From the office of the Mayor
City of Onkaparinga
Reference: 5338660

9 December 2020

State Planning Commission
Attn : Michael Lennon, Chair
GPO Box 1815
ADELAIDE SA 5001

Dear Mr Lennon

Council Submission on revised Draft Planning and Design Code - Phase 3 City of Onkaparinga
Thank you for your letter dated 3 November 2020 regarding public consultation of the
draft Phase Three Amendment to t he Planning and Design Code. Please find attached
Council's formal submission endorsed at our meeting of 8 December 2020.
Council thanks the Commission for this additional opportunity to make comment on this
important planning document and looks forward to working with the Commission on
ensuring that the final version of the Code is a document that reflects and aligns with
Council's current Development Plan .
Council staff have appreciated the opportunity to work collaboratively with the
Department in comparing and assisting with the transitioning of Council's Development
Plan into the format of the new Code. We have undertaken an extensive review of the
new version of the draft Code and our analysis of the proposed policy improvements and
Code content has been collated and attached for your reference.
We trust that you find this feedback constructive and favourably consider our submission
response on the revised planning policies. The following discussion provides an outline
of the key areas of the revised draft Code where we have significant concerns and seek
further change.

Desired Character Statements
The City of Onkaparinga has a variety of zones and policy areas that cover a diverse
range of suburbs and towns, including our historic townships like Clarendon and
Willunga through to established and newer suburbs such as Morphett Vale and Seaford
Meadows. Applying a one size fits all standardised approach does not capture the
individual character of these areas, which are unique in their land use pattern, built
form, settlement and setting, historic features and local contextual detail.
We are extremely concerned the desired character statements that currently exist in our
Development Plan have been omitted from the revised Code, which lacks local
responsive policy that has stemmed from extensive community consultation and council
investment in their creation over many years. While noting the addition of zone
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quantitative policy expressed as Technical and Numeric Variations (TNVs), the Desired
and Performance Outcomes and Historic Area Statements fall well short of providing the
same comprehensive policy guidance, context and detail, compared to the policy in the
Desired Character Statements and accompanying concept plans, policy areas and
precincts that are being replaced. This results in a loss of planning direction and vision
for our local areas.
The Historic Area Statements (HAS) generally align with our Desired Character
Statements for our historic townships (Aldinga/Port Willunga, Willunga, Old Reynella,
Old Noarlunga, Clarendon and Kangarilla), but these do not provide forward-facing
policies to guide new development in these townships, nor are they referenced in the
overlays. Current policy provides clarity and specificity around the design and
architectural detailing and has now been replaced with generic statements that fail to
consider the true local context and compromise the heritage and built form character.
Council staff proactively encouraged the creation of, and drafted policy for, the new
Township Neighbourhood Zone to acknowledge our unique local towns, their established
setting and context and the streetscape character for these areas. While we are pleased
that a new Township Neighbourhood Zone has been introduced, we are very
disappointed that our suggested policy for this zone has not been included in the revised
draft Code, resulting in the loss of the specific policy for these areas which differentiates
them from other ‘neighbourhood’ areas in the state. Current policy calls for development
outcomes that are responsive to the prevalent character attributes and which are quite
distinct from the urban and metropolitan areas. Presenting a formal ‘edge’ to
surrounding rural and agricultural land uses within a high amenity, landscaped setting,
these townships deserve the acknowledgement and recognition with policy in the draft
Code that supports, protects and underpins their rural ‘village’ character.
As we have undertaken extensive consultation with our local communities and invested
heavily in producing and refining our existing desired character statements and policy
detail over many years, we seek that the Code policy provide greater emphasis on the
local township character that aligns with our precincts and Desired Character Statements
in our existing Development Plan.
Master-Planned Neighbourhood Zone
We support the intent of this new zone which will assist in providing a streamlined
approach to assessment of development and achieve desired development outcomes.
However, we have significant concern with the application of this zone due to its
references to high density development, three-storey and/or more building heights and
the Deemed to Satisfy (DTS) floor area for non-residential land uses, given the broad
application of this zone over those areas identified as growth areas within our council
(i.e. Aldinga and Sellicks Beach). These areas are not urban settings that accept
substantial areas of medium density and more-over high-density development. The
wider application of specific Technical and Numeric Variations (TNVs) may be warranted
if the one overarching zone is preferred. Alternatively, a ‘Master-Planned Overlay’ could
be applied instead, to achieve the intended objectives of the Building Envelope Plans
(BEPs) and accepted development assessment pathways.
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We are concerned that many of the development principles prepared for Aldinga in the
Structure Plan by Renewal SA through consultation with the community and council will
not be transferred into development policy under such a zone.
It is understood that this zone would likely be applied in the future development of
Sellicks Beach.
We consider that many of the principles established by structure plans such as the
Aldinga Structure Plan could be captured in policy via a combination of sub-zones and
the application of TNVs for density and building height. We also firmly consider that
Concept Plans should be broader in application than just identifying key infrastructure,
but should also include land use, interface buffers and key movement corridors. The
ability to apply suitable residential density provisions enable the community vision and
principles developed through the structure planning process to be carried forward into
development policy. Doing so not only provides certainty to our community, but also to
developers from an investment perspective and infrastructure providers from a forward
planning perspective.
Suburban Neighbourhood Zone
While we support application of the Suburban Neighbourhood Zone for the existing
residential area of Sellicks Beach, we have concerns that the proposed Limited Land
Division Overlay speaks to primary production land and therefore may not restrict land
division in the residential areas.
We are therefore seeking a minimum allotment size of 750 square metres and 15 metre
frontage to be applied as a TNV that is consistent with the average allotment area in the
existing Residential Zone of Sellicks beach, and that reflects any additional allotments
that need to accommodate onsite wate control systems as the area is currently
unsewered. This recommendation is intended to replicate the existing policy position of
the Sellicks Beach Policy Area 45 Principle of Development Control 6 in our current
Development Plan.
Tree Protection and Planting
We note the State Planning Policies for South Australia (gazetted 23 May 2019) provide
in State Planning Policy 5: Climate Change / Target 5.11- Regional Plans should include

performance targets for urban greening and tree canopy enhancement in Greater
Adelaide and regional townships. Indeed, the 30-Year Plan for Greater Adelaide 2017

Update includes such targets. Given the strategic direction provided for greening, we
strongly consider that the Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016 (PDI Act),
tree regulations and policy within the draft Code need to be reviewed to strengthen and
encourage the protection and new planting of trees.

Regulated and Significant Tree Legislation

When introduced in 2000, the original significant tree legislation sought the protection of
trees (subject to certain criteria) with a trunk circumference of 2.0 metres and greater.
The legislation enabled trees to be declared as ‘significant’ by either the Development
Regulations or by a Development Plan.

4

In 2011, changes to the Development Regulations 2008 came into effect which
introduced ‘regulated trees’ as a tree with a trunk circumference of 2.0 metres or more
and moving a ‘significant tree’ to be a tree with a trunk circumference of 3.0 metres or
more. The changes also saw the introduction of the Urban Trees Fund and was
supported by the Ministerial Regulated Trees DPA. We consider the fees paid to the fund
to be unacceptably low and should be increased to more closely reflect the cost of
planting and maintaining trees to grow to a significant size.
In reality, these 2011 changes have seen a weakening of protection for mature, large
trees by making it easier to gain approval to remove a regulated tree with a trunk
circumference of 2-3m, particularly where it can be demonstrated that a proposed
development is reasonable and expected and would not otherwise be possible.
Notwithstanding our comments below in relation to significant and regulated trees and
the draft Code, we firmly believe the legislation and policy needs to be strengthened to
at least the pre-2011 level of tree protection.

Regulated and Significant Tree Overlay

We support having the Regulated and Significant Tree Overlay and policy transition into
the draft Code however, we reiterate our previous concerns regarding the use of a
single overlay for the consideration and assessment of trees, either regulated or
significant, and consolidation into the one overlay. The current Development Plan
consistently provides for differentiated levels of policy protection between regulated and
significant trees. Given that the distinguishing and separate criteria for retention of
significant trees is far greater than for regulated trees, we request that this overlay and
its associated policy be revised to better reflect existing policy strength around regulated
trees.

