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Dear Mr Lennon

Adelaide Hills Council Submission on the revised draft Planning and Design Code (Phase 3)
Adelaide Hills Council is grateful for the opportunity to provide additional feedback on the the
revised draft Planning and Design Code (the Code) for Phase 3 Councils. In preparing this submission,
a review of the Code was undertaken including consultation with Council Members, staff and
stakeholders.
As expressed in our previous response on the draft Code, Adelaide Hills Council would like to once
again congratulate the State Planning Commission {the Commission) and staff at Planning and Land
Use Services {PLUS) for overseeing and implementing the voluminous policy improvements exhibited
in the latest version of the draft Planning and Design Code. For the Adelaide Hills Council key policy
enhancements include:
•

•

•

The inclusion of the Adelaide Hills Subzone, developed in collaboration with Council staff, to
reinstate key development outcomes lost from the existing Country living Zone, including
policy criteria addressing the award winning Median Rule Land Division tool
Resolution of numerous Zoning concerns or anomalies, including recognising the Mixed
Residential Zone in Stirling, appropriate zoning for the Balhannah and Bird wood Townships
and the Wairoa site, improved residential zoning in Teringie and a transition of rural
settlement policy areas to an appropriate zone, and
Technical and Numeric Variation alignment with existing Adelaide Hills Development Plan
quantitative criteria relating to site area, frontage and building heights in specific localities.

In addition to the above, the ability to review the Code in a digital environment has also been
received favourably, enabling a more in depth and thorough review process to be undertaken.
Notwithstanding the above, some critical issues remain unresolved. In particular, the lack of a
Restricted Development Trigger in the Rural Neighbourhood Zone to support the application of the
Median Rule Land Division criteria in the Adelaide Hills Subzone is seen as a key weakness. Although
analysis has revealed a majority of Desired Character Statement content has been offset by relevant
Code criteria, there remains some specific localised policy gaps that are considered worthy of further

examination and potential resolution. It is noted that the Adelaide Hills Council has long advocated
for changes to the Watershed (Primary Production} Zone and welcomes reform in this space through
the delivery of the Adelaide Country Zone. Notwithstanding, there are policy gaps and DTS/DPF
criteria in the Zone which require closer examination and refinement, particularly for development
involving horticulture, rural industry, shops, tourist accommodation and function centres.
Other notable issues include:
•

•

•
•

•
•
•
•

•

Concerns regarding non-residential development (shops, light industry etc.} in Township
Zones and whether or not these should be the subject of public notification where they
adjoin residential uses
No confirmation has been provided regarding the inclusion of the PIRSA Primary Production
Priority Areas (PPPA) mapping as an overlay to assist with the assessment of land division
(boundary realignment) applications in primary production areas
Lack of firm guidance for boundary realignments in the Adelaide Country Zone
Some forms of envisaged and anticipated development continue to be removed from
streamlined assessment pathways on account of the application of Overlays or restrictive
DTS criteria, one such example being Horticulture in the Adelaide Country Zone
There has been a degree of ambivalence expressed toward the chosen naming convention
for the Adelaide Country Zone, this may require further consideration by the Commission
Loss of the Scenic Routes which provide additional protection for scenic rural landscapes
Loss of recommended landscaping/species schedules as currently contained in our
Development Plan
No confirmation regarding whether the recently developed Design Guidelines for Stirling
including the updated Concept Plan can be embedded or referenced in the Code to support
nuanced fine grain urban design outcomes in this iconic main street setting, and
Loss of undercroft car parking incentive for development in the Stirling Suburban Main
Street Zone remains unresolved.

