would be provided, ensuring a far longer term solution than the upgrade option. 

On 5 March 2014, the Secretary of Defence and Chief of the Defence Force co-signed a letter to the 
then Chairman of DHA, agreeing to the redevelopment proposal and the preparation of a joint 
submission to the Assistant Minister for Defence on the way forward.  

In a joint submission dated 27 March 2014, Defence and DHA informed the then Assistant Minister 
for Defence that Defence and DHA had mutually agreed to the proposed redevelopment of Seaward 
Village, and an in-principle agreement to the partial lifting of the covenant.  An outline of the proposal 
was provided to the then Assistant Minister for Defence.  

On 10 November 2014, a joint Defence and DHA submission provided a mutually agreed way forward 
between Defence and DHA for the redevelopment of Seaward Village, including an updated draft 
Concept Plan (refer Attachment 1).  A summary of the key agreed outcomes is as follows: 

 Defence would seek approval for the transfer small portion of isolated Defence owned land, 
adjacent to Seaward Village, under Section 60 of the DHA Act, at no cost to DHA. 

 DHA proposed to construct 165 new three and four bedroom compliant Service Residences 
for ADF members and their families. 

 In-principle agreement to remove the covenant on the land to allow redevelopment to occur 
and the sale of a portion of the total site area.  This concept allowed for approximately 160 
civilian lots. 

 The civilian lots for sale to the general public would be in an area that is clearly separated 
from Campbell Barracks and Seaward Village. 

 Fencing along the boundary between the Defence housing and proposed civilian lots would be 
fitted for, but not with, a ‘security barrier’ should isolation of the Defence area be necessary. 

 DHA to provide a replacement childcare centre and ensure continuity of business to prevent 
any disruption to Defence families. 

 DHA to continue to make available service residences for ADF families up until an agreed 
time. 

 The proposal would be subject to satisfactory financing and cash flow arrangements. 

On 13 March 2015, the then Assistant Minister for Defence, wrote to Defence senior officials 
outlining his key principles that would guide the redevelopment as follows:  

 A portion of the total site area may be sold to fund the redevelopment, and this sale must meet 
Army's security requirements.  

 A rolling one-stage development that facilitates the remaining families to stay within Seaward 
Village.  

 An increase in the number of available houses, with a range of different property types to give 
residents more choice, depending on their personal circumstances.  

 Large back yards continue to feature.  
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 Separate entry roads to the village for the military and the portion sold off to the public. 
 Posting of new families into Seaward Village to cease at a logical date (to be mutually agreed 

between Defence and DHA) and remaining families would be able to stay during the 
redevelopment, noting they may need to move within the village precinct. 

 The child care centre to continue to operate with the old centre to close on Friday and the new 
centre to open on Monday to ensure minimal disruption to families. 

 Newly posted families to SASR to be housed in the closest proximity to Campbell Barracks 
(ideally no more than 10km away) and any extra costs due to increased rent ceilings to be 
approved.  

Since December 2014, DHA has been progressing development plans in consultation with Defence 
and the various stakeholder groups.  DHA and Defence established a working group in mid-2014 that 
has met regularly to ensure coordination and communications on all aspects of the project.  This 
working group is attended by representatives from: 

 DHA 
 Defence 
 Army Head Quarters 
 Special Operations Command 

Defence Families of Australia (DFA) has also attended a number of meetings.  An outline of the 
current proposal and draft concept plan for the redevelopment is at Attachment 1. 

 

Cost Comparison 

DHA has provided detailed cost breakdown in a separate submission as commercial-in-confidence. If 
either option proceeds, the public release of detailed budgets would impede DHA’s ability to achieve 
best value for money from its tendering processes.  

 

Progressing the Redevelopment Proposal  
 

State and Local Government Engagement 

In order to mitigate project risks, DHA has commenced discussions with key local and state 
government stakeholders.  Prior to the final agreement between DHA and Defence, on 5 September 
2014, a meeting was held between DHA and executive personnel from the City of Nedlands, the 
Department of Planning, and Department of Lands.  It was agreed that a Project Steering Group would 
be set up to ensure close consultation and ongoing engagement with these key approving authorities.   

 

Consultation and Communications 

Communications from Defence and DHA to all interested parties have been extensive, although 
initially fragmented.  DHA and Defence initially agreed that Defence would take the lead in 
consultation with ADF members and their families, whilst DHA consulted the wider community after 
the information had been provided to the ADF community.  

This diverse approach failed to deliver a consistent message, causing issues amongst both residents 
and local community groups who sometimes received different information, or the same information, 
at differing times.  This resulted in Seaward Village residents and local community being dissatisfied 
with DHA over the engagement process and having ongoing trust issues. 

From 1 July 2015 DHA took the lead on all communications and was able to enact its usual 
community engagement processes, and commenced a thorough and proactive community engagement 
process for the redevelopment.   
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A detailed summary of all stakeholder consultation activities is provided as Attachment 1. 

Key Issues 

Noting the multiple stakeholders and competing interests, the following key issues have been 
identified or have arisen as a result of the consultation process, and have either been addressed or are 
in the process of further consideration: 

 

Security  

Defence and local community members have raised concerns over security arrangements following a 
redevelopment.  The security of ADF members and their families is a priority for DHA and Defence. 
DHA will comply with the outcomes of the Security Review.  