Urban Tree Canopy Overlay

We note the addition of the new overlay to ensure the planting of trees in urban areas,
contribution to reduction in the urban heat effect and improvement to amenity value
and streetscapes.
We support the policy improvements made and the strengthening of the assessment
policy provisions in the revised draft Code. As highlighted in your recently released
report Raising the bar on Residential infill in the Planning and Design Code - Sept 2020,
trees are recognised as being extremely beneficial and fundamental components to raise
the bar on the quality of residential infill developments.
Council generally supports the changes to the Code assessment policy regarding the
provision of trees within private developments. This will assist in the realising of the
targets of the 30-Year Plan for Greater Adelaide. This policy is also only applicable to
infill residential development and we insist that it be strengthened to also take into
consideration other neighbourhood zones, as well as non-residential land uses in all
zones including associated onsite car parking areas.
However, it is disappointing that there is a weakening of the overall intent by the
introduction of an Offset Fund, where money can be paid to a fund rather than planting
onsite as would otherwise be required. This undermines the overall objective sought,
which focusses on the improvement to amenity and tree canopy, and reduction in heat
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island effects. The Offset Fund should only be used when all other measures have been
considered and be subject to council assessment based on set criteria.
As we understand, a fee of approximately $300 has been proposed in lieu of planting
onsite; however, the BDO EconSearch report calculated that the monetary amount to
cover the cost of planting and maintaining a replacement tree may be in the order of
$603 for trees on private land and $1165 for trees on public land. Clearly the $300 fee is
not commensurate with our costs of planting and maintaining a tree on public land, and
should be increased to take into account the value of the tree as well as likely cost of
sourcing, transporting, planting and its maintenance (including staking and watering) for
at least a year.
Natural Resources and Environment
We support the strengthening of policy concerning native vegetation, landscape
protection biodiversity and climate change. Of importance, the revised draft Code
provides strengthened policy direction and guidance for the Hills Face, Open Space and
Conservation Zones. We welcome this positive initiative to encourage the protection of
our natural landscape and environment.
However, we maintain our earlier views and concerns whereby several impacting land
uses are not considered for inclusion as restricted land uses, particularly in the Hills
Face, Conservation and Open Space Zones. This contradicts the intent of the new policy
that has recently been added to the revised draft Code.
We are seriously concerned that the objectives and intention of these zones has been
downgraded from the current zone objectives by way of the increased list of those land
uses that now take a performance assessed pathway in lieu of the current noncomplying process. These zones generally comprise large areas of natural and sensitive
environments including conservation parks, reserves, cultural and scientific areas,
notable natural landforms and ecosystems within the council area. The undermining of
these areas and accumulative impacts of land uses that are typically unsuitable in these
regions is inconsistent with existing planning policy. Given the conservative nature of
these zones, we maintain the view expressed in our previous submission that this
apparent weakening is disappointing.
People and Neighbourhoods
We insist that all dwelling types in the General Neighbourhood Zone align with our
current Development Plan minimum site areas and frontage, based on Council’s General
Residential and Miscellaneous DPA (gazetted in 2017). This DPA included broad
consultation with the public, ODASA and DPTI, and was intended to shape residential
standards in the draft Code.
The General Neighbourhood Zone is proposed without any localised TNVs. We insist that
the existing policy from our current Development Plan is reinstated, including minimum
site areas/lot sizes and allowable retail floor area within the residential policy setting.
We do not support the reduction in minimum allotment size to 300 square metres from
our current 325 square metres. Existing policy areas within our Residential Zone,
covering suburbs such as Flagstaff Hill, Happy Valley, O’Sullivan Beach and some parts
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of Morphett Vale, were created based on their unique localities and due to established
and desired low to very low-density residential settlement patterns and character. The
minimum site area of 300 sqm for detached dwellings proposed by the Code is
unsuitable due to topography, additional bushfire design related criteria, substantial
vegetation and the need to consider our residential areas without sewer. For the City of
Onkaparinga, our overarching objective is to ensure a ‘like for like’ policy transition and
retention of our current policy intent. We are concerned that these residential areas,
where application of a TNV would be beneficial requiring special consideration and policy
to address the above issues, has not been contemplated. We again request that these
residential areas have a minimum allotment areas applied that reflects the existing policy
framework and community expectations.
We also have concerns regarding the increased flexibility for the assessment of shop
development within several zones of the draft Code. There is an excessively large
threshold for shops taking the ‘performance assessed’ pathway in a majority of the
neighbourhood zones and residential areas. This greatly relaxed policy criteria ranging
between the lower benchmark (‘deemed to satisfy’ (DTS) standard) from 200 sqm to the
higher ‘restricted’ gross leasable floor area limit of 1000 sqm, has potential to seriously
undermine the residential amenity of an area. A large retail floor area of 995 sqm as
performance assessed, for example, is not considered small scale and is considered
excessively large in these locations where previously no or only local shops were
considered appropriate. This policy will have implications on the existing character and
amenity of our residential areas. This policy also undermines the ability to concentrate
retail services in strategic locations, creates land use conflicts and facilitates ad-hoc
development across the council area, notwithstanding what we consider a misguided
national trend toward increased land use flexibility for retail and employment land uses.
Integrated Movement Systems
Council is generally supportive of the new policy as the Onkaparinga Development Plan
has already been converted to the Better Development Plan format (version 6) on which
the draft Code is based. These modules are reasonably well-aligned with current policy.
Productive Economy
To acknowledge the desired character statements of the current zones, policy should be
retained to reinforce the existing character and land use features. We maintain our
position over the further erosion of allotment sizes within council’s rural areas and
contemplation of a second dwelling on an allotment, which remains at odds with our
existing policy. This is a notable shift in policy away from our current policy position
desiring one dwelling per allotment. We note policy for the division of land also
proposing less than 16 hectares will enable the performance assessment pathway for
proponents. This is also a major shift in policy given this is currently non-complying. Our
policy for one dwelling per allotment is long-standing and its erosion will encourage
applications for smaller allotment sizes within our rural areas. This also appears to
contradict the Character Preservation District intent.
Therefore, we do not support the anticipated land use types and intensity, scale (height
and floor area) sought for both the Rural and Adelaide Country Zones, nor the strength
of the TNV for land division in these zones. We strongly recommend that development
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applications with a departure from land division TNVs should be required to robustly
justify any such departure.
Recognition of the various land use precincts within the Noarlunga Regional Centre Zone
and direct translation of Development Plan policy has only partially been acknowledged.
We would support greater recognition of the various precincts (i.e.: station, medical,
core centre and areas for bulky goods) which can be denoted on the concept plan.
Failure to capture the individual policy areas that are relevant to this large regional
centre and acknowledgement of the nuances between each type of land use present, is
unsatisfactory.

Attachments
Please find attached our detailed analysis and policy response on the relevant zones and
overlays and our response to the key issues identified in the review of the revised draft
Planning and Design Code. Due to the relatively short duration of the consultation period
and integrating with council reporting timelines, it is unfortunate that sufficient ‘roadtesting’ of the revised draft policy has not been undertaken. We request that our original
submission be taken into consideration other than where amended by the new policy.
We welcome the opportunity to discuss the matters raised in our submission or provide
further explanation.

-

Please contact Clare Wright, Senior Development Policy Officer on
if you would like to discuss further.
Yours sincerely

Erin Thompson
Mayor

or

ATTACHMENT 1 ZONE CONVERSION TABLE

ONKAPARINGA DEV. PLAN

revised DRAFT CODE

COUNCIL POSITION

Bulky Goods Zone

Employment Zone

Support

Caravan and Tourist Park Zone

Caravan and Tourist Park Zone

Support

Christies Beach Policy Area 1

Caravan and Tourist Park Zone

Amend

COUNCIL COMMENT

Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements

Maslin Beach Policy Area 2

Caravan and Tourist Park Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements

Moana Policy Area 3

Caravan and Tourist Park Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements

Coastal Conservation Zone

Conservation Zone / Coastal Areas
Overlay

Support

Commercial Zone

Employment Zone

Support

Community Zone

Community Facilities Zone

Support

Recreation Policy Area 5

Recreation Zone

Amend

Requires further review

Precinct 1 Coast to Vines Rail Trail

Recreation Zone

Amend

Requires further review

Conservation Zone

Conservation Zone / Significant
Landscape Protection Overlay

Amend

Requires further review
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ONKAPARINGA DEV. PLAN

revised DRAFT CODE

COUNCIL POSITION

COUNCIL COMMENT
Note overlay does not apply in all
locations

Aldinga Sellicks Conservation Policy
Area 6

Conservation Zone / State
Significant Native Vegetation Areas
Overlay

Amend

Deferred Urban Zone

Deferred Urban Zone

Support

District Centre Zone

Suburban Activity Centre Zone

Support

Aberfoyle Park Policy Area 7

Suburban Activity Centre Zone

Support

Precinct 2 Business

Suburban Activity Centre Zone

Support

Precinct 3 Car Park

Suburban Activity Centre Zone

Support

Precinct 4 Education

Community Facilities Zone

Support

Precinct 5 Recreation

Recreation Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Is not applied over Washpool –
Overlay required

Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements

Precinct 6 Retail

Suburban Activity Centre Zone

Support

Precinct 7 Western

Community Facilities Zone

Support

Aldinga Beach Policy Area 8

Suburban Activity Centre Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Seek to keep concept plan
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revised DRAFT CODE
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COUNCIL COMMENT

Beach Road Policy Area 9

Suburban Main Street Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements

Seaford Policy Area 10

Suburban Activity Centre Zone

Support

Precinct 12 Main Street

Suburban Main Street Zone

Support

Sherriffs Road Policy Area 11

Suburban Activity Centre Zone

Support

Hills Face Zone

Hills Face Zone

Support

Local Centre Zone

Local Activity Centre Zone

Support

Hepenstal Road Policy Area 68

Local Activity Centre Zone

Support

River Road Policy Area 20

Local Activity Centre Zone

Support

Mineral Extraction Zone

Resource Extraction Zone

Support

Reynella Policy Area 21

Resource Extraction Zone

Support

Mixed Use Zone

Suburban Business Zone

Support

Neighbourhood Centre Zone

Suburban Activity Centre Zone

Support

Note a portion of ‘housing’ has
moved into the Housing Diversity
Neighbourhood Zone.

Note Onkaparinga Gorge has been
moved into the Conservation Zone
with State Significant Native
Vegetation Overlay.
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revised DRAFT CODE

COUNCIL POSITION

COUNCIL COMMENT

McLaren Vale Policy Area 22

Suburban Main Street Zone /

Support

SACZ applies to Field Street Carpark
and also aligns with community
submission

Suburban Activity Centre Zone
O'Halloran Hill Policy Area 23

Suburban Activity Centre Zone

Support

Precinct 18
Shopping/Office/Community

Suburban Activity Centre Zone

Support

Precinct 19 Limited Retail

Suburban Activity Centre Zone

Support

Precinct 20 Business/Office

Suburban Activity Centre Zone

Support

Precinct 21 General Commercial

Employment Zone

Support

Precinct 22 Commercial/Service
Activities

Employment Zone

Support

Seaford Heights Policy Area 24

Master Plan Neighbourhood Zone /

Amend

Emerging Activity Centre Subzone

Requires further review
New subzone

Open Space Zone

Open Space Zone

Support

Field River Valley Policy Area 25

Open Space Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Is an Overlay required

Onkaparinga River Policy Area 26

Conservation Zone

Support

Pedler Creek Policy Area 27

Open Space Zone

Amend

Requires further review
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ONKAPARINGA DEV. PLAN

revised DRAFT CODE

COUNCIL POSITION

COUNCIL COMMENT
Is an Overlay required

Port Willunga Creek Policy Area 28

Open Space Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Is an Overlay required

Seascape Policy Area 29

Open Space Zone / Scenic Quality
Overlay

Amend

Rural living lots 4 ha moved into
Rural Living Zone

Rural Living Zone / Scenic Quality
Overlay
Primary Production Zone

Rural Zone

Requires further review

Amend

Requires further review
Issues of scale and uses

Environment Protection Policy Area
30

Conservation Zone

Support

Landscape Protection Policy Area 31

Rural Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Is this zone appropriate

Mount Lofty Ranges Policy Area 32

Rural Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Is this zone appropriate

Open Space Policy Area 33

Rural Zone / Scenic Quality Overlay

Amend

Regional Centre Zone

Urban Activity Centre Zone

Support

Central City Policy Area 34

Urban Activity Centre Zone

Amend

Requires further review albeit
Support the Overlay

Requires further review
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revised DRAFT CODE

COUNCIL POSITION

COUNCIL COMMENT
for subzone

Inner Residential Policy Area 35

Residential Zone

Housing Diversity Neighbourhood
Zone

Amend

General Neighbourhood Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Boundary needs to be based on land
use as much as zone name
Requires further review
300m2 – 325m2 issue

Aldinga Beach Policy Area 36

General Neighbourhood Zone

Support

Aldinga Dunes Policy Area 37

Rural Neighbourhood Zone

Support

Co-ordinated Development Policy
Area 38

Suburban Neighbourhood Zone

Amend

Co-ordinated Development Policy
Area 67

Hills Neighbourhood Zone

Support

Note min allot is 325m2

Hart Road Policy Area 52

Master Planned Neighbourhood
Zone

Amend

Requires further review

Requires further review
General Neighbourhood

Density and height concerns
Seek to keep concept plan
General Neighbourhood

Lonsdale Policy Area 71

General Neighbourhood Zone

Support

Note will likely become part of City
of Marion
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revised DRAFT CODE

COUNCIL POSITION

COUNCIL COMMENT

McLaren Vale Policy Area 39

Established Neighbourhood Zone

Amend

Requires further review
character and CWMS
Note min allot 325m2

Medium Density Policy Area 40

Housing Diversity Neighbourhood
Zone

Amend

Housing Diversity Neighbourhood
Zone

Amend

Noarlunga Downs Policy Area 41

General Neighbourhood Zone

Support

Old Reynella Policy Area 69

Suburban Neighbourhood Zone

Amend

Onkaparinga Hills/Woodcroft Policy
Area 42

Hills Neighbourhood Zone

Support

Seaford Heights Policy Area 43

Master Planned Neighbourhood
Zone

Amend

Housing Diversity Neighbourhood
Zone

Amend

Precinct 36 Targeted Infill

Seaford Meadows Policy Area 44

consistency with existing policy

Suburban Neighbourhood / Limited
Land Division Overlay

Requires further review
Consistency with existing policy

Requires further review

Requires further review
Height of buildings
Requires further review
MPNZ over vacant land 40ha site –
height and density

Master Planned Neighbourhood
Zone
Sellicks Beach Policy Area 45

Requires further review

Support

7|Page
Document Set ID: 5338019
Version: 5, Version Date: 03/12/2020

ONKAPARINGA DEV. PLAN

revised DRAFT CODE

COUNCIL POSITION

COUNCIL COMMENT

Willunga Policy Area 46

Township Neighbourhood Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements

Residential Hills Zone

Hills Neighbourhood Zone

Support

Coromandel Valley Policy Area 47

Hills Neighbourhood Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements

Happy Valley Interface Policy Area
48

Rural Living Zone

Support

Willunga Policy Area 49

Hills Neighbourhood Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements

Residential Park Zone

Residential Park Zone

Support

Rural Living Zone

Rural Living Zone

Support

Vegetation Management Policy
Area 50

Rural Living Zone

Support

Suburban Activity Node Zone

Urban Neighbourhood Zone

Support

Old Reynella Policy Area 70

Urban Neighbourhood Zone

Support

Tourism Development Zone

Tourism Development Zone

Support

Bellevue Centre Policy Area 51

Tourism Development Zone

Amend

Requires further review
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revised DRAFT CODE

COUNCIL POSITION

COUNCIL COMMENT
Keep Desired Character Statements

Maslin Beach Policy Area 53

Tourism Development Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements

McLaren Vale Policy Area 54

Moana Foreshore Policy Area 55

Tourism Development Zone /
Winery Experience Subzone

Amend

Tourism Development Zone

Amend

Requires further review
New subzone
Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements

Port Noarlunga Policy Area 56

Tourism Development Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements

Town Centre Zone

Township Main Street Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements

Township Zone

Township Zone

Support

Clarendon Policy Area 57

Township Zone /

Amend

Township Neighbourhood Zone

Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements
Apply the Scenic Quality Overlay

Precinct 23 Landscape Environs

Adelaide Country Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements
Apply the Scenic Quality Overlay
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revised DRAFT CODE

COUNCIL POSITION

COUNCIL COMMENT

Precinct 24 Living Policy Area

Township Neighbourhood Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements
Apply the Scenic Quality Overlay

Precinct 25 Mixed Use

Township Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements
Apply the Scenic Quality Overlay

Precinct 26 Recreation/Open Space

Recreation Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements
Apply the Scenic Quality Overlay

Kangarilla Policy Area 58

Township Neighbourhood Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements

McLaren Flat Policy Area 59

Old Noarlunga Policy Area 60

Township Zone /

Support

Township Neighbourhood Zone /

Keep Desired Character Statements

Recreation Zone

Note - reproduces the concept plan
as zones

Township Main Street Zone /

Amend

Township Neighbourhood Zone
Old Reynella Policy Area 61

Requires further review

Township Main Street Zone /
Township Neighbourhood Zone

Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements

Amend

Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements
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revised DRAFT CODE