The Adelaide Hills Submission Response Table (refer to Enclosure A) expands on the above points
and provides a comprehensive review of the current status of all key issues relating to our February
2020 submission. This has been developed based on an analysis of the revised Code, as well as
indications from the Commission and Planning and Land Use Services (PLUS). For clarity Council has
stated its current position on each matter and its recommendations to resolve outstanding matters
prior to the implementation of Phase 3 of the Code.
Feedback picking up technical issues relating to policy criteria omissions, errors or anomalies has
also been provided via the online Code feedback tool. This is in addition to the feedback provided in
this submission.
It is noted that the revised Code has unlocked some new Overlays that have been identified as
potentially advantageous if applied to particular areas within the Adelaide Hills Council. In particular,
the Scenic Quality Overlay is considered to provide a partial solution to the loss of both Scenic
Routes and landscape character Policy Areas in the existing Watershed (Primary Production) Zone. A
list of the relevant Policy Areas and their spatial extent has been provided (refer to Enclosure B). It is
seeking that the Commission apply this Overlay to the selected extent. In addition, the Stormwater
Management and Urban Tree Canopy Overlay are considered sophisticated additions to the Overlay
suite and Council strongly advocates for them to apply to all our Urban and Township Zones, in order
to promote climate resilience in these settings.

In addition, the inclusion of Representative Buildings to replace Contributory Items and changes t hat
f urther strengthen heritage protection are also welcomed. Council looks forward to these changes
and t he revised heritage suite (and associated zones) being implemented, as it begins to make
preparations for a Code amendment t hat seeks to expand protection of local heritage places in
private ownership across the district.
Summary

In line with t he concerns and issues raised above and in the enclosed documents, Council supports
further refinement of the Planning and Design Code to be undertaken prior to Phase 3
implementation in order to accommodate the suggested changes.
This by no means diminishes the achievement which has delivered the Planning and Design Code to
its current level of refinement, including the ePlanning Platform. Adelaide Hills Council sincerely
acknowledges the efforts of the Commission and PLUS to date in t his regard and, as always, offers
assistance to resolve the outstand ing concerns and issues in order to achieve a mutually beneficial
out come-to ensure that the Code is fit for purpose and is a suitable replacement of the Council's
Development Plan.
We look forward t o continuing to work with the Commission an·d PLUS to resolve t hese remaining
issues and embracing with confidence t he Planning and Design Code, to usher in a new era of
planning in our district. If you have any queries regarding the above comments then please do not
hesitate to contact Marc Sa lver, Director Development and Regulatory Services on
.

Yours sincerely

Andrew Aitken
Chief Executive Officer

Enc:

A - Adelaide Hills Council Submission Response Table
B - List of Policy Areas to be Included in-the Scenic Quality Overlay
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Adelaide Hills Council Submission Response Table
Status of response
Issue Summary/Proposal as per
Council's February 2020 submission

from PLUS to
Issues raised

Commentary

Adelaide Hills Council Recommendations/Comments

(Actloned/TBC/Not
Applied)

Key Issues
Median Rule Land Division Tool not
transitioned. Advocated for a Subzone
or TNV under the Rural
Neighbourhood Zone to capture land
division criteria.

The Commission has resolved to create and spatially
apply a new Adela ide Hills Subzone of the Code Rural
Neighbourhood Zone to provide additional policy
relating to land division for residential purposes in
alignment with the intent of the Median Rule Land
Division Tool policies in the Development Plan.
However this does not include a Restricted
Development trigger to discourage land division that
fails to meet the prescribed site area minimums.
Note: minimum site areas for parts of the current
Bridgewater Policy Area 27 will be prescribed via a
l,000sqm TNV rather than through the application of
the subzone.

Instead of the Rural Neighbourhood Zone, the

Request to have the Mixed Residential
Zone (DP) annexed from the Code
Rural Neighbourhood Zone, and be

Suburban Neighbourhood Zone has been spatially
applied to the areas of Stirling currently within the·

transferred into the Suburban

Mixed Residential Zone.

Neighbourhood Zone. To include TNV

The creation of the Adelaide Hills Subzone including the Median Rule
Land Division tool criteria is supported. However, t he procedural
requirem ents have been watered down on account of the removal
of the Non-Complying triggers in the transition to the Co~e.
Proposal: The Commission is requested to consider applying a
Restricted Development trigger to the Rural Neighbourhood Zone,
capturing the existing Non-Complying criteria, to apply to the
Adelaide Hills Subzone. This will therefore act as a sufficient
disincentive for applicants who seek to subdivide land below the
2,000sqm absolute minimum within the Zone. It is considered that
without the Restricted Development pathway triggers that
applicants will pursue land division below the Median Rule
· minimums leading to an erosion of the renowned character of these
leafy neighbourhoods.
Action supported.

reflecting existing Development Plan
Policy.
The balance of the Balhannah and
Birdwood Township Zone (DP)
recommended to be annexed from
Code Township Main Street Zone.
Identified an error in the spatial
application of the Township Activity
Centre Zone at Aldgate, where a
portion of land at the eastern side of
the existing Neighbourhood Centre
Zone. should have been included

The Town Centre Zones of both townships have been
transitioned to the Township Main Street Zone, with
the balance of the cu rrent Township Zones
transitioning to the Code Township Zone.