A security review of Campbell Barracks, with consideration of the redevelopment of Seaward Village, 
has been conducted by Defence.  DHA provided Defence with a response to the requirements of the 
Security Review, and does not believe the Security Review outcomes preclude a redevelopment 
proceeding. 

The release of any Security Review documentation is a decision for the Department of Defence.  

 

Traffic  

DHA understands that some local residents are concerned about increased traffic movements, 
particularly on Sayer Street, although other roads as well.  

Traffic modelling has been undertaken which shows that future traffic volumes, whilst greater than 
currently experienced, would be well within the Western Australian Planning Commission design 
limits.  

An independent traffic engineering consultant has provided modelling that indicates, based on the 
current development proposal, traffic along Sayer Street would increase from 230 vehicles per day to 
724 vehicles per day.  Further analysis indicates that 60 vehicles would use Sayer Street during the 
morning peak hour, equating to approximately one vehicle per minute.  This is well below the design 
limit of this street which, under planning guidelines, could handle 3,000 vehicles per day.  

Following concerns raised by the local community, DHA has reconfigured the road layout to ensure 
Seaward Avenue becomes the primary access road for both the Defence and civilian precincts.  

The Western Australian Planning Commission’s Bush Fire Management Guidelines requires that a 
Seaward Village redevelopment have two separate access routes for emergency access and evacuation.  
Any closure of Sayer Street without first opening a secondary access road would not be in accordance 
with these guidelines.  

DHA has investigated other access roads. These include:  

 A public access road through Campbell Barracks.  Defence has advised it would not support 
this.  

 A road south through Allen Park, connecting to Odern Crescent.  DHA has been advised this 
would not be supported by the City of Nedlands.  

There are no other viable road access options available.  Significant planning work has gone into 
determining that Sayer Street is the most appropriate secondary access route, both for Seaward Village 
residents and the wider Swanbourne community.   

 

Sayer Street 

Part of Sayer Street crosses an A-Class reserve.  This situation is not uncommon in Western Australia.  
The most notable examples of this are roads that run through Kings Park and John Forrest National 
Park. 
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Sayer Street’s continued use as a road is required to provide access to the local community for the 
Defence and civilian communities in Seaward Village.  The closure of Sayer Street would force the 
724 vehicles proposed to use Sayer Street to use an alternate route into the local Swanbourne 
community.  

 

Child Care Centre 

The child care centre is owned by Defence and currently operated by Mission Australia under contract 
to the Defence Community Organisation (DCO).  DHA proposes to replace the existing Child Care 
Centre with a new, purpose built child care centre as a matter of priority.  

The November 2014 concept plan located the child care centre located on Sayer Street in the south 
east corner of the site.  However, feedback from residents of Seaward Village indicated a desire that 
the child care centre remain more centrally located, and not on the perimeter of the site. Feedback 
from Sayer Street residents indicated they did not want a child care centre located near their 
properties.  

Following the consultation with Defence, Seaward Village residents, and the local community, DHA 
has planned to construct the new child care centre on the northern side of Seaward Avenue.  This 
change has been well received by all stakeholders.  

Should the redevelopment proceed, a seamless transfer of operation will occur for all families using 
this service.  The old centre would close on a Friday and the new centre would open on the following 
Monday, minimising disruptions.  

 

Environmental – Flora and Fauna  

The protection of Melon Hill is of high importance for the local Swanbourne Community and, 
following feedback from the local community, DHA has moved the proposed development area away 
from Melon Hill. 

The top part of Melon Hill will remain Department of Defence land and not be transferred to DHA. 
DHA understands the community would greatly value this land being transferred to the State of 
Western Australia to incorporate into Allen Park reserve. 

DHA’s independent expert environmental consultant has completed a flora and fauna survey, and does 
not believe any flora or fauna issues have been identified that would prevent a development 
proceeding.   

Should the development proceed, a detailed assessment of the environmental requirements will be 
made by the relevant authorities as part of the comprehensive planning process.   

DHA will comply with all state and federal environmental legislation.  

 

Statutory Planning Approvals  

The development requires a suite of statutory planning approvals. 

DHA is seeking to establish a broader planning framework via an Improvement Plan / Improvement 
Scheme process that is administered by the Western Australian Planning Commission.  An 
Improvement Plan and Improvement Scheme Process is reserved for significant and complex projects.  

DHA believes Seaward Village is a significant and complex project due to the unique nature of the site 
including: 

 Urban Design layout driven by security requirements to meet Defence needs 
 Complex zoning and land ownership issues  
 Road and Open Space relocation processes  
 Timely management of the approval process  
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Local community members are concerned that if an Improvement Plan / Improvement Scheme Process 
occurs, they will not have the opportunity to provide input and be consulted about the development.  
This is not so.  

As part of the Improvement Scheme process the development will go through a formal public 
consultation process run by the Western Australian Planning Commission. The community would 
have formal opportunities to comment and provide input throughout this process. 

As part of the Improvement Scheme process the City of Nedlands will also have opportunity to be 
involved in the project steering group. 

 

Covenant 

Defence has agreed to removal of the covenant to facilitate the current redevelopment proposal, 
including that a portion of the land could be sold to raise the necessary funds to enable redevelopment 
to proceed. 

DHA and Defence have also agreed that a covenant may be placed on the new Defence housing 
properties at Seaward Village. 

