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Introduction
On 15 February 2021, the Minister for Planning and Local Government approved the commencement of a
Code Amendment initiated by the Adelaide Hebrew Congregation Inc., Belljo Pty Ltd and Flemington
Street Pty Ltd. This amendment seeks to amend the Planning and Design Code as it relates to land
located at 13 Flemington Street, Glenside from Community Facilities Zone and General Neighbourhood
Zone to the Housing Diversity Neighbourhood Zone.
The land comprises 2 strata units and common property. The Adelaide Hebrew Congregation Inc is the
owner and occupier of the property identified as Unit 1/13 Flemington Street, Glenside which contains a
Synagogue and associated facilities. Belljo Pty Ltd and Flemington Street Pty Ltd own the former
Massada College (primary school) identified as Unit 2/13 Flemington Street, Glenside. The third allotment
is identified as a common area shared by both properties. This shared area provides access to both Units
1 and 2 from Flemington Street.
One of the key land uses that underpinned the existing zoning was a school which closed over 10 years
ago. There is no interest in reopening the school or establishing another educational facility at this site.
Rather, there has been interest expressed in using the land for residential purposes given the site is in a
primarily residential area and located in close proximity to services.
This amendment will facilitate new residential development, and it is noted that this will not compromise
the existing use rights of the Synagogue.
Figure 1 shows the land that is the subject of the Code Amendment (Affected Area).
The land to the north and south of the site is primarily residential in land use, with the affected area
sharing a common boundary with land used for commercial/office type activities. The land to the east is
used for institutional/commercial purposes, and the land to the west is part of the Glenside Mental Health
precinct (SA Health).
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Figure 1 Affected Area

Role of URPS and the Designated Entity
URPS has been engaged by the Designated Entity to design, manage and implement a suitable
engagement process for the Code Amendment which meets the requirements and guidelines contained in
the Community Engagement Charter and Practice Direction 2: Preparation and Amendment of a
Designated Instrument.
URPS has also been engaged to prepare a report on the outcomes of the engagement process to assist
the Designated Entity to determine whether or not any changes are required to the consultation version of
the Code Amendment. Accordingly, the main body of this report contains an analysis of the engagement
process while the Designated Entity’s detailed response is contained in Appendix A.

Purpose of the Engagement
The purpose of the engagement was to ensure that individuals, businesses, organisations and
communities interested in and/or affected by the proposed Code Amendment were engaged in the
process of preparing and finalising the Code Amendment.
The consultation period ran for just over six weeks from to 9am, Wednesday 27 October to 5pm,
Wednesday 8 December 2021. A total of eight submissions were received from organisations/groups and
12 were received from the community via the online survey, email and PlanSA portal.
Specifically, the engagement:
• Provided communication to raise awareness that a Code Amendment is being prepared.
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• Provided information about what is proposed by the Code Amendment including the location of
where the proposed changes will apply.
• Provided the opportunity for key stakeholders to identify issues and opportunities early, so that they
can be considered in the preparation of the Code Amendment.
• Enabled stakeholders and community to provide feedback and influence the outcomes of the Code
Amendment prior to it being finalised and submitted to the Minister for Planning and Local
Government.
• Will close the loop with stakeholders and community to inform them of the final version of the Code
Amendment following Ministerial Approval as advised by the Attorney General’s Department
Planning and Land Use Services.
• Meets statutory requirements as they relate to engagement on a Code Amendment including:
‒ Section 73(6) of the Planning Development and Infrastructure Act 2016;
‒ The Community Engagement Charter; and
‒ Practice Direction 2: Preparation and Amendment of a Designated Instrument.
• Builds relationships and a community of interest to support future activities (i.e. construction) at the
site.

Objectives
There were three stages of engagement relating to this Code Amendment:
• Stage 1 – To raise awareness about the Code Amendment and gather feedback on the Code
Amendment (INFORM/CONSULT) – this is completed, and the process summarised in this report.
These two stages will follow:
• Stage 2 – To be informed of the final Code Amendment (INFORM)
• Stage 3 – To close the loop and evaluate engagement (INFORM/EVALUATE).

Scope of Influence
Aspects of the project which stakeholder and the community can influence are:
• Issues and/or opportunities that should be considered in the preparation of the Code Amendment
• The land use policy applying to the subject land post rezoning.
Aspects of the project which stakeholders and the community cannot influence are:
• The initiation of a Code Amendment that seeks to rezone the subject land from Community Facilities
and General Neighbourhood to the Housing Diversity Neighbourhood Zone to facilitate new
residential housing.
• The extent of the subject land that forms the basis of the Code Amendment.
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Community Engagement Charter
The preparation of the Code Amendment is required to comply with the principles of the Community
Engagement Charter (Charter) under the Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016 (the Act).
The Charter sets out best practice guidelines for community engagement in relation to the preparation and
amendment of planning policies, strategies and schemes.
An Engagement Plan for this Code Amendment was prepared in line with this Charter. This Engagement
Summary Report also meets the requirements of the Charter.
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Engagement Approach
A bespoke engagement approach was designed for this Code Amendment in response to the
requirements of the Charter. This approach focused on providing multiple points of available information
and a series of convenient ways to provide feedback. These were tailored to reach the identified
stakeholders most efficiently.
The methods employed are summarised in the table below.

Engagement Activities
Table 1 Engagement and promotion activities
Activity

Description/objectives

Target audience

Meetings

Meeting with Council staff to provide an
overview of Code Amendment and Engagement
process and seek feedback on the desired
outcomes and elements for consideration

Senior planning staff
– City of Burnside

Plan SA Portal
information

All information relevant to Code Amendment,
Engagement and how to provide feedback,
including Fact Sheet available on Plan SA Portal

All audiences

Fact Sheet

A plain-English fact sheet was prepared that
clearly outlined what a Code Amendment is, and
how people can provide feedback via online
submission, online survey, phone, email, or via
hard copy post. The fact sheet was made
available in hard copy at offices of Council.

All audiences

The fact sheet also offered for materials to be
translated into Chinese (as this was identified as
the most common non-English language group
in the area).
Online submissions

An online submission form was available
through the Plan SA Portal as a method for
providing feedback on the Code Amendment.

All audiences

Online survey

An online survey form was linked to the Plan SA
Portal as a more targeted way that feedback
could be received about particular elements of
the Code Amendment. This survey also included
evaluation questions in line with the Community
Engagement Charter.

All audiences

Phone and email
contact

A phone number and dedicated email address
was promoted through all correspondence as
well as on the fact sheet, as a way that further

All audiences
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Activity

Description/objectives

Target audience

information could be requested or feedback
provided.
PO Box

A post office box address was promoted through
all correspondence and the fact sheet as a way
that people could provide feedback in hard copy
should they not wish to or be unable to
participate online.

All audiences

Letter box drop to
neighbours
(catchment area
provided in
Appendix B)

A letter and fact sheet were letter box dropped
to all properties within a specified catchment
around the affected area (refer Appendix B).

Neighbours of the
affected area

Mail out to absent
owners

A letter and fact sheet was mailed to any
property owners not residing/conducting
business at the address identified within a
specified catchment (refer Appendix B) around
the affected area. As owners of property near
the affected area, ensuring these stakeholders
understood and had the opportunity to provide
feedback on the Code Amendment was critical.

Those properties that received correspondence
were identified due to their proximity to the
affected area. This approach ensured that
stakeholders understood the proposal and had
the opportunity to provide feedback on the Code
Amendment.
Owners of property
in proximity of the
affected area

Information to inform this process was gathered
from the City of Burnside.
Letter to
stakeholders

A fact sheet and letter was sent electronically to
identified stakeholders. These stakeholders were
identified as having an interest in this Code
Amendment. Ensuring these stakeholders
understood and had the opportunity to provide
feedback on the Code Amendment was critical.

City of Burnside
(CEO and Mayor),
Government
Agencies1, utility
providers2, state and
federal MPs3,
Independent schools

1Government

Agencies engaged via letter comprised the Department for Infrastructure and Transport, Department for
Education, Renewal SA, Environment Protection Authority, Department for Human Services, Department for
Communities and Social Inclusion, SA Health (Department for Health and Wellbeing), SA Housing Authority and
Department for Environment and Water
2 Utility providers engaged via letter comprised Electranet, SA Water, SA Power Networks, Epic Energy, NBN, APA
Group
3 MPs engaged via letter comprised James Stevens, Member for Sturt and David Pisoni MP, Member for Unley
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Activity

Door knocking

Description/objectives

Target audience

They were also offered the opportunity to meet
should they wish to receive further information or
discuss their feedback in more detail.

association and
Catholic Education

Homes in proximity to the affected area (Refer
section 5.1) were door-knocked to discuss Code
Amendment and invite feedback. Where an
occupier was not present information was left.

Neighbours of the
affected area

152 houses were doorknocked
One-on-one
meetings

All land owners and occupiers and stakeholders
were invited to contact URPS to convene a oneon-one meeting should they wish to receive
further information or discuss their feedback in
more detail.

• Land owners and
occupiers within
a specified
catchment of the
affected area

One meeting was requested and held.

• Identified
stakeholders

Feedback
acknowledgements

Acknowledgement of feedback received (either
online or in hard copy) was sent to all who
provided feedback and included return contact
details.

Those who provided
feedback on Code
Amendment

Evaluation survey
link

A link to a more detailed evaluation survey was
sent to all who provided feedback and included
return contact details).

Those who provided
feedback on Code
Amendment

No responses were received.

Mandatory Requirements
2.2.1 Notice and consultation with Council/s
The Charter requires that a Council or Councils must be directly notified and consulted on a proposed
Code Amendment, where the proposed Code Amendment is specifically relevant to a particular Council or
Councils (and where the Council did not initiate the proposed Code Amendment).
The affected area is wholly within the City of Burnside. Representatives of Council were engaged in the
following ways:
•

Meeting with senior staff (James Moss, Magnus Heinrich, Belinda Portelli and Sue Draper) on 22
September 2021 to discuss proposed Code Amendment and engagement process.

•

Hard copies of fact sheet provided to Council on 27 October 2021.

•

Letter and fact sheet emailed to CEO on 1 November 2021 offering a further meeting and information
on how to provide feedback during the consultation period.
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•

Letter and fact sheet emailed to Mayor on 1 November 2021 offering a further meeting and
information on how to provide feedback during the consultation period.

•

Deputation made at Council meeting held on Tuesday 23 November 2021 which provided an
overview of the Code Amendment and the associated engagement process.

2.2.2 Notice and consultation with the Local Government Association
The Charter requires that the Local Government Association be notified in writing and consulted, where
the proposed Code Amendment is generally relevant to Councils.
As this Code Amendment is not generally relevant to Councils (but rather to one council specifically), the
Local Government Association were not directly engaged.
2.2.3 Notice and consultation with Owners and Occupiers of Land which is Specifically

Impacted
Under section 73(6)(d) of the Act, where a Code Amendment will have a specific impact on one or more
pieces of land in a particular zone or subzone (rather than more generally), the Designated Entity must
take reasonable steps to provide a notice to Owners or Occupiers of the land (and each piece of adjacent
land) as prescribed by the Regulations.
Regulation 20 of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure (General) Regulations 2017 requires such
notice to:
a) identify the piece or pieces of land in relation to which the specific impact will apply; and
b) describe the impact; and
c)

indicate where and when the relevant amendment to the Planning and Design Code may be
inspected; and

d) provide information about the consultation that is to occur under the Community Engagement
Charter
Three separate land owners were identified within the affected area. A letter and fact sheet outlining the
above was posted to these landowners on 27 October 2021.
2.2.4 Notice of proposal to include Local Heritage Listing to Owner of Land
The Charter requires that where a Code Amendment proposes to include a heritage character or
preservation policy that is similar in intent or effect to a local heritage listing, the owner of the land on
which the places resides, must be directly notified in writing of the proposal and consulted for a minimum
period of four weeks.
As this Code Amendment does not include a heritage character or preservation policy, this was not
undertaken.
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Engagement Outcomes
Summary
The engagement approach for this Code Amendment was designed to provide multiple ways for
information to be accessed and feedback provided. This is summarised in the figure below.
Figure 2 Summary of feedback received

The nature of feedback received via these mechanisms is summarised in the subsequent sections of this
report.
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Stakeholder meetings
City of Burnside
Members of the consultant team met with senior planning and transport staff from the City of Burnside
prior to the commencement of the formal consultation period (on 22 September 2021).
Staff were familiar with the site and impacts on local streets by increased traffic and on street parking as
potential issues. Staff supported the engagement approach including the wider catchment of the letter
box drop and the preparation of a fact sheet. Council representatives also indicated at the meeting that a
report was being prepared on the Code Amendment for consideration of the Elected Body of Council. It
was also noted that a submission would likely be made on behalf of Council.
The City of Burnside subsequently lodged a submission during the consultation period, which is
summarised in section 7.2.1.

Harrow Housing
A meeting was requested by the directors of the trust that own and operate Harrow House (Supported
Accommodation) at 15-17 Flemington Street, Glenside. This meeting was held on site on Tuesday 23
November 2021. A written submission was also received from Harrow House representatives, which is
summarised in section 7.3.
Key concerns raised by Harrow House include traffic, road safety and parking. Stormwater, street trees,
access and proposed building height were also discussed as summarised below:
Traffic
•

Traffic levels have noticeably increased following intensification of land uses in the western end of
Flemington Street (namely the Glenside Health Precinct and the SA Film Corp - both of which have
their primary access from Flemington Street)

Road safety
•

Cars travel at speeds higher than that which seems safe in the area (noting speeds are likely
below 60 or 50kph, but still appear too fast for the road environment)

Parking
•

There is a deficiency in sufficient on street parking

•

Parking on the northern side of Flemington Street (near number 15) is restricted Monday to Friday.
On weekends, if large cars are parked on both sides of Flemington Street, it is too narrow for
larger cars to pass between them

•

The parking alongside the Affected Areas road access (Bensimon Drive) is generally able to
accommodate the Synagogue’s regular services/functions

•

Harrow House is concerned that if these car parks (on Bensimon Drive) are removed following the
Code Amendment, that demand for on-street parking will increase, and this will exacerbate
existing safety and access concerns

•

Harrow House has prepared alternative streetscape layouts which have been submitted to
Council for consideration, but they have not been accepted/actioned.
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•

Harrow House propose that the street be widened, to better allow for on street parking on both
sides of Flemington Street

Stormwater
•

There are stormwater services running underground in the area

•

There are local flooding issues in heavy rain events

Street trees
•

Harrow House disagree with the location and species of several street trees that have been
planted in the last 5-10 years as it restricts the ability to widen the road for parking as outlined
above

Access
•

The Government testing pits at 13A Flemington Street share a right of way with 15 Flemington
Street (on the western side of 15 Flemington Street).