Action supported.

The zoning of the subject land has been changed from
the Township Activity Centre Zone to the Rural
Neighbourhood Zone and Adelaide Hills Subzone,
consistent with the balance of adjoining areas

Action supported.

It has been acknowledged that the proposed
Infrastructure Zone is not the most appropriate

Action supported, on account of the rationale provided.

within the Code Rural Neighbourhood
Zone, on account of it being located
outside of current Policy Area 57
Advocated for the Wairoa Site
(currently within the Public Purpose
Zone) transitioned to the Code Rural
Neighbourhood (formerly Residential

transition. However the Commission considers that the
application of the Rural Neighbourhood Zone to this
site is not consistent with that zone's application to
areas currently within the Country living Zone and
more importantly, to areas outside of the Environment
and Food Production Areas (EFPA).

Neighbourhood) Zone rather than t he
Infrastructure Zone as proposed in the
draft Code.

A future rezoning may be pursued pending a concurrent review of
the EFPA.

Alternatively, the Community Facilities Zone has been
applied to this site, which is considered to present the
most suitable transi~ion to accommodate existing
policy and land uses.
Proposed that the existing Residential
(Medium Density) Policy Area 32 of
the Residential Zone applying to parts

Actioned

This request is supported and a change to the
proposed Code zoning for this policy area has occurred.
Transitioning this locality to the Suburban

Action supported.

Neighbourhood Zone, with relevant Minimum Dwelling
Allotment Sizes applied via a TNV.

of Teringie should transition to the
Code Suburban Neighbourhood Zone,
instead of the General Neighbourhood
Zone, to enable minimum existing
land division paramet ers t o be
included via a TNV.

There may be merit in the pursuing a change into the
future, however this would need to be undert aken via
a separate Code amendment. It has been indicated
that the magnitude of the proposed change is too

Position accepted, on account of the rationale provided.

Request the creation of a subzone of
the Code Adelaide Country Zone for
the lnverbrackie Site to better reflect
the existing nature and use of the
land, and provide policies to guide its
future development, which includes
tourist accommodation and a smail
food tourism and commercial
component.

Not Applied

Technical and Numeric Variation (TNV)
refinement to ensure qualitative
parameters applied spatially in the
Code accurately reflect existing
Development Plan Policy.

Actioned

Council worked collaboratively with PLUS to provide
the correct data for each Zone TNV where required.
This has ensured existing local policy content has been
transferred into the Code.

Action supported.

Request for Settlement Areas with in
Adelaide Country Zone Verdun,
Inglewood, Lenswood Settlement
Policy Areas have been transitioned
into a dedicated Zone.

Actioned

Policy Areas contain policies more suited to a

Action supported.

Request that the scenic routes and
associated policy as identified in the
Development Plan form the basis of
the creation of a Scenic Routes
Overlay in t he Code.

Not Applied

A future rezoning may be pursued pending support.

substantial to be considered within the scope of this
Code amendment, and requires separate landowner
and community consultat ion.

settlement or township-type zoning. Resolved in
principle t o spatially apply the Rural Settlement zone
to the relevant policy areas, instead of new subzones
of the Adelaide Country (formerly Peri-Urban) Zone.
The Scenic Quality Overlay cannot be applied to the
linear routes identified in the Development Plan as
they have no defined spatial extent in t erms of
affected area or view sheds. Further work associated

It is considered that the loss of scenic routes creates a gap In policy
content to adequately protect scenic landscapes in the Adelaide
. Country Zone. It is considered that some form of resolution must be
found prior to Phase 3 implementation.

wi t h this request may need to be undertaken to inform
a fut ure Code amendment.