 

Developing the Concept Plan  

The concept plan that was the basis of the agreement between DHA and Defence in late 2014 provided 
for 165 houses for ADF members and their families, as well as approximately 160 lots in the civilian 
precinct that could be sold to the general public.  DHA’s concept plan options have been matured 
following consultation with: 

 State Government Project Steering Group (DHA plus representatives from the City of 
Nedlands, Department of Lands, and Department of Planning) 

 Friends of Allen Park 
 Sayer Street residents 
 Community feedback (includes all interested parties, including residents of Seaward Village) 
 Defence community consultation and feedback 
 Department of Defence, including the Security Review 

Following the consultation process, and refinement of the concept plans, this has now reduced to 141 
civilian lots.  The total yield for the development is now expected to be 306 lots.  

The current draft concept plan is provided at Attachment 2.  

 

Conclusion 
Following extensive consultation and engagement with Defence and a range of other stakeholders, 
including the general community, DHA commenced detailed planning for the redevelopment of 
Seaward Village as per the agreed concept proposal.  

DHA welcomes the review by LTGEN Evans.  DHA will continue to provide a high standard of 
housing for ADF members and their families in the Perth area and will comply with the Government’s 
decision on the review report. 
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Attachment 1 

Communications and Consultation 

 

Since early 2010, DHA and Defence had been in discussions to determine a solution to what was 
recognised as an impending issue regarding the deteriorating quality of the housing provided at 
Seaward Village.  In November 2010, a Joint Defence and DHA Working Party holistically examined 
a range of housing issues between Defence and DHA, including the future of the land and houses at 
Seaward Village.   

The report identified that housing at Seaward Village had fallen below the standard provided to 
Defence personnel in other areas and recommended that DHA bring the housing up to a satisfactory 
standard.  Over the next three years Defence and DHA jointly considered several options to do so, 
with the conclusion that, if any substantial improvement was to be made to the housing in Seaward 
Village, it had to be undertaken and funded by DHA. 

On 5 March 2014, the Secretary of Defence and CDF co-signed a letter to the then Chairman of DHA 
agreeing the redevelopment proposal and the preparation of a joint ministerial submission to the then 
Assistant Minister for Defence on the way forward.  In a Joint Ministerial Submission dated 27 March 
2014, Defence and DHA informed the then Assistant Minister for Defence that Defence and DHA had 
mutually agreed to the proposed redevelopment of Seaward Village.  This option was agreed by the 
then Assistant Minister for Defence.  

From this point on, all communication between Defence, DHA and the key stakeholders was aimed at 
implementing the agreed redevelopment concept plan, namely 165 DHA houses and 141 lots for sale 
to the public. 

 

DHA’s Communications Plan 

DHA’s proposed concept plan was matured following consultation with: 

 WA Department of Lands  
 WA Department of Planning) 
 City of Nedlands  
 Friends of Allen Park 
 Sayer Street residents 
 Community Feedback (includes all interested parties, including Defence residents) 
 ADF community  
 Department of Defence, including key inputs from the Defence Security Review 
 Special Operations Command 
 Army HQ 
 Defence Families of Australia 
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Formal Interactions with ADF Members and Their Families 

The following table outlines DHA consultation activities with ADF families, both within and external 
to Seaward Village: 

Stakeholder Date/s Details 

Focus Group study Late April 2015 Conducted by Horizon 
Research.  

Survey issued by Special 
Operations Command Head 
Quarters (SOCOM) 

May 2015 Conducted by Defence.  

 

Community information session 
No. 1 

10 June 2015 Associates Rugby Club - 
approx. 170 attendees. 

ADF member survey  

(details below) 

Completed August/September 
2015 

400+ surveys issued.  

61 responses from Seaward 
Village residents. 

ADF family information session 14 September 2015 Gratwick Club - approx. 40 
attendees. 

Community information session 
No. 2 

20 September 2015 Presentation at Associates 
Rugby Club. 

 

Perth Region Survey of ADF Members 

DHA conducted a detailed survey of Defence members posted to the entire Perth region in 
July/August 2015. A number of questions were provided only to residents of Seaward Village.   

Specifically, Seaward Village residents were asked to what degree they were for or against the 
redevelopment.  Of the 61 responses (from residents of Seaward Village): 

 59% supported a redevelopment  

 21% expressed no opinion 

 20% were against a redevelopment 

 

Local Interest Groups 

Local interest groups include: 
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 Friends of Allen Park.  Friends of Allen Park are a community group that are part of the 
Urban Bushland Council of WA and are active in the local area.  Their aim is to preserve a 
special pocket of coastal bushland in Swanbourne with a view to regenerate degraded areas, 
control erosion, remove exotic species and protect wildlife by improving the habitat for fauna, 
flora and fungi.  DHA understands that they perceive the proposed development would 
negatively impact that goal. 

 Swanbourne Coastal Alliance.  Swanbourne Coastal Alliance is a community group that is 
part of the Urban Bushland Council of WA.  Its mission is twofold: 

o To retain public access to coastal areas for the greater community.  
o To conserve flora, fauna, fungi, ecological communities and ecosystem processes, as 

well as the marine environment and coastal processes. 

Its objective is to work with communities, local, state and federal government authorities to 
achieve positive planning and management outcomes for coastal environments.  