•

It was always their preference that access be used from Bensimon Drive to the west of 15
Flemington Street instead, but this was not occurred

Proposed building height
•

A maximum of 2 storeys is supported, however Harrow House noted concerns with development
any higher than this.
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Engagement with the community
Doorknocking
In line with the Engagement Plan, properties surrounding the affected area were directly engaged. This
consisted of door knocking to households identified in the catchment area provided in Figure 3 below.
Doorknocking was conducted over 4 days during the engagement period, and attempts were made to
maximise successful engagement by avoiding times when people may not be home, such as school drop
off and pick up.
152 households were door knocked. Successful engagement was made with the majority of residents and
provided the opportunity to discuss the Code Amendment with those available. Some landowners chose
to provide feedback at this time. A small number of occupiers were contacted at this time but unavailable
to discuss the Code Amendment as they were otherwise occupied with other commitments). In these
instances, occupiers took a fact sheet.
If no one was home, a fact sheet was left under the door with a ‘sorry I missed you’ card, encouraging
them to contact the team to discuss.

Flemington Street Code Amendment - Engagement Summary Report - Engagement with the community | 14

Figure 3 Doorknocking catchment (in blue, affected area identified in red)

Feedback received from respondents during doorknocking suggested that local roads were already
congested on a regular basis, and many were concerned that the Code Amendment (and future
development) would significantly worsen traffic issues. The impact of traffic was specific to Flemington
Street and Amber Woods Estate. There was concern that development with similar density, height and
lack of public open space as the Cedar Woods estate would be built on the site. Residents within the
Amber Woods Estate commented that since the addition of some townhouses within the Estate, on-street
parking has become challenging.
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Residents were not against development, however wanted to see an appropriate density and green
space, with several making comparisons to Amber Woods Estate as a favourable outcome (ie 1 – 2 storey
low-medium density housing with community open space). Respondents sought consideration to what
measures could be put in place to optimise the amount of green space, parking and managing density,
should the Code Amendment proceed.
Other additional feedback that was received during doorknocking included a concern from some about the
impact to infrastructure such as stormwater, and the potential flow on effect this may have to the
surrounding area.
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Online survey
The online survey was one of five ways that were available to provide feedback during consultation (with
the other ways comprising online submission, in writing, phone contact, and by email). The survey was
designed to ensure:
• It remained concise, to avoid survey fatigue which could result in incomplete surveys
• It was written in plain English. This ensured that people unfamiliar with Code Amendments or other
planning policy terminology understood what was being asked
• It sought to elicit feedback on particular elements of the Code Amendment that were able to be
influenced (such as the technical and numerical variation around height)
• An understanding of the level of overall support for the Code Amendment was received
• Respondents were able to identify what they liked or disliked about the Code Amendment. This
enabled recommended changes to be considered where necessary
• Integrate appropriate evaluation questions for this stage of the consultation (noting that not all
evaluation questions in the Community Engagement Charter are appropriate to be asked at this point
in the consultation).
The survey remained open for responses for the entire 6-week consultation period. Seven responses were
received via the survey. Due to the low number of responses, caution is advised with drawing any
conclusions on trends of responses. A summary of the survey responses follows.

Survey Responses
Question 1: How do you feel about this proposed Code Amendment at 13 Flemington Street, Glenside
(proposing to change the zone from Community Facilities Zone to a Housing Diversity Neighbourhood
Zone?)
This question was presented as a Likert scale with respondents being able to choose from ‘strongly
support’, ‘support’, ‘not sure/no opinion’, ‘oppose’, or ‘strongly oppose’.
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Question 1: How do you feel about the proposed
Code Amendment?
4

3

2

1

0
Strongly Support

Support

Not Sure

Oppose

Strongly Oppose

Support for the proposed Code Amendment was divided, with most people holding strong views on the
topic, which resulted in polarised responses. However, the majority of respondents supported the change.
More than half of respondents (57.15%) indicated that they either strongly supported or supported the
Code Amendment. A smaller but still significant proportion of respondents (42.86%) strongly opposed the
Code Amendment.
Question 2: What do you like about the proposed Code Amendment?
This question allowed a free-form response for respondents to provide feedback in their own words.
The most common answer to this question was to allow for more residential development and a better
use of the site, which is perceived by some as currently underutilised.
Three respondents answered that they did not like anything about the proposed Code Amendment. One
respondent skipped the question.
Question 3: Is there anything you don’t like about the proposed Code Amendment?
This question allowed a free-form response for respondents to provide feedback in their own words.
One respondent noted that the maximum building height (2 storeys) was too high. Another respondent
raised a concern that there is a lack of information regarding the detail of what will be built including how
many houses will be constructed and what the impact to neighbouring properties will be.
Three respondents noted that there wasn’t anything they didn’t like about the proposed Code
Amendment.
Question 4: Do you agree with the proposed change in zoning to Housing Diversity Neighbourhood Zone?
The zone could allow the development of diverse housing and compatible non-residential uses such as a
shop, Place of Worship or educational establishment.
This question provided respondents with 3 options – ‘yes’, ‘no’ and ‘not sure’. It also provided a free form
response area with the prompt ‘If no, please state why not’.
The majority (57.14%) of respondents agreed with this statement, while 42.86% did not agree.
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Quesiton 4: Do you agree with the proposed
change in zoning to Housing Diversity
Neighbourhood Zone?

Yes

No

Those who did not agree with the proposed change in zoning provided supporting comments which
emphasised a view that there was too much infill development within the area at present, noted traffic
concerns and increased noise levels. One respondent raised that consultation with neighbours will not
make a difference to the outcome.
Question 5: Do you agree with the proposed maximum building height of 2 levels?
This question provided respondents with 3 options – ‘yes’, ‘no’ and ‘not sure’. It also provided a free form
response area with the prompt ‘If no, please state why not’.

Do you agree with the proposed maximum
building height of 2 levels?
5
4
3

2
1
0
Yes

No

Results were almost evenly split amongst ‘yes’ and ‘no’ responses. No respondents indicated ‘not sure’.
Two respondents stated that houses should be single storey to eliminate overlooking concerns. One
respondent again raised the large amount of infill development occurring in the area making it feel
crowded.
Question 6: If you have concerns with the proposed Code Amendment, what would you like changed to
address these concerns?
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This question allowed a free-form response for respondents to provide feedback in their own words.
Four respondents completed this question and three skipped. Suggested changes to the Code
Amendment included consideration of safety for those special needs residents occupying houses within
proximity of the site. Particular concern was raised around potential impact of traffic and access from the
site onto Flemington Street.
One respondent used this free form response to reiterate that they do not support the Code Amendment
under any circumstances and to leave the zoning as it is. One respondent did not have any concerns or
proposed changes, it was also raised that the rezoning is sensible in proximity to the Cedar Woods
development.
Question 7: A range of investigations have been undertaken as part of the proposed Code Amendment
(Storm water, Tree Assessment, Site History Assessment, Community Infrastructure, Traffic Assessment)
- is there anything else that should be considered?
This question allowed a free-form response for respondents to provide feedback in their own words.
Five respondents raised additional investigations that should be considered as part of the Code
Amendment including:
• The impact to the adjacent neighbourhood
• Safety of special needs residents
• Community facilities and amenity such as a playground on the site, and improved nature strips on
Flemington Street
• Consult with Glenside Health Services
One respondent wanted to see the site made available for the SA Film Corporation to purchase and utilise.
Question 8: Are there any further comments that you would like to make regarding this proposed Code
Amendment?
This question allowed a free-form response for respondents to provide feedback in their own words.
One of the respondents stated that the consultation process was good, and the fact sheet provided useful
information. Others commented that there are too numerous other comments to mention, they have very
little confidence in planning regulations and that the area is becoming too built-up.
Question 9: If you would like to receive information about the outcomes of this Code Amendment, please
provide your email (preferred) or postal address here.
Contact details were provided by three of the seven respondents.
There were three additional questions within this survey which related to evaluation and are discussed in
section 9 of this report.
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Submissions
Submissions received
There were multiple ways for respondents to provide feedback, and some respondents provided feedback
via multiple methods e.g. PlanSA Portal and email. As such all responses have been taken into
consideration. A total of eight submissions were received from organisations/groups and 12 were received
from the community via the online survey, email and PlanSA portal.
The Plan SA Portal online submission forms are free form, allowing respondents to provide feedback in
their own words. One submission was received via the PlanSA Portal. In addition, four email submissions
(also free form) were received to the project email box. No hard copy (mail) submissions were received.
The issues raised in these submissions opposed to the Code Amendment were:
• Residential development on this site, combined with the new Cedar Woods development will cause
significant congestion, parking and traffic issues in the area
• What kind of development that will be on the site following the rezoning
The comments raised in the submissions in support to the Code Amendment were:
• Revitalising the currently underutilised site.
• Support for the maximum building height of two storeys
• Providing infill development
Copies of all submissions are provided in Appendix C.
7.1.1 Email Submissions
Four email submissions were received from the community in response to the Flemington Street Code
Amendment. Concerns were mostly associated with the future development of the site and how that may
impact the local area including:
• Provision of community open space
• No masterplan associated with the Code Amendment (and therefore an inability to fully understand
what the Code Amendment will achieve on ground)
• Current traffic and parking issues in the area have not been addressed and will likely worsen with
additional development
One submission raised that the traffic report did not mention the volume of cars and trucks now using
Flemington Street via Eucalyptus Road. This concern was raised as it was suggested that Eucalyptus
Road has, by default, become the primary entrance/exit point from Flemington Street to access the new
Cedar Woods development.
A suggestion to include a minimum allotment size to be consistent adjoining areas i.e. 350m2 semidetached housing was suggested. Reducing the speed limit to 30 km/h on Flemington Street was also
raised by a respondent as a means of addressing safety issues.

Organisation submissions
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A total of eight submissions were received from the following organisations/groups . The salient points of
which are outlined below.
7.2.1 City of Burnside
A submission was received from the City of Burnside on Friday 26 November 2021. The Council is
supportive of the Code Amendment, specifically:
• Rezoning of land for an alternative use that aligns with the surrounding locality
Additionally, Council provided the following recommendations:
• Implement a minimum site area of no less than 200 – 250m2 which is consistent with surrounding
development.
• Further consultation with Council regarding on site detention storage and water quality treatment prior
to sub-division and development approval stages.
• Retention of existing trees on the subject land should be given priority where possible. Any
replacement of trees removed should be undertaken on the subject land in preference to payment
made into any offset scheme.
• The need to understand anticipated parking arrangements and allowance of parking spaces allocated
per dwelling will be critical to understand potential impacts
• Roads within the site will need to be of a width to allow access for waste removal trucks
• Further details sought regarding the provision of open space or environmental mitigation measures
• Environmentally sustainable development outcomes are strongly encouraged
7.2.2 Department for Education
A brief submission was received from the Department for Education on 6 December 2021. The
Department advised that their submission does not represent feedback on the Code Amendment. The
Department provided a summary of public school infrastructure based on forecast demand for public
schooling in the area. Enrolment growth is anticipated to continue over the next 10 years in the area. The
Department advised that three of the four existing government primary schools in proximity to the site are
currently under capacity pressure.
7.2.3 Epic Energy
A brief email was received from Epic Energy on 1 November 2021 advising that Epic Energy no longer has
assets or landholdings near the proposed location.
7.2.4 Environment Protection Authority
A submission was received from the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) on Wednesday 8 December
2021. The EPA provides information of known reporting on site contamination for the affected area. No
known contamination report has been prepared for the site, although the EPA does hold information for
surrounding sites. The EPA also note some data gaps in this report, which they suggest will require further
assessment at the development application stage, namely:
• Construction and demolition waste was noted in the eastern portion of the site. The source of this
material was not identified.
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• The site has a shed with hazardous chemical signage. The report does not provide any information on
what chemicals were stored. It is not known if the total of any listed substance (if held) exceeds
specified quantities.
The EPA recommended that further detailed site investigations of these areas be undertaken prior to any
proposed subdivision to confirm site suitability. Future development applications at the site will likely be
subject to a site contamination assessment due to the change to a more sensitive use.
7.2.5 SA Water
A submission was received from SA Water on Wednesday 8 December 2021. It was noted that SA Water
provides water and sewerage services to the site. Key points were raised regarding considerations to be
included as part of the future development of the site including:
• Water and sewer networks augmentation may be required should the proposed rezoning generate an
increase in existing demands.
• Information provided regarding future re-zoning and development will be incorporated into SA Water’s
planning process to ensure capacity meets future needs.
• Development should not have harmful effects on the quality or quantity of source water or the natural
environments relying on this water.
• Connections needing an extension to SA Water’s water/wastewater networks will be assessed on
their individual commercial merits. An augmentation charge for the area may be considered.
7.2.6 Department for Environment and Water
A brief email was received from the Department for Environment and Water (DEW) on Wednesday 8
November 2021. DEW confirmed that there are no State Heritage places on the affected area and are
therefore supportive of the proposal to remove the State Heritage Place Overlay.
DEW suggested the Heritage Adjacency Overlay should remain in place for the State heritage-listed Old
Mortuary (226 Fullarton Road, Glenside). The Code Amendment is not proposing to remove this Overlay.
It was acknowledged that the rezoning for housing will result in an increase in hard surfaces with the
potential to increase stormwater run-off quantity and impact water quality. DEW stated that the Code
already contains provisions to ensure future development manages stormwater appropriately and that
ideally this should be resolved at land division stage. DEW suggest that a concept plan would have been
appreciated to better understand how to achieve integrated stormwater management at the site.
7.2.7 ElectraNet
A brief email was received from ElectraNet on Wednesday 8 December 2021 stating they do not have
any comment to make on the proposed Code Amendment.

