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Dear Mr Lennon
Adelaide Hills Council Submission on the draft Planning and Design Code (Phase 3) and the People
and Neighbourhood Policy Discussion Paper
Adelaide Hills Council is grateful for the opportunity to provide feedback on the the draft Planning
and Design Code (the Code) for Phase 3 Councils. In addition, a response to the People and
Neighbourhood Policy Discussion Paper has also been provided.
In preparing these submissions, a comprehensive review of the Code and Policy Discussion Paper
was undertaken including consultation with Council Members, staff, stakeholders and the broader
community.
Planning and Design Code
The Adelaide Hills Council would like to take this opportunity to congratulate the State Planning
Commission and the DPTI for driving this significant change and commend them for the effort that
has gone into delivering the draft version of the Planning and Design Code.
However, it is unfortunate to note, that the Code had to be reviewed without the benefit of having
the ePlanning system operational. This has made the task of reviewing the 1070 or so pages of the
Code applicable to our Council area significantly more time consuming and challenging to thoroughly
review and road test every development classification and criteria. Notwithstanding this, every
effort has been made to capture and provide feedback on what is considered the most imperative
issues for the Adelaide Hills Council.
Some of the most critical issues surround the loss of our Council’s award winning Median Rule Land
Division tool and desired character statements. Further incorrect zoning and policy gaps have been
identified, as well as shortfalls with regard to minimum allotment sizes and building heights in
proposed Residential and Mainstreet Zones, to name a few.
It is noted that the Adelaide Hills Council has long advocated for changes to the Watershed (Primary
Production) Zone and welcomes the introduction of the Peri-Urban Zone policy. This will resolve the
current inequitable situation between the planning provisions afforded to primary producers and

tourism operators in the District Council of Mount Barker, thereby providing for value adding
opportunities to the aforementioned sectors for all councils in the Mount Lofty Ranges Catchment
Area. This will assist in making their businesses as sustainable as possible, and eliminate the current
inequitable situation that we all currently have.
Median Rule Land Division Tool
Council’s Median Rule Land Division Tool is, in our view, a world first being a unique concept for
guiding land division in the Country Living Zone which allows for additional infill residential
development taking into consideration the renowned neighbourhood character of Stirling, Aldgate,
Crafers and Crafers West. This tool won two Planning Institute of Australia Excellence Awards at the
State and National levels for being an innovative response to allowing infill land division which would
be within the character of the existing allotment sizes within a 200 metre radius of the subject land.
Rather than using a blunt minimum lot size stipulation, the tool allows for the calculation (via use of
GIS technology) of the median lot size in the locality to set the minimum. Note that an absolute
minimum lot size of 2,000m2 is stipulated as part of the existing policy suite. Other policy
considerations were added regarding connection to sewer or Community Wastewater Management
Scheme, building envelope, slope, native vegetation and other requirements to ensure that new
infill development would not negatively impact on the existing leafy character and amenity of these
iconic suburbs. Council would therefore be extremely disappointed to see this innovative tool lost in
the transition to the Code, noting that it was approved by the Minister for Planning in October 2017
as part of the Townships and Urban Areas Development Plan Amendment. The Commission is
therefore strongly urged to include this tool as a Technical and Numeric Variation for the proposed
Residential Neighbourhood Zone applicable to our Council area.
Desired Character Statement
It is considered that the loss of desired character statements from the proposed development
assessment system is the single biggest concern for the local government sector and the public alike.
Using a one size fits all zoning approach which does not allow for recognising the nuanced character
of residential areas across the State is considered to be a significant shortcoming of the new system.
Not having a bespoke contextual policy reference point for planners to refer to when submitting or
assessing new development proposals in a specific locality, will result in potentially poor
development outcomes. Further, this could also lead to the erosion of the character of residential
neighbourhoods which have benefited to date from customized policy suites to protect their long
established character. The Commission is therefore urged to permit the use of succinct and refined
desired character statements within the overlay framework. These could then be called up by the
new ePlanning Portal when reviewing the applicable policy suite for a specific property.
Council’s detailed comments on the above and other matters are contained in Enclosure A attached
to this letter. With this in mind, it is considered that the Code in its current form must be refined
based on the feedback received. To do otherwise would result in adverse outcomes for the
community, local councils and the Commission.
People and Neighbourhood Policy Discussion Paper
For completeness with regard to the Policy Discussion Paper series, the Council has also compiled a
response to the People and Neighbourhood Policy Discussion Paper (refer Enclosure B). It is
considered that the directions put forward in Council’s response to the Paper align with the Code
(Phase 3) Response report. Accordingly, it was determined that for efficiency and effectiveness the
Policy Discussion Paper response would be included in the Code response package.
In conclusion
Based on the concerns raised in the Code Response and the People and Neighbourhood Policy
Discussion Paper, the Council supports the recent delay to the implementation date, and considers
the following should be undertaken prior to the implementation of the Code:

• The State Planning Commission and DPTI have had sufficient time to consider and respond to, in
detail, the submissions received during the public consultation period, in order for the Code to be
amended accordingly in accordance with the Community Engagement Charter
• The ePlanning System has been tested and is fully operational, free of errors and incorporates the
Code in its entirety, and
• Councils are given a reasonable opportunity to test the amended version of the Code on the fully
operational ePlanning System and are permitted to provide feedback to the State Planning
Commission and DPTI in this regard. Further, the State Planning Commission considers extending
the consultation time (for a minimum of 4 weeks) to permit all interested parties, including the
community to provide feedback on the draft Code.
The Adelaide Hills Council appreciates the opportunity to provide feedback on the draft Planning and
Design Code and the People and Neighbourhood Discussion Paper and looks forward to the
opportunity to provide further input into the refinement of the Code prior to its implementation.
If you have any queries regarding the above comments then please do not hesitate to contact Marc
Salver, Director Development and Regulatory Services on
.
Yours sincerely

Andrew Aitken
Chief Executive Officer
Enc:

A – Council response to Planning & Design Code Phase 3 – Report
B – Council response to the People and Neighbourhood Policy Discussion Paper

cc:

The Hon Stephan Knoll MP
The Hon Vickie Chapman MP
The Hon John Gardner MP
Mr Josh Teague MP
Mr Dan Cregan MP
Dr Richard Harvey MP

28 Feb 2020
Adelaide Hills Council
www.ahc.sa.gov.au
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Glossary:
DPF – Designated Performance Feature
DPTI – Department Planning Transport and Infrastructure
DTS – Deemed-to-Satisfy
The Code or P+D Code – Planning and Design Code
SPC – State Planning Commission
TNV – Technical Numeric Variation
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1 Executive Summary
The Adelaide Hills Council has prepared this submission report in response to the release of the draft
Planning and Design Code (the Code) for Phase 3 Councils.
In compiling this response every effort has been made to consult with key stakeholders and the
community of the Adelaide Hills Council area to deliver a collaborative and well considered
response. Section 2 outlines the efforts made by Council to engage with interested parties and a
summary of some of the concerns raised by stakeholder and community groups.
It is noted that the Adelaide Hills Council has long advocated for changes to the Watershed (Primary
Production) Zone and welcomes the introduction of the Peri-Urban Zone policy. However, it is
considered that the Zone policy and title requires review. Section 3 expands on this point and
provides a summary of the most critical issues surrounding the loss of our Council’s award winning
Median Rule Land Division tool, desired character statements, Zoning gaps, errors and policy
shortfalls with regard to minimum allotment sizes and building heights in proposed Residential and
Mainstreet Zones, to name a few. These issues are considered top priorities for the State Planning
Commission (SPC) to consider in any revision of the Code.
Technical issues are expanded from Sections 4 through to 7, where Overlay, Zone, and General
Module criteria as well as Definitions are considered respectively. In some cases the responses
under the relevant headings in Sections 4 – 7 will expand on key issues raised in Section 3.
It is noted that in all cases where an issue has been raised by Council in Section 4 – 7, a proposed
solution is offered. We consider this to be of value to the SPC and the Department of Planning,
Transport and Infrastructure (DPTI), as we are cognisant of the approaching implementation
deadline which has recently been extended to September 2020. With regard to proposed solutions
or recommendations, the Council would like to continue to work with DPTI and the SPC in
responding to these issues.
The Adelaide Hills Council would like to take this opportunity to congratulate the State Planning
Commission and the DPTI for driving this significant change and commend them for the effort that
has gone into delivering the draft version of the Code. We trust that Adelaide Hills Council response
and recommendations as presented in this report will make the Code a more robust and enduring
planning instrument for our district, region and state.
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2 Communication and Engagement
2.1 Engagement with the Community
The consultation period on the P+D Code occurred over a five month period from October 2019 –
February 2020. Despite being led by the SPC, Adelaide Hills Council took an active role in promoting
the consultation period.
In addition, Council undertook its own workshops with Council members, key internal and external
stakeholders and community members. It is noted that the four community workshops held, were in
collaboration with DPTI.
A mix of communication options were utilised by Council throughout the consultation period:
Communication tools








Social media posts
Project landing page (Hills Voice: your say)
Banner and news items on website
Hills Voice e-newsletter articles
Stakeholder Workshops and Information Sessions (incl. sessions at Stirling, Woodforde, Woodside and
Gumeracha)
Adverts in local paper (The Courier)
Direct correspondence with Key Stakeholders (incl. Primary Production Land Working Party and the
Rural Land Management Advisory Group and the Stirling District Residents Association).

The October 2019 Hills Voice e-newsletter was sent to 2,779 email addresses. There were 1379
unique opens and 27 click throughs to the SA Planning Portal.

Engagement Activities
Council engagement on the P+D Code in a general sense has been undertaken periodically over the
last 18 months. With the release of the draft P+D Code for phase 3 Council’s in October 2019, the
engagement effort increased throughout the five month Phase 3 consultation period and allowed
opportunities for feedback to be received.
Engagement Opportunities




In person at stakeholder workshops
In person at information sessions
Project enquiry number via Project Lead at Council

A summary of the Community Information Sessions hosted by Council is provided below in table 2.1:
Workshop

Date

Time

Community
Information Session
(Stirling & Surrounds)
Community
Information Session
(Woodforde &

20 November
2019

6:30pm-8:00pm

27 November
2019

6:30pm-8:00pm

Attendee
Organisations
Invited
SDRA

Attendees

Morialta Residents
Association

26

12
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Surrounds)
Community
Information Session
(Woodside &
Surrounds)
Community
Information Session
(Gumeracha &
Surrounds)
Total

4 December
2019

6:30pm-8:00pm

11

12 December
2019

6:30pm-8:00pm

7

56

Table 2.1
Feedback Received
It is noted that due to DPTI leading the process, participants at information sessions and workshops
where encouraged to provide feedback directly to the SPC via the SA Planning Portal.
Notwithstanding, the following provides a snapshot of some of the comments and feedback received
during the consultation period:
Stirling and Surrounds





Loss of Median Land Division Tool for the Country Living Zone
Concern for potential watering down of heritage protections
Robustness of Performance Assessment planning questioned
Protection of the Stirling mainstreet village character considered vital

Woodforde and Surrounds






Protection of Regulated and Significant Trees
The community consider that there are lots of learnings from the Hamilton Hill development
and that there is a need to acknowledge where things could have gone better and ensure
that the policy is delivering better outcomes in the future for this area
Character and Amenity protection considered critical for this area, residents questioned how
this can be supported in lieu of Desired Character Statements
A general distrust in the State-led process (influenced by the outcomes at Hamilton Hill and
the potential boundary change debate).

Woodside and Surrounds




Concern for potential watering down of heritage protections
Character and Amenity protection considered critical
The overall performance of the new system questioned

Gumeracha and Surrounds



Concern regarding the proliferation of urban style development into the hills (certain
naming conventions have added to this perception i.e. ‘Peri-Urban Zone’)
Confirmation regarding the boundaries between primary production and
residential/township will be retained
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3 Adelaide Hills Council Key Issues
This section provides an overview of the Adelaide Hills Council’s key issues in response to the draft
P+D Code for phase 3 councils.
Some of the key issues have been previously identified and expressed via the Template II response,
and where they have not been adequately dealt with by the draft P+D Code they are expanded on
below.
Additional key issues have emerged through Council’s review process, with all key issues collated
below under the key headings of Local, General Policy and General Code Issues respectively.

3.1 Local Issues
Median Rule Land Division Tool
The Country Living Zone captures the residential areas surrounding Crafers, Stirling, Aldgate
and Bridgewater and is proposed to be replaced with the Residential Neighbourhood Zone. It
is Council’s understanding that this zone was developed to fill a policy gap between smaller
and larger rural living allotments. With this in mind it is considered that the existing Country
Living Zone has a character that is unique to its locality and one that does not fundamentally
align with Rural Living Zones. This is particularly relevant when considering Council’s award
winning Median Land Division Tool and how it responds to the unique development pattern
within the Zone. As it stands the Median Rule Land Division Tool has not been included in the
draft P+D Code for Phase 3 councils, we consider this creates a policy shortfall and would
strongly advocate for consideration to the tool’s inclusion, with sufficient time to collaborate
with Council on how this can be achieved.
Zoning Errors
Numerous zoning errors have been identified during the review process, the following
outlines each:


Mixed Residential Zone: the Stirling Mixed Residential Zone has not been transitioned
into the P+D Code with a zone commensurate with its policy intent.



Balhannah and Birdwood: the entire settlement areas of both Balhannah and Birdwood
have been allocated to the Township Mainstreet Zone. This does not reflect the existing
zone framework whereby a local centre captures the primary retail/commercial strip and
the balance of the settlement area sits within a Township Zone.



Aldgate Township Activity Centre: the rationale for the application of this Zone in this
location within Aldgate is not understood by Council, and it appears to have been made in
error.



Wairoa Site: this site is proposed to be zoned Infrastructure, this is considered a serious
variance from the existing Public Purpose zoning and does not adequately capture the
existing dominant uses on the site.
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Residential (Medium Density) Policy Area: This policy area that sits within the existing
Residential Zone is proposed to be transitioned to the General Neighbourhood Zone, it is
understood that this Zone would not allow for existing land division parameters to be
applied via a TNV, and as such this zone is considered inappropriate on the grounds that it
will not respond to the existing and established pattern of development.



Inverbrackie Site: Council would like to nominate the old Inverbrackie site at 298 Nairne
Road Woodside to receive a Subzone, to better reflect the existing nature and use of the
land, and provide policies to guide its future development, which includes a tourist
accommodation and small food tourism/commercial component. It is noted that this site
is currently zoned Watershed (Primary Production) and given the relatively recent
approval of the land division to create 148 allotments (of which 139 are for residential
purposes),it is considered that a Subzone would need to be established under the PeriUrban Zone to accommodate the nuances to be addressed by this locality.

Technical and Numeric Variation (TNV) Shortfalls
Where TNVs have been applied they are generally either incorrect or considered too blunt to
elicit a diversity of outcomes.
With regards to housing choice this has resulted in limited housing typologies being offered in
localities that were previously afforded a full range. It is noted in this regard, that the Adelaide
Hills Council recently responded to emerging housing need trends via the Township and Urban
Areas Development Plan Amendment (approved on 24 October 2017). The changes in policy
sought to increase flexibility for different housing typologies around the Stirling and Crafers
activity centres and within selected townships. In Stirling and Crafers this lead to the creation
of the Mixed Residential Zone and in selected Townships, this resulted in policy that sought to
unlock opportunities for a full range of housing typologies.
It is therefore concerning to note that the diversity in housing typologies previously offered
within these particular Zones has been diluted and this is considered inadequate in
responding to the trends identified in AHC’s People and Neighbourhoods Policy Discussion
Paper. In addition, it is considered that this does not represent a like for like transition and the
shortfalls and gaps between the existing policy and that proposed, as identified above must
be rectified.
With regard to building heights due to the ad hoc application of TNVs in the draft P+D Code,
there are instances where a policy default would allow building heights to vary from anywhere
between 3-6 Storeys in Mainstreet and Activity Zones. It is considered that the TNVs need to
be carefully reviewed and a like for like transition needs to be achieved for the first generation
of the P+D Code where a maximum height of 2 storeys is applied to all Mainstreet, Activity
and Township Zones.
For clarity on these issues the Adelaide Hills Council has prepared a TNV Transition Table
(refer to Appendix A) with proposed TNV criteria across all Zones to assist the SPC and DPTI
staff.
Settlement Areas within the Peri-Urban Zone
The creation of Settlement Policy Areas in the Watershed (Primary Production) Zone (W(PP))
formed part of the Townships and Urban Areas DPA. Council would therefore like to ensure
that, as part of the transition to the P+D Code, that the settlements of Verdun, Inglewood and
Lenswood be transitioned into the P+D Code as these areas should have ‘township type’
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policies to guide development, rather than reverting back to Watershed (Primary Production)
Zone policies which existed before the Townships DPA. It is considered that a Subzone under
the Peri-Urban Zone would need to be developed to accommodate the nuances to be
addressed by such localities.

The Loss of Scenic Routes
Scenic Routes mapped in our current Development Plan have been lost in the transition to the
P+D Code. It is considered that these routes provide an additional layer of protection for
scenic areas, which contribute to the tourism experience within the Adelaide Hills. It is
considered that existing scenic routes could be integrated as an Overlay within the P+D Code.
The impact of Slope on Accepted and Deemed-to-Satisfy Pathways in the Peri-Urban Zone
As the district’s name suggests the topography of the Adelaide Hills is anything but flat and
given a lot of our township areas occupy the flatter valleys a majority of the Peri-Urban Zone is
influenced by sloping land. In reviewing the influence of slope on Assessment Pathways within
the Peri-Urban Zone, it is apparent that a majority of expected and anticipated development
classes are excluded from the Accepted Development or DTS Pathway. This is generally on
account of either the Sloping Land Overlay or the DTS criteria excluding development on land
subject to a slope greater than 10%, which accounts for all but a few locations within our
District (see Appendix B).
Therefore the impact of this type of criteria on the Accepted and DTS Assessment Pathways is
far reaching and requires a thorough review and refinement to ensure the efficiencies
promised by the new system are attainable for anticipated and envisaged developments.
Review the EFPA Boundary
Council is seeking a review of the Environment and Food Production Area boundaries in order
to exclude two particular sites:



The Wairoa site (142 Mount Barker Road, Aldgate), and
Randell’s Cottages in Gumeracha owned by Council (refer to Appendix C).

It is noted that both of these sites have long established uses that have no relationship with,
and are not being used for primary production.