COUNCIL POSITION

COUNCIL COMMENT

Precinct 27 Town Centre

Township Main Street Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements

Precinct 28 Residential

Township Neighbourhood Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements

Port Willunga/Aldinga Policy Area
62

Township Zone /

Amend

See following

Amend

Requires further review

Township Neighbourhood Zone /
Recreation Zone /
Open Space Zone

Precinct 29 Aldinga Village

Township Zone /
Recreation Zone

Keep Desired Character Statements
Apply Township Neighbourhood
Zone over Aldinga Arts Eco Village

Precinct 30 Port Willunga

Township Neighbourhood Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements

Precinct 31 Port Willunga Foreshore

Open Space Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Apply the Conservation Zone /
Coastal Overlay

Precinct 32 Old Port Road

Township Neighbourhood Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements
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ONKAPARINGA DEV. PLAN

revised DRAFT CODE

COUNCIL POSITION

COUNCIL COMMENT
split between TNZ and Open Space

Willunga Policy Area 63

Township Zone /

Amend

Township Neighbourhood Zone
Precinct 33 Residential

Township Neighbourhood Zone

Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements

Amend

Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements

Precinct 34 Town Approaches

Township Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements

Precinct 35 Town Centre

Township Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements

Yaroona Policy Area 64

Township Neighbourhood Zone /

Amend

Recreation Zone

Requires further review
Keep Desired Character Statements
Note - reflects policy that refers to
the Recreation Ground

Urban Employment Zone

Strategic Employment Zone

Support

Main Road Policy Area 12

Employment Zone

Support

Infrastructure Policy Area 13

Infrastructure Zone

Support

Old Reynella Policy Area 14

Employment Zone

Support
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ONKAPARINGA DEV. PLAN

revised DRAFT CODE

COUNCIL POSITION

COUNCIL COMMENT

Port Stanvac Policy Area 15

Strategic Employment Zone

Amend

Requires further review
Requires a subzone

Home Business Policy Area 17

Home Industry Zone

Support

Old Noarlunga Policy Area 19

Employment Zone

Amend

Requires further review
for consistency with existing policy

Watershed Protection (Mount Lofty Adelaide Country Zone
Ranges) Zone

Support

Watershed Priority Policy Area 65

Support

Adelaide Country Zone / Mount
Lofty Ranges Water Supply
Catchment (Area 1) Overlay
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ATTACHMENT 2 DETAILED COMMENTS
MASTER PLANNED NEIGHBOURHOOD ZONE
GENERAL COMMENTS
We support the intent of the Master Planned Neighbourhood Zone, which w ith proposed Building Envelope Plans (BEP) and Accepted assessment
pathways would resu lt in a stream lined approach to achieving desired development outcomes.
However, we have major concerns w ith references to high density development, three storey and/or more building heights and the Deemed to Satisfy
(DTS) floor area for non-residential land uses given the broad application of t is zone across various areas in the City of Onkaparinga. We are also
concerned that details of how the BEP's are to be applied over these greenfield sites, how variations to the BEP's are made and for what duration they
are utilised is lacking and not formally recognised. This has not been provided for review during this consu ltation process.
We note the Code recogni ses there are changes in level of development intensity from the city outwards starting w ith city-based zones to urban zones
then suburban zones to rural.
We acknowledge some of the suggested changes to development policy outlined below would not be transferable to other inner and m iddle
metropolitan locations expected to be covered by a Master Planned Neighbourhood Zone under the Code. This may be addressed by wider application
of TNVs and/or subzones if one overarching zone (for master planned BEPs) is preferred. A generic approach is not supported as it fails to offer certainty
for counci l, the community and the development industry by the lack of policy that is underpinned by yield ana lysis or infrastructure provision and costs
breakdown as examples. This zone requires substantial review and cannot be justified for our areas w ithin the City of Onkaparinga, particularly for our
greenfield areas such as Sellicks Beach.
Alternatively, it is suggested that under the Code a 'Master Plan overlay' could be applied instead to achieve the intended objectives around BEP and
accepted assessment pathways. This would allow more suitable underlying zones to be selected depending on location w hether inner metro or outer
metro.

.

-
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PO 1.3
Land division resu lts in a low-t o-medium density neighbourhood t hat
contains a diverse range of housing t ypes and allotment sizes.

,._
11:.1111 •
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We consider this should be revised to refer to low density w ith medium in
suitable locations.
We have concerns for a blanket approach for this zone noting there is land
at Moana, Aldinga (Hart Road Policy Area), Seaford Heights (Seaford
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Heights Policy Area) and Seaford Meadows (Seaford Meadows Policy Area)
which all have a different setting and characteristics.
Of particular concern is the Hart Road Policy Area noting we only
anticipate small lot housing near ‘formal’ open space and not where it
abuts the Primary Production Zone and the Character preservation District
Overlay.
DTS/DPF 1.4
Medium and high density residential development located either:
a)

within 200m of an activity centre

b)

within 200m of a high frequency public transit service

c)

adjoining public open space greater than 2000m2 (including where
the site would adjoin if not separated by a public road).

We do not support high density and request that the reference to high
density be deleted.
We request that a TNV to be applied to address our concerns regarding
medium density.
There needs to be a definition to what is ‘a high frequency public transit
service’ – we could not locate any definition in the Code
We consider that medium density should achieve both the criteria of
‘200m of a high frequency public transit service’ AND ‘adjoining public
open space over 2000m2’.
We accept the standalone criteria for ‘within 200m of an activity centre’
(although we note there is no Emerging Activity Centre Subzone).
A TNV should be applied as has been done under the draft Code for the
proposed the Housing Diversity Neighbourhood Zone to address the
differences in policy that currently apply between our Medium Policy Area
and our Targeted Infill Precinct.
Local Variation (TNV) within 200m of an activity centre.
Minimum Frontage (Minimum frontage for a detached dwelling is 8m;
semi-detached dwelling is 8m; row dwelling is 6m; group dwelling is 18m;
residential flat building is 18m)
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Minimum Site Area (Minimum site area for a detached dwelling is 250 sqm;
semi-detached dwelling is 250 sqm; row dwelling is 150 sqm; group
dwelling is 175 sqm; residential flat building is 175 sqm)
Maximum Building Height (Levels) (Maximum building height is 3 levels)
We note that as there is no Emerging Activity Centre Subzone, the above
would not apply at Aldinga however we seek further confirmation to this
matter.
Local Variation (TNV) 200m of a high frequency public transit service AND
adjoining public open space over 2000m2
Minimum Frontage (Minimum frontage for a detached dwelling is 9m;
semi-detached dwelling is 9m; row dwelling is 6m; group dwelling is 18m;
residential flat building is 18m)
Minimum Site Area (Minimum site area for a detached dwelling is 270 sqm;
semi-detached dwelling is 270 sqm; row dwelling is 180 sqm; group
dwelling is 200 sqm; residential flat building is 200 sqm)
Maximum Building Height (Levels) (Maximum building height is 2 levels)
DTS/DPF 1.5
Outside of activity centres, shops, offices and consulting rooms (or any
combination thereof) do not exceed 150m2 in gross leasable floor area.

We have concerns with the allowable floor area for ‘shops, offices and
consulting rooms (or any combination thereof) up to 150m2 in gross
leasable floor area’.
We request a reduction to align with our existing policy of 100m2 (noting
office and consulting rooms are 100m2 and a shop is 80m2).
The DTS/DPF revised to ‘do not exceed 100m2 in gross leasable floor’.

PO 5.1
Residential buildings establish a low-medium rise residential character
with development above 3 building levels located adjacent activity centres,
open space and/or public transport.
3|Page

We note the proposed TNZ in the HDNZ where the former Targeted Infill
Precinct applied anticipated up to three storeys not above.
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We request that a TNV be applied for Maximum Building Height (Levels)
(Maximum building height is 3 levels) as w e do not support buildings over
3 levels in height.
DTS/ DPF 5.1
Residential buildings (excluding garages, carports and outbuildings) do not
exceed the maximum building height nominated on a Building Envelope
Plan, or where none exists:
a maximum height of 3 building levels or 12m

Given there are no BEPs to support this zone, w e have major concerns
relating to the default height limits of three storeys.
We are of the opinion that the maximum building height should default to
2 levels in the absence of a BEP, this can be achieved by an underlying TNV
for building height as discussed above.

and
a maximum w all height of 10m (except where a gable end).
Table 1 - Accepted Development Classification

See comments above

A building envelope plan has been approved in relation to the relevant
site/ allotment.
A dw elling does not exceed the building height nom inated on the relevant
building envelope plan.