Harrow House
In addition to the meeting with representatives from the Harrow House Trust (refer section 4.2), a
submission was received by the directors of trust that own and operate Harrow House (Supported
Accommodation) located at 15-17 Flemington Street, Glenside on Wednesday 8 December 2021.
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Key concerns raised by Harrow House in their submission echo those discussed at the meeting (and
outlined in section 4.2). These were traffic, road safety and parking. A maximum building height of 2 levels
is supported.
It was observed in the submission that traffic levels have increased following intensification of land uses
on the western end of Flemington Street. This was described to be a result of organisations located to the
west of the Affected Area taking primary access from Flemington Street.
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Other feedback
Phone Calls
Four phone calls were received regarding the proposed Code Amendment. Three of the four callers also
provided a formal submission via email. The caller that did not provide a written response was supportive
of the rezoning and did not have any concerns. Phone calls received from those that made a written
submission raised issues consistent with those discussed in sections 7.1 and 7.1.1.
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Evaluation
Performance Indicators for Evaluation
In line with the Charter, the mandatory performance indicators have been used to evaluate engagement on
this Code Amendment. These measures help to gauge how successful the engagement has been in meeting
the Charter’s principles for good engagement.

Evaluation of engagement by community members
The following performance indicators required an evaluation of responses from members of the community
on the engagement. This includes an evaluation of whether (or to what extent) community members felt:
1.
2.
3.
4.

That the engagement genuinely sought their input to help shape the proposed Code Amendment.
They were given an adequate opportunity to be heard.
They were given sufficient information so that they could take an informed view.
Informed about why they were being asked for their view, and the way it would be considered.

This evaluation was undertaken through:
1. Online survey (during engagement): Inclusion of 3 evaluation questions as part of the online
survey. Not all evaluation questions suggested in the Community Engagement Charter are
appropriate to be asked until after the Code Amendment process has been completed. Those that
were appropriate, were asked.
It is always challenging to get strong participation rates from evaluation surveys once
respondents have already participated in an engagement. Therefore, this approach ensured we
achieved some evaluation data, should participation be lower at later stages.
Seven responses were received to these questions.
2. Post-engagement survey: Participant evaluation survey link sent to all who participated and
provided feedback during this engagement (by email or hard copy letter, depending on what
contact information was available).
No responses were received to this survey.

Evaluation of engagement by the designated entity
A further evaluation of the engagement process is required to be undertaken by (or on behalf of) the
designated entity. The minimum performance indicators require an evaluation by the designated entity of
whether (or to what extent) the engagement:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Occurred early enough for feedback to genuinely influence the planning policy, strategy or scheme.
Contributed to the substance of the final draft Code Amendment.
Reached those identified as communities or stakeholders of interest.
Provided feedback to community about outcomes of engagement.
Was reviewed throughout the process and improvements put in place or recommended for future
engagement.

The evaluation of the engagement was undertaken by the consultant project managers, on behalf of the
designated entity.
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Evaluation Results – Community Members
These results reflect data captured in the online survey (during engagement), and the post engagement
survey. All questions were presented as a Likert scale with respondents being able to choose from
‘strongly agree, ‘agree, ‘not sure’, ‘disagree, or ‘strongly disagree.
9.2.1 Engagement is genuine
This charter principle seeks to measure to what extent people had faith and confidence in the engagement
process.

Question: ‘I feel the engagement genuinely sought my input to help shape the proposal’
This question was asked in the post evaluation survey only. No responses were received.
9.2.2 Engagement is inclusive and respectful
This charter principle seeks to measure to what extent affected and interested people had the opportunity
to participate and be heard.

Question: ‘I am confident my views will be/were heard during the engagement’
This question was asked in both the online and post evaluation surveys, 7 responses were received via
the online survey. Results indicated a mixed response with more than 42.8% of respondents either
strongly agreeing or agreeing to this statement, 28.6% not sure and 28.6 either disagree or strongly
disagree.

I am confident my views will be/were heard during
the engagement
2.5
2
1.5
1
0.5

0
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

This engagement summary report provides a detailed analysis of all issues raised by the community
and stakeholders. Correspondence prepared by URPS on behalf of the Designated Entity is also
attached in Appendix A and provides an acknowledgement and brief response to issues raised by each
respondent.
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Strong responses to traffic concerns led the Designated Entity to review certain components of the
Traffic Impact Assessment prepared by Phil Weaver & Associates to inform the proposed Code
Amendment.
9.2.3 Engagement is fit for purpose
This charter principle seeks to measure to what extent people were effectively engaged and satisfied with
the process as well as to what extent people were clear about the proposed change and how it would
affect them.

Question: ‘I have received/been provided access to sufficient information so that I could make an
informed view about what is proposed’
This question was asked in both the online and post evaluation surveys, 7 responses were received via
the online survey. Encouragingly, the majority (85.7%) of respondents strongly agreed or agreed to this
statement. One person strongly disagreed, and no respondents skipped this question
The engagement approach for this Code Amendment provided multiple opportunities for impacted and
interested stakeholders and community members to easily access information that was presented in
plain English. Landowners or occupiers nearby received a letter and fact sheet in their letterboxes.
Copies of the fact sheet were made available in hard copy at both council offices. Stakeholders were
contacted directly with a letter and fact sheet.
Demographic analysis was conducted as part of the engagement planning. Due to the reasonable
proportion of Chinese speakers around the affected area, an offer of translation (in Chinese) was
provided on the fact sheet.

I have received/been provided access to sufficient
information so that I could make an informed view
about what is proposed
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Question: ‘I was given an adequate opportunity to have my views heard’
This question was asked only in the post engagement survey. No responses were received via the post
engagement survey.
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Fit for purpose engagement makes providing feedback easy and convenient. It should not be difficult,
inconvenient or time consuming. For this reason, a range of options were used to enable people to
provide feedback- including in person, by phone, by email, by PlanSA written submission and via an
online survey. Doorknocking local residents made face-to-face feedback convenient as the team was
able to come to them, rather than asking them to attend a public meeting at a time or place that may
not be convenient. All feedback across all these methods has been included and analysed. A six-week
consultation period gave more than adequate time for people to access information, consider it, form
their opinion and provide feedback in one of the many ways available.
9.2.4 Engagement is informed and transparent
This charter principle seeks to measure whether all relevant information was made available and people
could access it. It also seeks to determine to what extent people understood how their views were
considered, the reasons for the outcomes and the final decision that was made.

Question: ‘I felt informed about why I was being asked for my view, and the way it would be considered’
This question was asked in both the online and post evaluation surveys, 7 responses were received via
the online survey. Encouragingly, the majority (71.4%) of respondents strongly agreed or agreed to this
statement. One was not sure, and one respondent strongly disagreed with the statement. No respondents
skipped this question.
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The clear, easy to understand language used in the letter, fact sheet, and face to face engagement
clearly explained why feedback was being sought and what the scope of influence was.
The fact sheet was specially prepared to ensure it explained a complex, and not well understood
planning process in plain language, so that even people not previously exposed to a Code Amendment
might understand what it is and why it is of importance to them.
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Evaluation Results – Designated Entity
These results reflect data captured through surveys with project managers representing the designated
entity. These are:
• Grazio Maiorano, Director, URPS
• Andrew Chown, Principal Consultant, URPS
• Anna Deller-Coombs, Principal Consultant, URPS
A copy of the evaluation form for project managers is provided in Appendix D.
9.3.1 Engagement is genuine
This charter principle seeks views on whether engagement occurred before or during the drafting of the
planning policy, strategy or scheme when there was an opportunity for influence.

Question: ‘Engagement occurred early enough for feedback to genuinely influence the planning policy,
strategy or scheme’
Project managers agreed that engagement occurred early enough for feedback to influence the outcome,
although disagreed on which stage. Two project managers responded that engagement occurred when
there was opportunity for input into the first draft, with the other suggesting that engagement occurred
when there was opportunity for minor edits to the final draft. These responses were supported by further
comments from one project manager noting the early engagement with Council which resulted in
refinements of the Code Amendment. Another mentioned that there was opportunity for respondents to
influence the land use policy applied post rezoning.

Question: ‘Engagement contributed to the substance of the final plan‘
Project managers agreed with all responding 'in a moderate way’. Comments are relatively consistent in
that some changes have been made in response to the feedback received such as the insertion of a
minimum Site Area. Where changes haven’t been made in response to feedback it was suggested that
this is due to the advice of professionals (eg traffic assessment) differing to community perception, or
issues that are out of scope of a Code Amendment.
9.3.2 Engagement is inclusive and respectful
This charter principle seeks views on whether affected and interested people had the opportunity to
participate and be heard.

Question: ‘The engagement reached those Identified as the community of Interest'
Project managers responded to this question differently with one considering that representatives from
some community groups participated in the engagement, one with little representation and one from most
community groups. Comments clarified that the stakeholders and communities most likely to be impacted
by the future development were identified within the engagement plan, and that submissions were
received from many of these.
9.3.3 Engagement is informed and transparent
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This charter principle seeks views on whether engagement included ‘closing the loop’. It also seeks
whether engagement included activities that ‘closed the loop’ by providing feedback to participants/
community about outcomes of engagement.

Question: ‘Engagement provided feedback to community about outcomes of engagement’
All project managers responded that this is to be completed – acknowledging that communications with
engagement participants will be made once this report is completed and loaded onto the PlanSA portal.
Another project manager commented that all parties who lodge a submission were contacted informing
them of the conclusion of the engagement period and requesting their evaluation of the process and how
their feedback would be used.
9.3.4 Engagement processes are reviewed and improved
This charter principle seeks views on whether the engagement was reviewed and improvements
recommended.

Question: Engagement was reviewed throughout the process and improvements put in place, or
recommended for future engagement
All project managers responded that the engagement was reviewed and recommendations made in a
systematic way. The provision of weekly updates was commented on by one project manager as a key
way that this review was able to take place. Another mentioned that the approaches were internally
analysed to understand reach and impact of approach however no changes were identified as necessary.
9.3.5 Charter is valued and useful
This charter principle seeks views on whether the engagement is facilitated and valued by planners

Question: ‘Identify key strength of the Charter and Guide’ and ‘Identify key challenge of the charter and
Guide’
Statements and comments received from project managers include the following:
• A strength of the Charter is the flexibility to undertake a process that was fit for purpose, scaled
appropriately for the anticipated impact of the Code Amendment and met the local circumstance.
• We used multiple ways that people could receive information and provide feedback to ensure it was fit
for purpose and genuine.
• A challenge of the charter is that policies are chosen from a standardised set, and so there is limited
opportunity for localised variation to suit localised needs (level of influence).
• A challenge was that we were not in a position to communicate the outcomes of the engagement
process with respondents in sequence with lodgement of the package for Ministerial approval in line
with the Department processes. Advice was given by the Attorney General’s Department Planning
and Land Use Services that the engagement report can be released following Ministerial approval.
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Conclusion
Summary
The engagement process for the proposed Code Amendment at 13 Flemington Street, Glenside was
robust and elicited a strong response from a range of stakeholders.
A range of engagement approaches ensured that information was easy to access, and that there were
multiple, convenient ways that feedback could be provided. Efforts were made to ensure that information
was easily and consistently understood.
Survey results indicate a polarisation of responses, although they are favoured towards support for the
Code Amendment.
The most commonly raised issues by all stakeholders were traffic impacts, congestion and parking
particularly on the local street network. Additional concerns raised included a desire to understand the
detailed future intentions for the site including such as green space and density.
Evaluation data indicates that survey respondents felt that they received adequate information and
understood why their views were being sought. There was mixed feedback by respondents regarding
confidence in that their views will be heard. Feedback from the project managers on behalf of the
designated entity indicated that they considered it was a robust process.

Response to Feedback
Acting on behalf of the Designated Entity, URPS has prepared a summary of submissions matrix that
provides a summary of the various issues raised during engagement on the proposed Code Amendment
together with a brief response to the issue raised and how the Code Amendment has/has not been
modified as a result (refer Appendix A).
On the basis that traffic impacts were the most frequently raised issues in relation to the proposed Code
Amendment, the Designated Entity (Adelaide Hebrew Congregation Inc, Belljo Pty Ltd & Flemington Street
Pty Ltd) re-engaged Phil Weaver and Associates to review submissions and provide expert comment and
recommended changes as appropriate. This review of submissions and assessment concurred with the
findings and recommendations of the original assessment, with many of the issues raised falling outside
of the scope of the Code Amendment.
The summary of submissions matrix provided in Appendix A takes the following into consideration:
• The findings of draft Engagement Report prepared by URPS;
• The submissions received in response to the engagement undertaken in relation to the proposed Code
Amendment.
Following careful review of the draft Engagement Report as well as the various written submissions, the
Designated Entity has formed the view that a Minimum Site Area Technical Numeric Value of 200m2
should be inserted to provide a density control. No other changes to the Code Amendment are
recommended (refer to Appendix A).

Flemington Street Code Amendment - Engagement Summary Report - Conclusion | 32

Response to feedback | 13 Flemington Street, Glenside Code Amendment
Author

Comment

Designated Entity’s Response

Proposed Change to Code
Amendment

P. Kosti

The traffic report does not consider how many vehicles per day are entering
Flemington Street from Eucalyptus Road

The Traffic Impact Assessment included an assessment of traffic survey data undertaken
by the City of Burnside. These counts were taken on Byhurst Avenue, Birdwood Avenue
and Flemington Street. These form the only means of accessing the Affected Area and
Eucalyptus Road. As such, the number of vehicles utilising Eucalyptus Road would have
been included in the baseline traffic count data.

No change

Concern around the current lack of car parking on Flemington Street.

The Traffic Impact Assessment notes that:

No change

• Flemington Street is a two-way undivided local roadway with a width of 6.9m,
increasing to 9m east of the Affected Area. Kerbside parking is typically unrestricted
with the exception of the northern side of Flemington Street between the Affected
Area and Birdwood Avenue.
The on-street carparking characteristics of Flemington Street are typical of many local
roadways. This Code Amendment does not propose to alter the current arrangements.
Notwithstanding, there is considerable area provided on the Affected Area to
accommodate car parking demand generated by future development.

The addition of a minimum allotment size of 350m2 to mimic neighbouring
zones.