3.2 General Policy Issues
Mitigating the Loss of Desired Character Statements
The loss of Desired Character Statements creates a policy void that is difficult to reconcile
within the current P+D Code framework. This is considered to be the single biggest concern
for all councils and the community, namely, the erosion of character and amenity of their
respective areas as a result of the proposed changes via the P+D Code.
The gap is created by Desired Outcomes not doing enough heavy lifting, and the gap between
proposed generic residential zones, and the elevation of Historic and Character Area
Overlay’s, which provide the highest level of guidance with respect to character and amenity
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considerations. What sits in between for areas that display a nuanced or tangible local
character at the precinct or neighbourhood level, is very little contextual guidance in which to
undertake an assessment. This is particularly evident within the Adelaide Hills townships and
urban areas.
It is acknowledged that the TNVs go some way to addressing this issue. However, they are
considered blunt and give no practical guidance that would influence a responsive outcome
with regard to established character and amenity.
Council considers that there are two possible solutions to address this issue, that the SPC is
implored to seriously consider. In both cases each option would require existing Desired
Character Statements to be refined and shortened. Consideration could then be given to
whether they can be integrated via the existing TNV framework or alternatively via the
introduction of a ‘Desired Character Statement’ Area Overlay, whereby it would adopt the
mechanics of the Historic and Character Area Overlays.
It is considered that either approach would address the gap created between generic
residential localities and Character and Historic Areas. If this approach is considered by the
SPC to be an appropriate response, then Council would be open to collaboration in developing
such a proposal for the AHC area.
The Subtle Erosion of the Centre Hierarchy
The subtle erosion of the centre hierarchy proposed in the P+D Code is a concern, for which
the rationale is not entirely understood. In reviewing the impact that such changes would
have on the Adelaide Hill’s existing residential areas and townships, it is apparent that the
policy is certainly not a like for like transition with respect to anticipated land uses (in some
cases) and gross leasable floor areas.
Out of Centre Retail and Commercial Development
The policy that is proposed for out of centre retail and commercial development in the various
residential and township zones is a concern. On review of the policy it is evident that it is
scattered and inconsistent with regard to Desired Outcomes and Performance Outcomes. In
addition the Restricted Assessment Pathway triggers appear too generous and notification
triggers are not consistent across all residential zones. As foreshadowed, in the Phase Three
Code Amendment – Update Report, all of the out of centre retail development policy will be
reviewed and refined. This review must pay particular care to the potential impact on regional
and township main streets. In addition, closer alignment with existing policies should be
achieved to avoid unnecessary agitation with respect to community expectations within
existing residential zones.
Excessive Application of Overlay Exclusions
The application of overlay exclusions to a range of Accepted Development classes is
considered restrictive and in some cases results in developments currently afforded a
‘Building Rules Only’ pathway under Schedule 1A of the Development Regulations, 2008 being
subject to either a DTS or Performance Assessment Pathway. This points to a procedural
regression in some cases, with one example in the Peri-Urban Zone being the application of
the Sloping Land or Water Resources Overlay exclusions for a whole range of development
classes listed under the Accepted Development Classification Criteria table, including: a
carport, outbuilding, protective tree netting structure, shade sail and verandah. The excessive
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application of these overlays threatens to significantly increase Development Assessment
workloads and the regulatory burden for applicants, for otherwise minor and anticipated
structures, where risks can be reasonably mitigated with appropriate criteria.
Expectations with regard to Notification
In the transition to the P+D Code, it is noted that development previously classed NonComplying in a Zone, irrespective of whether by virtue of its land use or built form, in many
cases now falls into the performance assessment pathway. One such example is shops in
residential zones. It is considered that due to the extent of the policy shift in these
circumstances that the SPC should consider whether by default previous non-complying
developments should be subject to notification under the P+D Code. The rationale for this is
to ensure that a level of procedural continuity is achieved between the old and the new
system where public notification is concerned.

3.3 General Code Issues
Peri-Urban Zone Name
We have a significant concern with the name of the Zone as it detracts from the key focus of
primary production activities. The zone name therefore requires review to better reflect the
predominant land use in these areas being primary production. Peri-urban could be
misconstrued as ‘deferred urban’ by the general public and sends the wrong message about
the primary land use in these areas.
Inclusion of the Primary Production Priority Area Mapping
Council has long been advocating for the inclusion of PIRSA’s Primary Production Priority
Areas (PPPA) mapping, to assist in the development of a holistic approach to land use and
rationalisation policy within land zoned for primary production purposes. The PPPA mapping
project was a scientifically based study undertaken by PIRSA, which considers slope, soil type,
moisture content, etc. The PPPA mapping identified where prime versus lower value
agricultural land was located within ours and other council areas in the Mt Lofty Ranges
region. This PPPA mapping would assist in addressing a range of issues, but most importantly
would assist in developing a responsive policy framework to respond to the fragmentation of
good quality agricultural land through boundary realignment applications (i.e. where a farmer
seeks to readjust title boundaries between a number of titles). It is considered that an
additional overlay which identifies high versus low value agricultural land would greatly assist
council planning officers and private consultants in making decisions in relation to such
applications where smaller titles are being created potentially for rural living purposes.
Council therefore urges the SPC to include this the PPPA mapping as an overlay in the P+D
Code.
DTS vs DPF and Implications for Performance Assessment
There is a fundamental tension between the use of ‘Deemed-to-Satisfy’ criteria as ‘Designated
Performance Features’ for performance assessment purposes within the Peri Urban and Rural
Zones. The manner in which DTS criteria are expressed could lead to performance-assessed
development applications being contested due to a lack of guidance as to what variations are
and are not appropriate in a performance assessment. The relationship between the function
of each of these criteria requires additional thought, careful consideration and as far as the
Peri-Urban Zone is concerned a refinement of all quantitative criteria. Council considers that
one way of addressing this issue in the Peri-Urban Zone, particularly regarding building size,
may be to apply a ratio approach that responds directly to land size. Council is open to
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collaborating with the Commission on this issue, as it is considered that ratios could have
wider application throughout the P+D Code to address the tension caused by the
interchangeable function of DTS and DPF criteria.

Liquor Licensing Application Process
It is considered that where a land use has the ability to be a licensed premises under the
Liquor Licensing Act, 1997, that the Liquor Licensing Approval process should be up front in
the development application process (similar to what is proposed for the Native Vegetation
clearance process). The objective here is to achieve consistency between approvals under the
PDI Act and the Liquor Licensing Act, for factors such as licensed premises capacity, operating
hours, entertainment and licensed areas. These factors influence the development application
through on-site waste systems and car parking requirements to name a few. It is Councils
experience that too often a liquor licensing application is inconsistent with the conditions of
the Development Approval and this is causing untold agitation for Council and business
operators within the region.
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4 Overlay Analysis
The following feedback is provided with regard to particular Overlay suites proposed in the draft P+D
Code.

4.1 Historic Area Statement Overlay

The Adelaide Hills Council would like to acknowledge the collaborative effort from DPTI that
has assisted in establishing the Historic Area Statements for Ayers Hill Road, Mylor and
Woodside Historic Areas.
It is noted that the Historic Area Statements have been reviewed and some minor
amendments have been suggested (refer to Appendix D).

4.2 Hazards (Bushfire) Risk Overlay Suite

It is considered that there may be an opportunity to include criteria within this Overlay suite
that encourages the planting of fire retardant trees for landscaping around dwellings,
particularly in High and Medium Bushfire Areas.

4.3 Hazards (Flooding) Risk Overlay

It is noted that the Commission is looking to compile the most up to date flood mapping data
across the State. In response to this request the Adelaide Hills Council will forward on the
relevant GIS Datasets to assist with refinement of the spatial extent of Hazards (Flooding) Risk
Overlay.

4.4 Mount Lofty Ranges Catchment Overlay Suite

It is noted that Council is supportive of the consolidation of the Mount Lofty Ranges
Watershed Area 2 and 3, to form Mount Lofty ranges Catchment (Area 2).
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5 Zone Analysis
The following section provides a review of each proposed zone as it relates to the existing zoning.

General Zone Feedback
Loss of Landscaping Schedule for Activity and Township Zones
Within the AHC Development Plan Table ADHI/6 provides a landscaping schedule that is tailored for
the various Centre and Township Zones. This table was developed with existing landscape character
of each of the Townships and urban areas in mind, as well as climatic considerations. The loss of this
Table will result in less guidance for desired landscaping outcomes within the important main street
and township settings.
Proposal: Council acknowledges that the inclusion of such local and nuanced policy is a
challenge. However, one solution may be to expand the function of TNVs to capture a
broader range of criteria such as a desired landscaping table.

Supported Accommodation
It is considered that some forms of supported accommodation i.e. supported independent living
have a potential role to play in providing residential and lifestyle opportunities in close proximity to
main streets. Council would encourage the SPC to explore this opportunity and potentially consider
developing a Performance Assessment Pathway for such use in Main-streets and Activity Centre
Zones.
Proposal: Council would encourage the SPC to consider ways to promote the integration of
supported accommodation via mixed-use development within main street and activity
centre zones. It is acknowledged that this may require additional clarification with regard to
the Supported Accommodation definition.
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5.1 Caravan and Tourist Park Zone

The proposed Caravan and Tourist Park Zone will replace the Caravan and Tourist Park Policy Area
under the Watershed (Primary Production) Zone.

5.1.1 General Feedback

It is noted that Council support the transition of this Policy Area into a custom Zone as it will
ensure a more fit for purpose procedural and performance assessment pathway for
proposed developments in this Zone.
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5.2 Community Facilities Zone

The proposed Community Facilities Zone will replace the portions of the Public Lands and Education
Policy Areas under the Public Purpose Zone.

5.2.1 General Feedback

It is noted that Council supports the transition of these Policy Areas into a custom zone, as it
will ensure a more fit for purpose procedural and performance assessment pathway for
envisaged and anticipated developments.

Consistent Application of the Community Facilities Zone
It is noted that during the P+D Code review process it became apparent that zoning
inconsistencies, attributed to the legacy of the amalgamation that formed the Adelaide Hills
Council, still persist throughout the district. This is particularly apparent with respect to
Community Facility zoned land (previously Public Purpose). Which by way of representation
are well accounted for throughout the southern portion of the AHC district, however this is
in contrast to the northern areas, whereby such zoning is sparingly applied. This is despite a
proliferation of such facilities within and on the periphery of townships and settlement
areas.
Proposal: Council would encourage the SPC to consider addressing these
inconsistencies prior to the implementation of the P+D Code by putting such facilities
in the appropriate Zone. If this cannot be achieved there would be a preference to
earmark such reforms as a Generation 1 or 2 Code amendment.
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5.3 Conservation Zone

The proposed Conservation Zone will replace the Conservation Policy Area under the Public Purpose
Zone.

5.3.1 General Feedback

It is noted that Council supports the transition of this Policy Area into a custom zone, as it
will ensure a more fit for purpose procedural and performance assessment pathway for
envisaged and anticipated developments, notwithstanding they are likely to be limited.

Consistent Application of the Conservation Zone
It is noted that during the P+D Code review process it became apparent that zoning
inconsistencies, attributed to the legacy of the amalgamation that formed the Adelaide Hills
Council, still persist throughout the district. This is particularly apparent with respect to
Conservation zoned land (previously Public Purpose), which by way of representation is well
accounted for throughout the southern portion of the Council area, however this is in
contrast to the northern areas whereby such zoning is sparingly applied, despite a
proliferation of conservation areas and parks.
Proposal: Council would encourage the SPC to consider addressing these
inconsistencies prior to the implementation of the P+D Code by putting such areas in
the appropriate Zone. If this cannot be achieved there would be a preference to
earmark such reforms as a Generation 1 or 2 Code amendment.
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5.4 General Neighbourhood Zone

The General Neighbourhood Zone is proposed to replace the Residential (Medium Density)
Policy Area under the Residential Zone, the following feedback is provided with respect to the
proposed Zone.

5.4.1 General Feedback

General Neighbourhood Zone Transition
The current land use and policy intent of the Medium Density Policy Area within the AHC
Development Plan is to provide – through renewal of existing housing stock – a range of
housing typologies and densities, developed in a compact urban form and sensitively
integrated with adjoining residential areas on the interface of the Zone.
A cursory review of the General Neighbourhood Zone would suggest that with respect to
intent, these zones appear a natural fit. However, despite this appearing to be the case,
there is concern that a reduction in the minimum allotment size and frontage width
thresholds for the full range of housing typologies afforded under the general
Neighbourhood Zone, will alter the character and amenity of this foothills location.
The Council would therefore oppose the application of the General Neighbourhood Zone to
replace the Medium Density Policy Area, as it does not provide for the opportunity to apply a
TNV that would capture the unique and established pattern of development in this locality.
Proposal: Council considers that the Suburban Neighbourhood Zone, with the existing
minimum allotment sizes and frontage widths of the Medium Density Policy Area
transitioned over as a TNV (refer to Appendix A), would provide for a more
appropriate zone transition for this locality.
Out of Centre Retail Development
Currently shops within the Medium Density Policy Area are Non-Complying except where
associated with a dwelling and less than 80m2. By comparison, in the proposed General
Neighbourhood Zone there is no requirement for shop development to be associated with a
residential use, the trigger for Restricted Development is 1000m2 and no notification is
required.
This is considered to be a large variance from the expectations of the Medium Density Policy
Area. Therefore the criteria surrounding shop development in whichever Zone replaces the
Medium Density Zone should be reconsidered and revised.
Proposal: The Council considers that the impact of out of centre retail development
should be tempered through the following measures:
 The Restricted Development threshold should be lowered to 100 - 200m2, and
 Notification should be required for all shop development within the Suburban
Neighbourhood Zone.
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5.5 Hills Face Zone

The proposed Hills Face Zone will replace the existing Hills Face Zone under the Development
Plan.

5.5.1 General Feedback

It is noted that Council supports the transition of this Zone in a general sense, but considers
that significant reform of the boundaries and policy content is required in order to
modernise this Zone.

The Need for Boundary Reform in the Hills Face Zone
It is considered that the Hills Face Zone requires reform, in particular a zone boundary
change should be investigated for parts of Hills Face Zone on the east side of the Mount
Lofty Ranges ridge line, that is not visible from the Adelaide Plains. For properties in these
locations it is considered that they should be transitioned into the Peri-Urban Zone, where
quite often the use of land within these areas is more commensurate with Primary
Production.
Proposal: Council would encourage the SPC to consider this reform prior to the
implementation of the P+D Code for AHC. If this cannot be achieved there would be a
preference to earmark such a reform as a Generation 1 or 2 Code amendment.

5.5.2 Restricted Development

Consideration has been given to the proposed Restricted Development Classification Table
for the Hills Face Zone and the following feedback is provided:
Dwellings

Exclusion C (i) and (iv)
The reference to lake and wetland in these exclusion criteria is considered to be somewhat
ambiguous with respect to dams.
Proposal: It is considered that the word ‘dam’ should be inserted into the exclusion
criteria following ‘wetland’.

Land Division involving Boundary Realignment
It is considered that an exclusion should be available for boundary realignment, as Council
considers it is better placed to undertake such an assessment.
Proposal: It is considered that ‘Except where it involves a boundary realignment
where it doesn’t involve the creation of an additional allotment’ should be inserted in
the Exclusion column corresponding with Land Division.
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5.6 Housing Diversity Zone

The proposed Housing Diversity Zone will replace the Glen Stuart Road Policy Area under the
Residential Zone, the following feedback is provided with respect to the proposed Zone.

5.6.1 General Feedback

Out of Centre Retail Development
Currently shops within the Glen Stuart Policy Area are Non-Complying except where
associated with a dwelling and less than 80m2. By comparison, in the proposed Housing
Diversity Zone there is no requirement for shop development to be associated with a
residential use and the trigger for Restricted Development is 1000m2.
This is considered to be a variance from the expectations of the Glen Stuart Policy Area.
Therefore it is considered that the criteria surrounding shop development in the Housing
Diversity Zone must be reconsidered and revised.
Proposal: The Council considers that in the Housing Diversity Zone the impact of out
of centre retail development should be tempered through the following measures:
 The Restricted Development threshold should be lowered to better reflect
existing policy.
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5.7 Infrastructure Zone
5.7.1 General Feedback
Wairoa Site
The 12.5ha Wairoa site located at 142 Mount Barker Road, Aldgate is made up of numerous
community title allotments of varying size and shape within private ownership. The primary
access to the site is provided via Mount Barker Road to the north west of the site.
The site contains a state heritage listed building and garden, and an LMA is registered on the
land to preserve and conserve the heritage gardens and native vegetation. The site is
connected to mains water, sewer and electricity.
The site is somewhat of a zoning anomaly as it sits within the Public Lands Policy Area and is
zoned Public Purpose, despite being held in private ownership. Surrounding zoning includes
the Country Living Zone and the Watershed (Primary Production) Zone. It also sits within the
EFPA.
The existing zoning supports a mix of land uses as detailed in Table 5.1 below, however
Council is only aware of an existing school operating from one of the allotments with the
balance of allotments being used for residential purposes.
As proposed under the P+D Code, this site is proposed to be transitioned into the
Infrastructure Zone. The list of envisaged uses for the Infrastructure Zone is provided in
Table 5.1 below. The rationale to instate the Infrastructure Zone for the Wairoa site is
considered to be a serious variance with the current Zoning and existing land use mix, as
well as a threat to the setting of the state heritage listed building and garden. In addition,
the future provisioning for infrastructure for the Stirling District would be best suited to the
existing council land holding at the Heathfield Recovery Centre which is proposed to be
transitioned into the Infrastructure Zone.
Council therefore considers that an alternative zone must be selected to accommodate the
Wairoa site. In considering the surrounding zones and the existing land use mix Council
considers that the Residential Neighbourhood Zone with an appropriate TNV criteria to
capture site area minimums that effectively restrict land fragmentation or an appropriate
Overlay, would be a more appropriate choice (refer to Table 5.1 for a comparison of each
Zone).
POLICY
PROVISIONS
LAND USE

OBJECTIVES

PUBLIC PURPOSE ZONE (Public
Lands Policy Area)
 Child care facility
 Entertainment facility
 Facilities for the use of
tourists and visitors,
excluding tourist
accommodation
 Hospital
 Library
 place of worship
 Public service depot
 Recreation centre
 Swimming pool
 Theatre
 Welfare institution.
Development & scale compatible
with existing buildings and

INFRASTRUCTURE ZONE







Electricity substation
Landfill, including gas
extraction plant and
equipment
Water treatment and
supply
Stormwater retention /
detention basin
Sewerage treatment
facility
Public service depot
Waste transfer depot

Development does not hinder
operation of existing

RESIDENTIAL
NEIGHBOURHOOD ZONE
 Ancillary
accommodation
 Community facility
 Dwelling
 Educational
establishment
 Office
 Outbuilding
 Pre-school
 Recreation area
 Residential flat building
 Retirement facility
 Shop
 Supported
accommodation
Low or very low density
housing within low rise
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surrounding area, and preserve
native vegetation.

utility/infrastructure services.
Ancillary development
undertaken to enhance
operations.

buildings, often together with
large outbuildings.
Considerable space for trees
and other vegetation . . .
Limited goods, services and
facilities that enhance rather
than compromise rural
residential amenity.

Table 5.1

Proposal: In response to the above Council proposes to replace the Infrastructure Zone
with the Residential Neighbourhood Zone and apply a TNV with a site area criteria, that
captures slightly more than half of the largest allotment, as a minimum site area
requirement for land division i.e. 2.5ha. In addition or alternatively the Limited Land
Division Area Overlay could be applied to further discourage any land division
speculation.
Note: This approach would align with the EFPA in that it would restrict land divisions
that create additional allotments for residential use. Notwithstanding that the
application of the EFPA for this site is inappropriate due to the zoning and the fact that
the LMA effectively limits the lands capacity for primary production use.
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5.8 Open Space Zone

The proposed Open Space Zone will replace the Open Space Policy Area under the Public Purpose
Zone.

5.8.1 General Feedback

It is noted that Council supports the transition of this Policy Area into a custom zone, as it
will ensure a more fit for purpose procedural and performance assessment pathway for
envisaged and anticipated developments.

Consistent Application of the Open Space Zone
It is noted that during the P+D Code review process it became apparent that zoning
inconsistencies, attributed to the legacy of the amalgamation that formed the Adelaide Hills
Council still persist throughout the district. This is particularly apparent with respect to Open
Space zoned land (previously Public Purpose), which by way of representation is well
accounted for throughout the southern portion of the Council area, however this is in
contrast to the northern areas, whereby such zoning is sparingly applied. This is despite a
proliferation of such facilities within and on the periphery of townships and settlement
areas.
Proposal: Council would encourage the SPC to consider addressing these
inconsistencies prior to the implementation of the P+D Code for AHC. If this cannot be
achieved there would be a preference to earmark reforms as a Generation 1 or 2 Code
amendment.
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5.9 Peri-Urban Zone

Council would like to acknowledge that the development of the Peri-Urban Zone is one that
has been followed with great interest, as it will replace the current Watershed (Primary
Production) Zone which covers the majority of our Council area.
The Zone’s focus on unlocking value adding opportunities, increasing the tourism offering and
reducing the procedural burden on appropriate and anticipated development is a big step in
alleviating the regulatory burden that currently inflicts such development in the Watershed
(Primary Production) Zone.
Notwithstanding, it is considered that there are a range of issues with respect to certain
aspects of the Zone that require further analysis and refinement by DPTI in collaboration with
Council as required.