DHA has requested a number of meetings with the Convenor of the Swanbourne Coastal 
Alliance.  However a meeting has yet to take place. 

 Sayer Street Residents.  Sayer Street is one of the two access roads currently servicing 
Seaward Village. There are eight properties (non-Defence) on Sayer Street.  

 

Interactions with local interest groups are detailed in the following table: 

Stakeholder Date/s Details 

Friends of Allen Park 27 Feb 2014  

3 Feb 2015 

8 Apr 2015  

6 May 2015  

20 May 2015  

Accompanied site walk through and meeting 

Meeting  

Advised DHA would seek Improvement Plan 

Opportunities Workshop 

Presentation of Draft Principles Plan 

Sayer St Residents  25 Aug 2015 Attended by Sayer St residents, Mayor, 
Deputy Mayor and Cr Nikola Horley 

Community Info Session 
No. 1 

10 Jun 2015 Attended by DHA staff, and expert 
consultants related to the specific areas of 
Urban Design, Town Planning, Traffic 
Engineering, Civil Engineering, Landscape 
Architecture, and Architecture.  

This session was also attended by a 
representative from Defence.  

Approx. 170 Attendees 

Community Info Session 
No. 2 

20 Sep 2015 Attended by DHA staff, and expert 
consultants related to the specific areas of 
Urban Design, Town Planning, Traffic 
Engineering, Civil Engineering, Landscape 
Architecture, and Architecture.  
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Approx. 80 Attendees 
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City of Nedlands 

This table details DHA’s interactions with the City of Nedlands: 

Date/s Details 

During 2014 DHA held a number meetings with Mayor and senior Staff from City of Nedlands 
Council, as well as senior representatives from Department of Planning and Department 
of Lands in the WA Government.  

5 Sep 2014 A meeting was held between DHA, Department of Planning, Department of Lands, and 
City of Nedlands to specifically discuss a redevelopment proposal. This meeting was 
attended by executive members of the City of Nedlands 

7 Apr 2015 DHA briefed City of Nedlands Council on its intention to seek a State Government level 
Improvement Plan / Improvement Scheme process for the site. 

9 Apr 2015 DHA offered to City of Nedlands Councillors an opportunity and constraints workshop 
on 5 May 2015, and then a subsequent presentation of a draft concept plan on 19 May 
2015.  

This offer was not taken up by City of Nedlands. 

26 May 2015 DHA wrote a letter to Councillors further explaining rationale behind the improvement 
plan and provided another offer of a briefing 

9 Jul 2015 DHA wrote a letter to Councillors clarifying DHA’s previous offers for briefing and 
provide a further offer of a briefing. 

28 Jul 2015  DHA’s consultant wrote to Councillors (on DHA’s behalf) regarding DHA’s concerns 
around the proposed motion to close Sayer Street. 

28 Jul 2015 Council resolved to initiate process for disconnection of Sayer Street.  

24 Aug 2015 DHA met with Mayor, CEO & Director of Planning. DHA was invited to present the 
latest draft of the concept plan to City of Nedlands Council at its meeting on                       
15 September 2015. 

25 Aug 2015 On 22 May 2015 DHA received a letter from Sayer Street residents requesting a meeting.  

A suitable time was agreed and a meeting occurred on 25 August 2015. The meeting with 
DHA was also attended by City of Nedlands Mayor, Deputy Mayor & Cr Horley.  

15 Sep 2015 DHA presented a Concept Plan to City of Nedlands Councillors in advance of 
Community Info Session No. 2 

22 Sep 2015 Statement & Letter to Councillors regarding Sayer St Road Closure and offer by DHA to 
meet. 
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City of Nedlands Community Working Group 

In July 2015, City of Nedlands advertised for Community Members to join a working group regarding 
Seaward Village.  

Whilst DHA was not initially invited to join this group, DHA is now a member, which also comprises 
three community members to represent the residents of Sayer Street, Friends of Allen Park, and 
residents of Seaward Village.  Meetings have been held on the following dates: 

 6 October 2015 
 4 November 2015  
 2 December 2015 

 

Overall Project Steering Group  

Following a meeting of key personnel from City of Nedlands, Department of Lands and Department of 
Planning on 5 September 2014, and subsequent meetings in December 2014, a Project Steering Group 
was set up consisting of representatives from: 

 City of Nedlands 
 WA Dept. of Lands 
 WA Dept. of Planning 

The Project Steering Group held a total of 10 meetings during 2015. 
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Attachment 2 
 

Redevelopment Concept 
 

The redevelopment of Seaward Village has been designed to provide a housing solution for the long 
term benefit of Defence members and their families posted to the Perth region.  

The redevelopment involves the phased demolition of 153 existing homes, delivering 165 high quality 
architecturally designed, larger, and modern homes for ADF members and their families, along with 
new streets, parkland areas and a new childcare facility.  The housing provided as part of the 
redevelopment is intended to be of the highest standard in DHA’s housing portfolio, reflecting the 
unique nature of Seaward Village.  
 
The 165 new houses would comprise 145 detached houses and 20 townhouses that would be built to 
last in the severe coastal environment.  The houses will be a mix of double and single storey, three and 
four bedroom homes which will take advantage of modern sustainability features.  
 
This redevelopment project would greatly improve the housing standard for the ADF members and 
their families residing in the village by bringing the quality into line with the contemporary standards 
and specific criteria that DHA provides to ADF members and their families posted to other localities 
in Australia.  
 