EMERGING ACTIVITY CENTRE SUBZONE

GENERAL COMMENTS
We note this subzone only applies at Seaford Heights and where there is an existing Centre t ype zone. The application of this Subzone is generally
supported how ever further amendments are sought regarding bui lding heights and t ypes of Activit y Centres.
.
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We note the hierarchy of centres is not referenced in the Subzone which
does raise some concern, and whilst it seems highly unlikely that the land
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Development comprises one or more of the following w here located in an
Activity Centre :
Cinema

uses listed w ou ld occur w ithout a suitable catchment popu lation, it is
considered further refinement to recognise the hierarchy of Activit y
Centres is w arranted (Urban, Suburban and Loca l) to refl ect local
condit ions.

Hospital
Hotel
DTS/ DPF 2.1

As per comments above, this DTS/ DPF needs to recognise centre hierarchy .

Buildings w ithin Activity Centres not exceeding the following maximum
building heights:

We do not support up to 6 storey buildings in any local centre and very
lim ited circumstances for Subu rban Centres (cu rrent only at the Seaford
District Centre).

a)

w here the development is located on land adjacent to an allotment
that wi ll be used solely for residential purposes, 3 storeys or 12
metres

b)

We request that a TNV be applied to acknow ledge intensit y of recognised
centre hierarchy .

in all other cases 6 storeys or 22 metres.

GENERAL NEIGHBOURHOOD ZONE

GENERALCOMMENTS
W e generally support the overarching policy setting of this zone to replace the Residential Zone but have concerns in relation to allotment size and
allow able retail floor area.
W e note how ever there are some areas w here the Code policy fails to align with Council's General Residential DPA w hich w as w ritten in conjunction
with the Department and w hich w as only approved and gazetted in 2017.

.
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001
Low -rise, low and medium-densit y housing that supports a range of needs
and lifestyles located within easy reach of services and faci lit ies.
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We question w hy the Desired Outcome refers to medium density as
medium densit y is not actively encouraged in the Zone and further there is
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Employment and community service uses contribute to making the
neighbourhood a convenient place to live without compromising
residential amenity.

a Housing Diversity Neighbourhood Zone that provides for medium density
housing.
We consider reference to medium density should be removed.
We also have concern that there are no Desired Character Statements or
reflection of an areas traditional character elements provided. Further
comment on this is provided under separate heading below.

DTS/DPF 1.5
A shop, consulting room or office (or any combination thereof) that
satisfies one of the following:
(b) does not exceed 200m2 gross leasable floor area (individually or
combined, in a single building) where located more than 500m from an
Activity Centre and where located on a site with a primary frontage to a
State Maintained Road

We generally have no issue with some small-scale non-residential
development such as a shop, office and consulting rooms nor other uses
such as educational establishments.
DTS/DPF 1.5 – this is a new policy position which allows out of centre
development.
We have concern with the scale allowing up to 200m2 gross leasable floor
area which doubles our existing trigger for non-complying floor area.
We request that this be reduced to 100m2 gross leasable floor across the
whole zone.

DTS/DPF 2.1
Allotments/sites for residential purposes accord with the following:
Detached dwelling / minimum site (or allotment) area per dwellings:
300m2

We do not support a reduction in allotment size of 300m2 from our
current 325m2.
We strongly request that all dwelling types match our current
Development Plan minimum site areas and frontages, based on the
extensive work from our General Residential DPA gazetted in 2017. The
DPA included broad consultation with the public, DPTI and ODASA, and
was intended to shape residential standards in the draft Code.
If 300m2 is to remain as the minimum detached dwelling lot size for the
General Neighbourhood Zone, then our residential areas without sewer
provision, or within the Medium or High Bushfire Risk Areas, or with
undulating topography should be transferred to a different zone such as
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the Established Neighbourhood Zone, Hills Neighbourhood Zone or
Suburban Neighbourhood Zone.

ESTABLISHED NEIGHBOURHOOD ZONE
GENERAL COMMENTS

We request this zone to be applied at Maslin Beach (due to CWMS).
Minimum a llotment site areas, including new vacant a llotments created from a land division fa il to consider on-site waste management systems, sloping
land or Medium or High bushfire risk areas.
.
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001
A neighbourhood that includes a range of housing types that respond to
housing preferences, with new buildings sympathetic to the predominant
built form character and development patterns.

002
Maintain the predominant streetscape character, having regard to key
features such as roadside plantings, footpaths, front yards, and space
between crossovers.
DTS/ DPF 2.1
Allotments/ sites for residentia l purposes accord with the following:
s ite areas (or a llotment areas in the case of land division) are not less than:

•

er: 1111relill

Maslin Beach is a small seaside area bound by to the north, east and south
by areas of open rural like character.
Maslin Beach does not contain retail or commercial land uses and remains
serviced by a limited capacity Community Waste Management System
(CWMS).
At present, Maslin Beach is very low density area with substantia l space to
and between dwe llings a llow ing for roadside plantings and areas
presenting w ith informal kerbing.

Given Maslin Beach is serviced by a CWMS to w hich there is lim ited
capacity, there is little growth anticipated for the area.
On this basis we seek that a llotments of not less than the current median
of 697 m2 and 16 m frontage be applied via a TNV.
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HILLS NEIGHBOURHOOD ZONE

GENERALCOMMENTS
We request this zone to be applied in areas with sloping land and significant vegetation (Flagstaff Hill, Aberfoyle Park, O'Halloran Hill and Woodcroft)
rather than the Genera l Neighbourhood Zone.
Allowing a minimum allotment size of 300m2 fails to consider areas subject to on-site waste management systems, local character, areas w ith
substantial vegetation. sloping land or Medium or High Bushfire Risk Areas.
Would be consistent w ith adjoining counci l areas and the continued application of this zone in the areas of Chandlers Hill, Coromandel Valley and
Onkaparinga Hills.

.
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00 1
Development provides a complementary t ransit ion to adjacent natural and
rura l landscapes. Low density housing m inimises disturbance to natural
landforms and existing vegetation to mit igate the visible extent of
buildings, earthworks and retaining walls.

•

er: 1111relill

We have substantial concerns that current policy w ithin the Onkaparinga
Development Plan has not been recognised in the transition into the Code.
The existing Desired Character of the Residential Zone recognises the
variation of character between areas based on factors such as residential
environments, topographic characteristics, housing types and locations.
This variation ranges from low to very low density, leafy green, steeply
undu lating hills environment to be found in places including Aberfoyle
Park, Chand lers Hill, Coromandel Valley, Flagstaff Hill, O' Halloran Hill and
parts of Woodcroft.
It is envisaged that the character, density and pattern of development
across the zone will vary according to local conditions w ith lower densities
and dwelling design that responds to the terrain, eco systems, vegetation
and topography.
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We request appropriate corresponding zoning to reflect the above.
PO 2.1
Allotments/sites created for residential purposes are of suitable size and
dimension to accommodate residential development that is sensitive to
the natural topography and compatible with the housing pattern in the
locality.

In support of our request to apply the Hills Neighbourhood Zone in the
identified areas, we draw attention to the Judgment of Commissioner
Rumsby in the matter of Bernauer V City Of Onkaparinga [2016] SAERDC 28
(25 August 2016) in relation to small lots in Aberfoyle Park as an area the
Court recognised as comprising low density single storey detached
dwellings.
Where the locality exhibits a relatively high level of amenity derived
primarily from the number of mature trees and bushes and assisted by
well-maintained dwellings and landscaped front yards with generous
setbacks.
We note the Court recognised the DCS and the impacts on, and 'scale
contrasts' with, prevailing dwelling density and character unable to be
managed on the proposed lot, and the need for provisions to be read in
conjunction with the expected “... low to very low density” residential
character in Aberfoyle Park as generally anticipated by the Residential
Zone Desired Character. As such, dwelling densities lower than generally
anticipated in this policy area are appropriate.
Furthermore, the Court acknowledged the topographic and physical
features characteristic of Aberfoyle Park as described in the DCS as a leafy
green (and) steeply undulating hills environment – says something about
the existing natural features of this suburb that ought to be preserved and
factored into the form of any residential infill or redevelopment.
Those features are indeed present on the subject land and for reasons set
out earlier must impact on the intensity and form of building development
that can be achieved on the land.
We strongly request that the areas identified be zoned as Hills
Neighbourhood Zone and the application of an appropriate TNV for future
allotment sizes.
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We w elcome further discussion w ith the Commission and are open to
w orking out an appropriate application of t his zone.
PO 3.1
Building foot prints consistent w it h the character and pattern of a low density suburban neighbourhood and provide sufficient space around
buildings t o limit visual impact, provide an att ractive outlook and access to
light and ventilation.