Residential development in the locality is characterised by a range of densities and
minimum site areas. For instance, development to the immediate north of the Affected
Area is subject to a minimum site area of 160m2.

Insert a Minimum Site Area TNV of
200m2 for all dwelling types.

To address concerns regarding density, the Code Amendment will introduce a Minimum
Allotment Size Technical Numeric Variation of 200m2 for all dwelling types. Minimum
Allotment size is referred to as Minimum Site Area in the Planning and Design Code.
A Minimum Site Area of 200m2 is consistent with the intent of the Housing Diversity
Neighbourhood Zone. The zone envisages the housing to be medium density and the
200m2 Minimum Site Area identifies the value of the land as an infill site within close
proximity to services.
The traffic assessment report for this Code Amendment was based on the hypothetical
maximum yield as per the relevant Code provisions of up to 60 allotments of 120m2 each
within the overall land area.

S. Ball

Flemington Street should be a 30kmh zone as cars dangerously speed out of
the Conyngham Street roundabout and speed South towards Byhurst or
Eucalyptus Ave.

Flemington Street is under the Jurisdiction of the City of Burnside. This matter is beyond
the scope of this Code Amendment.

No change

Concerned about the increased traffic, parking and congestion issues on
Flemington Street which will result from future development

Traffic volumes and parking have been assessed to be able to be easily accommodated
within existing infrastructure and the development site.
The Traffic Impact Assessment prepared to inform the Code Amendment utilised a
hypothetical maximum yield to calculate potential vehicle movements. As noted in this
report:
• The potential to develop up to 60 dwellings on the subject land should result in a
maximum increase of only 32 vph on Flemington Street to the east of the subject
access (Bensimon Drive). Such a forecast peak hour volume would be well within
the capacity of the subject road network.

No change

•

B. Barber

The Planning and Design Code identifies that on-street car parking should be
provided at a rate of 0.33 spaces per dwelling. Based on the 60 dwellings, there
will remain ample opportunity to meet, and potentially to exceed, this requirement
(20 spaces) within the primary road reserve areas.

No Masterplan presented to understand what the site will look like post
rezoning

Given the nature of the Code Amendment as a tool to establish the appropriate policy
setting, no masterplan has been designed. Detailed design tasks (e.g. location of
dwellings and internal access points) will be undertaken to inform the future development
application stage. These plans will be assessed against relevant Code provisions.

No change

How much community open space will be provided?

The future provision of public open space is a matter which is managed at the
development application stage and in line with Council policy. Notwithstanding, the
Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016 requires applicants where seeking to
create 20 or more allotments to either dedicate up to 12.5% of the total area to be
developed as public open space, or alternatively make a financial contribution to the
applicable Council. Alternatively, where a proposal seeks to create less than 20 allotments
payment of a contribution is made to the State’s Planning and Development Fund.

No change

How will trees be protected? If they are removed, will they be replaced?

The Urban Tree Canopy Overlay will be implemented which requires residential
development to preserve and enhance urban tree canopy through the planning of new
trees and retention of existing mature trees where practicable. Any proposed removal of
significant or regulated trees will require planning approval.

No change

Does Private Open Space include driveways and walkways?

As outlined in the Planning and Design Code, private open space may include verandahs,
alfrescos, balconies, terraces, decks where not enclosed on all sides. Private open space
does not include areas used for bin storage, laundry drying, rainwater tanks, utilities,
driveways or vehicle parking areas.

No change

What is the allowance for off-street parking?

Off-street parking for future development will be assessed against the relevant provisions
of the Code.
Detached and Semi-Detached Dwellings:

No change

• 1 bedroom – 1 space per dwelling
• 2 or more bedrooms – 2 spaces per dwelling, 1 to be undercover
Group Dwellings and Residential Flat Buildings:
• 1 or 2 bedrooms – 1 space per dwelling
• 3 or more bedrooms – 2 spaces per dwelling, 1 to be undercover
• 0.33 spaces per dwelling for visitor parking where development involves 3 or more
dwellings
M. Leaker

Omission of detail regarding synagogue’s future is a significant defect (future
proposed number of dwellings being considered is mentioned in the traffic
assessment – indicates that dwellings will occupy all the site).

The Code Amendment does not affect the current use of the land, nor is there understood
to be an intention to remove the synagogue.

No change

What the Code Amendment seeks to achieve is the cohesive rezoning of the entire land in
a manner that is rationale and establish a zoning environment that creates long-term
opportunity for the synagogue to be converted to residential land.
The assumptions made in the traffic assessment were a hypothetical maximum yield and
utilised to understand the capacity of the road network to accommodate a development
at a substantial scale.
How will provision of housing types, including affordability be met?

The Code Amendment proposes the addition of the Affordable Housing Overlay. This
Overlay establishes opportunities within policy for the development of such dwelling types
and seeks to achieve the following desired outcomes:
• Affordable housing is integrated with residential and mixed use development

No change

• Affordable housing caters for a variety of household structures
The actual future development will be considered against the relevant Code provisions
during the development assessment stage.
How can the removal of school traffic mentioned in the Proposal to Initiate
be in support of the proposed Code Amendment when the school hasn’t
operated for many years?

The Traffic Impact Assessment and additional clarifications provided by the traffic
consultant confirms that:

No change

• Reference to Masada College is considered relevant given that historically the previous
land use of the subject development would have generated higher levels of traffic
movements than anticipated by residential development on the subject land.
• The subject land could again be used by a school of at least similar size to that of
Masada College. This would consequently generate traffic movements greater than
that of the potential future residential development on the site. Noting that this is not
currently envisaged.

L. Byass

General safety concerns for pedestrians, bike riders and vehicles with
increased traffic

The increased traffic generated from the rezoning are well within the capacity of the
subject road network. Urban streets with on-street parking tend to have lower traffic
speeds and consequently discourage speeding.

No change

There are existing stormwater management issues. Additional housing will
place surrounding buildings at a higher risk of flooding

Detailed stormwater assessment was undertaken to understand the potential impact of
future development and included consideration of Council’s standards.

No change

As demonstrated by the Stormwater Assessment, the proposed future development
envisaged by the Code Amendment will not result in unmanageable stormwater runoff. It
proposes detention solutions that can be specified at the development assessment stage,
rather than at this Code Amendment stage.
Stormwater main enters both Harrow trust land and the Adelaide Hebrew
Congregation (AHC) driveway (ie it is not confined to the roadway)

Noted

No change

Stormwater detention volumes should be substantially increased to better
reflect empirical data. The soil profiles contain heavy clay and contend
soakage into the aquifer will be slow.

Future development of land and provision of stormwater management infrastructure will
ensure compliance with Council detention standards, which will consider soil profile and
soakage.

No change

Stormwater disposal and management of the proposal land area is clearly
designed to ensure no additional volumes are added to the currently
stretched Flemington Street infrastructure

As part of the detailed design for the site (and assessed at the development assessment
stage), further consideration will need to be given to understand how detention storage
will be accommodated on site. That does not preclude this Code Amendment progressing.

No change

A biodiversity assessment should be completed given the identified trees
and other shrubbery.

A tree survey was conducted by a qualified arborist which included identification of the
species, size and retention value. 1 significant and 8 regulated trees were identified. Any
proposed removal of significant or regulated trees would be assessed as part of a
development application .

No change

Traffic report is flawed to such an extent that we query whether the
consultation process is flawed as it is not presenting clear data for nearby
residents to reasonably access.

The traffic assessment prepared in support of the Code Amendment was prepared by a
qualified traffic engineer and utilised traffic count data made available by the City of
Burnside and considered the implications of developing the land on the local and wider
road network (including intersections). The assessment is considered robust and reflective
of the local characteristics.

No change

Separately, a fact sheet was developed and distributed to a catchment area which was
broader than what is required by legislation. The fact sheet included a QR Code which
linked interested persons directly to key code amendment information, including the traffic
report. Additionally, a statement in Chinese offering translation of materials, was included
on the fact sheet given the high incidence of Chinese speaking residents in this area
(identified in a demographic analysis).

Existing parking issues along Flemington Street need to be addressed ie
larger cars could not passage along Flemington Street as there are cars
parked on both sides of Flemington Street.

Flemington Street is under the Jurisdiction of the City of Burnside. Parking matters on
Flemington Street are beyond the scope of this Code Amendment.

No change

Have Bikes SA been approached for comment?

Bikes SA have not been directly approached; however information is publicly accessible
on the PlanSA website and open for anyone to provide feedback. A submission was not
received from Bike SA during the engagement period.

No change

Traffic generated by proposed housing does not align with the data of car
movements from the school ie data related to 2015 – 2019 is when there
were no students/car movements from this tract of land

In response to this matter additional clarifications were sought from the traffic engineer.
The following is noted:

No change

• The traffic report has provided a very detailed assessment of the potential traffic
volumes which could be generated by a future residential development on the subject
land. This was undertaken on the basis that this land could be developed to
accommodate up to a maximum of 60 residential dwellings.
• Reference to Masada College is considered relevant given that historically the previous
land use of the subject development would have generated higher levels of traffic
movements than anticipated by residential development on the subject land.

The inclusion of a realistic layout should have been simple due to the traffic
consultant providing a basic layout to identify car parking requirements.

The traffic assessment was undertaken using the hypothetical maximum yield and utilised
to understand the capacity of the road network to accommodate a development at a
substantial scale. No masterplan has been prepared for the land and detailed design
elements (e.g. location of dwellings and internal access points) will form part of a future
development application stage. These plans will be assessed against relevant Code
provisions.

No change

Will existing car parks for the Synagogue remain exclusive?

The current car parks are on private land, during the development assessment stage, the
off-street parking requirements for housing and the synagogue will be assessed against
the provisions of the Code.

No change

Have the Synagogue car parks been double counted as part of residential
requirements for parking including the 0.33 parks per dwelling outside the
individual car park requirement for each allotment?

The existing car parks provided in association with the Synagogue were not included in
the traffic report. Rather, the calculation of potential future on-street parking demand (20
spaces) was based on a future residential development scenario and the requirements of
the Planning and Design Code. Actual car parking demand and requirements in
connection with the Synagogue and future residential development of the land will be
assessed at the time that a development application is lodged.

No change

The Tree Report comments that all but one tree can be removed. Looking at
Appendix B it would be reasonable to assume no trees are retained without
the inclusion of a concept plan.

A tree assessment was conducted by a qualified arborist. 1 significant and 8 regulated
trees were identified. The majority of the trees are considered to be in good condition and
have extended useful life expectancies. Four trees display fair condition by moderate
levels of health and/or structural decline. Eight of the nine trees achieve moderate
retention rating and one has a high retention rating.

No change

The retention or removal of trees hasn’t been determined, however the Code Amendment
seeks to insert the Urban Tree Canopy Overlay which requires residential development to
preserve and enhance urban tree canopy through the planning of new trees and retention
of existing mature trees where practicable. This will be considered at the detailed design
and development application stage not at the Code Amendment.
A gate via the laneway to provide access to the state mining industry
calibration pits abutting the sites. Current access is through Harrow House
which is not preferred.

Noted.

No change

Flemington Street forms part of the Hills to Adelaide State Bike Track
System, additional risk should not be added to this track.

Noted. It is not considered that the Code Amendment presents any risk to this track.
Urban streets such as Flemington Street with on-street parking tend to have lower traffic
speeds and consequently discourage speeding.

No change

City of Burnside

Environment
Protection
Authority

Department for
Environment and
Water

Implement a minimum site area of no less than 200 – 250m2 which is
consistent with surrounding development.

The Code Amendment will introduce a 200m2 Minimum Site Area Technical Numeric
Variation for all dwelling types.

Addition of a minimum site area
TNV of 200m2 for all dwelling types.

Further consultation with Council regarding on site detention storage and
water quality treatment prior to sub-division and development approval
stages.

Noted and agreed.

No change

Retention of existing trees on the subject land should be given priority where
possible. Any replacement of trees removed should be undertaken on the
subject land in preference to payment made into any off-set scheme.

Noted. Any proposed removal of significant or regulated trees requires planning approval.
The retention or removal of trees hasn’t been determined. This will be considered at the
detailed design and development application stage.

No change

Roads within the site will need to be of a width to allow access for waste
removal trucks

Noted, this will be determined against the relevant provisions of the Code at the
development application stage.

No change

Further details sought regarding the provision of open space or
environmental mitigation measures

Noted. This will be determined against the relevant provisions at the development
application stage. The implementation of a water sensitive urban design (WSUD) strategy
will facilitate opportunities for environmental enhancement within the re-zoned land

No change

Construction and demolition waste was noted in the eastern portion of the
site. The source of this material was not identified.

Noted. Additional investigations will be undertaken as necessary during the development
application stage. A Preliminary Site Investigation has been undertaken and confirmed
that the site is suitable for development.

No change

The site has a shed with hazardous chemical signage. The report does not
provide any information on what chemicals were stored. It is not known if the
total of any listed substance (if held) exceeds specified quantities.

Noted. Additional investigations will be undertaken as necessary during the development
application stage. A Preliminary Site Investigation has been undertaken and identified
that the site is suitable for development.

No change

The Heritage Adjacency Overlay should remain in place for the State
heritage-listed Old Mortuary (226 Fullarton Road, Glenside).

Agreed. The Code Amendment is not proposing to remove this Overlay.

No change

Rezoning for housing will result in an increase in hard surfaces with the
potential to increase stormwater run-off quantity and impact quality.

Development will be assessed against the relevant Code provisions at the development
assessment stage to ensure stormwater is managed appropriately.

No change

File: 21-038
21 January 2022
Ms Taylah Slattery
Consultant
URPS
Unit 12/154 Fullarton Road
Rose Park SA 5067
Via email: tslattery@urps.com.au
Dear Taylah,
PROPOSED CODE AMENDMENT (REZONING) – 13 FLEMINGTON STREET, GLENSIDE – RESPONSE TO
REPRESENTATIONS
I refer to our recent discussions with respect to the proposal to amend the Planning & Design Code in relation
to the potential rezoning for the above site in order to accommodate a potential future residential
development on the subject land.
I have been provided with copies of two representations relating to the traffic aspects of this proposal.
Accordingly I have undertaken the following review of the traffic and parking matters raised in the
representations. In doing so I have referred to our previous traffic and parking assessment report dated 11
May 2021.
Representations
The two representations raising matters relating to vehicle access and traffic impacts on the adjoining road
network comprised:•

An email prepared by Mr Peter Kosti, Lang and Oxford Constructions dated 9 November 2021, and

•

A letter prepared by Mr Leon Byass, Harrow Housing Pty Ltd, dated 7 December 2021.