DHA also intends to undertake significant works to improve the parks and recreation areas within the 
site, benefiting the ADF members and their families.  
 
The existing child care centre would be replaced with a new, purpose built child care centre as a 
matter of priority. Subject to the necessary approvals, construction work was scheduled to commence 
on the new centre in 2016, with a seamless transfer of operation to occur in 2017 for all families using 
this service.  Upon completion of the new centre, the old centre will close on a Friday, and the new 
centre would open on the following Monday, minimising disruptions. 
 

As part of the redevelopment concept, approximately 141 new lots would be created (for sale to the 
public) in addition to the 165 houses to accommodate ADF members and their families.  Construction 
on the private lots would be the responsibility of the purchasers.  The purchasers, whether they be 
private buyers or builders, would be bound by design guidelines to ensure all future development of 
this land would be in keeping with the local area while maintaining the privacy of the Defence 
community.  There would be no high-rise apartments within this private development area. 

 
As part of the agreement with Defence, DHA has planned that any ADF members and their families 
who reside in Seaward Village have the opportunity to remain in the village throughout the 
construction period.  ADF members currently residing in Seaward Village who choose to live away 
from Seaward Village during the development period and wish to return at the completion of the 
redevelopment would be able to do so.  
 
The development of Seaward Village is still subject to the relevant Western Australian statutory 
planning approvals.  DHA is working in consultation with the Department of Defence, the Western 
Australian State Government, and the City of Nedlands.  

The community would have opportunities to comment and provide input formally throughout these 
processes. 
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The proposed redevelopment of Seaward Village would be a multi-year, phased project, with 
timeframes planned (prior to the government review) as follows: 

 

Date/s Activity 

Mid 2016 

 

Construction of new child care centre scheduled 
to begin (including demolition of a small 
number of homes) 

 

Early – mid 2017 

 

Existing child care centre scheduled to close 

New child care centre complete and operational 

 

Early – mid 2017 

 

Phased demolition and construction of new 
homes begins 

 

Late 2019  
First new Defence homes complete 

Phased construction of new homes continues 

2019 - 2023 Sale of 141 lots to the public 

 

2022 

 

Redevelopment of all 165 DHA homes 
completed 

DHA has ceased works progressing the development option and therefore it is unlikely these dates 
would be achieved. The program will need to be updated should approval to proceed be granted. 

 

Cost and Time Savings 

The development’s project budget is based on making Seaward Village the flagship housing standard 
for DHA and Defence.  

If more modest housing specifications (project home), and open space works were to be undertaken, as 
well as reverting to a single stage development, the project could achieve significant cost savings.  

These savings are outlined in the financial submission provided separately as commercial in 
confidence. 
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Current Concept Plan 
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Concept Plan – As Agreed in November 2014 
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ANNEX F  
 

FOUO 

Disclosure Warning – This binder contains personal information that was collected from people making submissions as part of the Review. Information includes, 
for example, peoples’ names and affiliations. The information should be managed in accordance with the Australian Privacy Principles under the Privacy Act 1988. 

No express consent to the public disclosure of their personal information has been obtained from the affected people. 
 

FOUO 

LIST OF SUBMISSIONS TO 
SEAWARD VILLAGE REVIEW 

 
Submission 
No 

Date Name Interest  Opposed/ 
Supportive 

1 
 
 

13 Dec 15 Swanbourne resident. Concerned about local amenity if development goes 
ahead 

Opposed 

2 
 
 

15 Dec 15 Concern about taxpayer money, security, social impact, 
native species, wild life 

Opposed 

3 
 
 

17 Dec 15 Sayer St  concerned about impact on street, 
environmental impact on Allen Park (AP) 

Opposed 

4 
 
 

18 Dec 15 Concerned about impact on 
indigenous flora and fauna in Allen Park 

Opposed 

5 
 

9 Dec 15  Believes covenant must remain for 
Defence housing  

Opposed 

6 19 Dec 15  Concerned about impact on ADF families, 
disruption during redevelopment and impact on AP  

Opposed 

7 
 

19 Dec 15  Questions purpose of redevelopment and 
destruction of the area  

Opposed  

8 
 
 

8A 
 

19 Dec 15 
 
 
9 Jan 16 

 Believe redevelopment is a bad proposal for Defence 
and the neighbouring committee 
 
Importance of natural settings and open green spaces for PTSD sufferers 
 

Opposed 
 
 
Opposed 
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9 17 Dec 15 Requested meeting with LTGEN Evans to propose a new concept. 
Discussion revealed this was outside of the Review Terms of Reference 

Met LTGEN 
Evans on 13 
Jan 16 

10 22 Dec 15 supports SAS families 
preference for refurbishment, agrees security concerns, notes community 
concerns about environment, agrees some scope for apartments for 
couples, singles, notes Nedlands Council concerns re Sayer St 

Opposed 

11 
 
 
 

11A 
 

23 Dec 15 
 
 
 
15 Jan 16 

 Concerned about security, protection of 
Allen Park and environment, the Covenant on the land. Support 
refurbishment over redevelopment 
 
Following two meetings with LTGEN Evans complained about the 
appointment of someone from within Defence to conduct the Review, 
concerned that  is only getting input from DHA 

Opposed 
 
 
 