See comments above - w e not e how ever smaller allotments w ould result
in the loss of veget at ion and trigger requirement for excessive cut and fill,
matters w hich should and could be avoid w it h t he appropriate zone
setting.

HOUSING DIVERSITY NEIGHBOURHOOD ZONE

GENERALCOMMENTS
W e support the general application of this zone and note TNVs have been applied for M inimum Frontage M inimum Sit e Area and Maximum Building
Height w hich reflect our Medium Density and Targeted Infill Precinct policies.
•

-

•
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DTS/ DPF 1.3
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See comments under General Neighbou rhood Zone.

A shop, consult ing room or office (or any combination t hereof) that
sat isfies one of the follow ing:
(b) does not exceed 200m2 gross leasable floor area (individually or
combined, in a single building) w here located more than 500m from an
Activity Centre and w here located on a site w ith a primary frontage to a
State Maintained Road .
DTS/ DPF 4 .1
Buildings are set back at least 3m from the primary street boundary.

10

W e request a TNV for Sm front setbacks to be consistent w ith our existing
policy.
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DTS/ DPF 5.1
Buildings are set back at least 900mm from the boundary of the allotment
with the secondary street frontage, or if a dw elling on any adjoining
allotment is closer to the secondary street than 0.9m, the distance of that
dw elling from the boundary with the secondary street (being, if relevant,
the lesser of the 2 distances).

We request that a setback of 1.Sm consistent with our existing policy be
applied.

SUBURBAN NEIGHBOURHOOD ZONE
GENERAL COMMENTS
Old Reynella

We support the application of Suburban Neighbourhood Zone at Old Reynella (former Hardys W inery Site 38-44 Pana latinga Road, Old Reynella).
•

-

•

-

....I --~
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DTS/ DPF 1.1
Development comprises one or more of the following:
a)

Ancillary accommodation

b)

Community facilit y

c)

Consulting room

d)

Dw elling

e)

Educational establishment

f)

Office

g)

Place of Worship

h)

Pre-school

..

,

•

-

-

I .... 11,.

We request the removal of a shop, consult ing room and office from the list
as DTS pathw ay (and the same from Table 5 which exempts these land
uses from public notification) given w hen read in conjunction with
DTS/ DPF 1.3 would resu lt in a perm itted floor area of 200m2.
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i)

Recreation area

j)

Shop

k)

Supported accommodation.

DTS/DPF 1.3

See comments under General Neighbourhood Zone.

A shop, consulting room or office (or any combination thereof) that
satisfies one of the following:
(b) does not exceed 200m2 gross leasable floor area (individually or
combined, in a single building) where located more than 500m from an
Activity Centre and where located on a site with a primary frontage to a
State Maintained Road.
DTS/DPF 1.4

See comments under General Neighbourhood Zone.

A shop, consulting room or office does not exceed 200m² gross leasable
floor area (individually or combined, in a single building) where the
primary street boundary adjoins an Activity Centre (including where the
site would adjoin if not separated by a public road).

This is a new policy position, not ‘like for like’ (out of centre development)
and 200 sqm is double our existing trigger for non-complying development

PO 4.1

We note that PO 4.1 and Table 5 provides an exemption which relates to
‘low-rise’ residential building height – residential flat buildings and group
dwellings of two storeys or more should be publicly notified.

Buildings contribute to a low-rise suburban character and complement the
height of nearby buildings.

We request reducing the gross leasable area from 200m2 to 100m2.

We request that these forms of development are required to be notified.

DTS/DPF 5.1

Our existing policy allows a 3 metre front boundary setback.

The building line of a building is set back from the primary street
boundary:

We request a TNV be applied to reflect this.

at least the average setback to the building line of existing buildings on
adjoining sites which face the same street (including those buildings that
would adjoin the site if not separated by a public road)
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or
where there is only one existing building on adjoining sites which face the
same street (including those that would adjoin if not separated by a public
road), not less than the setback to the building line of that building
or
in all other cases at least 8m.
DTS/DPF 6.1
Buildings are set back at least 900mm from the boundary of the allotment
with the secondary street frontage, or if a dwelling on any adjoining
allotment is closer to the secondary street than 900mm, the distance of
that dwelling from the boundary with the secondary street (being, if
relevant, the lesser of the 2 distances).
DTS/DPF 9.1
Buildings are set back from the rear boundary at least:
a) 3m for the first building level
b) 5m for any second building level.

Our existing policy prescribes a secondary street setback of 1.5m setback.
On this basis we consider a 1.5m DTS is more appropriate to reflect our
existing Development Plan policy.

We request further refinement of this DTS/DPF to reflect setbacks as
indicated as ‘Lower Density Residential Interface’ as shown on Concept
Plan Map Onka/30 Old Reynella.
The proposed 3 metre setback DTS for ground floor fails to achieve this.
We request a TNV be applied for a rear boundary setback of 8m to ensure
an open character and to allow for more substantial landscape planting in
rear yards as identified in the recent Old Reynella Winery DPA.
We generally have no objection to this DTS/DPF where it is outside the
Lower Density Residential Interface.

PO 10.1
Development is compatible with the outcomes sought by any relevant
Concept Plan contained within the Concept Plans Technical and Numeric
Variations layer in the SA planning database. The following Concept Plans
are relevant:
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We have significant concern that Concept Plan 94 - Old Reynella doesn’t
show the Lower Density Residential Interface where the TNV of 400sqm
and frontage width of 12m will be applied.
We strongly request an amendment to Concept Plan 94 - Old Reynella to
reflect the existing Concept Plan Map Onka/30.
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Table 4
Shop w ith a gross leasable floor area less than 1000m2.

The threshold for restricted development shou ld be reduced for shops to
200m2. This w ill allow for the traditional 'general store' scale shops but
avoid larger scale half-line supermarkets, which are more suited to lower
order centres.

SUBURBAN NEIGHBOURHOOD ZONE

GENERAL COMMENTS
Sellicks Beach
We support the application of Suburban Neighbourhood Zone at Sellicks Beach recognising it is an existing residential area however given the situation
w ith lack of sewer services which are either onsite or CWMS (at capacity) we have major concern that the Code does not adequately capture the existing
policy intent to prevent further land division until such t ime as a sewer solution is implemented.
We further note that the Limited Land Division Overlay has been applied to Sellicks Beach. Whilst we support this, we have concerns that the Desired
Outcome speaks to primary production and not an urban setting. We request further refinement or alternative solution to this current situation. The
following ana lysis supports our request to prevent further land division w ithin this area until such t ime that a suitable wastewater management system
can be implemented. We strongly recommend that the revised Code policy replicate the existing policy posit ion of the Sellicks Beach Policy Area 45,
Principle of Development Control 6 in our current Development Plan.
•

-

•

-
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DOl
Low density housing is consistent with the existing local context and
development pattern. Services and community facilities contribute to
making the neighbourhood a convenient place to live w ithout
compromising residential amenity and character.

14

..

,

•

-

-

I .... 11,.

Sellicks Beach is a seaside suburb bound by to the north by areas of open
rural like character and to the east and south framed by the Mount Lofty
Ranges escarpment.
Sellicks Beach contains a small local centre and remains serviced by either
a lim ited capacity Community Waste Management System (CWMS) or
onsite wastewater disposal.
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PO 2.1
Allotments/sites created for residential purposes are of suitable size and
dimension and are compatible with the housing pattern consistent to the
locality.