I consider that the traffic related matters raised within the first of the above representations can be
summarised as follows:1. A suggestion that the traffic and parking report previously prepared by our firm should be revised to
include the volume of traffic entering into a Eucalyptus Road, Glenside, to and from Flemington Street,
Frewville,

2. Concerns in respect to the capacity of the road network to accommodate traffic volumes generated by
the Cedar Woods residential development and a suggestion that closure of Eucalyptus Road would
substantially reduce traffic impact associated with the previously approved Cedar Woods
development
3. Concerns relating to the lack of car parking availability on Flemington Street and also congestion
associated with cars parked on the southern side of this roadway “creating an extremely tight
bottleneck (which is also where the entrance to Eucalyptus Road is)”,
4. Concerns with on-street parking within the locality including use of Avenue Road, Frewville, particularly
by staff parking associated with the Frewville shopping centre,
5. A suggestion that the size of the potential allotments should be increased on the subject land
presumably to reduce the density of the number of dwellings on the land, and
6. A suggestion that the speed limit on Flemington Street to the west of the roundabout at the
intersection with Conyngham Street should be reduced to 30 km/h.
In response to the above issues it should be noted that:•

Our previous assessment identified only low levels of forecast traffic movements to and from the west
along Flemington Street. Even in the unlikely event that all of these movements were to access the site
via Eucalyptus Road this would correspond to no more than 7 additional traffic movements using
Eucalyptus Road in any one hour period.
The current alignment of Eucalyptus Road is circuitous and does not provide an attractive route for
through movements. Furthermore I understand that this is not a public roadway which theoretically
could be closed at any time.
Hence I consider that the volume of traffic generated by possible future residential development on
the subject land would result in adverse traffic impacts on Eucalyptus Road, Glenside.

•

I note that extensive modelling of the traffic impacts associated with the Cedar Woods development
has previously been undertaken by the traffic consultants (Wallbridge Gilbert Aztec) engaged by the
applicant of that project. As a result of this previous study significant improvements in the capacity on
Greenhill Road and Fullarton Road have been provided with only a small proportion of traffic generated
by that development anticipated to use Flemington Street,

•

As identified in our report dated 11 May 2021 Flemington Street is a two-way undivided local roadway
with: An average weekday traffic volume of 934 vpd in the section of this roadway between the
intersections of Birdwood Avenue and Conyngham Street,
 Peak hour volumes of 113 vehicles per hour in the am commuter period and 107 vehicles per
hour in the pm commuter period on the above section of roadway, and
 A kerb to kerb width of approximately 6.9 m in the section of this roadway to the west of
Birdwood Avenue with a kerb to kerb width of approximately 9 m to the east of Birdwood Road.
As previously identified parking along this roadway is generally unrestricted with the exception
of the northern side of Flemington Street between the driveway of the subject site and the
intersection with Birdwood Avenue where there is a no parking restriction between 8:30 am
and 5.00 pm Monday to Friday.
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The provision of a 9 m wide roadway with parking permitted on both sides would typically accommodate a
car or truck to pass between parked cars on either side of such a roadway.
The existing parking restrictions on the northern side of the narrower section of Flemington Road would
permit cars to park on the southern side of this roadway while maintaining at least a single flow of traffic.
While there are currently some occasions when drivers would need to give way to an oncoming vehicle this is
not atypical of suburban roadways. Furthermore, urban streets with on-street parking tend to have lower
traffic speeds and consequently discourage speeding.
Irrespective of the potential rezoning of the subject land I suggest that Council could give consideration to
both:•

extending the duration of the parking restrictions on the northern side of Flemington Road to fully
include peak hour periods on weekdays, and

•

replace the existing No parking restriction with a No Stopping restriction.

Our previous traffic assessment indicated that the potential to develop up to 60 dwellings on the subject land
should result in a maximum increase of only 32 vph on Flemington Street to the east of the subject access
(Bensimon Drive). In my opinion such a forecast peak hour volume would be well within the capacity of the
subject road network.
As previously identified we anticipate that the proportion of traffic associated with possible future
development of the subject land likely to use Avenue Road would be minimal. Therefore the potential rezoning
of the subject land and consequently the opportunity to provide additional housing on the subject land would
not have any effect on use of on-street parking associated with the Frewville shopping centre.
Our previous assessment indicated that there is not a road safety issue on Flemington Road to the west of the
intersection with Conyngham Street. Furthermore, this section of roadway currently operates with a default
urban speed limit of 50 km/h and the speed limit could not be lowered to 30 km/h as suggested by the
representor.
The traffic related matters associated with the second (Harrow Housing Pty Ltd) of the above representations
included commentary on “Significant public safety and traffic issues currently existing in a relatively short
section of Flemington Street.” as summarised in the extracts below.

Public Safety and traffic issues Flemington Street
“‘The Traffic Report we contend is flawed to such an extent that we query whether the consultation
process is flawed as it is not presenting clear data for nearby residents to reasonably assess.
A study of traffic flows will show day in day out of cars waiting to get through the narrow stretch of
roadway that often reduces to a single lane that is occasionally blocked completely. Those
approaching from the east wishing to enter the SA Government Services entry are often delayed by
vehicles approaching from the west. When there is a clear passage they often speed up in frustration.
This is not good for local residents trying to access Flemington Street nor is it safe for bike riders
using this State Government developed Hills to City route that utilises both Flemington Street and
internal roadways of the SA Health Services land. Recently on a Sunday morning (when taking further
measurements for this submission) larger cars could not get passage at all along Flemington Street
as there were vehicles parked on the southern side and a single dual cab parked on the other side in
front of no 15. All were legally parked. This type of event happens too often. We emphasise that even
when there are vehicles parked on one side only the road is only single lane and hence the frequent
traffic hold up's. Garbage collections by observation definitely temporarily close the street. All of this
3

adds to drivers becoming frustrated raising the risk factor to pedestrians and bike riders. This should
have been observed during the traffic survey. We have a number of witnesses from Flemington Street
and Birdwood Ave that will confirm our observations. We ask have Bikes SA been approached for
comment.
The analysis in the Traffic Report of the impact of the new housing on entries to Flemington Street is
also at variance with reality. The report contends that Masada College had up to 120 students. The
College closed because enrolments were below 20 for several years and around 12 in 2010.
Therefore the numbers used on pg 5 should be divided by 6 or 10. The other data relates to 20152019 when there were no students/ car movements from this tract of land! Therefore the proposed
housing of some 60 dwellings at 0.65 trips/hr/dwelling will add greatly to the unsatisfactory public
safety, traffic flow and egress issues faced by existing residents of Flemington Street, Byhurst Ave and
Birdwood Ave in peak hours as it will clash with the traffic issues associated with vehicles entering the
SA Health Services and Film facilities that have not been addressed.”
In response to the above matters we consider that:•

The traffic report has provided a very detailed assessment of the potential traffic volumes which could
be generated by a future residential development on the subject land on the basis that this land could
be developed to accommodate up to a maximum of 60 residential dwellings,

•

Reference to Masada College is considered relevant given that historically the previous land use of the
subject development would have generated higher levels of traffic movements than anticipated by
residential development on the subject land.

•

The proposed zoning could enable an educational establishment (school) to be developed on the
subject land, as does the current zoning. The school could be of at least a similar size to that of
Masada College which consequently would generate traffic movements greater than that of the
potential future residential development on the site. The traffic assessment has therefore taken this
possible type of development into consideration when anticipating future potential traffic generation
associated with potential use of the site, noting that such an educational establishment would be
subject to a separate approval process following the rezoning of the land,

•

There would appear to be opportunities for Council to address the operation of the narrow section of
Flemington Road if this is considered to be an issue by Council. This could include a potential
extension to the duration existing No Parking restriction along the northern side of the roadway which
in any event should more appropriately be signposted with a No Stopping restriction, or

•

A full-time (No Stopping Anytime) parking prohibition on the northern side of this roadway given that
car parking on this side of Flemington Road does not appear to be essential to accommodating visitor
parking demand for residential properties within the immediate locality not should it be required to
accommodate off-street parking by commercial activities within the locality.

Other Issues
“We are disappointed that the outline of the Proposal does not contain any concepts for the site layout
other than a rudimentary layout assumed by the traffic consultant in Appendix B. With 30 street car parks
deemed necessary by that assessment that "there should be ample opportunity to accommodate the
relevant parking requirements" (pg 9) then it ought have been relatively simple to provide realistic
layout(s), streetscape concepts presented and open space areas scoped in a way that a lay person who is
possibly impacted by the Proposal could reasonably assess both functionality and merits of the Proposal.
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The Synagogue currently has car parks allocated in the connecting Lane to Flemington Street. We contend
these are necessary for that use. Have they been deleted? Have they been double counted as part of the
residential requirements for parking including the 0.33 parks per dwelling outside the individual car park
requirement for each allotment? These questions are neither clearly delineated nor described so that a lay
person can make any judgement on the Proposal at this stage. The Synagogue carparks should be
separately counted I retained as there is no capacity in Flemington Street to cater for carpark demand
over spill.”
In relation to the above concerns it is emphasised that the current matter relates to a proposed code
amendment and not to a specific land division. It is my understanding that the potential application for a land
division on the subject site would include details of the road design and therefore would address the
appropriate requirement for on street parking. Such a potential land division would be subject to a separate
approval under the Planning and Design Code.
Furthermore it was identified on our report dated 11th May 2021 that the “Planning and Design Code also

identifies that on-street car parking should be provided at a rate of 0.33 spaces per dwelling. Based on the
concept design in Appendix B (60 dwellings), there will be ample opportunity to at least meet and potentially
to exceed this requirement (20 spaces) within the primary road reserve areas.”
Based upon a review of the concept layout provided within our previous assessment it is calculated
that at least 40 on-street car parking spaces could be provided within the larger portion of the site
without the need to rely upon use of the existing car parking area along the eastern side of the driveway
(Bensimon Drive) which links the major portion of the site to Flemington Street.
Summary
In summary, we consider that the relevant traffic related aspects of the proposed code amendment have been
addressed and we therefore continue to consider that the proposed rezoning of the subject land would be
appropriate.
Yours sincerely

Phil Weaver
Phil Weaver and Associates Pty Ltd
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Proposed Planning Code Amendment 13 Flemington Street, Glenside

SurveyMonkey

Q1 How do you feel about this proposed Code Amendment at 13
Flemington Street, Glenside (proposing to change the zone
from Community Facilities Zone to a Housing Diversity Neighbourhood
Zone?)
Answered: 7

Skipped: 0
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Proposed Planning Code Amendment 13 Flemington Street, Glenside

SurveyMonkey

Q2 What do you like about the proposed Code Amendment?
Answered: 6

Skipped: 1

#

RESPONSES

DATE

1

Nothing.Where is there anything to see

12/4/2021 1:23 PM

2

Creating more infill housing

11/16/2021 6:30 PM

3

Nothing

11/3/2021 3:45 PM

4

no

10/31/2021 4:12 PM

5

Possible mixed housing

10/29/2021 5:59 PM

6

Assists a sensible change.

10/27/2021 8:34 PM
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Proposed Planning Code Amendment 13 Flemington Street, Glenside

SurveyMonkey

Q3 Is there anything you don’t like about the proposed Code Amendment?
Answered: 6

Skipped: 1

#

RESPONSES

DATE

1

The fact that nobody seems to know what will be built on the site, how many houses, what is
the impact on the neighbouring properties

12/4/2021 1:23 PM

2

The whole proposal

11/3/2021 3:45 PM

3

no

10/31/2021 4:12 PM

4

No

10/29/2021 5:59 PM

5

too high

10/27/2021 9:52 PM

6

No

10/27/2021 8:34 PM
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Proposed Planning Code Amendment 13 Flemington Street, Glenside

SurveyMonkey

Q4 Do you agree with the proposed change in zoning to Housing Diversity
Neighbourhood Zone? The zone could allow the development of
diverse housing and compatible non-residential uses such as a shop,
Place of Worship or educational establishment.
Answered: 7

Skipped: 0
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Not Sure
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57.14%

4

No

42.86%

3

Not Sure

0.00%

0

TOTAL

7

#

IF NO, PLEASE STATE WHY NOT:

DATE

1

As usual consultation with the neighbours will make no difference to what happens

12/4/2021 1:23 PM

2

There is already too much infill and crowded housing in the area. When the property was sold it
was known it was zoned for community facilities. The developers seem to have thought it
would be easy to get it rezoned - thus zoning is meaningless

11/3/2021 3:45 PM

3

SA

10/31/2021 4:12 PM

4

too much noises

10/27/2021 9:52 PM
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Proposed Planning Code Amendment 13 Flemington Street, Glenside

SurveyMonkey

Q5 Do you agree with the proposed maximum building height of 2 levels?
Answered: 7

Skipped: 0
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Not Sure

0.00%

0

TOTAL

7

#

IF NO, PLEASE STATE WHY NOT:

DATE

1

Keep all dwellings single story. Nobody wants to be overlooked by the neighbours

12/4/2021 1:23 PM

2

As above

11/3/2021 3:45 PM

3

too high

10/27/2021 9:52 PM
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Proposed Planning Code Amendment 13 Flemington Street, Glenside

SurveyMonkey

Q6 If you have concerns with the proposed Code Amendment, what would
you like changed to address these concerns?
Answered: 4

Skipped: 3

#

RESPONSES

DATE

1

Access via Flemington St needs to consider the safety of the special needs residents of
existing dwellings

11/16/2021 6:30 PM

2

There is already too much loss of open space and community land use in the area with
accompanying problems of traffic, increased heat, fewer trees lower water table, etc. Leave the
zoning as is! M,

11/3/2021 3:45 PM

3

no

10/31/2021 4:12 PM

4

Given the Cedar Woods and SAFC and Chapleys next door, this is a sensible change.