5.9.1 General Feedback

Name of the Zone
There is a general concern with the name of the Peri-Urban Zone, as it detracts from the key
focus of the Zone, being for primary production and related activities.
Proposal: It is suggested that a new naming convention be explored, with a focus on
capturing the primary production use of the land and also the entrepreneurial and
enterprise opportunities afforded by the Zone policy.

Primary Production Priority Areas Overlay
Adelaide Hills Council has been advocating for the inclusion of PIRSA’s Primary Production
Priority Areas (PPPA) mapping, to assist in the development of a holistic approach to land
use and land rationalisation policy.
The PPPA mapping project was a scientifically based study undertaken by PIRSA and which
considers slope, soil type, moisture content, etc. The PPPA mapping identified where prime
versus lower value agricultural land was located within ours and other council areas in the
Mt Lofty Ranges region.
This PPPA mapping would assist in addressing the issue of fragmentation of good quality
agricultural land through boundary realignment applications (i.e. where a farmer seeks to
readjust title boundaries between a number of titles). It is considered that an additional
overlay which identifies high versus low value agricultural land would provide a framework
to assist council planning officers and private consultants in making decisions in relation to
such applications where smaller titles are being created potentially for rural living purposes.
Proposal: Council urges the SPC to include the PPPA mapping as an overlay in the P+D
Code and develop an appropriate policy framework to support its implementation.
The Influence of slope on Deemed-To-Satisfy Assessment Pathways
A majority of development classes afforded a DTS pathway are subject to criteria relating to
slope, this includes Zone DTS 2.2(a):
Buildings:
Are sited on land with a slope not greater than 10% (1-in-10)
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In addition, citing Horticulture activities DTS 3.1(b):
Are sited on land with a slope not greater than 10% (1-in-10))
As the district’s name suggests the topography of the Adelaide hills is anything but flat and
given a lot of our township areas occupy the flatter valleys a majority of the Peri-Urban Zone
is influenced by sloping land. In fact, when reviewing the P+D Code, analysis revealed that a
majority of Primary Production Zoned land within Adelaide Hills Council is on land with a
slope greater than 10% (see Appendix B).
Therefore the impact of this type of criteria on the DTS pathway is wide reaching and by
comparison is likely to be more restrictive than the Watershed and Bushfire Hazard Overlays
combined.
With regard to built form, it is considered that issues caused by building on a slope could be
better mitigated by specific criteria i.e. relating to excavation/filling of land or driveway
design.
With respect to land use, in particular horticulture, it is acknowledged that the aim of such
criteria is to mitigate concerns regarding water quality from pollutants and erosion. With
regard to pollutants it is noted that a recent information sheet released in September 2019
by the EPA titled ‘Pharmaceutical products and other human-sourced chemicals in creeks’
identified that the 4 most prevalent herbicides in creeks in the Mount Lofty Ranges, are
largely for the control of broad leaf or woody weeds. It is noted by the Apple and Pear
growers Association of SA that these herbicides are not commonly used in horticulture.
With respect to erosion, not all Horticulture is classed the same, according to the Australian
Land Use & Management (ALUM) Classification, horticulture is classed as either perennial or
seasonal. This is pertinent in the Adelaide Hills whereby vineyards and orchards considered
perennial crops, dominate horticultural production.
In accordance with the SA Government document Assessing Agricultural Land, which details
the criteria for assessing and classifying land for water erosion potential, the document
advises that slopes up to 30% can be used for perennial horticulture. Based on this, it is
considered that a slope criteria threshold of 10% is inhibitive and unfairly disadvantages a
large portion of the AHC’s growers by not unlocking streamlined Assessment Pathways.
Proposal: Where a DTS criteria relating to slope within the Peri-Urban Zone impacts an
assessment pathway, it should be reviewed, and consideration should be given to
whether such a criteria is useful and whether any relevant concerns can be mitigated
without unfairly restricting anticipated and envisaged forms of development – whether
within the same development class or not i.e. horticulture.
Note: In considering any changes to the above criteria please refer to Section 7.1 where
a proposal to reconsider the horticulture definition is tabled.
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5.9.2 Accepted Development

Consideration has been given to the proposed Accepted Development classification table
and the following feedback with regard to the overlays and criteria corresponding with each
class of development is provided:

Capturing Land Use
It is not fully understood how a class of development involving a land use exclusively, fits
within the Accepted Development pathway (i.e. farming). When reflecting on the existing
legislative framework, Schedule 1A of the Development Regulations, 2008 only lists
development that involves the construction of a building, as such although a Planning
Consent is not required, it is implied that a building consent is. As such it is questioned
whether the Accepted Development Assessment Pathway under the P+D Code has been
established to contemplate and capture a class of development that only involves a land use.
Proposal: If it is the intention that the Accepted Development Assessment Pathway
contemplates land use exclusively, then the ‘Guide to the Draft Planning and Design
Code’ should outline this to avoid confusion, in addition s102 of the Planning,
Development and Infrastructure Act, 2016 may also need to be reviewed and amended
accordingly.
Farming
It is noted that Criteria 1 under farming in the Accepted Development Classification Table
may cause some confusion where the farming practice of tilling is concerned. Criteria 1 reads
as follows:
“There is no excavation of [sic] filling of the land”
Proposal: To address this issue it is considered that the farming definition could be
refined to include ‘tilling’. In this scenario under farming in Part 7 (Land Use Definitions)
of the P+D Code, the following could be inserted: ‘and associated tilling of the land’
after the word husbandry. In addition (or alternatively), the following could be inserted
in Criteria 1 of the Accepted Development Classification Criteria table: ‘other than for
tilling of the land’ after the word ‘land’.
Ground Mounted Solar
Council would commend DPTI for the recently fast tracking legislative changes that afford a
streamlined pathway for ground mounted solar panels when proposed in association with
primary production. It is noted that the criteria from Schedule 1A of the Development
Regulations, 2008, appears to be brought across as a like for like transition to the Accepted
Development Classification table for this development class.
This is a good outcome and the streamlined pathway is supported by Council,
notwithstanding there is some concern with the restrictive nature of Criteria 3, particularly
when technology advancement is considered. Whereby, it is plausible that the size of solar
panels will decrease over time as their generating capacity increases. This criteria therefore
does not sufficiently allow for technology advancement.
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Proposal: To address this issue, Criteria 3 should be removed and if it is concerned with
the size and visual impact of the proposed solar system then it should be replaced by
criteria that speak more clearly to this, such as identified in DTS/DPF 10.2 (c).

Protective Tree Netting
With respect to Protective Tree Netting Structures it is considered that where a site may
impact on the setting of a scenic route, then the Accepted Pathway should not be available.
Currently the Development Plan speaks to this issue (refer page 16 PDC 23(a)).
Proposal: In line with our proposal to develop a Scenic Routes Overlay (refer to Section
3.1) it is considered that where relevant this (potential) overlay should trip this form of
development from an Accepted Development pathway.
Note: If the Scenic Route Overlay is developed and applied, we consider that an
appropriate DTS pathway should also be established, that would allow both a
streamlined process and a policy framework that appropriately minimises the visual
impact of netting structures on scenic routes.

5.9.3 Deemed-To-Satisfy Development

Consideration has been given to the proposed DTS classification table and the following
feedback with regard to the overlays and DTS criteria corresponding with each class of
development is provided:

Agricultural Buildings
A range of issues have been identified with respect to the DTS pathway for Agricultural
Buildings, these are expressed below under each corresponding DTS criteria:
Zone DTS 2.1- “All weather trafficable road”
There is a concern that the criteria under Zone DTS 2.1, is overly restrictive and
inappropriately applied in the context of agricultural Buildings, the criteria reads as follows:
‘Development is serviced by an all-weather trafficable public road’
This criterion is worded in a way that is neither prescriptive nor flexible, due to this there is
potential for it to unnecessarily trigger a Performance Assessment Pathway for a whole
range of Agricultural Buildings and ultimately it is unclear why an all-weather trafficable
public road would need to service hay sheds, pump sheds or implement sheds.
Proposal: In response to the above, it is considered that clearer wording or the removal
of this Zone DTS Criteria is required.
Note: It is common practice for these types of buildings to be sited away from public
roads for security.
Zone DTS 2.2- “Excavation and Filling”
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The criterion under Zone DTS 2.2, regarding excavation and filling is poorly worded, and it is
unclear as to whether it is referring to excavation and filling separately or combined
Proposal: To ensure a flexible approach insert ‘and/or’ after the word excavation.
Zone DTS 13.1(a) and (b)- “Land and building size thresholds”
There is concern that the threshold criteria under Zone DTS 13.1 (a) and (d) as proposed,
unfairly favours smaller producers at the exclusion of medium to large producers. In this
regard it is noted that in Council’s previous response to DPTI on the early version of the draft
Peri-Urban Zone, a review of Criteria (a) was advocated for on the premise that the original
threshold of 10ha might be restrictive for smaller land holders or those who hold contiguous
allotments.
To inform this notion, further analysis has been undertaken by Council, and a review of
allotment sizes within the proposed Peri-Urban Zone reveals that the median size of
allotments is approximately 2ha, with the average coming in at approximately 8ha.
Therefore the amended minimum allotment size of 2ha proposed under the draft P+D Code
now unlocks the DTS pathway for 50% of allotments within the Peri-Urban Zone, this is
compared to 19% in the 10ha minimum scenario.
Based on the above analysis Council would therefore support the proposed Zone DTS 13.1(a)
criteria threshold for agricultural buildings. Notwithstanding, it is considered that Zone DTS
13.1(d) with a maximum building size threshold of 200m², unfairly disadvantages medium to
larger primary producers by restricting access to a streamlined pathway for agricultural
buildings that would be of a size more commensurate with larger allotments and the scale of
the primary production operation.
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Proposal: In response to the above, it is considered that the criteria threshold for Zone
DTS 13.1(d) should be increased to better unlock a streamlined pathway for medium
and larger primary producers.
Note: In responding to this issue, the Commission should recognise that minimum
thresholds for allotment size and the maximum threshold for building size are
inextricably linked with regard to visual amenity impacts, for example raising the
maximum building size threshold to cater for larger allotments will potentially cause
friction for similar proposals on smaller allotments. As such a compromise will need to be
reached whereby a slight increase to the minimum site area threshold would need to
offset any impact from an increase in the maximum building size.
Alternatively, it may be that a ratio could be applied to achieve a more responsive
outcome. Council is open to collaborating with the Commission on this issue, as it is
considered that ratios could have wider application throughout the P+D Code to address
the friction caused by the interchangeable function of DTS and DPF criteria (as outlined
in Section 3.4).

Horticulture
The following issues have been identified with respect to the DTS criteria for Horticulture.
Zone DTS 3.1 (b)- “Sloping land”
See commentary above (Section 5.10.1) regarding ‘The influence of slope on DTS Assessment
Pathways’.
Proposal: It is considered that Zone DTS 3.1(b) relating to slope should be reviewed, and
consideration be given to a more nuanced response to risk mitigation that does not
unfairly restrict anticipated and envisaged forms of development – within the same
class of development – from unlocking a streamlined Assessment Pathway.

Zone DTS 3.1 (c)-“50m setback from a watercourse”
This criterion is considered to be overly restrictive in terms of the setback requirement,
particularly considering that the Water Resources Overlay contains DTS criteria that points
to 20m as being an appropriate buffer from a watercourse. To address this concern, Council
has undertaken an analysis to determine how much Peri-Urban Zoned land a 50m setback
from a watercourse would likely impact (refer Appendix E). It revealed that up to 70% of all
allotments within the Mount Lofty Catchment Area would be restricted by this criterion.
In contrast, using Water Resources Overlay criteria DTS/DPF 1.5 as a guide, the same
analysis was undertaken applying a 20m setback from a watercourse (refer Appendix E). The
findings revealed that if the criteria threshold was reduced to 20m only 50% of properties
would be subject to this criterion.
The summed buffer area totals for a 50m setback and a 20m setback also provide an
interesting comparison as expressed in Table 3:
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Watercourse Buffer Applied
50m setback
20m setback

Summed Land Area Affected
125,234,155 m2
51,417,130 m2

Table 5.2

In summary, it is considered that the setback is arbitrary, restrictive and inconsistent with
other DTS criteria in the P+D Code, in addition as referenced in section 5.10.1 the herbicides
most commonly identified in receiving waters within the Mount Lofty Ranges tend not to be
associated with Horticulture. As such the question must be asked what is trying to be
mitigated with this criterion, as in the absence of other concerns it appears to be overly
restrictive and an unfair burden on this development class.
Proposal: It is considered that Zone DTS 3.1(c) relating to watercourse buffers be
reviewed, and consideration be given to a more appropriate setback i.e. 20m, to better
unlock a streamlined pathway for this form of development.

Zone DTS 3.1 (h)- ‘Horticultural building size threshold’
There is a concern that the criteria under DTS 3.1(h), is overly restrictive with respect to
horticultural buildings, the criteria reads as follows:
Horticultural activities:
‘where carried out in an enclosed building such as a greenhouse, the building has a total
floor area not greater than 250m2’
It is considered that this criteria unfairly disadvantages medium to larger primary producers
by restricting access to a streamlined pathway for horticultural buildings that would be of a
size more commensurate with larger allotments and the scale of larger primary production
operations.
Proposal: In response to the above, it is considered that the criteria threshold for Zone
DTS 3.1(h) should be increased to better unlock a streamlined pathway for medium and
larger primary producers.
Note: Alternatively, it may be that a ratio could be applied to achieve a more
responsive outcome. Council is open to collaborating with the Commission on this issue,
as it is considered that ratios could have wider application throughout the P+D Code to
address the friction caused by the interchangeable function of DTS and DPF criteria (as
types of building to be sited away from public roads
outlined in Section 3.4).
Shop
DTS 6.1(a) ‘ancillary to and located on the same allotment used for primary
production’
It is considered that in settlement areas within the Peri-Urban Zone this criterion is overly
restrictive and would unfairly restrict shop developments within commercial clusters within
settlement areas.
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Council has expressed a desire to see the Settlement Policy Areas within the Development
Plan transferred to a Subzone within the P+D Code, this is expressed in Section 3.1.
Proposal: In response to the above, it is considered that an appropriate DTS Pathway be
developed that responds to shop development within a Peri-Urban Subzone that
captures settlement areas.
Note: This approach has been advocated for by Council as part of our Template II
response.

DTS 6.1(c) ‘Gross leasable floor area threshold’
There is a concern that the criteria under DTS 6.1(c), is overly restrictive and inappropriately
applied in the context of shops in the Peri-Urban Zone, the criteria reads as follows:
Shop:
‘have a gross leasable floor area not exceeding 100m2’
It is considered that this criteria unfairly disadvantages medium to large primary producers
by restricting access to a streamlined pathway for shops that would be of a size more
commensurate with larger allotments and the scale of larger primary production operations.
In addition, it does not incentivise the adaptive reuse of heritage or disused buildings where
the balance of the existing floor area exceeds 100m2.
Proposal: In response to the above, it is considered that the criteria threshold for
Zone DTS 6.1(c) should be increased to better unlock a streamlined pathway for
medium and larger primary producers and incentivise adaptive reuse outcomes.
Note: The Procedural Matters table in the Peri-Urban Zone triggers notification for
shops exceeding 200m2, as such any revised gross leasable floor area under DTS 6.1(c)
should pay regard to this.

5.9.4 Performance Assessed Development

Consideration has been given to the proposed Performance Assessed classification table and
the following feedback with regard the PO criteria corresponding with each class of
development is provided:

Rural Industry
Brewery, Cidery, Winery, Distillery
There is support to define these uses in the Performance Assessment Classification table in a
more general sense, to allow for more flexibility for future value adding opportunities e.g.
perry, cordial, fruit juices or kombucha.
Proposal: It is considered that a better approach would be to unite these uses under a
single heading such as ‘Beverage Production’
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Shops, Tourism and Function Centres
DPF 6.3(b) ‘tourism accommodation does not exceed 100m 2 ’
There is a concern that the criteria under DPF 6.3(b) is overly restrictive and does not
incentivise the adaptive reuse of heritage or disused buildings for tourism accommodation
where the balance of the existing floor area exceeds 100m2.
Proposal: In response to the above, it is considered that the criteria threshold for
Zone DTS 6.3(b) should be increased to provide additional flexibility for tourism
accommodation providers and incentivise adaptive reuse outcomes.

DPF 6.3(c) ‘no more than one facility loc ated on the same allotment’
It is not entirely understood what is meant by the phrase ‘facility’ in the context of DTS
6.3(c), which reads:
Tourism accommodation:
‘Does not result in more than one facility being located on the same allotment’
If facility is referring to only one building/accommodation offering, than there is a concern
that the criteria is overly restrictive and does not cater for a cluster of small scale
accommodation offerings or the ability for landholders to scale their operation.
Proposal: In response to the above, it is considered that the criteria for Zone DTS
6.3(c) be reviewed and clarified with respect to the word ‘facility’, and if it is the
intention of this criteria to limit tourism accommodation to one building/offering per
allotment than consideration be given as to whether there might be a more effective
way to mitigate the threat of an over proliferation of inappropriate tourism
accommodation within the Zone.

5.9.5 Restricted Development

Consideration has been given to the proposed Restricted Development Classification Tables
and the following feedback is provided:

Land Division Exemptions
Council in previous feedback on the Peri-Urban Zone has advocated for an exclusion to be
added to the Land Division Restricted Development trigger, to allow boundary realignments
to be Council assessed. Although still supportive of this inclusion there have been examples
of boundary realignments that involve bringing in a contiguous allotment from outside a
Primary Production Zone in an attempt to offset the EFPA restrictions i.e. “must not create
an additional allotment”. Council considers that it is not the intention of the EFPA legislation
to allow allotments outside the EFPA Overlay to be used to amalgamate or realign
allotments within the EFPA. As such it may be necessary to explicitly restrict this exclusion to
land within the EFPA Overlay if the SPC agrees with this approach
Proposal: It is considered that ‘to land within the EFPA Overlay’ should be added to
the proposed exclusion.
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5.10 Recreation Zone

The proposed Recreation Zone will replace the Recreation and Sports Policy Area under the Public
Purpose Zone.

5.10.1 General Feedback

It is noted that Council supports the transition of this Policy Area into a custom zone, as it
will ensure a more fit for purpose procedural and performance assessment pathway for
envisaged and anticipated developments.

Consistent Application of the Recreation Zone
It is noted that during the P+D Code review process it became apparent that zoning
inconsistencies, attributed to the legacy of the amalgamation that formed the Adelaide Hills
Council still persist throughout the district. This is particularly apparent with respect to
Recreation Zoned land (previously Public Purpose), which by way of representation are well
accounted for throughout the southern portion of the Council area, however, this is in
contrast to the northern areas whereby such zoning is sparingly applied. This is despite a
proliferation of such facilities within and on the periphery of townships and settlement
areas.
Proposal: Council would encourage the SPC to consider addressing these
inconsistencies prior to the implementation of the P+D Code for AHC. If this cannot be
achieved there would be a preference to earmark such reforms as a Generation 1 or 2
Code amendment.