At present, Sellicks Beach is a very low-density area with substantial space
to and between dwellings allowing for roadside plantings and areas
presenting with informal kerbing.
Based on a review of allotment sizes within the existing residential areas of
Sellicks Beach, the overall allotment size average is 767 square metres.
Supporting documentation identifying the allotment areas which range
from 710 sqm to 810 sqm has been previously provided to Council’s CLO
for consideration by the Code Control Group.
The existing policy framework does not anticipate further land division
until such time as a suitable sewer solution has been implemented. This is
a fundamental issue that must be considered in any zone policy and for
any future development in Sellicks Beach.
We note that the Suburban Neighbourhood Zone does not provide
minimum site area or frontages for all dwelling types as TNV’s. It is our
opinion that the intent of the zone and overlay works against the desired
outcome with no guidance for an appropriate residential density in this
area. Currently the Code is applying (incorrectly) a 300m2 min site area for
all dwellings and only a min frontage of 15m for group dwellings only. This
is not suitable for the current area of Sellicks Beach.
The Sellicks Beach Policy Area 45 was one area where the policy area was
created based on its unique locality and lack of social infrastructure
including public transport, schools, shops and community facilities. It also
lacks the hard infrastructure required to support increased residential
activity. The Desired Character Statement specifically speaks to this issue.
While the current policy area does not prescribe a ‘numerical’ allotment
size we have relied on PDC 6.
Both the Res Code assessment pathway and the policy transition of the
revised draft Code should not be allowed to divide land due to the
limitations of our CWMS as connection cannot be guaranteed.
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In this instance, we request that either a TNV be applied for these areas of
Sellicks Beach which reflects the average allotment area or a change to the
intent and wording of the Limited Land Division overlay is needed. Due to
the lack of policy available to specifically rule out land division for
allotments used solely for residential urban purposes, and not primary
production use, is concerning. There is a risk that larger allotments within
the existing urban area could be subdivided which are not consistent with
the existing urban land division pattern and this will then become a matter
of opinion as to the appropriateness or otherwise.
PO 2.2
Development creating new allotments/sites in conjunction with retention
of an existing dwelling ensures the site of the existing dwelling remains fit
for purpose.

Limited Land Division Overlay
DO 1
The long term use of land for primary production is maintained by
minimising fragmentation through division of land.

Noting the intent of this PO, should it be retained, then given Sellicks
Beach is serviced by a CWMS to which there is limited capacity as well as
areas of unsewered and onsite waste disposal there is no growth
anticipated for the area until a proper sewer solution is implemented.
On this basis we seek that allotments of not less than the current average
of 750m2 and 15m frontage be applied via a TNV for the existing
residential areas to prevent the ability to create additional allotments that
cannot accommodate a waste control system.
While we note the application of the Limited Land Division Overlay over
the whole of Sellicks Beach, this solely refers to ‘primary production’ land.
We do not consider that this DO sufficiently encompasses the existing
developed residential urban area where this land use intent is not
recognised or achieved. Many wastewater management systems are
presently failing in Sellicks Beach which is detrimental to the health and
safety of our residents. This is an issue which is paramount for council.
Noting how Desired Outcome 1 is worded we recommend that this be
altered to incorporate existing residential land in the urban areas to
further restrict land division in Sellicks Beach where land division is not
anticipated due to this fundamental constraint on the area.
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PO 1.1
Land division does not resu lt in the creation of an addit ional allotment.

PO 1.2
Land division involving boundary realignments occurs only where the
number of resulting allotments with a site area less than that specified in
the relevant Zone is not greater than the number that existed prior to the
rea lignment.

We strongly support this PO noting it replicates the existing policy position
of the Sellicks Beach Policy Area 45 Principle of Development Control 6
Land division should only occur where no addit ional allotments are created
partly or wholly w ithin the policy area.
We support the intent of this PO however the lack of guidance for
boundary realignments in relation to allotment size leaves us to be
concerned for potentially unwanted outcomes.
We request that a TNV be applied

NEIGHBOURHOOD ZONES- PUBLIC NOTIFICATION & ASSESSMENT PATHWAYS

A significant change to policy in the revised draft Code includes alteration to the procedural matters for all neighbourhood zones. This refers to which
forms of development require notification to adjacent property owners/occupiers.
Due to the change in assessment pathways and many land uses taking a Deemed to Satisfy assessment, many land uses are exempt from public
notification (subject to specific criteria). Other than dwellings which exceed a specified maximum height, all forms of development are mainly exempt
from being notified. This includes development that is built to common property boundaries regardless of the height or length on the boundary and shop
development in a residential zone if exceeding the nominated DTS scale and height provisions. While we note the current Residential Code Complying
criteria (Sch 4 - Development Regulations, 2008) which council utilises as a guide for public notification, this issue is a common source of contention
w ithin the community.
Similarly, the restricted assessment pathways for shop/retail/commercial development is only t riggered when exceeding the threshold of 1000sqm. This
is considered excessively large, particularly in a residential zone. In most instances, current Development Plan policy would discourage these forms of
land uses as non-complying development. The policy provisions for these land uses also does not provide appropriate detail as to what constitutes
appropriate scaled development in a residential zone if taking the performance assessed pathway and how potential impacts and land use confl ict is to
be managed. The accumu lation of these non-residential land uses is also of concern as a result of this greatly relaxed policy stance, which has the
potential to underm ine the residential amenity of an area. We reiterate our previous concerns on this issue and strongly recommend that this situation
be reviewed .
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DESIRED CHARACTER STATEMENTS

GENERAL COMMENTS
We have significant concern w ith the omission of Desired Character Statements that currently exist in our Development Plan. Over the years we have
undertaken extensive consultation w ith communities to produce our existing Desired Character Statements.
Onkaparinga has a variety of zones and policy areas that cover a diverse range of suburbs and towns from historic townships like Clarendon and
W illunga through to established and newer suburbs such as Morphett Vale and Seaford Meadows.
Applying a one size fits all zone approach does not capture the individual character of these areas, a feature which is not reflected in the Code and w ill
result in a loss of important policies risking the future of our city. In many instances, the loss of the localised, specific and detailed policy has been
substituted w ith a more general approach to policy which opens up the system to more subjective interpretation and more challenges against planning
decisions.
Likewise, the Desired Character Statements for historic townships (Clarendon, Old Reynella, Old Noarlunga, Aldinga/Port Willunga, Willunga and
Kangarilla) are generally reflected in the Historic Area Statements. However, there are no forward-facing policies in the Historic Area Statements that
would guide new development within these townships. We acknowledge that guidelines are being developed for development within the historic areas,
but the guidelines are not a statutory document and we have major concern that the guidelines w ill be generic and lack any true local context.
Desired Character Statements provide important loca l contextual detail which articulate community expectations for their neighbourhood's character.
Desired character statements are recognised as a way of guiding patterns of development and assists w ith maintaining an area's uniqueness.
We consider that the inclusion of Desired Character Statements w ill not impede the operation of the Code and in fact w ill complement the proposed
Code policy content.
•

-

•

-
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We seek that this be addressed in the Code and suggest this be addressed
via a (new) Desired Character Overlay.
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RURAL LIVING ZONE

GENERAL COMMENTS
We note this zone is applied at Maslin Beach in the (former) Seascape Policy Area 29 and identified as ' Living' in Concept Plan Map Onka/ 18 - Living Area
w ith the remainder of the land being established as open space.
•

-

•

-

....I --~
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001
A spacious and secluded residential lifestyle within semi-rura l or seminatura l environments, providing opportunities for a range of low -intensity
rura l activities and home-based business activities that complement that
lifestyle choice.
DTS/ DPF 2.1
Dw ellings:
are setback as follow s:

..

,

•

-

-
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We acknow ledge this is private land whereas it is genera lly held that public
land is suited to be zoned as Open Space Zone.
We note the existing policy enables one dw elling to be bui lt w ith
allotments of 4 hectare in area in the Seascape Policy Area 29, w hich is
carried over as a TNV.
We have concerns with this DTS given our existing policy prescribes that
buildings and associated structures shou ld be located a minimum of 200
metres, and which is further enforced through the Onkaparinga
Development Plan Concept Plan Map Onka/ 18 - Living Area .

for allotments with an area of lha or more - at least 20m from all
boundaries

A TNV is required to reflect exiting policy .

P04.1

We request that Concept Plan Map 96 Moana Rural Living be updated to:

Development is compatible with the outcomes sought by any relevant
Concept Plan contained w ithin the Concept Plans Technical and Numeric
Variation layer in the SA planning database. The follow ing Concept Plans
are relevant:

•
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Concept Plan Map 96 Maslin Beach Rura l Living

as this reflects the correct suburb.
•

depict the ' Living Area s' for siting a dw elling
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TOWNSHIP NEIGHBOURHOOD ZONE

GENERAL COMMENTS
We are pleased to see our existing policy as applied to our tow nships either through being a Policy Area, Precinct or Concept Plan w hich recognises there
are homogenous areas of residential development separate to any non-residential uses has been included into the Code.
We are concerned the Code does not capture the 'how' a Tow nship Neighbourhood Zone tru ly differs from other ' Neighbourhood' areas and as such w e
request that our (draft) Desired Outcomes as previously provided to the Department be inserted.