10/27/2021 8:34 PM
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Proposed Planning Code Amendment 13 Flemington Street, Glenside

SurveyMonkey

Q7 A range of investigations have been undertaken as part of the
proposed Code Amendment (Storm water, Services Masterplan Report,
Preliminary Tree Assessment, Site History Assessment, Community
Infrastructure, Traffic Assessment) - is there anything else that should be
considered?
Answered: 5

Skipped: 2

#

RESPONSES

DATE

1

The adjacent neighbourhood and the impact on them

12/4/2021 1:23 PM

2

Special needs residents safety and what improvements of the native strip on Flemington street
could be considered

11/16/2021 6:30 PM

3

children playground

10/31/2021 4:12 PM

4

Consult with Glenside Mental Health Services

10/29/2021 5:59 PM

5

Make sure the SAFC can buy the site and use it if they want to.

10/27/2021 8:34 PM
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Proposed Planning Code Amendment 13 Flemington Street, Glenside

SurveyMonkey

Q8 Are there any further comments that you would like to make regarding
this proposed Code Amendment?
Answered: 6

Skipped: 1
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3

TOTAL

6

#

IF YES, PLEASE SPECIFY:

DATE

1

They are too numerous to mention.

12/4/2021 1:23 PM

2

Good consultation process, the factsheet was informative and the QR code made it easy to
respond (last thing anyone really wants to do after a day’s work)

11/16/2021 6:30 PM

3

I feel it's a fait accompli -the developers bought the land confident that it would be easy to get
zoning changed. I have very little confidence in SAs regulations - all in favour of developers.
This once lovely area is becoming just another built up area.

11/3/2021 3:45 PM
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Proposed Planning Code Amendment 13 Flemington Street, Glenside

SurveyMonkey

Q9 If you would like to receive information about the outcomes of this
proposed Code Amendment, please provide your postal or email address
here:
Answered: 3
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Proposed Planning Code Amendment 13 Flemington Street, Glenside

SurveyMonkey

Q10 I have received/been provided access to sufficient information so that
I could make an informed view about what is proposed
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Proposed Planning Code Amendment 13 Flemington Street, Glenside

SurveyMonkey

Q11 I felt informed about why I was being asked for my view, and the way
it would be considered.
Answered: 7
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Proposed Planning Code Amendment 13 Flemington Street, Glenside

SurveyMonkey

Q12 I am confident my views will be heard during the engagement
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Haynes, Scott (ENet) on behalf of ENet:Planning
Code Amendments Feedback
RE: Proposed Code Amendment – 13 Flemington Street, Glenside
Wednesday, 8 December 2021 1:41:31 PM
image001.png

ElectraNet does not have any comment on this proposed amendment

Scott Haynes
Land Services Manager / Emergency Liaison Coordinator
ElectraNet
_____________________________________________________________________
P: +61 8 8404 7584             F: +61 8 8404 7408             M: 0408883559
E: Haynes.Scott@electranet.com.au                               W: electranet.com.au
Corporate: ElectraNet Pty Limited • 52-55 East Terrace, Adelaide • PO Box 7096 Hutt Street Post Office,
Adelaide, SA, 5000
My Office: North Building, Rear 1 Richmond Road, Keswick SA
Think before you print!

EPA 615-380
Ms Anna Deller-Coombs
Principal Consultant
URPS
PO Box 4144
NORWOOD SA 5067

Email: feedback@codeamendments.com.au

Dear Ms Deller-Coombs
13 Flemington Street, Glenside Code Amendment
Thank you for providing the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) with the opportunity to
comment on the 13 Flemington Street, Glenside Code Amendment.
When reviewing documents such as this Code Amendment, the key interest of the EPA is to ensure
that all environmental issues within the scope of the objects of the Environment Protection Act 1993
are identified and considered. The EPA is primarily interested in the potential environmental and
human health impacts that would result from any development that may be proposed after this
Code Amendment.
The EPA understands that the purpose of the Code Amendment is to rezone the affected area from
Community Facilities Zone to Housing Diversity Neighbourhood Zone. The rezoning would enable
development of medium density housing surrounding the existing synagogue, which will remain. The
school, which is currently closed, will not be reopened.
The EPA has reviewed the Code Amendment and offers the following advice for consideration.
Site Contamination
In assessing the Code Amendment, the EPA reviewed the report, Site history assessment 13
Flemington Street, Glenside SA (30 April 2021), which was prepared by Agon Environmental.
The EPA does not hold any site contamination records for the subject site but does hold site
contamination information for areas of land immediately adjacent the site to the north, south and
east. The Agon Environmental report has identified and considered these off-site sources.

The EPA has identified the following data gaps in the information provided that will need to be
further investigated at the development application stage to give certainty that the site can be made
suitable for future proposed land uses:


Construction and demolition waste was noted in the eastern portion of the site. The source
of this material was not identified.



The site has a shed with hazardous chemical signage. The report does not provide any
information on what chemicals were stored. It is not known if the total of any listed
substance (if held) exceeds specified quantities.

Based on the above issues and the known site contamination of soil and groundwater that exists
adjacent to the site, which was caused by activities associated with the historic Glenside hospital
land use, further detailed site investigations should be undertaken to confirm the findings of the site
history and to give certainty that the site can be made suitable for the proposed medium density
residential land use. It is strongly recommended that these detailed investigations be undertaken as
early as possible prior to any proposed subdivision. These investigations can be limited to where the
Agon Environmental report has identified areas of potential risk such as the chemical sheds and the
eastern portion of the site where contaminated fill is known or suspected to exist.
Collectively, the Planning, Development and Infrastructure (General) Regulations 2017, Practice
Direction 14 - Site Contamination Assessment 2021 and the Planning and Design Code contain
processes for site contamination assessment when land use changes to a more sensitive use. Any
future development applications at the affected area will be subject to the site contamination
assessment scheme provisions and should directly address the identified data gaps.
For further information on this matter, please contact Geoff Bradford on 8204 9821 or
geoffrey.bradford@epa.sa.gov.au.

Yours sincerely

James Cother
PRINCIPAL ADVISER, PLANNING POLICY & PROJECTS
PLANNING AND IMPACT ASSESSMENT
ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION AUTHORITY
8 December 2021

CEW2021/1002

Chief Operating Officer
31 Flinders Street
Adelaide SA 5000

Ms Anna Deller-Coombs
Principal Consultant
URPS
12/154 Fullarton Road
ROSE PARK SA 5067

GPO Box 1152
Adelaide SA 5001
DX 541
education.ce@sa.gov.au
www.education.sa.gov.au

Dear Ms Deller-Coombs
Thank you for your correspondence to Mr Rick Persse, Chief Executive, Department
for Education, in relation to the proposed Flemington Street Code Amendment.
Whilst not representing feedback on the code amendment, I wanted to take this
opportunity to provide some additional detail about the public school infrastructure
analysis set out in the Community Infrastructure report, and to share a summary of
work we have undertaken to forecast demand for public schooling in the area.
The department monitors current and emerging demand for public schools and looks
to medium and longer-term forecasts to analyse a range of scenarios. These draw
on available information including the population projections released by PlanSA.
Throughout the areas surrounding the Flemington Street site, we anticipate school
enrolment growth to continue over the next 10 years, with significant dwelling growth
and densification likely to continue within: urban corridor zones (located on Fullarton
Road and Greenhill Road; urban infill developments at Glenside; and ongoing smallscale land subdivisions across a range of inner and middle ring suburbs of Adelaide.
The degree to which families with school age children take up residences in these
new areas and seek public schooling are key factors that will determine the impact
on the existing public schools.
Three of the four existing government primary schools which surround the
Flemington site are currently under capacity pressure. Enrolments at these four
schools have increased significantly over the last decade from 1,503 as at the
February 2010 enrolment census to 2,361 in 2020 (an increase of 858 enrolments or
57%). Alongside this growth we have observed a greater proportion of Reception
intakes coming from within the schools’ zones, showing that the demand is local. In
2020, overall, 85% of government Reception students living in one of the four zones
also attended one of the four schools. It is assumed that this strong demand for local
schools for families living in the area will continue, or increase.
These four schools are:


Glen Osmond Primary School - 397 enrolments as at the February 2020
census, and a School Enrolment Capacity of 450. This equated to 88%

-2-

capacity, which had increased to 416 enrolments or 92% capacity by
September 2020. The school is zoned. (416 ‘live’ enrolments recorded as at
5 March 2021).


Parkside Primary School – 405 enrolments as at the February 2020 census,
and a School Enrolment Capacity of 420. This equated to 96% capacity. The
school is zoned. (408 ‘live’ enrolments recorded as at 5 March 2021).



Linden Park Primary School – 961 enrolments as at the February 2020
census, and a School Enrolment Capacity of 960. This equated to 100%
capacity. The school is zoned and operates under a Capacity Management
Plan. (968 ‘live’ enrolments recorded as at 5 March 2021).



Rose Park Primary School – 598 enrolments as at the February 2020 census,
and a School Enrolment Capacity of 580. This equated to 103% capacity.
The school is zoned and operates under a Capacity Management Plan.
(594 ‘live’ enrolments recorded as at 5 March 2021).

Whilst the transition of year 7 students into high schools from 2022 and will relieve
capacity pressure on primary schools, we observe that there has been high demand
for these areas and for specific schools relative to their capacities. In general terms,
the options to significantly expand primary schools in the area are limited due to the
features of these sites (though, detailed investigation would be required should the
need for additional capacity be identified).
Should you be engaged in similar analysis in the future, the department would be
happy to assist by providing relevant school demand modelling.
Yours sincerely

Ben Temperly
CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER
5 December 2021

26 November 2021

Flemington Street Code Amendment
PO Box 4144
NORWOOD SOUTH SA 5067
By email: feedback@codeamendments.com.au

Dear Sir/Madam,
Flemington Street Code Amendment
Further to the release of the Flemington Street Code Amendment (the Amendment) for
consultation, the City of Burnside provides the following comments for your consideration,
attached in the table below.
Council recognises that this site has been underutilised for many years and is located in a
significant location of our city and the eastern sector of metropolitan Adelaide.
The City of Burnside acknowledges the aims and objectives of the Code Amendment and
supports the overall intent to use this land for residential purposes. Council is mindful,
however, of potential infrastructure and environmental impacts resulting from the
redevelopment of the site for medium density infill development should this Code Amendment
be successful. The number, form and arrangement of dwellings facilitated by this rezoning
should be uniquely tailored to the capacity of both the subject land and locality to support such
an increase in residential development.
Should this Code Amendment be approved, Council would appreciate the opportunity to be
involved and provide input into early discussions with the proponent to ensure that various
aspects in relation to urban form, infrastructure capacity, tree management, traffic and parking
and other site issues are adequately addressed and actions are taken to ensure contingencies
are in place to mitigate or prevent any adverse impacts to adjoining residents and Council.
If you would like any further information in relation to the City of Burnside’s submission, please
contact Magnus Heinrich, Group Manager City Development and Safety, on Ph. 8366 4200 or
email mheinrich@burnside.sa.gov.au.
Yours sincerely,

Chris Cowley
Chief Executive Officer

Post PO Box 9, Glenside SA 5065
Civic Centre 401 Greenhill Road, Tusmore SA 5065
Phone (08) 8366 4200 Fax (08) 8366 4299 Email burnside@burnside.sa.gov.au
www.burnside.sa.gov.au ABN 66 452 640 504

TOPIC
1

New Zone
Rezoning the area affected from Community Facilities Zone to
Housing Diversity Neighbourhood Zone

2

Given the lack of interest in using the subject land for an educational or alternative
use, the rezoning of this land for residential purposes is logical given the subject
land:
•
•
•
•

is surrounded by residential development to the north and south
has easy access to a range of local services and shopping facilities
has convenient access to bus routes on Greenhill and Glen Osmond Road
is in close proximity to public open space

•

The proposed zone reflects the intended use of the land and will allow the
existing synagogue to continue operating on the land.
The proposed zone is not incompatible with the surrounding land uses, which
include a range of commercial offices and facilities and medium density
residential development.
This Zone also provides opportunities for alternate forms of housing for both
existing and future residents of Burnside.

Appropriateness of Housing Diversity Zone
Proponents are required to choose from the existing “suite of zones”
available in the Planning and Design Code.
The Housing Diversity Zone and policies support medium density
infill development.
Changes to zone policy within the chosen zone are not possible.

3

COMMENTS

•

•

Overlays
Insertion of the following additional Overlays:
• Affordable housing
• Urban Tree Canopy
Removal of State Heritage Place Overlay
No change to the following existing Overlays:
• Regulated and Significant Tree
• Heritage Adjacency

•

•
•

It is acknowledged that the application of the Historic Area Overlay to this
parcel of land is unwarranted. There are no state heritage buildings on the
subject land and the nearest heritage place is on the Glenside Campus which
is some distance away.
The application of the Urban Tree Canopy and Affordable housing Overlays to
the subject land is supported.
The retention of the following overlays being applied to the subject land is
important:
 Regulated and Significant Tree

TOPIC
•

4

 Stormwater Management
 Hazards (Flooding – Evidence Required)
 Heritage Adjacency

Hazards (Flooding – Evidence Required)

Technical & Numeric Variations (TNVs) - Height
The following Technical and Numeric Variations are specified for
this Code Amendment:
• Maximum building height – 9 metres
• Maximum building height – 2 levels

5

COMMENTS

•
•

This height TNV is consistent with policy applying to land immediately adjoining
the area affected.
A height of 2 levels (9m) is anticipated in many other areas throughout the
Council and is considered appropriate to minimise impacts on adjoining
development.

Technical & Numeric Variations (TNVs) – Site Area
Minimum site area TNVs are not specified.

•

A minimum allotment size at the top end of the medium density range is
considered appropriate for this site and would provide an orderly transition
between neighbouring developments north and south of the land and result in
a development more compatible with the existing infrastructure capacity for this
locality and surrounding development.

•

Analysis of surrounding development shows:
 Townhouses at 21 Flemington Street (directly south) have individual site
areas ranging between 160m2 and 200m2
 Row dwellings at 17-19 Flemington Street have individual site areas of
approximately 270m2.
 The subdivision directly north of the site features allotments of
approximately 420m2.