Additional Guidance for Tourism Development
In Council’s Development Plan, it is acknowledged that a broad range of activities that are
allied to, or associated with, recreation; including tourist accommodation, shops and
restaurants are envisaged in land zoned for recreation. However the Recreation Zone in the
P+D Code offers little policy guidance for allied activities such as those mentioned above
Proposal: It is considered that this could be addressed by a simple amendment to PO
1.2 of the Recreation Zone to envisage or promote tourist accommodation and
ancillary activities that are designed as part of recreational precinct and where such
development does not prejudice the overarching intent of the Zone.
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5.11 Residential Neighbourhood Zone

The Residential Neighbourhood Zone is proposed to replace the Country Living Zone including its
various Policy Areas, the following feedback is provided with respect to the proposed Zone

5.11.1 General Feedback

Median Rule Land Division Tool Integration
As discussed in Section 3.1, it is considered that the loss of the Median Rule Land Division
Tool creates a policy shortfall in the proposed Residential neighbourhood Zone that is
difficult to reconcile with a blunt quantitative TNV criteria. It is noted that with the current
2000sqm minimum TNV applied, some 367 allotments would potentially be eligible for
subdivision. This is considered to pose a threat to the existing Country Living character and
amenity and does not present a like for like policy transition.
Proposal: Council requests that the SPC support the inclusion of the Median Rule Land
Division Tool to apply to land division applications in the Residential Neighbourhood
Zone. It is considered that the spatial nature of the Median Rule Land Division Tool lends
itself to being integrated into the Residential Neighbourhood Zone via a TNV.
Ayers Hill Road Historic Policy Area Land Division Restriction
It is noted that in the Country Living Zone Ayers Hill Road Policy Area that Land division is
non-complying except where no additional allotments are created. In the transition to the
P+D Code the Ayers Hill Road Historic Policy Area has been transitioned to the Historic Area
Overlay. Council is supportive of this transition, however there appears to be a gap with
regard to how Land Division is considered, noting that the TNV applies a 2,000m2 site area
minimum. Therefore Council is seeking a revision to the policy settings so that land division
is discouraged.
Proposal: It is considered that there are two options available to address this policy gap.
The first involves increasing to the TNV to effectively make land division unachievable other
than for boundary realignment. The alternative, and Councils preference, is to apply the
Limited Land Division Area Overlay to the Ayers Hill Road Historic Area.

5.11.2 Performance Assessed Development

Consideration has been given to the proposed Performance Assessed classification table and
the following feedback with regard to the PO criteria corresponding with each class of
development is provided:
Ancillary Accommodation Performance Assessment Pathway
It is noted that Ancillary Accommodation is envisaged in the Residential Neighbourhood
Zone but has not been afforded a Performance Assessed pathway in the Development
Classification Table. It is considered that such a pathway should be established to ensure a
more streamlined planning process and to avoid notification in accordance with Criteria (1) –
‘all other code assessed development.
Proposal: It is considered that Ancillary Accommodation should be recognised in the
Development Classification Table under Performance Assessed.
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Preference for Detached Dwellings
Due to the very low density of the existing Country Living Zone, a limited range of housing
typologies are envisaged within the zone. By Comparison in the proposed Residential
Neighbourhood Zone all forms of dwellings and residential flat buildings are listed under
DTS/DPF 1.1 as an appropriate land use outcome.
Proposal: It is considered that within the Residential Neighbourhood Zone, that dwelling
type as listed under DTS/DPF 1.1 is limited to detached dwelling exclusively. This is
particularly pertinent in high bushfire risk areas where there is justification in limiting
density increases.

Out of Centre Retail and Commercial Development
Currently consulting rooms, offices and shops within the Country Living Zone are NonComplying except where associated with a dwelling and less than 80m2. By comparison, in
the proposed Residential Neighbourhood Zone there is no requirement for consulting
rooms, offices or shops to be associated with a residential use, the trigger for Restricted
Development is 200m2 for shops (excluding a restaurant) and notification is only required for
a shop or consulting room over 100m2.
This is considered to be a large variance from the expectations of the Country Living Zone.
Therefore it is considered that the criteria surrounding retail and commercial development
in the Residential Neighbourhood Zone must be reconsidered and revised.
Proposal: The Council considers that in the Residential Neighbourhood Zone the impact
of out of centre retail development should be tempered through the following
measures:
 A consulting room, office or shop should be made a Restricted Development
unless associated with a residential use
 The Restricted Development threshold should be lowered to 100m2; and
 Remove criteria (g) from the Notification of Performance Assessed
Development table as this creates confusion as to what takes precedence
between (g) and (i). The intention here is to capture all forms of consulting
rooms, shops and offices via criteria (i) – “All other code assessed”.
‘More than One Dwelling Per Allotment’ Notification Trigger
It is considered that due to the nature of ancillary accommodation, there may be an
argument where Criteria (c) in the Notification of Performance Assessed Development table
is concerned, that may lead to ancillary accommodation requiring notification.
Proposal: To minimise procedural burden for this type of low impact development, it is
considered that ancillary accommodation should be excluded from Criteria (c).
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5.12 Rural Intensive Enterprise Zone

The proposed Rural Intensive Enterprise Zone will replace the Lobethal Abattoir Policy Area under
the Watershed (Primary Production) Zone.

5.12.1 General Feedback

It is noted that Council support the transition of this Policy Area into a custom Zone as it will
ensure a more fit for purpose procedural and performance assessment pathway for
proposed developments in this Zone.
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5.13 Suburban Employment Zone

The proposed Suburban Employment Zone will replace the existing Light Industry and Commercial
Zones in Aldgate, Bridgewater, Woodside and Lobethal (Including the Woollen Mills).

5.13.1 General Feedback

It is noted that Council supports the consolidation of the existing zones into a custom Zone,
as it will ensure a more consistent and fit for purpose procedural and performance
assessment pathway for envisaged and anticipated developments.

Tourism Development
The rationale to support tourism accommodation in the Suburban Employment Zone is not
fully understood particularly in the Adelaide Hills context. Whereby, allowing this type of
development on the periphery of Townships and urban areas would be directly competing
with the Mainstreet Zones.
Proposal: Council considers that Tourist Accommodation should be removed from the
Performance Assessment classification table and the envisaged land use list under
DTS/DPF 1.1.

Notification for Development Adjacent to Land in another Zone
It is noted that the notification table in the Suburban Employment Zone is blank. Council
would appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed notification triggers when
they become available.
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5.14 Suburban Mainstreet Zone

The Suburban Mainstreet Zone is proposed to replace the District Centre Zone including the Core
and Fringe Policy Areas, the following feedback is provided with respect to the proposed Zone.

5.14.1 General Feedback

Protection of the Stirling Village Main Street Character
The Stirling mainstreet is much loved by residents and visitors alike, and this is largely
underpinned by the scenic quality of the landscaping that frames the mainstreet and also
the built form characteristics and groupings which create a fine grain pedestrian scale and
character that is unique to Stirling.
In considering these characteristics one of the tasks in the review process was to measure
how the Suburban Mainstreet Zone, responds to this unique character via the policy
framework.
Analysis of the proposed Zone has revealed that out of all the available Zones within the P+D
Code that the Suburban Main-street Zone appears to be the most appropriate fit to replace
the District Centre Zone. Notwithstanding, it is considered that the loss of the Desired
Character Statement is not fully offset by the revised policy framework, the concern
regarding this issue is outlined in Section 3.2.
Proposal: To address this issue, Council is proposing that the SPC consider reinstating
the most important elements of existing Desired Character Statements where valid,
back into the P+D Code via a Desired Character Area Overlay or as a Technical and
Numeric Variation (as discussed in Section 3.2).

Stirling Village Mainstreet Design Guidelines
In addition to the above, Council has recently completed an urban design study of the
Stirling mainstreet and surrounds to better guide precinct level outcomes within the project
area.
The project lead by WAX Design built on previous engagement efforts by the Council
regarding the Stirling District Centre and floated ideas and concepts with key stakeholders
and the community to understand ‘How change can be good for Stirling’.
The culmination of this work resulted in the Stirling Village Mainstreet Design Guidelines, a
26 page urban design framework and guideline manual that responds to the context of
Stirling and meets the community’s expectation with regard to the future character and
direction of the Stirling mainstreet. The document was endorsed by Council’s Elected
Members at a Strategic Planning and Development Policy Committee on the 2 October 2019.
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Proposal: The Stirling Village Mainstreet Design Guidelines provides a precinct level
fine grain approach to urban design outcomes on both private and public land within
the Stirling mainstreet context. It is considered that the approach undertaken to
develop the guidelines is robust and displays synergies with the urban design focus of
the Suburban Main-street Zone. Therefore Council would request that the Stirling
Village Mainstreet Design Guidelines (refer Appendix F) be considered for inclusion in
the P+D Code as a Design Standard in accordance with Section 69(2) of the Planning,
Development and Infrastructure Act, 2016.

Building Height TNV Parameters
The proposed building height parameters for the Suburban Main-street Zone have been
provided in the updated transition table (refer to Appendix A). It is noted that these are
consistent with the existing District Centre Zone Core Policy Area height restrictions.
Proposal: The Council would request the SPC to adopt the building height and storey
maximums for the Suburban Main-street as per the Transition table (refer to
Appendix A).

Site Coverage Dispensation to Incentivise Undercroft Parking Outcomes
It is noted that the site coverage dispensation afforded in the District Centre Zone via Stirling
Core Policy Area PDC 13 has been lost in the transition to the P+D Code. This provision aimed
to incentivise undercroft parking outcomes by offering an increase of 10% site coverage for
any development that incorporated undercroft car parking.
Proposal: In lieu of site coverage provisions the Council would like to explore other
opportunities with the SPC to incentivise undercroft parking outcomes within the
Suburban Main-street Zone.
Note: Undercroft car parking is supported in the Stirling Village Mainstreet Design
Guidelines, demonstrating another example of the continuity the document provides
between Development Plan and P+D Code Policy.

Diagrams and Development Guidelines
It is noted that diagrams within the District Centre Zone and Table ADHI/7 – Development
Guideline of the AHC Development Plan have been lost in the transition to the P+D Code.
These diagrams addressed particular design issues relevant to Activity and Mainstreet Zones
within the Council area. In particular the diagrams on pages 351-353 of the Development
Plan help to illustrate in simple terms the desired response for advertising. In addition the
diagrams on page 138-139 help to illustrate appropriate responses with respect to treating
the interface of undercroft car parking and the public realm. The loss of these diagrams will
result in less practical guidance for a range of issues in the P+D Code.
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Proposal: Council acknowledges that diagrams have been used sparingly to address
certain issues within the P+D Code, in particular the 30 degree plane setback criteria
for interface development. It is considered that where other diagrams within existing
development plans have a universal application that they be adapted to a suitable
format and brought into the P+D Code where appropriate.

5.14.2 Deemed-To-Satisfy Development

Consideration has been given to the proposed DTS classification table and the following
feedback with regard to the overlays and DTS criteria corresponding with each class of
development is provided:
Advertising

Zone DTS 1.5 and Advertising – General Module DTS 1.5 - ‘No Guidance for
Advertising Area and Height Maximums’
In reviewing the DTS pathway for advertising it is apparent that no area or height criteria has
been allocated to this development class. This appears to be an oversight as Zone DTS 5.1
and Advertising - General Module DTS 1.5 both stipulate quantitative criteria, yet neither has
been applied.
It is noted that there is a preference for the area and height criteria as stipulated in Table 1
under Advertising – General Module DTS 1.5 for the Suburban Main-street Zone to be
applied for both DTS and Performance Assessment pathways. This is due to this criteria
better aligning with Councils existing policy parameters regarding advertising.
Proposal: To address the omission of area and height maximums in the DTS criteria
for advertising, insert Advertising (Appearance) DTS 1.5 to the applicable General
Development Policies column for this class of development.
In addition, in line with comments above delete Zone DTS/DPF 5.1 from the Suburban
Main-street Assessment Provisions, as it appears to be sufficiently addressed in the
corresponding general module.

Replacement Building Pathway
Proposal: It is recommended that the following Development Class be deleted from
the DTS Development Classification Table for the Suburban Main-street Zone:
The construction of a new building in the same, or substantially the same,
position as a building which was demolished within the previous 3 years where
the new building has the same, or substantially the same, layout and external
appearance as the previous building.

It is considered that the DTS Pathway for ‘replacement buildings’ is not appropriate in a main
street zone, whereby it could result in development that locks in an existing poor design
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outcome. The level of focus that this Zone places on good design outcomes suggests that all
new buildings should be subject to a Performance Assessment.

5.14.3 Restricted Development

Consideration has been given to the proposed Restricted Development Classification Tables
and the following feedback is provided:
Capping Bulky Goods within the Mainstreet

In light of the key design outcomes sought by the Assessment Provisions within the
Suburban Mainstreet Zone, namely PO 2.2:
Buildings preserve the main street appearance by complementing the key shop-front
elements such narrow buildings and tenancy footprint with frequently repeated
frontages, and clear-glazed narrow shop front displays above raised display levels [base
stall boards] and recessed entries.
Council would support the introduction of a Bulky Goods gross leasable floor area cap to
minimise the potential for large scale ‘big box’ type developments impacting on the fine
grain urban design outcomes and pedestrian scale sought by the Suburban Mainstreet.
Proposal: Council would implore the SPC to consider introducing a Bulky Goods gross
leasable floor area cap within the Suburban Main-street Zone. It is considered that
there may be two options available to achieve this, one such approach would involve
applying a threshold as a Restricted Development trigger, this is considered a blunt
approach that does not pick up local context. An alternative may be to develop and
apply the cap as a TNV, this would allow for a more flexible approach that could be
varied spatially depending on local context. One of the major advantages of this
approach may potentially be that the TNV could respond to each precinct within a
Mainstreet Zone i.e. between the core vs the periphery etc.
Note: If the Commission supports this idea, then Council would like the opportunity to
collaborate on developing the appropriate response with respect to the gross leasable
floor area totals for bulky goods within Stirling.
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5.15 Suburban Neighbourhood Zone

The Suburban Neighbourhood Zone is proposed to replace the Mixed Residential Zone and
the Residential Foothills Policy Area (Woodforde and Rostrevor), the following feedback is
provided with respect to the proposed Zone.

5.15.1 General feedback on key issues
Mixed Residential Zone Mapping
It is noted that the existing Mixed Residential Zone surrounding Stirling has not been picked
up in the transition to the P+D Code, and by default it has fallen into the Residential
Neighbourhood Zone. To date no official clarification has been provided regarding this Zones
transition, but assurance has been provided by DPTI Staff that this will be addressed in a
revised version of the P+D Code.
This zone is critical for the Council as it allows for a range of housing typologies and varying
densities which is at odds to the intent of Residential Neighbourhood Zone
Proposal: AHC strongly recommends that the Mixed Residential Zone (and any
subsequent replacement Zone – see below) be allocated an appropriate zone and
mapped correctly in the P+D Code.

Mixed Residential Zone Transition
The current land use and policy intent of the Mixed Residential Zone within the AHC
Development Plan is to provide – through renewal of existing housing stock – a range of
housing typologies and densities, developed in a compact urban form and sensitively
integrated with adjoining residential areas on the interface of the Zone.
A transition from the current Mixed Residential Zone to the Suburban Neighbourhood Zone
as proposed in the P+D Code would be a notable variance from this policy intent. This is due
to the proposed Zone not catering for the full range of housing typologies and densities.
Furthermore the proposed zone does not acknowledge its role in supporting the adjoining
Mainstreet Zones in both Stirling and Crafers.
The Council would therefore oppose the application of the Suburban Neighbourhood Zone in
its current form and considers that a custom zoning solution needs to be developed that
captures the intent of the General Neighbourhood Zone but allows for the TNV functionality
offered by the Suburban Neighbourhood Zone.
Proposal: Based on the above the Council proposes to work with DPTI staff on a
custom solution involving either a new zone or subzone with an appropriate TNV
(refer Appendix A), to support the various housing typologies, density and built form
outcomes sought through renewal of existing housing stock.
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Out of Centre Retail Development
Currently shops within the Residential Foothills Policy Area are Non-Complying except where
associated with a dwelling and less than 80m2. By comparison, in the proposed Suburban
Neighbourhood Zone there is no requirement for shop development to be associated with a
residential use, the trigger for Restricted Development is 1000m2 and no notification is
required.
This is considered to be a large variance from the expectations of the Residential Foothills
Policy Area. Therefore it is considered that the criteria surrounding shop development in the
Suburban Neighbourhood Zone must be reconsidered and revised.
Proposal: The Council considers that in the Suburban Neighbourhood Zone the impact
of out of centre retail development should be tempered through the following
measures:
 A shop should be made a Restricted Development unless associated with a
residential use
 The Restricted Development threshold should be lowered to 100m2, and
 Notification should be required for all shop development within the Suburban
Neighbourhood Zone.
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5.16 Township Zone

The Township Zone is proposed to replace the Township Zones and all their associated Policy
Areas, the following feedback is provided with respect to the proposed Zone.

5.16.1 General Feedback

Protection of Township Character
The character of AHC’s townships are distinctive and contribute to a sense of place for
residents and a unique atmosphere that makes them a drawcard for visitors. The character
of these townships is largely underpinned by historic settlement patterns adjacent a main
thoroughfare and the scattering of historic and heritage listed buildings.
In analysing the proposed Township Zone, it is considered that the loss of the Desired
Character Statements for these townships is not fully offset by the revised policy framework,
and this will potentially impact on the character and setting of these townships over time.
It is noted that within the Adelaide Hills Council previous heritage surveys have identified
merit in a majority of the Townships having spatially defined areas moved into Historic
Areas. It is noted this particular policy reform is yet to be realised, nonetheless aspects of
the Desired Character Statements and the associated policy framework that underlies the
Policy Areas, reflects nuanced local and historic context that development must respond to.
Proposal: In lieu of sufficient time and resources to elevate areas within townships
into Historic or Character Areas, Council is proposing that the SPC consider reinstating
the most important elements of existing Desired Character Statements for each Policy
Area, back into the P+D Code via a Desired Character Area Overlay or as Technical and
Numeric Variation (as discussed in Section 3.2).

Lack of Housing Diversity
Council recently completed a comprehensive review of the existing Township Zone as part of
the Townships and Urban Areas DPA (Gazetted 24 October 2017). A cornerstone of this
amendment was ensuring that housing diversity was unlocked for the existing Township
Zones.
In the transition to the P+D Code it is noted that the full range of housing typologies have
not been afforded a Performance Assessment pathway, these include group dwellings,
residential flat buildings and row dwellings.
It is considered that this is a policy regression that will hinder this type of development due
to additional procedural scrutiny and burden, in particular by being subject to notification.
Proposal: It is considered that a full range of housing typologies should be recognised
in the Performance Assessed Development Classification Table. To assist the SPC and
DPTI with this issue, site area and frontage requirements for each proposed housing
type within the Township Zone have been provided in the updated transition table
(refer to Appendix A). It is noted that these are consistent with the existing Township
Zone and relevant Policy Area parameters as expressed in the AHC Development Plan.
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Out of Centre Retail Development
Currently shops within the Township Zone are Non-Complying where they exceed 250m2. By
comparison, in the proposed Township Zone there is no trigger for Restricted Development
and notification is only required where a development exceeds 250m2.
This is considered to be a large variance from the expectations of the existing Township
Zone. Therefore it is considered that the criteria surrounding shop must be reconsidered and
revised.
Proposal: The Council considers that in the Township Zone the impact of out of centre
retail development should be tempered through the following measures:
 The Restricted Development threshold should be introduced, and
 Notification should be required for all shop development within the Township
Zone.

Light Industry and Warehouse Development Thresholds
Due to the nature of light industry and warehousing activities and the potential for interface
issues with sensitive receiver’s i.e. residential properties, it is considered that a cap should
be introduced to discourage larger scale operations from setting up in established
settlement areas. Council would therefore support the introduction of a light industry and
warehousing floor area cap as well as a notification trigger.
Proposal: The Council considers that in the Township Zone the impact from light
industry and warehousing development should be tempered through the following
measures:
 A Restricted Development threshold should be introduced, and
 Notification should be required for all light industry and warehousing
development within the Township Zone.
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5.17 Township Mainstreet Zone

The Township Zone is proposed to replace the Local Centre and Town Centres Zones, the
following feedback is provided with respect to the proposed Zone.