Opposed  

12 
 

27 Dec 15 Security concerns in relation to retaliation against SASR families Opposed 

13 
 
 

29 Dec 15 Local resident concerned about the environment and wishes to support 
SASR people. Endorsed open letter to Senator Payne and Nedlands 
Council’s efforts to protect and preserve the Allen Park precinct 

Opposed 

14 
 
 

29 Dec 15 Local resident,  walk up Melon Hill. Endorsed open 
letter to Senator Payne and Nedlands Council’s efforts to protect and 
preserve the Allen Park precinct 

Opposed 

15 
 

31 Dec 15 
Concerned about poor communication, prefers refurbishment over 
redevelopment because of los of yard sizes, parkland and amenities, 
undesirability of 2 storey townhouses, social impact on Village 
community 
 
 

Opposed 
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16 
 
 

3 Jan 16 
 

Concerned about 
impact on Allen Park, Sayer St and the environment, security for SASR 
families 

Opposed 

17 3 Jan 16  Concerned about poor communication by 
DHA, acknowledges the need for SASR families to have good housing 
and security, thinks a less destructive option can be achieved 

Opposed 

18 
 
 
 
 

18A 
 

3 Jan 16 
 
 
 
 
15 Jan 16 

 
 Principally concerned about environmental implications of 

redevelopment. Social, security and Covenant aspects also addressed. 
Made a similar submission to WA Planning in Jul 15 
 
Provided copy of presentation given at meeting in Perth attended by 
LTGEN Evans 

Opposed 

19 
 
 

4 Jan 16  Outlined issues in relation to urban 
design aspects of DHA plan 

Opposed 

20 
 
 

4 Jan 16 Endorsed letter to Senator Payne, Motion of City of Nedlands re 
objections to DHA plans and supports closure of Sayer St 

Opposed 

21 
 
 
 
 
 

21A 

4 Jan 16 
 
 
 
 
 
16 Jan 16 

 
 

Concerns about impact on coastal environment 
Critical of timing of Review and said it should be extended over Jan/Feb. 
Concerned that insufficient time will be given to submissions and that 
DHA will have a disproportionate input and influence. Questioned 
impartiality of the Review Team.  
 

 is totally opposed to the introduction of private housing in SV, the 

Opposed 
 
 
 
 
 
Opposed 
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 DHA proposal will impose a completely unacceptable impact on the 
bushland and amenity of the Allen Park precinct 
 

22 
 
 

22A 
 

4 Jan 16 
 
 
15 Jan 16 

Confidential 
submission 
 
 
 

Believe the proposal will adversely affect the quality of life of families in 
SV 
 
Supplementary submission after visit by LTGEN Evans to Perth. 
Explanation about the DHA survey – respondents were not advised of 
refurbishment option, they were only asked to comment on 
redevelopment 

Opposed 

23 
 
 
 

4 Jan 16 Concerned about disruption and dislocation 
caused to ADF personnel, decreased security, increase in traffic flow in 
Sayer St, impact on Allen Park (AP), prefer the refurbishment option (less 
costly and less destructive) 

Opposed 

24 
 

6 Jan 16  Opposed to proposal and 
critical of measures adopted by DHA, ie lack of consultation and 
misrepresentation of the site. 
Enclosed PDF photographic presentation of the site. 

Opposed 

25 6 Jan 16 believes there are 
major flaws in the current proposal and have identified a number of key 
issues that need to be addressed before  could support the proposal 

Opposed 

26 7 Jan 16  

 
Believes the safe, secure supportive environment of the Village 

is comforting for families and deployed members. Impact on the primary 
school will be extreme if the village is demolished and is a building site 
for 5 yrs. About one third of the school children come from SV.  
 

Opposed 
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27 7 Jan 16  Concerns about lack of respect by DHA 
towards ADF members, poor planning and consultation by DHA, 
security, impact on the broader community. Supports Nedland Council 
resolutions and open letter to Senator Payne. Supports submission to 
LTGEN Evans made by  18 Dec 15 

Opposed 

28 7 Jan 16  Concerned about saving AP, disruption to ADF 
families, sale of land to civilians, building of roads, opposed to 
demolishment of SV houses 

Opposed 

29 7 Jan 16 Swanbourne resident. Questions demolition of houses built in 1991, 
impact on security for families, concerned about social impact, supports 
FOAP views on impact on Allen Park, believes ADF families have been 
ignored by DHA and don’t have a voice. Believes Covenant should be 
established to prevent future use of the land 

Opposed 

30 7 Jan 16  Concerned about 
DHA processes and approach, believes the community was misled on the 
status of the project from the outset and City of Nedlands was alienated. 
Believes changes in the top echelons of DHA provide an opportunity to 
revisit the proposal 

Opposed 

31 7 Jan 16 Swanbourne resident, concerned about DHA tactics at Sep 15 meeting. 
Welcomes review 

Opposed 

32 8 Jan 16 Swanbourne resident, concerned about effect on SASR personnel if DHA 
proposal proceeds 

Opposed 

33 8 Jan 16 Advised  endorsed open letter to Senator Payne Opposed 
34 8 Jan 16 Swanbourne resident. Supports FOAP and FOAP Bush Group, concerned 

about security, environment, resource wastage (bulldozing SV), traffic 
impact 

Opposed 

35 8 Jan 16 Swanbourne resident. Concerned about lack of consultation by DHA, 
security for ADF families 
 