•

It is recommended a TNV for site area of no less 200-250m2 should be
specified for the subject land

The Housing Diversity Zone refers to medium density housing,
which is defined in the Code as 35 to 70 dwellings per hectare
(10,000 square metres). This in isolation equates to an allotment
size range of between 142.8m2 and 285.7m2.
The traffic assessment report for this Code Amendment has been
based on potential development of up to 60 allotments of 120m2
each within the overall land area.

TOPIC
6

COMMENTS

Infrastructure Capacity
The stormwater drainage report provided by WGA (engineering
consultants) as part of this Code Amendment analyses the
infrastructure capacity for this site.

•
•
•

7

Tree Canopy
The full impact of this Code Amendment on existing privately owned
or Council street trees will not be known until the Development
Application stage, where further details are revealed on the site plan
and any possible subdivision.

•
•

•
•
•

8

The report acknowledges that on site detention storage will be required to meet
Council’s allowable stormwater runoff
The report acknowledges that on site water quality treatment will be required to
meet EPA, Council and Water Sensitive Urban Design guidelines.
The above points will need to be addressed at either the sub-division stage or
at building development approval. Further consultation should be undertaken
with Council on these matters at an early stage to ensure that existing
infrastructure is not overloaded.

Traffic Management
The traffic assessment report provided by Phil Weaver & Associates
as part of this Code Amendment analyses the traffic impacts of the
proposed rezoning.

•
•

Depending on the location of the dwellings at the Development Application
stage, removal of private regulated or significant trees may or may not be
required.
Dwellings which are constructed within 10m of the Pinus or Corymbia species
on private property will result in a loss of protection of the trees under the
Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016. Trees of this species are
listed as exempt from protection within 10m of a dwelling.
Impacts to young trees on the Council verge within Flemington Street may or
may not occur but should be avoided if possible.
The retention of the existing trees on the subject land should be given priority
wherever possible and incorporated into the final development concept for this
site.
Any replacement of trees removed as part of the redevelopment of this site,
should be undertaken on the subject land, rather than a payment being made
into any relevant tree planting off-set scheme established by the Minister.
.
The surrounding local road network is under increasing pressure, particularly
from on-street parking along Flemington Street.
Flemington Street is already heavily utilised by the PIRSA building nearby and
many residents have raised their concerns about on-street parking in the past.

TOPIC

COMMENTS
•
•
•

9

Environment & Open Space
There is no indication of how much open space will be created or
retained as part of the redevelopment of this site.
Sustainable development outcomes are not examined in detail as
part of this rezoning document.

•

•

Anticipated parking arrangements and the number of parking spaces allocated
per dwelling will be critical to understanding the potential impacts of this
development.
Any new development that is created on this site should ensure that all new
parking demand can occur within the site, including parking provision for
visitors.
Roads within the site will need to be of a width to allow waste removal trucks to
safely access rubbish bins.
There is no indication of the provision of open space or environmental
mitigation measures for the intended residential development. Further details
are sought as to how this will be incorporated or provided for as part of the
future development of this site.
Should the proposal to rezone this land be successful, environmentally
sustainable development outcomes are strongly encouraged as part of the
redevelopment of this site.

8 December 2021

Flemington Street Code Amendment
URPS
PO Box 4144
NORWOOD SOUTH SA 5067
Dear Sir/Madam,
Re: 13 Flemington Street, Glenside - Code Amendment
I refer to your letter dated 1 November 20201 seeking our comments on the above Code
Amendment and wish to advise the following:
SA Water currently provides water and sewerage services to the area subject the above code
amendment.
Whilst the section 4.2.4 Utility Services Assessment on page 18 of the Code Amendment
documents under the subchapter “Findings” states that “capacity exists in existing
infrastructure to service the future development of the land”, please note that water and
sewer networks augmentation may be required should the proposed rezoning generate an
increase in existing demands.
The extent and nature of the augmentation works (if required) will be dependent on the final
scope and layout of the future developments and will be required to comply with the SA Water
Technical Standards including those for the minimum pipe sizing (refer to 2nd paragraph of the
“Provision of Infrastructure” section on page 2). This advice should be provided to prospective
developers.
Our general comments in respect to new developments or redevelopments are provided
below.
SA Water Planning
•

SA Water undertakes water security and infrastructure planning that considers the longer
term strategic direction for a system. That planning seeks to develop a framework that
ensures resources and infrastructure are managed efficiently and have the capacity to
meet customer requirements into the future. The information contained in the Code
Amendment document regarding future re-zoning and land development will be
incorporated in SA Water’s planning process.

Protection of Source Water
•

Development/s shall have no deleterious effects on the quality or quantity of source
water, or the natural environments that rely on this water. In particular, the following
conditions shall apply:
- Landfill shall be outside of Water Protection Zones;
- Landfill area to include leachate collection facilities;
- Effluent disposal systems (including leach drains) to be designed and located to
prevent contamination of groundwater; and

•
•
•

- Industry must be located in appropriate areas, with safeguards to ensure wastewater
can be satisfactorily treated or removed from the site
Development shall avoid or minimise erosion.
Development shall not dam, interfere, or obstruct a watercourse
The Natural Resources Management Act 2004 includes wide ranging powers over
source water quantity issues. The Department for Environment and Water should be
consulted, if in doubt, over compliance with this Act. Source water quality issues are
addressed by the Environment Protection Authority through the Environment Protection
Act 1993.

Provision of Infrastructure
•

•

All applications for connections needing an extension to SA Water’s water/wastewater
networks will be assessed on their individual commercial merits. Where more than one
development is involved, one option may be for SA Water to establish an
augmentation charge for that area which will also be assessed on commercial merits
SA Water has requirements associated with commercial and multi-storey developments
as outlined below:
- Multi-storey developments: For buildings with 5 stories and above, a minimum of
DN150 water main size is required. For buildings with 8 stories and above, a minimum
of DN 200 water main size is required.
- Commercial/Industrial developments: A minimum of DN 225 receiving main size is
required for sewer and a minimum DN 150 main size for water.

Trade Waste Discharge Agreements
•

Any proposed industrial or commercial developments that are connected to SA
Water’s wastewater infrastructure will be required to seek authorisation to permit the
discharge of trade waste to the wastewater network. Industrial and large dischargers
may be liable for quality and quantity loading charges. The link to SA Water’s Trade
Waste website page is attached for your information: Trade Waste Guidelines and Fact
Sheets

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 13 Flemington Street, Glenside Code
Amendment. Please contact Peter Iliescu, Engineer, Systems Planning Wastewater on
telephone (08) 7424 1130 or email peter.iliescu@sawater.com.au in the first instance should
you have further queries regarding the above matter.

Yours sincerely

per Matt Minagall
Senior Manager, Customer Growth
Phone:
Email:

08 7424 1363
Matt.Minagall@sawater.com.au

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:
Importance:

Smith, De-Anne (DEW)
Code Amendments Feedback
Martin, Merridie (DEW); Ward, Alex (DEW)
Flemington Street Code Amendment - DEW submission [SEC=OFFICIAL]
Wednesday, 8 December 2021 4:46:55 PM
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OFFICIAL
Thank you for providing the Department for Environment and Water (DEW) with the opportunity
to review and comment on the Flemington Street Code Amendment which is proposing to
rezone land at 13 Flemington Street, Glenside from Community Facilities to Housing Diversity
Neighbourhood in order to facilitate low scale medium density infill residential development
while maintaining the operation of the existing synagogue, which is also housed within the
affected area. DEW has reviewed the Code Amendment and provides the following comments:
State Heritage Place Overlay
It is noted that the Code Amendment proposes to remove the State Heritage Place Overlay from
the affected area as it is an error that occurred in the transition from the City of Burnside
Development Plan to the Planning and Design Code. Heritage SA (DEW) confirms that there are
no State Heritages places on the Certificates of Title (CT 5068/396, CT 6029/686 & CT 6029/687)
within the affected area and therefore supports the removal of the State Heritage Place Overlay
from the affected area as part of this Code Amendment.
Note however that the Heritage Adjacency Overlay should remain in place for the State heritagelisted Old Mortuary, which is located nearby.
Stormwater Management
The proposal to rezone the affected area will result in an increase in hard surfaces that have the
potential to increase stormwater runoff quantity and impact quality. The stormwater assessment
prepared by Walbridge Gilbert Aztec (WGA) acknowledges this and concludes that onsite
stormwater management would be required to manage peak flows and water quality. The
Planning and Design Code already contains provisions that will ensure future development at the
site will manage stormwater in a way that reduces peak flows and manages stormwater quality –
ideally stormwater management solutions will be resolved at the land division stage. The
inclusion of a concept plan in the Code would provide greater guidance on how to achieve
integrated stormwater management at this site.
If you have any questions in relation to these comments please don’t hesitate to contact me on
0428 340 046.
Kind regards

De’Anne Smith

Principal Planning Officer

I am only in the office on Wednesday and Thursday.

Planning & Assessment | Environment, Heritage and Sustainability
Department for Environment and Water
P (08) 8463 4824
Level 8, 81-95 Waymouth Street, Adelaide, 5000
GPO Box 1047, Adelaide, SA 5001, AUSTRALIA

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Adam Watts
Code Amendments Feedback
RE: Proposed Code Amendment – 13 Flemington Street, Glenside
Monday, 1 November 2021 1:20:46 PM
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Hi There
I don’t think there is any action required from Epic Energy on the Proposed Code Amendment
for 13 Flemington Street, Glenside.
To my knowledge, Epic no longer has assets or landholdings near the proposed location.
Regards

Adam Watts
Manager, Pipeline Assets


Epic Energy South Australia Pty Ltd
26 High Street Dry Creek SA 5094
T +61 8 8343 8161 F+61 8 8349 6493 M +61 499 800 568
E Adam.Watts@epic.com.au

epicenergy.com.au

From: John Ball <realpres@optusnet.com.au>
Sent: Tuesday, 23 November 2021 5:23 PM
To: Code Amendments Feedback <feedback@codeamendments.com.au>
Subject: Proposed Code Amrndment - 13 Flemington Street
Anna Dellar-Coombes
Good Afternoon Anna
I am a resident at 38 Flemington Street FREWVILLE
I have resided in the street for 20 years and so of course have seen many changes in the area
I am not against redevelopment it is part of the progress of the area and as you probably well
know there is a lot happening in the area
We have …………………….
Glenside Development ( Cedar Woods ) which is probably only about one quarter finished
redevelopment of the general housing area where multi dwellings have been constructed
on once single dwelling blocks
an increase of nearly 400 students at the Glenunga International school
reconstruction of local roads and access points which enables traffic to take “short cuts”
through Frewvile/Glenside including the anticipated construction of traffic lights on Main
Street
All of the above leads to my main concern which is the increased traffic in the area, parking and
the lack of management of traffic congestion.
As part of your redevelopment of number 13 there needs to be a commitment by the Burnside
Council to address the issues that exist, in particular, in Flemington Street.
I advise you that I have been asking for changes in the street for many years but for some reason
have been unable to convince the Burnside Council to make any changes
Perhaps you will have success where I have failed
Regards
Suzanne Ball

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Peter Kosti
Code Amendments Feedback
Peter Kosti
Proposed Code Amendment - 13 Flemington St, Glenside
Tuesday, 9 November 2021 1:57:09 PM

To whom it may concern,
RE Proposed Code Amendment - 13 Flemington St, Glenside.
Thank you for the opportunity to raise my concerns regarding the Proposed Code
Amendment - 13 Flemington St, Glenside.
I have noted the traffic report that was conducted showed the traffic coming into
Flemington St Frewville from only
- Conyngham St
- Birdwood Ave
- Byhurst Ave
However nothing was mentioned in the traffic report with the amount of cars and
trucks which are now using Flemington St  (Via Eucalyptus Rd) an arterial road to
access the housing and businesses mentioned in the email below .
- CEDAR WOODS DEVELOPMENT which is in the process of constructing
approximately 1000 medium to high-density homes (80-100 dwellings per hectare) .
The main entrance/exit is Fullarton Rd and Greenhill Rd, however Flemington St has by
default become a main entrance/exit path for housing and businesses in multi level
buildings. It would be accurate if the traffic report was redone noting how many cars enter
into Eucalyptus Rd, Glenside off Flemington St, Frewville.
Currently there are concerns and complaints in The City of Burnside with the lack of car
parking on Flemington St and also the congestion with cars parked in the narrow Southern
side of Flemington St creating an extremely tight bottleneck (which is also where the
entrance to Eucalyptus Rd is).
As a resident and owner in the area for the past 14 years I have seen some good changes
however the traffic and parking issue is the standout problem which is causing residents to
complain. Obviously with such a huge housing estate being built (Cedarwoods) the extra
service vehicles and residents etc feeding into the development is creating too much traffic
and taking up all the parking spaces . The streets feeding into the development were not
designed for such traffic so adding this new 13 Flemington St, high density development
will not work from a traffic point of view as it (Flemington St) was again not considered in
the Cedarwoods development approval. If the Eucalyptus Rd entrance was closed then the
traffic issue would be reduced substantially.
Cedarwoods is already building high density and low-cost housing which obviously
increases the amount of families into a small space which intern increases the amount of
cars, increasing traffic and also on-road parking in the narrow streets of Frewville.
Coincidently I had a discussion with neighbours who live in Avenue Rd, Frewville
yesterday who have put in many complaints and concerns (To The City of Burnside) with
the amount of cars parking on the roads in Frewville during the day congesting the already
narrow streets. Many of the cars belong to workers from Frewville Foodland and the cars

are left there all day till their shifts finish. I have seen many side car mirrors smashed or hit
as cars cannot fit down the streets. Obviously these incidences do not get reported and will
not show up on the traffic report that was conducted.
I understand the developer has purchased the land and he needs to build on it however my
recommendation would be for the housing to be for larger size allotments falling into the
350m2 semi detached housing zone mimicking the neighbouring zones . Also for
Flemington St to be a 30kmh zone as cars dangerously speed out of the Conyngham St
roundabout and speed South towards Byhurst or Eucalyptus Ave. Trucks are encouraged
not to use Flemington St yet since Cedarwoods has been built we see service trucks
constantly using the St.
The businesses in the “Cedarwoods” estate include the businesses listed below (which
impacts the side streets as they also access these buildings via the side street entrances and
not just Fullarton Rd and Greenhill Rd entrances)
- CEDAR WOODS DEVELOPMENT
- DASSA GLENSIDE HEALTH
- RURAL and REMOTE MHS WARD
- GLENSIDE CBIS TRAINING
- ADELAIDE CENTRAL SCHOOL OF ART
- SOUTH AUSTRALIAN FILM CORPORATION
- GLENSIDE PARK PLAYGROUND
I look forward to hearing from you (please contact me if anything I have stated is
incorrect) and also if I can be of any other assistance please feel free to contact me
Kind Regards,
Peter Kosti
Director
____________________________
Lang & Oxford Constructions
34 Flemington Street,
FREWVILLE
S.A.
5063
M. 0411700711
peter.kosti@lang-oxford.com
BLD 190773, RLA 152762