5.17.1 General Feedback
Protection of Township Main Street Character
The main street character of AHC’s townships is distinctive and contributes to a sense of
place for residents and a unique atmosphere that makes them a drawcard for visitors. The
character of these township main streets is largely underpinned by historic settlement
patterns adjacent a main thoroughfare and the scattering of historic and heritage listed
buildings.
In considering these important characteristics one of the tasks in the review process was to
measure how the proposed Zone, responds to the unique character of each township
mainstreet within AHC.
In analysing the Zone intent, it is considered that the Township Mainstreet Zone is the most
appropriate fit to replace the existing Local Centre and Town Centre Zones, from both a land
use and built form perspective. Notwithstanding, it is considered that the loss of the Desired
Character Statement for these townships is not fully offset by the revised policy framework,
and this will potentially impact on the character and setting of these townships over time.
It is noted that within the Adelaide Hills Council previous heritage surveys have identified
the merit in a majority of the Townships having spatially defined areas moved into Historic
Areas. Although this work was not undertaken, it did inform aspects of the Desired Character
Statement and the associated policy framework that underlies this.
Proposal: In lieu of sufficient time and resources to elevate areas within township
main streets into Historic Area Overlays, Council is proposing that the SPC consider
reinstating the most important elements of existing Desired Character Statements,
back into the P+D Code via a Desired Character Area Overlay or as a Technical and
Numeric Variation (as discussed in Section 3.4).

Mapping Errors
In reviewing the Zone boundaries for the township main streets within AHC, it is apparent
that the designation of Township Mainstreet to the whole settlement area of both
Balhannah and Birdwood is an error.
Proposal: To address this issue, Council considers that the Township Mainstreet Zone
should be applied to the existing Local Centre Zones for these two townships
respectively, with the balance of the settlement areas transferred to Township Zone.

ADELAIDE HILLS COUNCIL: P+D CODE - PHASE 3 RESPONSE

Building Height and TNV Parameters
The proposed building height parameters for the Township Mainstreet Zone have been
provided in the updated transition table (refer to Appendix A). It is noted that these are
consistent with the existing Local and Town Centre height restrictions as expressed in the
AHC Development Plan.
Proposal: The Council would request the SPC to adopt the building height and storey
maximums for the Suburban Main-street as per the Transition table (refer to
Appendix A).

5.17.2 Deemed-To-Satisfy (DTS) Development

Consideration has been given to the proposed DTS classification table and the following
feedback with regard to the overlays and DTS criteria corresponding with each class of
development is provided:
Advertising

Zone DTS 1.5 and Advertising – General Module DTS 1.5 - ‘No Guidance for
Advertising Area and Height Maximums’
In reviewing the DTS pathway for advertising it is apparent that no area or height criterion
has been allocated to this development class.
It is noted that there is a reference to the Township Mainstreet Zone in Table 1 under
Advertising – General Module DTS 1.5 for the Suburban Main-street Zone, however no
quantitative criteria is proposed to be applied for both DTS and Performance Assessment
pathways. This is due to this criteria better aligning with Councils existing policy parameters
regarding advertising.
Proposal: To address this gap in the DTS criteria for advertising, it is suggested that
Advertising (Appearance) DTS 1.5 be applied to the applicable General Development
Policies column for this class of development. In addition Table 1 should be updated
to include area and height criteria.
Note: Given the hierarchy of Mainstreet Zoning it is considered that the appropriate
area and height criteria for advertising within the Township Mainstreet Zone should be
scaled down from Suburban Mainstreet criteria.

Replacement Building Pathway
It is considered that the DTS Pathway for ‘replacement buildings’ is not appropriate in a
main street zone, whereby it could result in development that locks in an existing poor
design outcome. The level of focus that this Zone places on good design outcomes suggests
that all new buildings should be subject to a Performance Assessment.
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Proposal: It is recommended that the following Development Class be deleted from
the DTS Development Classification Table for the Suburban Main-street Zone:
The construction of a new building in the same, or substantially the same,
position as a building which was demolished within the previous 3 years where
the new building has the same, or substantially the same, layout and external
appearance as the previous building.

5.17.3 Performance Assessed Development

Consideration has been given to the proposed Performance Assessed classification table and
the following feedback with regard to the PO criteria corresponding with each class of
development is provided:

Capping Bulky Goods within the Main Street
It is noted that bulky goods are currently non-complying uses within both the Local Centre
and Town Centre Zones.
This is in contrast to the P+D Code whereby they will now be performance assessed in the
Township Mainstreet Zone, which replaces the former zones. It is considered that this
represents a major shift in policy for township main streets and Council would seek
assurance that the implications of such a change would be reasonably tempered.
To this end Council would support the introduction of a bulky goods and retail showroom
gross leasable floor area cap to minimise the potential for large scale ‘big box’ type
developments impacting on the ability of such a development responding to the fine grain
urban design outcomes and pedestrian scales sought by the Township Mainstreet Zone. In
addition, it is considered that this type of development located adjacent to a dwelling in a
residential zone should be subject to notification.
Proposal: Council would implore the SPC to consider introducing a bulky goods and
retail showroom gross leasable floor area cap within the Township Main-street Zone.
It is considered that there may be two options available to achieve this, one such
approach would involve applying a threshold as a Restricted Development trigger, this
is considered a blunt approach that does not pick up local context. An alternative may
be to develop and apply the cap as a TNV, this would allow for a more flexible
approach that could be varied spatially depending on local context. One of the major
advantages of this approach may potentially be that the TNV could respond to each
precinct within a main street zone i.e. between the core and the periphery etc.
In addition, ‘bulky goods’ and ‘retail showroom’ should be listed under criteria (a)(iii)
of the Township Mainstreet Zone Notification of Performance Assessed Development
table, in order to trigger notification where located adjacent to a dwelling in a
residential zone.
Note: If the Commission accepts this proposal, then Council would like the opportunity
to collaborate on developing the appropriate response with respect to the gross
leasable floor area totals for bulky goods within Townships.
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5.18 Township Activity Zone
5.18.1 General Feedback
Mapping Errors

It is noted that a small pocket of land within the eastern extent of the Aldgate township has
been designated as Township Activity Zone (refer to the area highlighted in Appendix G).
The rationale for this designation is not entirely understood and would appear at a cursory
level to be an error, particularly based on the supported land use outcomes proposed by the
Zone. For example, Aldgate sits west of Bridgewater which sits in a Township Activity Centre
Zone and west of the nearby Employment Zone located along Mount Barker Road, both of
these zones envisage additional uses above what a Township Mainstreet Zone would
ordinarily support i.e. service trade premises.
Council aren’t aware of an overwhelming demand for this type of land use and on these
grounds would suggest that the subject land would be better placed within the Aldgate
Township Mainstreet Zone for continuity and to minimise potential conflicts with the
adjacent Residential Zone.
Proposal: To address this issue, Council considers that the Township Mainstreet Zone
should be applied to the portion of Aldgate proposed to be Township Activity Zone.

5.18.2 Deemed-To-Satisfy Development

Consideration has been given to the proposed DTS classification table and the following
feedback with regard to the overlays and DTS criteria corresponding with each class of
development is provided:

Advertising
Zone DTS 1.5 and Advertising – General Module DTS 1.5 - ‘No Guidance for
Advertising Area and Height Maximums’
In reviewing the DTS pathway for advertising it is apparent that no area or height criteria has
been allocated to this development class. This appears to be an oversight as Zone DTS 5.1
and Advertising - General Module DTS 1.5 both stipulate quantitative criteria, yet neither has
been applied.
It is noted that there is a preference for the area and height criteria as stipulated in Table 1
under Advertising – General Module DTS 1.5 for the Township Activity Zone to be applied for
both DTS and Performance Assessment pathways. This is due to this criteria better aligning
with Councils existing policy parameters regarding advertising.
Proposal: To address the omission of area and height maximums in the DTS criteria
for advertising, insert Advertising (Appearance) DTS 1.5 to the applicable General
Development Policies column for this class of development.
In addition, in line with comments above delete Zone DTS/DPF 5.1 from the Township
Activity Centre Assessment Provisions, as it appears to be sufficiently addressed in the
corresponding general module.
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5.19 Tourism Development Zone

The proposed Tourism Development Zone will replace the existing Tourist Accommodation
Zone located in Crafers.

5.19.1 General Feedback

It is noted that Council supports the transition of the existing Zone to the Tourism
Development Zone, as it will ensure an updated policy suite that provides additional
flexibility not currently afforded to the Zone. In addition it will provide a more consistent and
fit for purpose procedural and performance assessment pathway for envisaged and
anticipated developments.
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6 General Module Analysis
The following feedback is provided with regard to particular General Modules suites proposed in the
draft P+D Code.

6.1 Beverage Production

Council supports the introduction of the Beverage Production General Module.
Notwithstanding it is considered overall that the criterion is disjointed in how it addresses all
forms of beverage Production. In addition, the module appears to contain examples of
duplication or differently worded criteria seeking to achieve the same outcome. It is
considered that this module be reviewed and further refined.

6.2 Design in Urban and Rural Areas Suite

Council supports the renewed emphasis placed on design outcomes underpinned by the two
Design General Modules, in particular, the there is support for criteria surrounding Water
Sensitive Urban Design and Ecologically Sustainable Design outcomes. It is considered that
further emphasis should be placed on establishing DTS criteria for these outcomes so that it is
captured as a consideration for all types of development not just Performance Assessed.
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7 Definitions
The following feedback is provided with regard to particular definitions and common terms either
proposed or used within the draft P+D Code.

7.1 Land-Use Definitions
Horse keeping
It is considered that the P+D Code offers an opportunity to revisit the horse keeping definition,
that has long proved problematic and discourages good practice.
Proposal: Revisit the horse keeping definition with consideration to the following:
Horse keeping: means the keeping or husbandry of horses where more than 2
horses are kept per 3 hectares of land used for such purposes.
types of building to be sited away from public roads

Note: Keeping 1 horse alone is an animal welfare issue, as such it is recommended that
this be increased to 2. In addition, with respect to the existing definition all horses are
hand fed at some point and that part of the definition is unfathomable in its intent.

Horticulture
It is noted that horticulture is defined by ‘Australian Land Use & Management (ALUM)
Classification’ (Version 8 October 2016) – which is overseen by the Australian Collaborative
Land Use & Management Program (ACLUMP), to have two distinct classes: ‘perennial
horticulture’ and ‘seasonal horticulture’.
Proposal: It is considered that the Definition for Horticulture should provide a
distinction between the two classes, to allow for a more nuanced approach toward
Assessment Pathways for these distinct classes of Horticulture.
Tourism Facility
The use of facility in association with tourism appears to be quite common throughout the
P+D Code, clarification is sought regarding the use of the term facility, as it will likely have
implications for Assessment Pathways and Performance Assessment criteria relating to
tourism development.
Proposal: It is considered that Tourism Facility should be better defined or the use of
such a term should be removed from the P+D Code and replaced with a less ambiguous
term.
Industry
The definition of industry particularly part (b) should be expanded to capture all forms of
primary production value adding activity.
Proposal: It is considered that ‘processing’, ‘sorting’ and ‘grading’ should be inserted
into the criteria listed under part (b) of the industry definition.
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8 Conclusion and Recommendations
The Commission is commended for guiding the reform of South Australia’s planning system to
this point. The release of the draft Planning and Design Code marks a huge milestone in
transitioning the existing development policy framework into a state-wide consolidated form.
It is unfortunate however, that the Code had to be reviewed without the benefit of having the
e-Planning system being operational. This has made the task of reviewing the 1070 odd pages
of the Code applicable to our Council area exponentially more time consuming and challenging
to thoroughly review and road test every development classification and criteria.
Notwithstanding this, every effort has been made to capture and provide feedback on what is
considered the most imperative issues for the Adelaide Hills Council.
It is considered that the Code in its current form requires a detailed and thorough review and
must be refined based on the feedback expressed in the preceding sections of this report. To do
otherwise would result in adverse outcomes for the community.
Based on the concerns raised in the Code Response and the People and Neighbourhood Policy
Discussion Paper, the Council supports the recent delay to the implementation date, and
considers the following should be undertaken prior to the implementation of the Code:


The State Planning Commission and DPTI have had sufficient time to consider and respond
to, in detail, the submissions received during the public consultation period, in order for the
Code to be amended accordingly in accordance with the Community Engagement Charter

• The ePlanning System has been tested and is fully operational, free of errors and
incorporates the Code in its entirety, and
• Councils are given a reasonable opportunity to test the amended version of the Code on the
fully operational ePlanning System and are permitted to provide feedback to the State
Planning Commission and DPTI in this regard. Further, the State Planning Commission
consider extending the consultation period for a minimum of 4 weeks to permit all
interested parties, including the community to provide feedback on the draft Code.
The Adelaide Hills Council appreciates the opportunity to provide feedback on the draft Code
and looks forward to the opportunity to review a revised version, prior to it being implemented.
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Appendix A:
Adelaide Hills Council Proposed TNV Transition Table
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Current DP
Zone

Current
Policy Area

Country Living

Country Living
(Ayers Hill Road
Historic)
Country Living
(Bridgewater)

Country Living

P+D Code Zone

Proposed Lot size TNVs

Residential
Neighbourhood

N/A – Apply Limited Land
Division Overlay

Residential
Neighbourhood

Detached Dwelling: 1000m2
(CWMS) or 1200m2

Proposed
Height TNVs

Proposed
Frontage
width TNVs

Code: Lot size =
2,000m2

2
2

Comment

15-20m

Code: Lot size =
3,000m2
Code: Frontage = 20m

Country Living

Country Living
(Estate)

Residential
Neighbourhood

Detached Dwelling: 2000m2
and apply Median Rule Land
Division Tool

2

Code: Lot size =
2,000m2

Country Living

Country Living
(Stirling and
Aldgate)

Residential
Neighbourhood

Detached Dwelling: 2000m2
and apply Median Rule Land
Division Tool

2

Stirling -Code: Lot size
= 2,000m2

Residential
Neighbourhood

Detached Dwelling: 2000m2
and apply Median Rule Land
Division Tool

2

Code: Lot size =
2,000m2

N/A

2

Country Living

District Centre

Stirling Core

Suburban Main Street
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District Centre

Stirling Fringe

Suburban Main Street

N/A

2

Local Centre

Local Centre
(Crafers)

Township Main Street

Dwellings ancillary to
commercial land use. Lot size
not specified.

2

Mixed use development
Local Centre

Local Centre
(Gumeracha)

Township Main Street

Dwellings ancillary to
commercial land use. Lot size
not specified.

2

Mixed use development
Local Centre

Local Centre
(Kersbrook)

Township Main Street

Dwellings ancillary to
commercial land use. Lot size
not specified.

2

Mixed use development

Local Centre

Local Centre
(Oakbank)

Township Main Street

Dwellings ancillary to
commercial land use. Lot size
not specified.

2

Mixed use development
Local Centre

Local Centre
(Uraidla)

Township Main Street

Dwellings ancillary to
commercial land use. Lot size
not specified.

2

Mixed use development
Mixed
Residential

Suburban
Neighbourhood

Detached Dwelling: 500m2

2

12

Code: Minimum lot
size of 500m2 and
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Neighbourhood
Centre

Neighbourhood
Centre (Aldgate)

Township Main Street

Semi-Detached: 450m2

2

10

Group Dwelling: 500m2

2

15

Residential Flat Building: 300m2

2

15

Row Dwelling: 300m2

2

7

Dwellings in conjunction with
non-residential land use. Lot
size not specified.

2

frontage width 12m
does not capture
housing diversity

Mixed use development
Neighbourhood
Centre

Neighbourhood
Centre
(Bridgewater)

Township Activity
Centre

Dwellings in conjunction with
commercial land use. Lot size
not specified.

2

Mixed use development
Neighbourhood
Centre

Township Activity
Centre

Dwellings in conjunction with
commercial land use. Lot size
not specified.

2

Mixed use development
Residential

Glen Stuart Road

Housing Diversity
Neighbourhood Zone

3

Council is comfortable
with the Net Density
measure as expressed
in the Zone.
The proposed building
height TNV of 2
storeys appears
excessive in context of
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this locality

Residential

Residential

Town Centre

Residential
(Foothills)

Residential
(Medium Density)

Town Centre
(Balhannah)

Suburban
Neighbourhood

General
Neighbourhood

Township Main Street

Detached Dwelling:1000 m2

2

20

Semi-Detached: 850m2

2

18

3 (12m)

12

CODE = 2 Storey

Semi-Detached:325m2

3

10

Lot Size:

Group Dwelling: 450m2

3

15

300m2

9m

Residential Flat Building: 300m2

3

15

300m2

9m

Row Dwelling: 300m2

3

10

300m2

15m

300m2

15m

200m2

7m

Detached Dwelling:450 m2

Dwellings in association with
non-residential land use. Lot
size not specified.

2

Mixed Use Development
Town Centre

Town Centre
(Birdwood)

Township Main Street

Dwellings only if ancillary to
non-residential land use. Lot
size not specified.

2

Mixed Use Development
Town Centre

Town Centre

Township Main Street

CODE: Clarification
Required: PO 7.2 in
zone refers to row
dwellings. Is this an
error?

2

Frontage:
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Town Centre
Township

Township

Township

Township

(Woodside)
Town Centre
(Lobethal)
Township
(Balhannah)

Township
(Birdwood)

Township
(Charleston)

Township
(Forreston)

Township Main Street
Township (As
Proposed by AHC)

Township (As
Proposed by AHC)

Township

Township

2

Detached: 1000-1200m2

2

25

Semi-Detached: 1000-1200m2

2

20

Group Dwelling: 500-700m2

2

12

Residential Flat Building: 500700m2

2

12

Row Dwelling: 500-700m2

2

8

Detached: 1000-1200m2

2

25

Semi-Detached: 1000-1200m2

2

20

Group Dwelling: 500-700m2

2

12

Residential Flat Building: 500700m2

2

12

Row Dwelling: 500-700m2

2

8

Detached: 1000-1200m2

2

25

Semi-Detached: 1000-1200m2

2

20

Group Dwelling: 500-700m2

2

12

Residential Flat Building: 500700m2

2

12

Row Dwelling: 500-700m2

2

8

Detached: 4000m2

2

2

CODE: Lot Size = 500m
this is considered too
small for older parts of
the township.

Further clarification
required: Min Lot Size
and frontages to capture
housing diversity.
2

CODE: Lot Size = 500m
this is considered too
small for older parts of
the township.

Further clarification
required: Min Lot Size
and frontages to capture
housing diversity.
CODE: Charleston Min
2
Lot Size = 1,000m .
Further clarification
required: TNV – Min Lot
Size, Frontages to
capture housing diversity

CODE: Min Lot Size =
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2

3,000m .
This is a shortfall of
2
1,000m on existing
policy.
Further clarification
required: TNV – Min Lot
Size.

Township

Township

Township
(Gumeracha)

Township
(Houghton)

Township

Township

Detached: 1000-1200m2

2

25

Semi-Detached: 1000-1200m2

2

20

Group Dwelling: 500-700m2

2

12

Residential Flat Building: 500700m2

2

12

Row Dwelling: 500-700m2

2

Detached: 4000m2

2

8

CODE: Gumeracha Min
2
Lot Size = 1,000m .
2 Storey.
20m Frontage.
Further clarification
required: TNV – Min Lot
Size, Frontage to capture
housing diversity.
CODE: Houghton Min Lot
2
Size = 3,000m . This is a
2
shortfall of 1,000m on
existing policy.
Further clarification
required: TNV – Min Lot
Size

Township

Township
(Kersbrook)

Township

Detached: 950-5000m2.

2

CODE: Kersbrook Min
2
Lot Size = 1,000m . Not
appropriate for some
parts of the Township.
Further clarification
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required: TNV – Min Lot
Size.

Township

Township

Township

Township

Township
(Lobethal)

Township (Mount
Torrens)

Township (Mylor
Historic)

Township (Mylor)

Township

Township

Township

Township

Detached: 1000-1200m2

2

25

Semi-Detached: 1000-1200m2

2

20

Group Dwelling: 500-700m2

2

12

Residential Flat Building: 500700m2

2

12

Row Dwelling: 500-700m2

2

8

Up to 2 Storey

25

Detached: 1000-1200m2
Semi-Detached: 1000-1200m2

20

Group Dwelling: 500-700m2

12

Residential Flat Building: 500700m2

12

Row Dwelling: 500-700m2

8

Detached: 4000m2

Detached: 4000m2

CODE: Lobethal Lot Size
2
= 500m this is
considered too small for
older parts of the
township.
Further clarification
required: Min Lot Size
and frontages to capture
housing diversity.
CODE: Mt Torrens Min
2
Lot Size = 1,000m .
Further clarification
required: TNV – Min Lot
Size, frontages to
capture housing
diversity.