Opposed 
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36 9 Jan 16  concerned about preservation of Allen Park, traffic 
problems, lack of consultation by DHA, believes redevelopment not 
necessary 

Opposed 

37 9 Jan 16  
Opposed to changes that affect the Reserve. New 

housing unwelcome and unnecessary, increased traffic of concern 

Opposed 

38 9 Jan 16  planting of trees in area 
which is a sanctuary for birds and wildlife. There should be proper 
consultation wrt development plans 

Opposed 

39 9 Jan 16  lives near Swanbourne. 
Concerned about terms of reference, DHA proposal, operational needs, 
Government (Federal and State) positions, Covenant on land, DHA 
costings, social impact, wants retention of SV solely for military housing 

Opposed 

40 9 Jan 16 Swanbourne resident, concerned about destruction of community 
atmosphere of Swanbourne, reduction of the amenity for ‘ordinary’ folk, 
ADF personnel being constrained from comment, prefers refurbishment 
option on current footprint  

Opposed 

41 10 Jan 16 Swanbourne resident  
 opposed to DHA proposal, concerned about 

security, plan to demolish after only 25 yrs is flawed, increased traffic 
concerns 

Opposed 

42 11 Jan 16  Concerned about 
impact on security (both to Barracks and families in SV), noise buffer 
zone, proposal for civilian houses abutting MQs and the Barracks 
increases the likelihood of access to them. Seeks serious consideration of 
the potential for increased security threat to families and barracks and 
further limitations to essential training arising from noise complaints by 
civilians who purchase proposed new housing in SV 
 

Opposed 
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43 11 Jan 16 Swanbourne resident. Concerned about lack of consultation by DHA, 
disempowerment of SASR families, security, seeks a more open process 
and consideration of work of SASR and increased terrorist risk 
 

Opposed  

44 11 Jan 16 Supports  AP concerns and concern for SASR families Opposed 
45 11 Jan 16  Concerned increased population will ruin 

the unique characteristic of the precinct, lack of consultation by DHA, 
believes there are other ways to refurbish with destruction. 

Opposed 

46 11 Jan 16 Supported letter to Senator Payne, believes DHA process is flawed, bad 
planning and impacts on security of SAS and wider community 

Opposed 

47 11 Jan 16 Swanbourne resident. Wants consideration given to security/safety of 
SAS families, sale of land ‘beggars belief.’ 

Opposed 

48 11 Jan 16  
 Concerned about 

impact on Baines Park 

Opposed 

49 11 Jan 16 Swanbourne resident,  Concerned 
about SAS community, lack of empathy by DHA, preservation of 
bushland, prefers refurbishment option 

Opposed 

50 12 Jan 16 Allen Park and Melon Hill. Does 
not want the community to lose these. Concerned about increased traffic 
and consequent danger to children 

Opposed 

51 12 Jan 16 Supported letter to Senator Payne. Supports City of Nedlands efforts to 
preserve the AP precinct, close part of Sayer St and objections to DHA 
proposal  

Opposed 

52 12 Jan 16 Swanbourne resident, concerned about security issues, loss of bushland, 
long-term disruption of ADF families. Submission relates to traffic issues. 

 
 

Opposed 
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53 12 Jan 16  Wants to preserve the area and 

environment. DHA proposal is not in the interests of SAS personnel. 
Childcare centre does not need to be replaced. Supports local council in 
closing Sayer St 

Opposed 

54 12 Jan 16 Swanbourne resident,  Concerned 
about preservation of AP, Melon Hill, protection of SV for SAS housing 

Opposed 

55 12 Jan 16 work being put into conservation of 
the bushland surrounds of AP. Endorses the submission by  

 

Opposed 

56 12 Jan 16  Melon Hill bushland, Allen Park 
and the beach,  in black cockatoos in area. Concerned about 
loss of security for ADF families, increase in traffic, loss of bushland, 
breaching of covenant. All that is necessary is refurbishment, leave local 
amenities intact 

Opposed 

57 13 Jan 16 Swanbourne resident  traffic concerns, preservation of environment Opposed 
58 13 Jan 16 Swanbourne resident,  concerned about expense, 

likelihood of noise complaints from new residents, uprooting of SAS 
families 

Opposed 

59 13 Jan 16 Swanbourne resident. Concerned about security of SV, no business case 
for demolition, refurbishment more cost effective, disregard for ADF 
families, disruption to residents during rebuild, environmental impact on 
flora/fauna 

Opposed 

60 13 Jan 16 Swanbourne resident. Concerned about cost of demolition/rebuild, social 
impact, degradation of quality of life for Swanbourne residents, agree 
with FOAP, community has been  

Opposed 
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61 13 Jan 16  resident, supported letter to Senator Payne, interested in retaining 

the amenity of the area for sporting clubs, believes process is flawed, a 
bad planning outcome that impacts on the SAS and wider community, 
short sighted to mix private residences with ADF housing 

Opposed 

62 13 Jan 16 Swanbourne resident, FOAP have developed the parkland and it should 
be retained, counter productive to demolish SV houses, refurbishment a 
better option. Could be irreversible damage to local residents if the 
demolish and build option proceeds 