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

PlanSA Submissions
Code Amendments Feedback
Public Consultation submission for Flemington Street Code Amendment
Thursday, 2 December 2021 3:33:34 PM

Anna Deller-Coombs,
Submission Details
Amendment: Flemington Street Code Amendment
Customer
Member of the public
type:
Given name: Suzanne
Family
Ball
name:
Organisation:
Email
realpres@optusnet.com.au
address:
Phone
0883380152
number:
Hello I live in Flemington Street and have the following feed back There
needs to be something done about the managements of Traffic and the
volume of traffic that is currently going through the old Glenside site and
down Flemington Street This issue needs to be addressed PRIOR to more
Comments:
housing development in the area We are already in over load with the
Glenside development and redevelopment in the area This situation will
only be exasperated by the development of Number 13 Regards Suzanne
Ball 38 Flemington Street Frewville 5063
Attachment: No file uploaded
Attachment
No file uploaded
2:
Attachment
No file uploaded
3:
Attachment
No file uploaded
4:
Attachment
No file uploaded
5:
sent to
proponent
feedback@codeamendments.com.au
email:

From: Barry Barber <bazandlesley@outlook.com>
Sent: Tuesday, 30 November 2021 9:35 AM
To: Code Amendments Feedback <feedback@codeamendments.com.au>
Subject: Zoning change at 13 Flemington Street Glenside
As neighbours we have been consulted on the proposed change of zoning at 13
Flemington Street Glenside from Community Facilities Zone to Housing Diversity
Neighbourhood Zone.
I have looked at all the information on the Plan SA web site re the change.
We are being consulted on whether we are for or against the rezoning, but we have no
idea what the owners plan to do with the land once it is rezoned apart from developing it
for residential purposes.
I have had a discussion with the planning people at Burnside Council and they have not
seen a Master Plan so cannot make any comment on what is likely to happen after the
rezoning.
They don’t even know if they will have a say in the development, as it may become a
major development, in which case Plan SA will be the ones who decide what can or
can’t be built there and what the development will look like.
I have spoken to URPS (the owners Consultant) and they don’t have a Master Plan at
all for the site. They are simply trying to get the rezoning done.
So, we are being asked to comment positively or negatively on the rezoning when it
appears there are no plans on what the site will look like after the rezoning.
I have some basic information on a Housing Diversity Neighbourhood Zone like
minimum lot sizes, frontage, site area, building height, number of stories, open space
per plot etc but I have concerns over issues that no one seems to be able to give me an
answer on.
These are
How much community open space will have to be provided as part of the
development? Given the site is “landlocked” it is a perfect site to have an open
space in the middle of the site, surrounded by homes overlooking the open space,
which would create a true community atmosphere like we have in Amber Woods
Estate, and which is sadly lacking in most new developments. The nearest decent
open space is the Hub on Conyngham Street and that is too far for children to go
and play in. This is a major negative of housing developments Australia wide and
it impacts on the health of children.
There are a number of trees on the site and in particular there are 8 regulated and
one significant tree. Thankfully, most are on a boundary. What protection is there
that these trees are not going to be destroyed, like what happened to the over 600
trees, including many significant and regulated ones, on the Cedar Woods site at
Glenside Hospital?
If trees are destroyed what space is going to be allowed for replacement trees to
be planted? We all know our climate is warming and one mitigation strategy we all
have is good tree coverage to provide shade. Apart from the heat factor if trees
are destroyed more birds and animals will be left homeless.
If a lot size is less than 301 sq metres, then there must be 24 sq metres of open
space left on the lot. Does this include driveways, walkways etc?
What car parking and garaging must be allowed for? The area is chocked with
cars already and more cars, not adequately catered for to be parked “off street”,
will make the situation worse.

Given the above lack of transparency on what the site will look like after rezoning I do
not support the change of zoning, unless I can be assured that any proposed residential
development is sustainable and truly puts the community first not the developers
Thanks
Barry Barber
6 Olive Close
Glenside SA 5065
Ph 0419 251 882

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Merv Leaker
Code Amendments Feedback; Merv Leaker
13 Flemington St Glenside
Tuesday, 7 December 2021 9:59:26 AM

Thank you for the opportunity to comment regarding the proposed planning code
amendment for the above address. I do so as a resident of the Amber Wood Estate,
specifically with an adjoining (rear) boundary to the synagogue.
My comments are directed mainly at the information contained within the Fact Sheet and
various support documents. The last sentence of "What is the land currently zoned and
used for?" states that there are no plans to remove the synagogue. Also the support
documents refer almost entirely to the poor state of the area previously occupied by the
school facilities whilst ignoring the substantial footprint of the existing synagogue. The
obvious intention of the site(s) developers is to build as many residences as they are
allowed and it challenges belief that they can do this whilst retaining the synagogue. It is
not until one reads the traffic assessment that any mention is made (under cover of
"proposed") of the number of dwellings that are being considered and they clearly occupy
all of the site.
I believe the omission of detail regarding the synagogue's future to be a significant defect
in the application.
There are a number of "motherhood" statements in the Community Infrastructure Report.
For example, they support provision of a range of different housing types (Policy 37). Policy
47 requires diverse housing that support affordability. What is there in the amended plan
that ensures these requirements are met? At pages 14-15 of the Proposal to Initiate there
is a reference to a removal of school traffic in support of the proposal. That is difficult to
understand given the school hasn't operated for many years!
The site occupied by the former school is a wasteland and any improvement is to be
supported. However, I would be doing so with greater enthusiasm and confidence in an
appropriate remedy if the application was more informative and relevant.
with respect,
Merv Leaker
59 Cedar Cres, Glenside
0427520014
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Project manager evaluation exercise to meet minimum performance indicators
This exercise can be completed by the engaging entity (planner, proponent or engagement
manager) following an engagement activity or at the end of the entire engagement process.
It may be completed online or in hard copy.

Name

Anna Deller-Coombs, URPS

Role

Engagement Manager

Please consider your engagement process as a whole and provide the most appropriate response.
Evaluation statement
1

The engagement reached those
identified as the community of
interest

Response options
☐
☒
☐

Representatives from most community groups
participated in the engagement
Representatives from some community groups
participated in the engagement
There was little representation of the community
groups in engagement

Comment: We targeted stakeholders and communities that are most likely to be impacted by
future development resulting from the Code Amendment.
2

Engagement was reviewed
throughout the process and
improvements put in place, or
recommended for future
engagement

☒
☐
☐

Reviewed and recommendations made in a
systematic way
Reviewed but no system for making
recommendations
Not reviewed

Comment: We had weekly meetings to discuss the progress of the Code Amendment and
engagement which kept it on track and allowed us the opportunity to make any changes.
3

Engagement occurred early
enough for feedback to
genuinely influence the
planning policy, strategy or
scheme

☐
☒
☐
☐

Engaged when there was opportunity for input into
scoping
Engaged when there was opportunity for input into
first draft
Engaged when there was opportunity for minor edits
to final draft
Engaged when there was no real opportunity for
input to be considered

Comment: Engagement occurred when Code Amendment drafted.
4

Engagement contributed to the
substance of the final plan

☐
☒
☐
☐

In a significant way
In a moderate way
In a minor way
Not at all

Evaluation statement

Response options

Comment: Some changes have been made in response to feedback received. Where changes
haven’t been made in response to feedback it is due to the advice of professionals (eg traffic
assessment) differing to community perception, or issues that are out of scope of a Code
Amendment.
5

Engagement provided feedback
to community about outcomes
of engagement

☒

Formally (report or public forum)
Informally (closing summaries)
No feedback provided

Comment: This is scheduled to be completed

6

Identify key strength of the
Charter and Guide

☐

Provide drop down list with options based on charter
attributes

Comment: We used multiple ways that people could receive information and provide
feedback to ensure it was fit for purpose and genuine.

7

Identify key challenge of the
charter and Guide

☐

Provide drop down list with options based on charter
attributes

Comment: That policies are chosen from a standardised set, and so there is limited
opportunity for localised variation to suit localised needs (level of influence).

Project manager evaluation exercise to meet minimum performance indicators
This exercise can be completed by the engaging entity (planner, proponent or engagement
manager) following an engagement activity or at the end of the entire engagement process.
It may be completed online or in hard copy.

Name

Grazio Maiorano, URPS

Role

Planning Project Manager

Please consider your engagement process as a whole and provide the most appropriate response.
Evaluation statement
1

The engagement reached those
identified as the community of
interest

Response options
☒
☐
☐

Representatives from most community groups
participated in the engagement
Representatives from some community groups
participated in the engagement
There was little representation of the community
groups in engagement

Comment: Majority of groups were representative in the feedback. However, Health SA
(Glenside) had no desire to respond.
2

Engagement was reviewed
throughout the process and
improvements put in place, or
recommended for future
engagement

☒
☐
☐

Reviewed and recommendations made in a
systematic way
Reviewed but no system for making
recommendations
Not reviewed

Comment: There was a slight delay in issuing letters to government agencies, MPs and other
infrastructure providers. However, they were contacted and offered additional time to provide
their response.
3

Engagement occurred early
enough for feedback to
genuinely influence the
planning policy, strategy or
scheme

☐
☒
☐
☐

Engaged when there was opportunity for input into
scoping
Engaged when there was opportunity for input into
first draft
Engaged when there was opportunity for minor edits
to final draft
Engaged when there was no real opportunity for
input to be considered

Comment: Early engagement was undertaken with Council’s administration and Elected
members (before general community and stakeholder engagement). This early engagement
resulted in the maximum building heights being reduced from 3 to 2 storeys and refinement
of the Community Fact Sheet.
4

Engagement contributed to the
substance of the final plan

☐
☒

In a significant way
In a moderate way

Evaluation statement

Response options
☐
☐

In a minor way
Not at all

Comment: Having regard to the changes made to policy with Council staff prior to formal
community engagement, there weren’t many post consultation investigations/amendments.
With the exception that URPS sought further advice from Phil Weaver Traffic Consultants on
traffic and car parking issues raised by some community members.
5

Engagement provided feedback
to community about outcomes
of engagement

☐

Formally (report or public forum)
Informally (closing summaries)
No feedback provided

Comment: It was URPS’s intention to provide a copy of the engagement report to all
stakeholders and community members who provided a submission. However, URPS has
been advised by ADG PLUS staff that the report should remain confidential until the Minister
has decided on the Code Amendment.
URPS did contact all parties who lodge a submission informing them of the conclusion of the
engagement period and requesting their evaluation of the process and how their feedback
would be used.
6

Identify key strength of the
Charter and Guide

☐

Provide drop down list with options based on charter
attributes

☐

Provide drop down list with options based on charter
attributes

Comment:

7

Identify key challenge of the
charter and Guide
Comment:

Project manager evaluation exercise to meet minimum performance indicators
This exercise can be completed by the engaging entity (planner, proponent or engagement
manager) following an engagement activity or at the end of the entire engagement process.
It may be completed online or in hard copy.

Name

Andrew Chown, URPS

Role

Planning Project Manager

Please consider your engagement process as a whole and provide the most appropriate response.
Evaluation statement
1

The engagement reached those
identified as the community of
interest

Response options
☐
☐
☒

Representatives from most community groups
participated in the engagement
Representatives from some community groups
participated in the engagement
There was little representation of the community
groups in engagement

Comment:
In preparing the Engagement Plan and undertaking stakeholder and community mapping, no
particular community groups were identified. Notwithstanding, the community of interest as
identified was provided the opportunity to provide feedback.
2

Engagement was reviewed
throughout the process and
improvements put in place, or
recommended for future
engagement

☒
☐
☐

Reviewed and recommendations made in a
systematic way
Reviewed but no system for making
recommendations
Not reviewed

Comment:
The approaches used to engage with the community were internally analysed during the
engagement process to understand reach and impact of approach in providing opportunity
for feedback.
No changes were identified as necessary; however, learnings will be used for future
engagement.
3

Engagement occurred early
enough for feedback to
genuinely influence the
planning policy, strategy or
scheme

☐
☐
☒
☐

Engaged when there was opportunity for input into
scoping
Engaged when there was opportunity for input into
first draft
Engaged when there was opportunity for minor edits
to final draft
Engaged when there was no real opportunity for
input to be considered

Comment:
Whilst noting a proposed zone and policy approach, opportunity was provided for
respondents to influence the land use policy applied to the subject land post rezoning.

Evaluation statement
4

Engagement contributed to the
substance of the final plan

Response options
☐
☒
☐
☐

In a significant way
In a moderate way
In a minor way
Not at all

Comment:
Engagement enabled interested individuals to provide input to the final Code Amendment.
Many written submissions received focused primarily on understanding the future use of the
land. However, following consideration of submissions received, the project team nominates
the insertion of a Minimum Site Area TNV of 200m2.
5

Engagement provided feedback
to community about outcomes
of engagement

☒
☐
☐

Formally (report or public forum)
Informally (closing summaries)
No feedback provided

Comment:
There is an intention to release the final Engagement Summary Report in line with the
Departments processes.
6

Identify key strength of the
Charter and Guide

Provide drop down list with options based on charter
attributes

Comment:
Flexibility to undertake a process that was fit for purpose, scaled appropriately for the
anticipated impact of the Code Amendment and met the local circumstance.
7

Identify key challenge of the
charter and Guide

Provide drop down list with options based on charter
attributes

Comment:
We were not in a position to communicate the outcomes of the engagement process with
respondents in sequence with lodgement of the package for Ministerial approval in line with
the Department processes.