1 Storey
Residential

CODE: Mylor Min Lot
2
Size = 3,000m .

2 Storey NonResidential

This is a shortfall of
1000m2 on existing
policy.

1 Storey

CODE: Mylor Min Lot
2
Size = 3,000m .
This is a shortfall of
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2

1,000m on existing
policy.

Township

Township

Township
(Oakbank)

Township
(Summertown)

Township

Township

Detached: 1000-1200m2

2

25

Semi-Detached: 1000-1200m2

2

20

Group Dwelling: 500-700m2

2

12

Residential Flat Building: 500700m2

2

12

Row Dwelling: 500-700m2

2

8

Detached: 4000m2

2

25m

CODE: Oakbank Lot Size
2
= 500m this is
considered too small for
older parts of the
township.
Further clarification
required: Min Lot Size
and frontages to capture
housing diversity.

CODE: Summertown Min
2
Lot Size = 3,000m .
This is a shortfall of
2
1,000m on existing
policy.

Township

Township (Uraidla)

Township

Detached: 4000m2

2

25-30m

CODE: Uraidla Min Lot
2
Size = 3,000m .
This is a shortfall of
2
1,000m on existing
policy.

Township

Township
(Woodside
Historic)

Township

Apply Limited Land Division
Overlay

2
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Township

Township
(Woodside)

Township

Detached: 1000-1200m2

2

25

Semi-Detached: 1000-1200m2

2

20

Group Dwelling: 500-700m2

2

12

Residential Flat Building: 500700m2

2

12

Row Dwelling: 500-700m2

2

8

CODE: Woodside North
2
Min Lot Size = 500m not
suitable for all parts of
this locality.
Further clarification
required: Min Lot Size
and frontages to capture
housing diversity.
.

Township

Township

Township
(Woodside)

Township
(Woodside)

Township

Township

Detached: 1000-1200m2

2

25

Semi-Detached: 1000-1200m2

2

20

Group Dwelling: 500-700m2

2

12

Residential Flat Building: 500700m2

2

12

Row Dwelling: 500-700m2

2

8

Detached: 1000-1200m2

2

25

Semi-Detached: 1000-1200m2

2

20

Group Dwelling: 500-700m2

2

12

Residential Flat Building: 500700m2

2

12

Row Dwelling: 500-700m2

2

8

CODE: Woodside North
2
Min Lot Size = 500m not
suitable for all parts of
this locality.
Further clarification
required: Min Lot Size
and frontages to capture
housing diversity.

CODE: Woodside North
2
Min Lot Size =500m not
suitable for all parts of
this locality.
Further clarification
required: Min Lot Size
and frontages to capture
housing diversity.
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0_Executive Summary
Stirling is a significant district centre for the Adelaide
Hills region with a diverse range of retail and commercial
properties, numerous cafes and restaurants and essential
civic and community services such as the Council offices
and the library, set within a beautiful tree-lined main street.
Stirling is recognised as a major tourism destination with an
increasing cultural focus that builds on the unique character
of the Adelaide Hills and the idea that the Adelaide Hills is
a place for everyone. The village is well connected to the
wider council area via the freeway and established public
transport routes.
These guidelines are intented to supplement the
development controls contained in Council’s Development
Plan (shortly to be superseded by the new Planning and
Design Code). These design guidelines are not prescriptive
but are intented to provide ideas to achieve good
development outcomes and maintain or enhance the iconic
village character which the Stirling Village Mainstreet has
become renowned for.
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Stirling Village Mainstreet Design Guidelines aim to create
a best practice approach to planning and development in
Stirling over the next few decades. The objective of the
guidelines is to build upon existing planning strategies,
reports and implementation plans to deliver an integrated
approach to the maintenance of existing development as
well as encourage new development opportunities.
This document combines detailed site analysis, community
feedback and initiatives from key stakeholders and the
Council.
The guidelines aim to be neither prescriptive nor absolute.
Instead, the intention is to use the guidelines as a visionary
‘big picture’ framework that demonstrates the potential of the
Stirling Village Mainstreet. The aim is that redevelopment
and future development is aligned, consistent and meets the
community’s vision for Stirling.

The guidelines allow the Council and property owners to
identify potential opportunities and new partnerships which
will enable a coordinated approach to be undertaken when
redevelopment occurs. The document can also be used
to guide the Council’s public infrastructure investment
decisions.
The guidelines may also influence the State and Council
planning policy and encourage further economic
development opportunities and investment. The document
can also be used to identify the requirement for feasibility
studies, guide future investigations or guide further detailed
concept plans.
The analysis of the Stirling Village Mainstreet takes
into consideration the notable physical, cultural and
environmental factors of the District Centre. The document
explores the development capacity of the Village Centre and
considers how existing and proposed buildings can combine
with open spaces, the public realm and vehicular access to
create the Stirling Village Mainstreet.

Through the analysis, it is evident that there are distinct
precincts within the Stirling Village Mainstreet., each with a
different design, landscape and development potential. The
precincts form the basis of the Stirling Village Mainstreet
Concept Plan and recommend responsive design actions
that reflect improvements to movement and access,
increased community provisions and new development
opportunities, as well as identifying new open spaces,
laneways and plazas.
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1_Principles and Vision
1.1 INTRODUCTION
The analysis and community engagement undertaken during
the development of the Stirling Village Mainstreet Design
Guidelines has provided clear direction on the issues and
opportunities that face Stirling now and into the future. The
guidelines for the Stirling Village Mainstreet provides an
overview of how the existing character, new development
and access, as well as the provision of public open space of
the village should be planned for in the future.
Design principles, objectives, guidelines and actions have
been developed to illustrate how the built form, access and
movement, as well as the public realm within Stirling can be
delivered and how future development will contribute to the
overall vision for the Stirling Village Mainstreet.

6

Central to the Stirling Village Mainstreet Design Guidelines
is the Stirling Village Mainstreet Concept Plan. The concept
plan represents the urban character, open space and
landscape potential of the village as a whole.
The concept plan is separated into the various planning
and urban design layers. Each layer demonstrates specific
responses and potential opportunities in relation to the
following:

•
•
•

BUILT FORM
MOVEMENT AND ACCESS
PUBLIC REALM AND OPEN SPACE

1.2 BUILT FORM

1.3 MOVEMENT AND ACCESS

•

•

Provide legible and integrated movement and access
options that integrate pedestrian, bicycle and vehicle
connections.

•

Create continuous, safe and easily accessible footpaths
for all members of the public along the main street and
across the village centre more broadly.

•

Create a road network that allows for easy navigation of
traffic along the main street and to car parking areas (onstreet and off-street).

•

Balance pedestrian and vehicular needs and establish
well-planned spaces for both.

•

•

Support the community’s passion for the Stirling Village
Mainstreet and provide well planned and desirable built
form and public realm outcomes that maintain, enhance
and deliver a wide range of land uses, functions and
activities.
Maintain the unique character of the main street and
establish planning precincts that build on the village
qualities of Stirling.
Encourage development that creates opportunities for
vibrant, high-quality mixed-use, and residential land
uses.

•

Create an authentic main street experience that is
attractive, well designed and legible.

•

Encourage new buildings of high architectural standards
which incorporate sustainability principles and provide
for mixed-use and adaptive development.

•

Provide conveniently located car parking options that
support the economic, social and recreational function of
the village.

1.4 PUBLIC AND OPEN SPACE
•

Ensure the Mainstreet is welcoming and inclusive for
people of all ages, genders and cultures, creating a safe
and friendly environment.

•

Promote active main street frontages and laneways
with verandahs, garden beds, small plazas and
outdoor dining that supports human activity and social
interaction.

•

Reinforce the landscape character of the main street
and continue to promote the impressive tree-lined
avenue of the village.

•

Create attractive and functional public spaces, laneways
and streets that encourage community interaction,
recreation and congregation.

•

Encourage innovative development and high-quality
landscape areas to create attractive public spaces,
including water sensitive urban design (WSUD)
responses, green roofs and green walls.

•

Ensure that the public realm is safe, accessible and
caters for the needs of all members of the community.

•

Promote significant cultural representation in the design
of new development, public realm, open spaces and
public art.

1.5 VISION

“A thriving and walkable main
street that celebrates the
uniqueness of Stirling.”
“A well designed and vibrant
village retaining its trees and open
spaces while incorporating new
high quality development.”
“A well defined main street with
small open spaces, rest stops
and public spaces that support
community activity, congregation
and events.”
“ A main street filled with large
deciduous trees and attractive
gardens.”
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3_Built Form
Reinforce the ‘village’ character
along the main street through
the establishment of quality
development. Active frontages
will characterise the built form
with verandahs, gardens and
outdoor areas that address the
main street.
The new development will
respond to the existing scale,
bulk and architectural style of the
main street with various setbacks
creating new public spaces for
congregation, socialisation and
relaxation.
The existing laneways will
become bustling pedestrian
spaces with shop frontages,
active plazas and public spaces,
while new laneways will increase
access, and provide new retail,
hospitality and residential
opportunities.
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3.1 CONTEXT

3.2 BUILT FORM GUIDELINES

The land use and built form character of Stirling is a mix
of different styles and development forms that reflects the
numerous built from changes that have occurred since
settlement in the late eighteen hundreds. The village
character is reflected in many of the existing buildings with
several properties of Local and State Heritage significance.

•

A large portion of the northern side of the main street
contains development with a distinct ‘village’ main street
character, including a continuous verandah over the
pedestrian walkway and single-storey buildings. The current
land uses are predominantly retail, hospitality or service
orientated businesses with active frontages that add to the
village character of Stirling.
The southern side of Mount Barker Road contains a variety
of properties and is characterised by larger commercial
floor plates, wide setbacks from street frontage boundaries,
off-street parking fronting the main street and landscaped
edges.
The scale and form of development throughout Stirling
largely reinforces the ‘village’ character. There is a focus
on single and double story buildings with shop windows
and facades that encourage human interaction. The
unique landscape character of the main street combines
with the built form scale to create an attractive main street
destination.

Respond to the existing ‘village’ character of the main
street and encourage development with active frontages,
verandahs and building setbacks that create pubic
space.

•

Ensure that new development provides car parking to
the rear of the allotment.

•

Encourage new development to more strongly address
the main street.

•

Promote and develop distinct precincts that reinforce and
consolidate existing land uses and built form characters
as well as new development potential.

•

Develop active facades with 10 to 12-metre frontages
and building forms that reflect the fine grain and scale of
the precincts.

•

Maintain verandahs over footpaths; building frontages to
the boundary lines and laneways.

•

Reduce the bulk of south-facing facades to limit
overshadowing.

•

Encourage development up to two storeys in height
which responds to the existing ‘village’ character and
streetscape design of Stirling (based on the mean
ground level of the existing development measured from
each corner).

•

Maintain diverse rooflines using hipped, skillion and
gabled roof profiles to minimise uniformity (ensure
rooflines reflect the existing character and rhythm of the
main street).

•

Develop upper storey setbacks to limit the visual impact
and overshadowing.

•

Encourage the development of verandahs with a
minimum height of 2 metres and maximum width from
the building line of 2.5 metres.

•

Retain the heritage character of Stirling through
sympathetic development that reflects existing built form,
bulk, scale and detailing.

•

Ensure facades express a balanced ratio of solid to void
with doorways, windows and articulation increasing the
permeability and activation of the built form.

•

Avoid development with large blank facades.

•

•

Encourage activation of second storey development to
allow over looking and passive surveillance of public
spaces.

Create laneways, plazas and small parks with pedestrian
access that promotes a permeable main street fabric for
Stirling.

•

•

Encourage mixed use planning vertically (commercial,
retail, hospitality and residential land uses with potential
offices and flats above ground floor premises).

Limit the impact of retaining walls and explore stepped
floor plates and landscape treatments that reduce the
visual impact of retaining (planting beds, climbing plants
and green walls).

•

Explore the opportunity for landmark buildings in key
locations to create gateways along the main street.

•

•

Further refine the ‘village heart’ with new open spaces
and development that caters for the community.

Screen air conditioners, plant, antennas, towers, satellite
dishes and other service facilities from streets and public
spaces.

•

Within new development provide opportunities for garden
beds, tree planting and landscape treatments.

Ensure service areas are integrated within the building
form or screened from public view.

•

Promote side boundaries with articulated ‘in’ steps,
windows, facade treatment and landscaping.

Avoid concealed alcoves, dark areas and hidden
entrances which limit passive surveillance.

•

Encourage building construction with durable material
of longevity, such as natural stone, rammed earth and
brick.

•
•
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4_Movement and Access
4.1 CONTEXT

4.2 PEDESTRIAN

4.3 VEHICULAR

Create an accessible main street
with well-designed and generous
footpaths and walkways.

The main street has good pedestrian infrastructure provision
along the entire length of the street, with consistent footpaths
on either side of the road. However, there are numerous
locations where conflicts are created with vehicles entering
car parks and laneways.

•

Establish a hierarchy of footpaths that provide
continuous access along and across the main street,
ensuring that pathways are accessible for people of all
abilities.

•

Seek to establish clear and legible access to parking
areas in Stirling with a focus on Pomona Road, Druids
Avenue, Johnstone Street and Merrion Street.

•

•

Encourage efficient parking and reduce traffic circulation
by providing wayfinding signage to rear car parks.

Visitors and residents will be
encouraged to enjoy and explore
the laneways, plazas and open
spaces of Stirling.

In addition, connections across Mount Barker Road are
limited to the southern half of the main street. There are
two crossings with a median refuge point and a signalised
pedestrian crossing, all located in the northern portion of the
street.

Promote the widening of footpaths to a minimum of 1.5
metres to improve pedestrian mobility.

•

•

Improve pedestrian access across the main street by
incorporating new crossing points, each with a central
refuge, adjacent to the Druid Avenue intersection, the
library lawns and opposite the Stirling Hotel.

Explore the potential to relocate bus stops to increase
public transport connections with the village, laneways
and improve the experience of users.

•

Encourage larger, more efficient parking areas by
amalgamating rear allotments.

•

Explore the potential undercroft and multi-deck parking
(consider existing topography, landscape treatments and
materiality to increase landscape amenity and reduce
visual impacts).

•

Enhance safety for all road users by reducing the speed
limit (which was recently done) and removing street sign
clutter.

•

Examine the potential to progressively reduce on-street
parking and increase public space along the main street.

•

Increase landscape treatment and tree planting with
parking areas to reinforce the landscape character of the
main street and improve the amenity for pedestrians.
Promote overflow car parking areas during events,
particularly Stirling Oval.

The pedestrian connection will
be high-quality with verandahs,
trees and gardens beds providing
significant levels of amenity.
Vehicular access will be easy
and well-signed with car parking
consolidated across existing
and new development sites and
located at the rear of the main
street.
The opportunities for cycling will
be improved with extensions
to existing cycle lanes and
additional bike parking facilities.
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Car parking consists of on-street parking that flanks the
north eastern side of the main street and along side streets
(angled and parallel). Large areas of off-street parking also
run parallel to the main street with car parking at the rear of
buildings (particularly on the northeast side of Mount Barker
Road).
An assessment of the current parking provision indicates
that the number of parking spaces is greater than the
demand required most of the time. Previous studies and
consultations have identified that car parking is abundant in
Stirling; however, improved access and signage is required.
The two major access points to the rear off-street parking
areas are from Pomona Road and Merrion Terrace. These
entrances are not well-signed for motorists entering the
precinct. This results in unnecessary vehicle circulation
through the streets while looking for an on-street park, as
many drivers are not aware that these spaces exist.
There are four one-way vehicular access lanes from Mount
Barker Road leading to the rear car parks which are also
not well-signed. These access points are narrow with
limited parking, and each creates potential conflict points for
pedestrians along the footpath.
Several side streets connect to the main street, offering
additional vehicular access, parking, as well as connecting
to other commercial areas. Reinforcing access to the side
streets and balancing these intersections with pedestrian
access will achieve better integrated outcomes.

•

Progressively close vehicle access to all laneways to
improve pedestrian access throughout the village centre
and improve access to rear car parking.

•

Upgrade the laneways to increase the amenity for
pedestrians, including seating, trees and garden beds.

•

Establish a pedestrian connection to Apex Park
capitalising on the upgrade of the laneways and the
improvement of car parking areas in Stirling.

•

Select high quality, durable materials and finishes to
pedestrian paths that are sympathetic with the character
of the village and will provide a significant open space
legacy for Stirling.

•

Improve all ability pedestrian access to existing and new
built form.

•

•

Provide consistent lighting and clear sightlines to ensure
that safe pedestrian routes are maintained.

4.4 CYCLING
•

Provide and increase bicycle parking at strategic
locations along the main street.

•

Increased availability and prominence of cycling lanes
along the main street (review provision of lanes with the
possible removal of on-street parking).

•

Facilitate cycling connections with destinations outside
Stirling (i.e. Crafers and Aldgate).

PO

D

AR

N
MO

Movement and Access
Land Use

Car parking
Function

UE

N
AVE

RD

Relocated bus stop
Potential undercroft car parking
Pedestrian crossing (refuge)
Pedestrian crossing (signalised)
Bicycle parks and infrastructure
Access

Pedestrian connections
Key Vehicle access routes
Mainstreet

N

O

I
RR

E
TC

E

GA

RR

OD

CR

ES

DR
UID

AV
E

M

MO

UN

TB

AR

KE

R

RO

AD

H
JO

NS

N
TO

ST

0

100
13

5_Public Realm and Open Space
Reinforce the vegetated and
green character of Stirling with
the enhancement and creation
of spaces which provide the
opportunity for the public to sit
and linger in the main street.
Foster the creation of a highquality public realm with active
frontages, verandahs and
gardens beds to both sides of
the street to form continuous
landscape setting along the main
street.
The quality and character of the
main street will be enhanced
through the progressive
replacement and planting of
appropriate plants and trees.
The creation of new public
spaces, plazas, small parks and
laneways will reinforce the village
character of Stirling and enhance
the experience of visitors and
residents.
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5.1 CONTEXT

5.2 PUBLIC REALM GUIDELINES

Mount Barker Road is flanked with large trees and extensive
gardens beds that give Stirling its unique landscape
character. The result of a significant beautification
programme during the late 1980’s and early 1990’s, the main
street trees and gardens create a major landscaped public
realm space which runs through the centre of Stirling.

•

The public realm should enhance the village character
of Stirling through the sophisticated, stylish and
sympathetic design and detailing of external spaces.

•

Provide public spaces approximately every 100
metres along the main street to allow socialisation and
enjoyment of the surrounding landscape character.

Opportunities for sitting and congregation are limited along
the main street, and the majority of Stirling’s open space
is provided in front of the library and at Steamroller Park.
The current vehicular access along the various laneways
creates numerous conflicts, as well as limiting the potential to
redevelop these areas as pedestrian-focused public spaces.

•

The large trees that line the main street are the village’s
greatest asset and provide shade, colour, amenity and
beauty. These trees, some planted several decades ago,
are becoming senescent and appropriate succession
planning will be required to maintain the landscape character
of the street. Also, the selection of replacement trees will
need to consider the impacts of climate change to ensure the
ongoing adaptation of Stirling’s landscape character.

•

Provide visual interest for pedestrians through a more
human scale design and the detailing of street frontages.

•

Consider shelter and shades, including covered
walkways to enhance pedestrian experiences.

•

Provide consistent lighting and clear sightlines along
laneways and streets as well as across parking areas to
ensure safe pedestrian routes.

The topography and the resulting forms of development
required large retaining walls and constructed edges. These
urban responses often detract from the village character of
Stirling, and greater emphasis needs to be placed on the
design and treatment of these urban elements.