Proposal: Council requests that the Commission reconsider the
inclusion of reference to these scenic routes in the Code or consider

whether the applicat ion of the Scenic Quality Overlay to selected
Policy Areas in the existing Watershed (PP) Zone could be utilised to
offset and partially resolve this issue.

Impact of Sloping Land Overlay and
OTS Criteria on streamlined

The Sloping Land Overlay has been removed from the
Code.

Action Supported.

No confirmation provided to date on this issue.

Action required.

assessment pathways in the Adelaide
Country Zone
Refinement of DTS/DPF criteria in the
Adelaide Country Zone and the need
for additional performance
assessment guidelines

Proposal: Key areas for refinement (a combination of revised
DTS/DPF criteria.and more detailed Performance Assessment
guidelines) should focus on criteria relating to Horticulture, Rural
Industry, Shops, Tourist Accommodation and Function Centres.
Refinement in this area should be underpinned by a sound evidence
base and guided by industry engagement in particular from the
Horticu lture, Wine and Tourism Industries.

Small scale ground mounted capacity
refinement

No confirmation provided to date on this issue.

Key consideration is DTS/OPF 10.2 (a) and whether the KW capacity
is set to low and inadvertently disadvantages growers or producers
looking to offset their operational costs through the installation of a
sufficiently sized solar system.
Position accepted, on account of the rationale provided.

Address anomalies in Environment

Not supported. The Commission has considered

and Food Production Areas (EFPAs)
mapping.

changes to the EPFA as outside of scope and to be
addressed by a future Code amendment.

Propose that the most important
elements of Desired Character
Statements are transitioned to the

Not supported . The Commission has indicated that a
combination of policy controls at the Zone, Overlay and
General Policy levels are considered to provide a

Although a majority of Desired Character Statement content has
been offset by relevant Code criteria, there remains some specific
localised policy gaps that are considered worthy of further
examination and potential resolution.

Code via a Desired Character Area
Overlay or as a TNV.

sufficient level of policy guidance in the transition to
the Code.

In particular, there is continued concern for the Stirling District
Centre Zone, Township Main Street and Township Zones including
accompanying Policy Areas.
Proposal: In the case of Stirling Maln Street Zone there appears to

be a strong case for the inclusion of, or reference to, the recently
developed Stirling Village Concept Plan, which would offset a large
portion of the concerns surrounding how to best respond to the
nuanced precinct character traits exhibited in and around the main
street.
In the case of the Township Main Street Zone and Township Zone
and the numerous Policy Areas an immediate solution remains
elusive. The main concern here is that the historic cores of these
towns, which generally sit outside any heritage protection policy
framework will be left exposed without the tailored guidance
offered by the current Desired Character Statements. This may well
be the subject of a separate Code Amendment, given the limitations
of the current spatial application of zone and policy area boundaries
and local heritage places. However, this does not alleviate the
immediate concern.
Request to embed the Stirling Village
Mainstreet Design Guidelines
including the Concept Plan in the Code
to provide additional layer of fine
grain urban design guidance.
Noted the impact of Overlays on
triggering more complex assessment
pathways for accepted types of
development within a zone be
tempered.

No confirmation has been provided regarding this
outcome.

Council seeks the inclusion of these concept plans in the Code (refer
to comments above regarding Stirling Main Street Zone).

Refinement in this space has ensured protective tree
netting structures in the Adelaide Country Zone retains
a streamlined pathway. Other potential anticipated
and reasonable uses however continued to be tripped
by Overlays i.e. horticulture

Action supported subject to further refinement of issues such as the
triggers which trip out envisaged uses such as horticulture in the
Adelaide Country Zone.

Improvement to notification triggers
particularly to capture a certain level

Overall refinement to the notification tables has
improved markedly and ensures a more consistent

of consistency between existing

approach. However, there are still concerns regarding

notification triggers and proposed
under the Code.

non-residential development (shops, light industry
etc.) in Township Zones and whether or not these
should be notified.

Reconsider Peri-Urban Zone naming
Convention. The zone name requires

Action supported, contingent on review of non-residential land use
public notification. triggers in Township Zones.

Proposal: Consideration as to whether notification should be
required for shops, offices and consulting rooms above S0sqm
where adjoining a residential use and whether all forms of light
industry should be notified regardless of scale.