Opposed 

63 14 Jan 16 Swanbourne resident,  
 Believes refurbishment is a cheaper option, also 

concerned about security and social impact, covenant should remain 

Opposed 

64 14 Jan 16 Swanbourne resident. Believes there is a need for cost benefit analysis, 
need a minimally disruptive refurbishment program that satisfies 
community concerns 

Opposed 

65 14 Jan 16 Swanbourne residents  Seems unnecessarily detrimental to 
ADF families and community to redevelop. Any need for higher density 
accommodation could be met by selective redevelopment of some houses 

Opposed 

66 14 Jan 16 Swanbourne residents. Prefer refurbishment option, expansion could lead 
to extra traffic, hoons and socially irresponsible people and possibly State 
Housing. SV homes are too good to destroy. Does not want reduction in 
park, flora/fauna, Carnaby cockatoo problem  

Opposed 

67 14 Jan 16 Swanbourne resident. Concerned about environmental and security 
matters and safety for  children with increased traffic in the area. Sayer 
Street should not be an access road 
 

Opposed 

68 14 Jan 16  concerned 
about retention issues if proposal goes ahead. SASR need happy home 
lives in SV 

Opposed 
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69 14 Jan 16  Concerned about impact on fragile 
coastline, fauna and flora, increased traffic, reshaping of the natural 
environment and clearing of native habitat. Believe DHA have ignored 
community concern 

Opposed 

70 14 Jan 16  Believes DHA proposal is not in the interests of 
our soldiers 

Opposed 

71 15 Jan 16  Believes DHA profit is foremost 
consideration in the proposal. Supports refurbishment, concerned about 
security and preservation of sound buffer to allow SASR training and 
operational requirements to continue 

Opposed 

72 15 Jan 16 Swanbourne resident. Objects to redevelopment on Integrity and Ethical 
grounds. Houses should be refurbished not pulled down 

Opposed 

73 15 Jan 16  complained about timing 
of review, DHA process, supports SASR families, favours refurbishment 
over development, concerns about traffic in Sayer St, protection of bush 
land, public open spaces, proposed vesting of bushland into local Council, 
security concerns of ADF families. 

Opposed 

74 15 Jan 16  
Concerned about conservation of the environment, 

loss of green space and wildlife in area 

Opposed 

75  15 Jan 16 Swanbourne resident. Favours refurbishment on grounds of support for 
SAS families, security, maintain the original purpose of the land, SAS 
should get good housing given what they do for country 

Opposed 

76 15 Jan 16 Swanbourne residents  Endorse letter to Senator Payne and 
endorse Nedlands Council motions. Concerned for SASR families, 
security issues, impact on traffic, Allen Park, flora and fauna, etc 

Opposed 

77 15 Jan 16 Confidential 
submission 

Swanbourne residents. Support SASR families, concerned about loss of 
parkland, traffic issues on Sayer St, SV residents are temporary and local 
residents are permanent – they are concerned about the impact on the 

Opposed 
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values of  homes 
78 
 
 

78A 

15 Jan 16 
 
 
15 Feb 16 

 
 Endorse the submissions of  

Sayer St residents. Concerned  property will devalue and also oppose 
development on a range of grounds. Would support any proposal that met 
the needs of the ADF families, involves the City of Nedlands in the 
planning process, honours and implements existing motions of Nedlands 
Council, preserves and enhances the green corridor, retains or strengthens 
the protection provided by the Covenant 

Opposed 

79 15 Jan 16  
 Does not want land ‘sold off, 

wants protection for SAS families and prefers refurbishment option 

Opposed 

80 15 Jan 16 Cottesloe resident. Pleased with meeting held by LTGEN Evans with 
FOAP, felt their concerns were being heard. Major concern is welfare for 
SASR families and pleased to hear their welfare/security is paramount 
with the Review.  

Opposed 

81 15 Jan 16  Wishes to preserve Allan Park and 
Melon Hill, favours refurbishment option, disappointed by DHA 
presentations 

Opposed 

82  18 Jan 16  
Concerned about conservation of Allen Park and Melon Hill as a 
community resource 

Opposed 

83 20 Jan 16  
 Concerned 

about (1) maintenance of security if development goes ahead; (2) New 
civilian residents may seek increasing restrictions on SASR training and 
preparations for Operations; (3) Social impact – SV is a supportive 
environment for families who experience long absences of a serving 
member. The Covenant must remain.  

Opposed 

FOI 198/20/21

s47F s47F
s47F

s47F

s47F
s47F

s47F

s47F

s47F

s47F



FOUO 
 

FOUO 

12

84 20 Jan 16  an objective and 
transparent approach to achieving a mutually successful outcome 

Advised that 
proposal 

is predicated 
on the 
Minister’s 
decision on 
the Review 

 
 

4-16 Jan 
16 

Submission supports: 
 Letter to Senator Payne 
 Nedlands Council motion to protect and preserve Allen Park 

precinct; 
And seeks further consideration of traffic issues on Sayer St and other 
existing local roads, bushland, public open space increases, pedestrian 
and cycle access, etc 
 
Endorsed by  people. The main themes/areas of concern expressed 
were: 
 Welfare of the Defence families 
 Environmental concerns  

Local amenity 

Opposed 

Background 
Reading 
from 
ASASA 

14 Dec 15 Provided historical information for background reading Opposed 

 Jan 16 Notes from Presenters at Friends of Allen Park meeting with LTGEN 
Evans on 14 Jan 16 
 

Opposed 
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