•

Apex Park is a valuable open space asset. However,
connections to the main street and the adjacent car park are
limited. With significant topographic level changes between
the main street and Apex Park, new pedestrian links will be
required.
Steamroller Park is the only playspace within the town and
has recently been upgraded. There exists an opportunity
to increase the community value of this area and provide
opportunities for young adults and the youth in the
community.

•

•

Explore public artworks that commemorate the history
and sense of community within the village, consider
both Aboriginal and European histories, stories and
narratives.

•

Provide ‘all access’ and Disablity Discrimination Act
compliant ramps as part of the public realm where
appropriate to ensure accessibility for all.

Establish tree planting and garden beds within car
parks to reinforce the landscaped character of Stirling,
incorporate large canopy trees every 4 to 6 car spaces
with 2m wide tree pits.

•

Minimise the impact of blank facades and retaining walls
through utilisation of garden beds, climbing plants and
green walls to provide screening and green edges.

Maintain all bases of tree crowns along Mount Barker
Road to a height of 2 to 3 metres above pedestrian level
to increase sightlines and passive surveillance.

•

Employ water sensitive urban design (WSUD)
techniques where possible within road reserves, car
parks and public open space areas to enhance the
collection and treatment of stormwater.

•

Develop a hierarchy of landscape treatments that
respond to the Stirling Precincts, public realm character
and function.

•

Provide natural surveillance, through viewing
opportunities and vista to streets and public open space
areas.

•

Promote the use of porous surfaces to allow water to
permeate and increase stormwater inundation.

•

Ensure that landscape areas provide habitat for local
native fauna.

Develop street furniture and public realm features that
reflect the Stirling character and enhance the use of
public spaces.

•

Ensure that plant selections are reminiscent of the exotic
European character present within Stirling while also
suiting the local environmental conditions and future
climate impacts.

•

Maintain the existing trees and develop a succession
plan for senescent trees with an appropriate replacement
time frame and species selection.

•

Promote pedestrian and landscape connections to the
‘Village Heart’ (library lawn) and Apex Park through the
modification or relocation of existing car parking.

•

Provide access to water, power and data within civic
spaces and plazas to maximise the potential of areas for
events.
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6_Village Mainstreet Precinct
6.1 ACTION PLAN
11. Create a defined main street frontage with single

storey development, continuous verandah and footpath
treatments.

66. Develop pedestrian laneways and encourage active
frontages, outdoor dining and seating.

77. Maintain the significance of main street gardens and

22. Encourage new two storey development with main street
setback and active frontages to adjacent laneways and
rear car parking areas.

8

33. Reinforce the Pomona Road streetscape and define

99. Develop landscape treatments including green walls,

vehicular entrance to car park with new two storey
development.

44. Create a new development edge to Apex Park with

on-site parking and landscape treatment to reduce the
visual impact on Apex Park and explore opportunities for
lift access [4a].

55. Develop stepped access to Apex Park with landscaping

limit development associated with outdoor dining areas.

8. Increase signage and vehicular access to off-street
parking.
planters and climbers to reduce the visual impact of
road and parking infrastructure.

10. Review directional and information signage to assist
10
with legibilty and sense of arrival.

11. Develop pedestrian access across car parks with
11
designated walkway and landscape treatments.

treatments.

1

6

4

6

4
Note: the numbering corresponds to the numbers on the plan.
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7_Mainstreet Renewal Precinct
7.1 ACTION PLAN

1. Redevelop parking and encourage new development
that capitalises on the main street frontage (explore the
development potential of the road reserve with single
storey development that reinforces the village character
of Stirling).

1

22. Establish two-storey development with large floor plates,
loading areas to the rear and south facing setbacks to
increase solar access to adjacent laneways [2a].

33. Develop car parking to the rear and explore potential for
deck and undercroft parking.

44. Develop building setbacks that create plazas and small
parks (10 metres wide) along the mainstreet.

55. Create laneways that fragment the development pattern

of the mainstreet renewal precinct and provide access to
off street parking.

6. Maintain the significance of the main street gardens and
6
limit the impact of outdoor dining areas to maintain the
built form character of the mainstreet.

77. Establish designated pedestrian crossing points that link
the main street.

88. New bus stops to improve connections to village centre
[8a] and improvements to existing bus stops [8b].

99. Increase signage and vehicular access to off-street
parking areas.

10. Develop landscape treatments including green walls,
10

planters and climbers to reduce the visual impact of road
and parking infrastructure.

4

11. Ensure that new development responds to the historic
11
character of adjacent precincts/ buildings.

1
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Note: the numbering corresponds to the numbers on the plan.
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8_Civic Precinct
8.1 ACTION PLAN
1.
1 Explore the potential redevelopment of the Council
offices to increase the civic function and community
value of the site and increase the library lawns [1a] with
potential for a youth play area.
2.
2 Develop a new plaza to the Council offices and build on
civic character of the precinct.
3.
3 Develop a large open space plaza in front of the Council
offices and ensure the protection of the existing trees on
site.
4. Develop a major laneway (8-10 metres wide) between
4
the main street and open space plaza to the north of the
precinct.
5.
5 Promote pedestrian links to Apex Park.

1

7. Maintain the significance of the main street gardens and
7

tree planting.
8.
8 Establish designated pedestrian crossing points that link
the main street.
9.
9 Relocate existing bus stop to improve connections to the
civic precinct.
10.
10 Increase signage and vehicular access to off street
parking areas.
11.
11 Develop landscape treatments including green walls,
planters and climbers to reduce the visual impact of road
and parking infrastructure.
12.
12 Modification of parking and development of undercroft
parking to meet future requirements.

6.
6 Maintain the open space significance of the library lawns.

2

2

1

4

Note: the numbering corresponds to the numbers on the plan.
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9_Heritage Precinct
9.1 ACTION PLAN
1.
1 Maintain the significance of State and Local heritage
listed properties.
2. Promote renewal and new development that responds
2 to the existing character of the precinct and restrict
development that is dominant in bulk, scale and
materiality.
3. Manage the landscape character of Druid Avenue
3
through progressive tree replacement and appropriate
management.
4.
4 Maintain the open space significance of the Stirling Hotel
garden and improve pedestrian access.

5.
5 Develop new gardens to the Heritage Precinct as part
of progressive development of the Mainstreet Renewal
Precinct and develop continuous footpath access.
6.
6 Increase signage and vehicular access to off street
parking.
7.
7 Establish designated pedestrian crossing points that link
the main street.
8.
8 Develop landscape treatments including green walls,
planters and climbers to reduce the visual impact of road
and parking infrastructure.

Note: the numbering corresponds to the numbers on the plan.
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10_Design Palette
The need to create a cohesive public realm will be critical
to the success of the Stirling Village Mainstreet Design
Guidelines. By applying a considered approach to the design
and selection of elements, objects and materials in the public
realm, quality outcomes can be delivered. The analysis has
demonstrated the important and unique character of Stirling.
This character is expressed and reinforced in the forms,
aesthetics and function of the constructed environment,
landscapes and features which exist in Stirling.

MATERIALS

STREET FURNITURE

By developing a palette of materials, continuity across
Stirling can be achieved. Materials can be used to create
highlights to reinforce the context of areas and increase the
function of a space.

Street furniture and community facilities can be used in
the realisation of the Design Guidelines. Consideration
should be given to the potential for public spaces within the
public realm which provide seating and spaces to relax and
socalise.

PAVING

LANDSCAPE

By developing a paving palette, continuity across Stirling
can be achieved. Paving can be used to create highlights to
reinforce the context of areas and increase the function of a
space.

The trees and landscapes of Stirling create the living fabric
of the town. Landscapes and vegetation can have a positive
effect on the social well-being of a community as well as
aesthetic benefits. The need to maintain a strong landscape
structure within Stirling is extremely important.

Much of the character of Stirling is contained in the
landscape and built form of the public realm. The future
aesthetic of Stirling responds to ideas of quality, longevity
and authenticity. The Stirling Village Mainstreet Design
Guidelines do not propose a simple copying of the historic
and village characteristics, thereby creating a fake or
kitsch environment. Instead, these guidelines consider
relevant design responses which are unique, confident and
progressive, and that will deliver outcomes that match the
future expectation of Stirling’s community.
The following represent ideas and opportunities in relation
to the design of the Stirling main street. The design palettes
considers:
•
•
•
•

24

Materials
Street Furniture
Paving
Landscape

11_Design Considerations
The future built form of Stirling will be critical in maintaining and
enhancing the village character. Encouraging the development
of new buildings that add to the urban fabric in terms of form,
scale and details is necessary. The following guidelines
demonstrate the urban design responses that will be required.

11. Continuous verandah (2m wide x 2.5m high)
22. Single story frontage addressing the main street (up to 4m)
33. Second storey setback to provide activation of upper storey
and allow solar access (2 to 2.5m)

44. Second storey (up to 4m)
55. Entire building not exceeding 10m (based on mean ground
level from each corner of the existing property)

6. Building setback to provide public space (5 to 10m setback)
6
where possible

6

Illustration of plaza and building setback

5

6
4

1

3

1

Illustration of built from to main street frontage

2

Illustration of plaza and development potential of existing car park (Mainstreet Renewal Precinct)
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2 PO

2

As part of the Stirling Village Mainstreet Design Guidelines
and in response to several comments during the community
engagement process, the following additional investigations
are suggested for further consideration to achieve the
desired outcomes of these guidelines.

2

4
UE

N
AVE

1

RD

9

1

11. Review the outcomes of the forthcoming stormwater

2

management study.

22. Ongoing review of traffic movements in the village

centre, particularly from the impacts of development.

1

2

3. Review and audit signage and wayfinding throughout the
3 village centre.

5

8
2

7

4. Complete a traffic assessment of freeway off-ramp and
4 village entry.

1

8

5. Continue work to monitor and manage tree management
5 and replacement plan.

2
2

1

6. Explore the redevelopment opportunity of the
6 existing council offices to enhance civic function and
administration efficiency.

1

77. Explore the potential of development adjacent to Apex

6

1

Park and undercroft car parking.

3

2

88. Explore the further temporary and/or permanent

closures of the existing laneways to traffic and develop
an activation programme to further support the ‘Stirling
Laneways’ and other events.

N

O
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ADELAIDE HILLS COUNCIL: P+D CODE - PHASE 3 RESPONSE

Appendix G:
Township Activity Zone Aldgate

ENCLOSURE B
Adelaide Hills Council Submission on the People and Neighbourhoods Policy Discussion Paper
Adelaide Hills Council is grateful for the opportunity to provide feedback on the the People and
Neighbourhoods Policy Discussion Paper released for community consultation by the State Planning
Commission.
In preparing this submission, a review of the Paper was undertaken including consultation with
relevant Council Members and staff.
General comments on the content of the paper have been provided below, with a detailed
assessment and suggested changes made in the Comment Table provided in Attachment 1.
Support of Intent of Policy Discussion Paper
At the outset Council would like to acknowledge that the People and Neighbourhood Policy
Discussion Paper, supplemented by the Background Paper, is a useful instrument detailing emerging
issues facing South Australia and provides a good platform to consider appropriate and adaptive
planning policy responses.
For the Adelaide Hills Council it is important that we encourage the adoption of climate responsive
buildings. In addition it is equally important that we protect our built heritage. In this regard it is
encouraging to see these issues afforded an appropriate level of consideration.
Notwithstanding this, it is considered there are some themes and policy responses within the
Discussion Paper which raise some questions for the our Council district, and require further analysis
by DPTI in partnership with Council, as is outlined in more details below.
Median Land Division Tool
The Country Living Zone that captures the residential areas surrounding Crafers, Stirling, Aldgate and
Bridgewater is proposed to be replaced with the Residential Neighbourhood Zone. It is Council’s
understanding that this zone was developed to fill a policy gap between smaller and larger rural
living allotments. With this in mind it is considered that the existing Country Living Zone has a
character that is unique to its locality and one that does not fundamentally align with Rural Living or
other Residential Zones. This is particularly relevant when considering Council’s award winning
Median Rule Land Division Tool and how it responds to the unique development pattern within the
existing Zone. As it stands DPTI has not included the Median Rule Land Division Tool in the draft P+D
Code for Phase 3 Councils. Council considers that this creates a policy shortfall and strongly urges
DPTI and the Commission to consider its inclusion in the P+D Code for our Council area, with
sufficient time to work with the Commission on how this can be achieved. It is considered that one
approach would be to include the tool via a Technical and Numeric Variation (TNV).
Adelaide Hills Council Context – Residential Development
The development opportunities for the townships and settlements within the Adelaide Hills Council
have long been influenced by the following factors:


Prohibition on urban development outside existing township and urban area boundaries and
limits on subdivision within townships according to the environmental and infrastructure
constraints



The limited waste water/sewerage infrastructure capacity of most of the towns, noting that
some have no such infrastructure



Protection of water catchment quality measures



Protection of rural and primary production land



Conservation of native vegetation, and



The demographic projections which suggest a static population associated with limited
future subdivision potential within the district.

With the above issues in mind, the Adelaide Hills Council is by no means projected to experience any
significant growth in the future. Notwithstanding this, the issue of providing housing opportunities
still needs to be addressed due to changes in demographic profile and housing type preferences, as
evidenced by the trends toward, smaller household size associated with the increased number of
single person households, an aging population and lifestyle choices, as summarised further below.
Age Demographic and Household Income Snapshot
Within the Adelaide Hills Council, the residing age demographic has changed from 1996 to 2016
(refer Figure. 1 & 2 Age-sex pyramid). Relative to population growth, there exists a larger young (019) and ageing population (60-85+) in line with state trends. The 2016 Census data depicts that
those people 55 years or older are choosing to stay and age in place rather than move to the
Adelaide Plains (refer to Figure. 2: 1996). A comparison and further breakdown of the 1996 and
2016 Census data suggests negative migration of the 20-44 year old age group, with greater stability
of the 45-59 age group. Further there is a sharper decline for the 70-80 year old’s, with a stable and
larger 80+ age group. The forecasted population change to 2041 is commensurate with the 2016
age-sex pyramid.

Figure. 1 Age- sex pyramid 1996. Source: Australian Bureau of
Statistics, Census of Population and Housing, selected years
between 1991-2016 (Enumerated data). Compiled and presented in
profile.id by .id, the population experts.

Figure. 2 Age- sex pyramid 2016. Source: Australian Bureau of
Statistics, Census of Population and Housing, selected years
between 1991-2016 (Enumerated data). Compiled and presented
in profile.id by .id, the population experts.

In addition, household sizes have fallen in line with trends for the Greater Adelaide region (refer
figure. 4). The growth in household typologies within the Adelaide Hills council, include those
without children and lone person households, whilst couples with children has seen negative
growth.

Income trends from data (refer figure. 3) illustrate an increase of equalised low and high household
income and negative medium income growth. The growth in the low income quartile when coupled
with the growth of the 80+ population group suggests an increase in the poor/old demographic.
Affordable housing options should therefore be provided to allow the community to age in place
with access to nearby services and amenities, as well as to provide for greater housing diversity
within townships and urban areas in order to mitigate negative population growth for the 20-44year
old population demographic. This would also encourage the growth of a fine grain economy in
conjunction with land use and intensity.

Figure. 3 Change in Household Income Quartile: 1996-2016. Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics, Census of
Population and Housing, 1996 and 2016 (Enumerated data). Compiled and presented in profile.id by .id, the population
experts.

Figure. 4 Change in Household Type: 1996-2016. Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics, Census of Population and
Housing, 1996 and 2016 (Enumerated data). Compiled and presented in profile.id by .id, the population experts.

Key Issues - Housing
The age-sex pyramid shown earlier, coupled with the household and income data, supports the need
for policy that responds to the ageing in place demographic trend. In addition, the income data
demonstrates an increase of the low income bracket. As such along with the need for additional
housing choice within townships and urban areas, opportunities for the provision of alternative
housing should be considered to cater for this demographic segment.
With consideration to SPP: 1 - Integrated Planning and 6 – Housing, it is uncertain how the proposed
township zone will provide for opportunities for the provision of various types of supported
accommodation (family assisted through to paid), and other housing typologies (e.g. Fonzie, Dual
occupancy, Next Gen Granny flat) in order to accommodate people with disabilities, aging in place
options and better balance affordable housing options with greater social equity and demand for
access to services.
Most recently the Adelaide Hills Council began to respond to these trends via the Townships and
Urban Areas Development Plan Amendment (DPA). The policy suite approved via this DPA sought to
increase flexibility for the provision of different housing typologies around the Stirling and Crafers
activity centres and within our townships. In Stirling and Crafers this lead to the creation of the
Mixed Residential Zone, and in our Townships this resulted in a full range of housing typologies
being offered. In the transition to the Planning and Design Code it is concerning to note that the
diversity in housing typologies offered by the Development Plan has been diluted by the proposed
Planning & Design Code zonings and is considered inadequate in responding to the abovementioned
trends. It is considered that this does not therefore represent a like for like transition into the P+D
Code.
In addition, the Stirling Mixed Residential Zone has not been transitioned into the Planning and
Design Code and this is considered to be a significant oversight that must be rectified prior to
implementation of the Phase 3 of the P+D Code.
Although detailed analysis is required to fully understand the influence of the most recent zoning
changes, there is an opportunity to reconsider the built form of our existing activity centres and
surrounds, and our township main streets and surrounds to facilitate an appropriate response to the
demographic trends summarised above. This could include consideration to increased building
height thresholds that would accommodate the potential for mixed use development where
appropriate. Such a response would attract investment interest and assist in delivering viable and
affordable residential developments and mixed use projects.
Desired Character Statements
It is considered that the loss of desired character statements from the development assessment
system is the single biggest concern for the local government sector and the public alike. Using a one
size fits all zoning approach which does not allow for recognising the nuanced character of
residential areas across the State is considered to be a significant shortcoming of the new system. It
is considered that what replaces it does not provide enough guidance with respect to character and
amenity outcomes within existing residential neighbourhoods. In particular, the proposed Desired

Outcomes are useful but fall short of providing a contextual framework within which to undertake
an assessment.
It is further considered that not having a bespoke contextual policy reference point for planners to
refer to when submitting or assessing new development proposals in a specific locality will result in
potentially poor development outcomes. Further, this could also lead to the erosion of the character
of residential neighbourhoods which have benefited to date from customized policy suites to protect
their long established character.
One possible solution to this issue would be to consider whether succinct character and amenity
contextual summaries could be expressed and incorporated via the TNV within a Desired Character
Overlay for a particular spatial locality. This approach would address the gap between generic
residential localities and Character and Historic Areas. If this approach is considered by the
Department to be an appropriate response, Council would be happy to collaborate with DPTI in
developing such a proposal. The Commission is therefore urged to permit the use of succinct desired
character statements as TNVs within an overlay framework which could then be called up by the
new e-Planning Portal when reviewing the applicable policy suite for a specific property.
Built Form
A review of the Township Zones and the Technical and Numeric Variations has revealed that
minimum building heights will vary between townships. In some instances due to the use of terms
such as medium scale, a default height of up to 6 storeys could potentially be contemplated. It is
considered that the TNVs need to be carefully reviewed and a like for like transition needs to be
achieved for the first generation of the P+D Code whereby a maximum height of 2 storeys is applied
to all our Townships, with the provision for increased height where appropriate (e.g. Suburban Main
Street Zone).
Out of Centre Retail Development
The subtle erosion of the centre hierarchy proposed in the Planning and Design Code is a concern,
for which the rationale is not entirely understood. In reviewing the impact that such changes would
have on Adelaide Hill’s existing residential areas and townships, it is apparent that the policy is
certainly not a like for like transition with respect to anticipated land uses (in some cases) and gross
leasable floor areas. In addition, the policy that is offered in the various residential and township
zones is scattered and inconsistent with regard to the Desired Outcomes and how they relate to
Performance Outcomes. In addition, the Restricted Assessment Pathway triggers appear to generous
and Public Notification triggers should generally be consistent across all residential zones. As
foreshadowed, in the ‘Phase Three Code Amendment – Update Report,’ all of the out of centre retail
development should be reviewed and refined to better align with existing policies and avoid
unnecessary agitation with what the community generally expects within our Residential Zones.
To review all comments regarding the proposed Policy Directions please refer to the attached
Comment Table (Appendix 1).
Summary
In summary, the Adelaide Hills Council is supportive of the policy framework presented in the People
and Neighbourhood Policy Discussion Paper and looks forward to having the suggestions as tabled in
this submission reviewed and refinements made to the Planning and Design Code where
appropriate, prior to its implementation.