Name changed to Adelaide Country Zone.

The name change is acknowledged. However, it could be further
refined by replacing the word "Country" with the word "Rural."

The Overlay has not been included. There is still a
strong desire for the inclusion of this overlay

It is acknowledged that the inclusion of the PPPA mapping will likely

review to better reflect the
predominant land use in these areas
being primary production.
Request for t he inclusion of the PIRSA
Primary Production Priority Areas
(PPPA) Mapping as an overlay.

particularly in light of weak boundary realignment
guidance in the Adelaide Country Zone.

need to be pursued as Generation 2 Reform in partnership with
Industry Groups and PIRSA.

Proposal: In lieu of the possibly in including the PPPA Mapping as an
overlay into the Code, additional policy is still immediately required
to strengthen guidance surrounding assessment of Boundary
Realignments in the Adelaide Country Zone to prevent further
fragmentation of good quality agricultural land.
Request for appropriate land in the
northern areas of Council where
logical to be transitioned to

This has not been supported. The zoning applied to
these areas as part of the Code conversion process has

Community Facilities, Conservation,
Open Space and Recreation Zones.

been selected to, as closely as possible, resemble
existing zoning policy at each of the locations to which
the Zone is proposed to apply. A change of this
magnitude will require a future Code amendment.

Request that areas of the Hills Face
Zone on the eastern side of the Mount

Not supported, as a change of this magnitude will
require consultation with affected landowners as part

Lofty Ranges ridgeline are considered

of a separate Code amendment process.

for inclusion in the Code Peri-Urban

Position accepted on account of the rationale provided.
A future rezoning may be pursued as a Code amendment to rectify
this issue pending support.

Position accepted on account of the rationale provided.

Zone instead of a transition to the
Code Hills Face Zone.
Request for Ayers Hill Road Policy
Area Land Division Restriction (Established Neighbourhood Zone).

Actioned

The limited Land Division Overlay has been applied to
the Policy Area in addition to the Established
Neighbourhood Zone and Historic Area Overlay.

Action supported.

Request for detached dwelling to be

Actioned

The concern regarding a liberal housing typology
approach to this zone has been addressed, with
Detached Dwelling being the only supported housing
typology

Action supported.

Request for non-residential land uses
in the Rural Neighbourhood Zone to
be capped.

Actioned

Non-residential land uses capped at 50m2. This is
considered an appropriate outcome given the context
of the zone and its proximity to the Stirling Main
street.

Action supported.

Request to delete tourist
accommodation as an envisaged use
in the Employment Zone.

Actioned

Tourism Development has been removed from the
envisaged land uses list under PO 1.1 of the Zone.

Action supported.

Concern expressed for the loss of site
coverage dispensation criteria to
incentlvise undercroft parking
outcomes. In addition to the loss of
Zone specific diagrams in the
transition to the Stirling Main Street
Zone.

1B

No confirmation has been provided regarding this

This issue remains unresolved and Council requests that these
current policy incentives be transferred into the Code.

the only anticipated housing typology
in the Rural Neighbourhood Zone.

Request for the lack of housing
diversity within appropriate
Townships be addressed and bought
into line with existing Development
Plan Policy via TNV's.

outcome.

Full range of housing typology now available in
Balhannah, Oakbank, Woodside, Lobethal and
Birdwood Township Zones

Action Supported.

Enclosure B
Policy Areas to be Included in Scenic Quality Overlay

Adelaide Hills

The following list captures 11 Policy Areas within the Watershed {Primary Production) Zone of the
Adelaide Hills Council Development Plan, that address landscape quality considerations to deem
them worthy of inclusion in the Scenic Quality Overlay:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Lobethal Rural Surrounds Policy Area
Oakbank and Balhannah Rural Surrounds
Onkaparinga Springs Policy Area
Onkaparinga Valley Policy Area
Rural buffer {Summertown & Uraidla) Policy Area
Rural Fringe Policy Area
Rural Landscape Policy Area
Rura l Landscape (Summertown & Uraid la) Po licy Area

•
•
•

Rural (Norton Summit) Policy Area
Watershed Production Policy Area
Woodside Rural Surrounds Policy Area
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