Attachment 1
Adelaide Hills Council – Comment Table on the People and
Neighbourhoods Policy Discussion Paper

Theme 1: A Clearer and More Consistent Policy Framework
Ref
No.

Proposed Residential Zones

1A

Capital city
Urban Centres

Proposed Timing

Transition Ready

Suburban Areas and Townships
 Suburban Neighbourhood
 General Neighbourhood
 Township
Rural Areas
 Rural Settlement
 Residential Neighbourhood
 Rural Living

Transition Ready

Council Comments
The Adelaide Hills Council supports this reform in line with SPP 1, 5, 6 & 7, however would encourage
further refinement of the township policies and suite of zones for regional areas to facilitate and
promote evolving, innovative small scale mixed use development. For example; Town Main Street Zone
should reflect population trends in the AHC area that currently sit ahead of SA government population
projections to 2041 (refer themes 7 & 8). The proposed zones should not restrict access to services,
housing diversity and affordability for populations groups such as lone person and dual person occupier
that includes an ageing population, persons with disability. This is reflected by the 2016 Census data
depicting an increase in low income group could be attributed to the increase in seniors (60 -85+ yrs.).
Refer figures 1 & 2. There is an opportunity for greater land use integration and dwelling diversity (such
as mixed use developments (MUD) and modified building heights) to accommodate these trends. It is
considered that in future generations of the Code the zone should incorporate growth to include good
quality public open space to promote intergenerational practice. (e.g.: inclusion of nature play style of
activity provides both passive and active recreation within main streets).

The council acknowledges that the proposed Residential Neighbourhood Zone will replace the Country
Living Zone, the appropriateness of this zone is questioned given it was developed to fill the gap
between small and large rural living and it is considered that this is causing some friction between the
existing and proposed policy. As such as alluded to in the covering letter the Adelaide Hills Council
strongly proposes that the Median Rule Land Division Tool (and Desired Character Statements) be
included in the Code to capture nuanced land division patterns within the Zone.

1B

Clear scope for local variation

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this reform in line with SPP 1, 2, 5, 6 & 7, however as alluded to in
the covering letter the Adelaide Hills Council considers that the proposed criteria offered in the TNV’s
does not go far enough in some instances and would welcome the reintroduction of refined desired
character statements as a TNV to address local nuance.

1C

A new, more certain and consistent

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this reform in line with SPP 1, 2 & 6, however there appears to be
over restrictive application of overlays to certain forms of development in particular ancillary residential
structures such as carports, verandahs and outbuildings. It is considered that the applications of overlays
within the Deemed to Satisfy Classification Tables be carefully reviewed and refined to unlock the DTS
Pathway for reasonable and anticipated development within the residential and township zones.

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports and welcomes this planning reform in line with SPP1. It is noted that
the Draft Phase 3 Planning and Design Code does contain notable inconsistencies, omissions and errors
in the various Notification tables. Additional detail regarding these issues will be provided by Council via
the Planning and Design Code response.

‘deemed-to-satisfy’ pathway

1D

Consistent approach to
public notification

Theme 2: High Quality Design
Ref
No.

Key Opportunities and Challenges

Proposed Policy Response in the Code

Proposed Timing

Council Comments

2A

Design policy varies across Development
Plans. Some have policy that provides
guidance toward achieving good design
outcomes while others do not.

The Code introduces the Design in Urban
Areas and Design in Rural Areas modules
which establish design-focused policies
specific to a range of common
development types (e.g. low-rise
residential, retail development, and
developments of four storeys or more).

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this reform in line with
SPP 2.

2B

The Government Architect is a referral
body in the current planning system and
contributes to the development
assessment process by providing design
advice to the State Commission
Assessment Panel (SCAP).

Proposed that referrals to the
Government Architect continue in the
new planning system for similar classes
of development where SCAP is the
relevant authority and will be identified
in a new Design Overlay contained
within the Code.

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this transition in line
with SPP 2.

2C

Currently, design review is available only
to proposals where the lodged application
will be referred to the Government
Architect.

Design review will continue to operate
as a non-mandatory process.
Development of a Local Design Review
Scheme will be explored during the
public consultation period for the Code.

Reform (Gen 1)

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this process and is in
favour of a Local Design Review Scheme being established to
further build capacity in the sector with respect to innovative
and responsive design outcomes.

Theme 3: Residential Infill Improvements
Ref
No.
3A

Key Opportunities and Challenges

Proposed Policy Response in the Code

Proposed Timing

Tree canopy on private land is decreasing
across Greater Adelaide.

The draft Code introduces policy to
provide greater consistency and clarity
in relation to tree planting and
landscaping for infill development to
assist in providing greener streets and
contribute to tree canopy targets.

Transition Ready

Reform (Gen 2)

Council Comments
The Adelaide Hills Council supports this reform in line with
SPP 2 & 5.

Compliance, governance and maintenance are critical to this
reform. An integrated approach with local government in
collaboration with regulatory bodies such as Green Adelaide
and consultation with community to establish a tree canopy
hierarchy with nominated tree species, could reinforce
existing/desired streetscapes and design outcomes and foster
greater support by allotment owners and community. Such
policies could form part of a more holistic approach to
precinct and neighbourhood design, it is noted that the
introduction of Design Standards could facilitate these
outcomes.

3B

Street-facing facades should make a
positive contribution to existing
streetscapes while maintaining flexibility
to respond to a broad range of styles,
tastes and trends.

The draft Code introduces policy
relating to street-facing facades to
incorporate key elements that provide
depth, variation in light and shadow,
and elements that provide interest and
animation along streetscapes.

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this reform in line with
SPP 2 & 7 as a general development guideline, however
would encourage such design guidelines be commensurate
with other policy objectives of the P&D Code(climate change
mitigation), the NCC requirements and housing affordability.

3C

High levels of stormwater run-off
associated with infill development can
result in increased flood risk, public
infrastructure costs, loss of water to
green our suburbs and pollution in

Simple water sensitive urban design
(WSUD) measures for small-scale infill
have been introduced as a deemed-tosatisfy criteria.

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this reform in line with
SPP 1, 2 & 5 for the Adelaide metropolitan area.

Reform (Gen 2)

The topography of regional areas within Greater Adelaide
including AHC is not typical of the metropolitan areas, and as

waterways.

such, it may be difficult to gauge the effectiveness of some of
these measures, particularly where infrastructure is not
formalised. The scope exists to address this with future
infrastructure upgrades, however the Code should
acknowledge in the interim that where infrastructure is
deficient that alternative solutions can be explored to
address such issues.

3D

An appropriate balance needs to be
struck between providing sufficient
parking for occupants without creating an
oversupply.

Car parking rates for small-scale infill
development have been reviewed and
standardised to align with typical
parking demand.

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this reform in line with
SPP 1 & 2.

3E

Some forms of infill development
significantly reduce the amount of onstreet parking available.

The draft Code introduces policies to
preserve on-street parking (where
appropriate).

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this reform in line with
SPP 1 & 2 for the Adelaide metropolitan area

3F

When the internal dimensions of garages
are narrow they can be inconvenient to
use due to difficulty opening doors,
loading and unloading shopping or having
sufficient space to walk around a vehicle.

The draft Code introduces minimum
garage widths to ensure they:

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this reform in line with
SPP 2.

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this reform in line with
SPP 2.

a) allow car doors to open to a
second stop for
loading and unloading
b) provide space to move
around the vehicle
c) provide space for a small
work bench or cupboard.

3G

Wide driveways on narrow allotments can
reduce street appeal and space for bin
collection, parking, gardens and tree
planting.

The draft Code introduces maximum
driveway widths for narrow allotments.

Theme 4: Greenfield and Master-Planned Development
Ref
No.

Key Opportunities and Challenges

Proposed Policy Response in the Code

Proposed Timing

Council Comments

4A

The current Residential Code needs to be
improved to better suit greenfield and
masterplanned areas.

The new Code will update and transition
the current Residential Code to a
deemed-to-satisfy pathway for new
dwellings within greenfield and
masterplanned areas.

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this transition in line with
SPP 1.

4B

A more enabling environment for new
diverse housing types and products is
needed in greenfield and master-planned
areas.

The Code will provide flexibility to
develop a range of housing types to
respond to demographic and market
trends in greenfield and master-planned
areas.

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this reform in line with
SPP 1 & 6.

4C

WSUD, landscaping and tree canopy
targets are needed at the street,
neighbourhood and suburb level in
greenfield and master-planned areas.

The draft Code establishes policies that
promote access to open space,
increased tree canopy and WSUD
treatments at the precinct level rather
than in individual allotments in
greenfield and masterplanned areas.

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this reform in line with
SPP 1 and 5.

Theme 5: Heritage and Character
Ref
No.

Key Opportunities and Challenges

Proposed Policy Response in the Code

Proposed Timing

Council Comments

5A

Heritage and character considerations
appear in many different zones, creating
policy inconsistency and duplication.

To avoid duplication and inconsistency
the Code introduces specific Overlays
which can apply to many zones, a single
zone, part of a zone or a particular
property.

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this reform in line with SPP 7
and together with the proposed changes to the P&D Code Phase
Three (Urban Areas) Code Amendment – Update Report
welcome the performance assessed pathway.

5B

A proliferation of policies and assessment
processes guide development within
State Heritage Areas.

The Code will contain a single, universal
policy for State Heritage Areas.

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this reform in line with SPP 7.

Reform (Gen 2)

5C

5D

Currently, proposals to alter or demolish
a State Heritage Place must be referred to
the Heritage Minister. However, the
Minister is only empowered to provide
advice, not a final direction.

Proposals regarding State Heritage
Places will continue to be referred to
the Heritage Minister, however the

Councils use different policies and
assessment processes to determine what
kind of development can occur in relation
to a Local Heritage Place and whether
these places can be demolished.

The Code will contain a single, universal
policy for Local Heritage Places.

The council would encourage refined policy direction for
adjoining allotments (curtilage) of heritage public places and
public open spaces of cultural significance, to promote greater
harmony with interfaced land uses.

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this reform in line with SSP 7.

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this reform in line with SPP7
including clearer performance assessed criteria for demolition
control.

Minister will now have greater authority
to direct decision-making.

Demolition of a Local Heritage Place will
be considered only if the place in
question has little heritage value, is
structurally unsound or a public safety
risk, and/or irredeemably beyond repair.

5E

Councils use different policies and
assessment processes to determine what
kind of development can occur within a
Historic Conservation Zone and whether
buildings within the zone can be
demolished.

The Code will contain a single, universal
policy for Historic Conservation Zones,
which will become Historic Area
Overlays.

Transition Ready

Any proposal to alter or demolish a
building within these areas will be
assessed using criteria that consider the
building’s heritage values, structural
integrity/condition and its potential to
be repaired economically.

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this reform in line with SPP 7
and welcomes the inclusion of Historic Area Statements for
clearer assessment pathways incorporating guidelines to
strengthen development outcomes sympathetic with existing
character elements. Feedback will be provided on the draft
Historic Area Statements and will form part of the Adelaide Hills
Council P+D Code response.

In addition, Council looks forward to exploring potential future
application of additional Historic Areas Overlays to our
townships that are underpinned by heritage and character. .

Historic Area Statements will provide
nuanced guidance for individual areas of
value.

5F

Contributory Items typically exist within
Historic Conservation Zones but they
have no set criteria and are not
recognised in the Development Act 1993
or Planning, Development and
Infrastructure Act 2016. As such, no new
contributory items have been recorded
by councils or added to the South
Australian Heritage Register since 2012.

Contributory items will no longer exist
as there is no legislative criteria for
them. The vast majority of current
contributory items will be afforded a
level of protection under the new statewide Historic Area Overlay policy.

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council does not contain any Contributory
Items but acknowledges the reconvening of the expert panel to
address widespread community concerns and looks forward to
the findings.

5G

Currently there is no legislated criteria for
the creation of a Character Area and
councils determine their own Character
Areas and accompanying policy.

The Code will contain a single, universal
policy for Character Areas. Character
Area Statements will provide nuanced
guidance for individual areas of value.

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this reform in line with SPP 7
and looks forward to exploring potential future application of it
to our townships that are underpinned by heritage and
character. However further consideration should be afforded to
refining zones and sub zones for clearer assessment pathways
and better alignment with the Character Area Statements and
Character Overlays. (For example; the Town Main Street Zone
does not identify mixed use development under the land use and
intensity PO, and as such can add complexity for the assessing
authority).

Different councils use different
assessment processes to determine what
kind of new development can occur
within a Character Area.

Reform (Gen 2)

Theme 6: Climate Change and Sustainability
Ref
No.

Key Opportunities and Objectives

Proposed Policy Response in the Code

Proposed Timing

Council Comments

6A

Tree canopy on private land is decreasing
across Greater Adelaide.

The draft Code introduces policy to
provide greater consistency and clarity
in relation to tree planting and
landscaping for infill development to
assist in providing greener streets and
contribute to tree canopy targets.

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this reform in line with SPP 2
& 5.

6B

Consistent Water Sensitive Urban Design
policies that can be practically applied for
small-scale development in established
suburbs

The draft Code introduces deemed-tosatisfy policies for:

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this reform in line with SPP 2
& 5, however design guidelines should consider balancing
minimum (small allotment) requirements for private open space
with the amenity such space should afford the user and
accessibility in situ for rain water tanks (RWT) and detention
tanks to capture stormwater runoff (amongst other units – air
conditioner condenser, hot water units, clotheslines).

• Landscaped permeable garden space
to reduce impervious surfaces and
provide soft landscaping and tree
planting e.g. 15% for sites under 200m2
and 20% for sites 201-450m2.
• At least one tree planting per dwelling
to cool the local environment and
maintain local character.
• One rainwater tank per dwelling to
manage stormwater runoff (which is
proposed to replace building
requirements now).

A review of setback requirements to address the practical
challenges for small allotments to provide better development
outcomes, should be considered.
Reform (Gen 1)

6C

Consistent Water Sensitive Urban Design
policies that can be practically applied for
medium and high-rise mixed-use
and residential development Medium
scale (3 to 6 stories) to high scale (<7
stories)

The draft Code introduces deemed-tosatisfy policies for tree planting
requirement (and associated deep soil
zone)

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this reform in line with SPP 2
& 5 and reiterates the inclusion of a streetscape tree canopy
hierarchy governed by the local planning authority for greater
consistency, compliance and for the provision of good quality
public realm.

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this policy transition in line of
SPP5.

For example, a performance outcome
will be provided regarding:

residential development, located in the
City or along major

• Rainwater tanks to manage
stormwater run-off (in apartment

transport corridors

buildings)
• Green walls and green roofs to provide
amenity and relief from heat island
effect.

6D

Consistent Water Sensitive Urban Design
policies that can be practically applied for
broad hectare land division.
Master-planned brownfield or greenfield
(>20 allotments).
Significant sites that are master-planned
to include a range of low to medium
mixed-use development. The ability to
incorporate WSUD and GI into masterplanned developments is well
established.

Public open space and streetscapes
provide a major opportunity for
increasing tree canopy and
incorporating WSUD solutions such as
detention basins, swales, rain gardens
and large shady street trees. Masterplanned communities are generally
designed around these types of
solutions to manage stormwater and to
create green and leafy places to live.
Therefore for these type of
developments, the emphasis will
continue to be on including WSUD and
GI solutions at the land-division stage.

Theme 7: Housing Preferences
Ref
No.

Key Opportunities and Objectives

Proposed Policy Response in the Code

Proposed Timing

Council Comments

7A

Clear definitions for aged care and
retirement living developments are
needed.

Land use definitions have been reviewed
and a new definition established for
‘retirement facility’.

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this review in line with
SPP 6. However, there should be greater flexibility for
retirement facilities to foster greater social sustainability.

7B

Policy is inconsistent.

The Code provides greater consistency
in policy.

Transition Ready

The council supports this reform in line with SPP 6.

7C

Current options are not sufficient to
enable housing flexibility to meet the
needs and aspirations of our older
residents.

The Code will create an enabling
environment for a range of housing
types in established areas.

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this reform in line with
SPP 1& 6, however further consideration is required to
reflect population trends in the AHC area for greater
dwelling diversity in townships, given the council sits
ahead of SA government population projections to 2041,
as described in the covering letter. In this regard, the
council will provide additional feedback in the response to
the P&D Code.

7D

Less prescriptive and more performance
based policy is needed to allow for
flexibility and ensure policy is reviewed
regularly to keep pace with changing
needs and demand.

Policy specific to retirement, aged care
and supported accommodation has
been reviewed and transitioned to the
Code in the Design in Urban Areas and
Design in Rural Areas General Modules.
The Code provides for a performancebased assessment of these
developments.

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this review and
transition in line with SPP 6, however townships exhibit
unique community structures from the metropolitan areas.
Land use should be commensurate and expanded and
should include good quality public realm in design
guidelines to promote intergenerational practice through
sustainability practices.

7E

Restrictions relating to proposals for
more than one home on an allotment,
including self-contained units, need to be
removed.

A new definition of ancillary
accommodation and a deemed-tosatisfy pathway have been introduced to
facilitate small, self-contained units on
allotments shared with an existing
dwelling.

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this reform in line with
SPP 6 and acknowledges the review of the definition for
ancillary accommodation.

7F

Non-complying triggers are commonly
used to control land division in rural living
areas.

The Rural Living Zone will incorporate
policies that clearly define anticipated
allotment sizes and will be performance
assessed rather than restricted.

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports the reform to
performance assessed in line with SPP 1, 2, 5 & 6.

Some areas will have a Limited Land
Division Overlay.

0

7G

Under the current system, minimum
allotment sizes in Rural Living Zones
range from 1200m2 to 20ha.

A new Residential Neighbourhood Zone
will help bridge the gap between the
General Neighbourhood Zone and the
Rural Living Zone to reduce the variation
in minimum allotment size and provide
greater clarity about envisaged land
uses.
The Residential Neighbourhood Zone is
likely to be the relevant zone for existing
Rural Living Zones with smaller
allotment sizes (less than
4000sqm/0.4ha).
A rationalisation of allotment sizes has
occurred in the Rural Living Zone and
range from 4000sqm (0.4ha) to 10ha.

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council acknowledges that the
Residential Neighbourhood Zone provides a framework to
capture the smaller sized allotments within existing Rural
Living Zone areas. However, when applied to the Country
Living Zone, it is considered that the policy falls short of
responding to the variation of allotment sizes and
therefore the unique character of the Country Living Zone,
a character not commonly exhibited in Existing Rural Living
Zones.

Therefore Council strongly supports the transition of the
Median Rule Land Division Tool as a TNV to spatially apply
to the existing Country Living Zone. If this cannot be
accommodated in the transition to the Code then Council
would urge the Commission to consider a Subzone to
ensure the policy framework can better respond to the
local nuances of the Country Living Zone.

Theme 8: Affordable Living
Ref
No.

Key Opportunities and Objectives

Proposed Policy Response in the Code

Proposed Timing

Council Comments

8A

The application of affordable housing
policy is inconsistent, particularly in
relation to incentives.

The Affordable Housing Overlay will be
transitioned to the Code and will
standardise incentives such as density,
height and car parking bonuses.

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this transition in line
with SPP 1 & 6.

8B

Currently any ROSAS development
approved by the State Coordinator
General is exempt from requiring
planning approval as they are assessed
against ‘Assessment Criteria Checklists’
that sit outside Development Plans.

The assessment of housing renewal
applications on South Australian
Housing Trust land will be brought into
the Code via a Housing Renewal General
Module and will be subject to planning
approval.

Transition Ready

The Adelaide Hills Council supports this transition in line
with SPP 1 & 6.