.
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001

001

Accommodation of a range of housing types that respond to housing
preferences in a manner that contributes to and enhances tow nship
streetscapes and original settlement patterns.

A low scale, low er density neighbourhood that supports both the
surrounding primary production land uses and the function of the
tow nship. Housing provides a distinctive ' edge' to the surrounding open
rural landscape and is sympathetic to the sense of place w ithin it .
Development captures the predominant built form character and original
settlement patterns including space for trees and vegetation surrounding
buildings, easy access and parking for vehicles and w here necessary, areas
for on-site w astew ater systems.

002
Development, including land division, that maxim ises retention of view s
and vistas of the rural and natura l landscape of the surrounding area and
minimises visual and environmental amenity impacts by responding to
land constraints including topography, existing vegetation, bushfire, flood
and existing heritage attributes and character.
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CLARENDON

GENERAL COMMENTS
We support the former Landscape Environs Precinct being moved to the Adelaide Country Zone which has been based on extensive consu ltation w ith
the Clarendon community.
•

-

•

-

....I --~
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Scenic Qua lity Overlay

..

,

•

- 11,.
-
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The township of Clarendon is clearly confined to the valley floor, and its
historic setting continues to be strongly derived from the way it is nestles
into the rura l landscape that encloses the surrounding valley.
This rural landscape is currently contained in the Landscape Environs
Precinct which is one part of the policy framework that speaks to the
conservation and enhancement of the town's historic character, village
atmosphere and scenic rura l setting.
Precinct 23 Landscape Environs is the link between the town and its rura l
setting.
Likewise, the Recreation/Open Space Precinct accommodate recreation
facilit ies in a location of such outstanding landscape setting for natural
features such as the cliffs, the river, the gum trees and other endemic
vegetation.
We are pleased to note the draft Code reflects a number of the
community's desired outcomes however, to refl ect the above we request
that the newly drafted Scenic Quality Overlay be applied to the (former)
Landscape Environs and Recreation/Open Space Precincts to link and
recognise the combined landscape significance of the township and its
rural landscape setting.
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RURAL ZONE

GENERALCOMMENTS
We have concerns regarding anticipated land use types and intensity, scale (height and floor area), the strength of the TNV for land division and of
crucial concern is the introduction of policy anticipating a second dw elling.
•

-

•

-

....I --~
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002
A zone supporting diversification of existing businesses that promote
value-adding such as industry, storage and w arehousing activities, the sale
and consumption of primary produce, tourist development and
accommodation.

..

,

•

-

-

I .... 11,.

We support the intent to provide a value adding opportunities in the Rural
Zone how ever the focus of industry, storage and w arehousing activities is
of some concern.
Our current policy seeks the enhancement of the rural character, key
scenic routes, scenic surrounds to tow nships, amenity and prom inent
landscape for the enjoyment of residents and visitors.
We request a revised DO to address our existing policy such as the
'encouragement of the establishment of appropriately scaled 'value added'
commercial activities to utilise local rural production, including the
establishment of niche market products, w ithin suitable areas and
result ing in m inimal landscape intrusion and environmental impact' .

PO 1.1
The productive value of rura l land for a range of primary production
activities and associated value adding, processing, w arehousing and
distribution is supported, protected and maintained .

We have concern that the Rural Zone promotes land uses such as industry,
processing, storage, w arehousing and distribution activities that are of
large scale not suited to the primary production areas of Onkaparinga.
We do not consider the Rura l Zone as provided by the Code reflects our
existing policy framew ork of our Primary Production Zone or Watershed
Protection (Mount Lofty Ranges) Zone.
We consider that the Rural Zone of the Code has more focus on ' heavier'
and intensive forms of land use and w hile our Primary Production Zone
allow s these uses subject to certain criteria, the focus is more on the
primary production with value adding activities.
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We request further discussion in relation to the above matters.
DTS/DPF 4.3
Buildings and associated activities:
a) are set back at least 100m from all road and allotment boundaries
b) are not sited within 200m of a sensitive receiver in other ownership
c) have a building height not greater than 10m above natural ground level
d) incorporate the loading and unloading of vehicles within the confines of
the allotment.
PO 5.2
Development resulting in more than one dwelling on an allotment
supports ageing in place for the owner of the allotment or multigenerational management of farms in a manner that minimises the
potential loss of land available for primary production.
DTS/DPF 5.2
a) Dwelling that will result in more than one dwelling on an allotment
where all the following are satisfied:
b) it is located within 20m of an existing dwelling
c) shares the same utilities of the existing dwelling
d) will use the same access point from a public road as the existing
dwelling
e) it is located on an allotment not less than 40ha in area
f) will not result in more than two dwellings on the allotment.
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We support the application of the proposed setbacks however we have
concern for the permitted height of buildings at 10 metres noting the area
is covered by the Character Preservation District Overlay which seeks low
rise, small scale development. A 10m high building is a substantial
structure to be DTS in a scenic setting of the Character Perseveration
District.
We would support a reduction in height and to 6m.

We do not support this PO as this is fundamental policy shift away from
our current policy position on one dwelling per allotment.

We do not support this PO as this is fundamental policy shift away from
our current policy position on one dwelling per allotment.
Whilst we can support the draft Code policy, we have concerns as it is
applied to the City of Onkaparinga’s ‘rural’ areas.
Notwithstanding the assessment pathways is a ‘performance assessed’
given the proximity of the McLaren Vale region to the City, and that it is an
easily commutable journey combined with being a highly desired area to
live, we have substantial concerns. We feel that such a standardised policy
that is more relevant to ‘regional’ rural areas and if applied for
Onkaparinga will see an unwanted increase in demand for rural living type
allotments in the Character Preservation District (CPD). The Character
Preservation (McLaren Vale) Act 2012 clearly prescribes no further

~

residential development. This PO and DTS/DPF is at odds with the CPD and
are not supported.
DTS/DPF 11.1
Allotments have an area not less than:
Minimum Site Area (Minimum site area is 160000 sqm)

We note a TNV of 16 hectares will be applied, however land division
proposing less than this will be performance assessed, which is a major
shift in policy given this arrangement is currently ‘non-complying’.
This represents a long-standing policy erosion which will see applications
for smaller and smaller allotment sizes within Council’s rural area/s.
On this basis we strongly request that in any proposed variation of TNV,
that a proponent should provide a statutory required detailed planning
report to give reason and justification for council to consider informing its
determination and decision.

PO 11.2

See above.

Land division, including boundary realignments, which facilitates the more
intensive use of the land should occur only where:
a) the allotments are of a size and configuration to support the existing
and proposed land uses
b) water of sufficient quality and quantity is available to sustain the
proposed use
c) the use will be compatible with adjacent or nearby uses of land.
DTS/DPF 12.1
Agricultural buildings:
a)

are located on an allotment having an area of at least 10ha

b)

are set back at least 50m from an allotment boundary

c)

have a building height not exceeding 10m above natural ground level
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We support the criteria of a minimum allotment size and the proposed
setbacks however we have concern for the permitted height of buildings at
10 metres and floor area of 500m2.
Given our rural areas are covered by the Character Preservation District
Overlay which seeks low rise, small scale development. A 10m high
building is a substantial structure to be DTS in a scenic setting of the
Character Perseveration District.

~

d)

do not exceed 500m2 in total floor area

We w ould support a reduction in height and to 6m.

e)

incorporate the loading and un loading of vehicles within the confines
of the allotment.

Our current policy allow s a maximum building area of 150m2. At 500m2,
this is a substantial increase in permissible floor area.
We request a reduction in height to 6m and fl oor area of 250m2 .

DTS/ DPF 13.1
Outbuildings:
a) have a primary street setback that is at least as far back as the building
to w hich it is ancillary
b) have a combined total floor area that does not exceed 150m2

An outbuilding is generally held to be a building (shed / garage) in
association with a dw elling.
Given the floor areas proposed for agricultural buildings as noted above,
w e question why such a large floor area is proposed particularly given tw o
structures are permitted .
We request a reduction in the DTS/ DPF for allowable floor area.

c) have w alls that do not exceed Sm in height measured from natura l
ground level (not including a gable end)
d) have a total roof height that does not exceed 6m measured from
natural ground level
e) if clad in sheet metal, it is pre-colour treated or painted in a nonreflective colour

f) will not result in more than 2 outbuildings on the same allotment.

ADELAIDE COUNTRY ZONE
GENERAL COMMENTS
We generally support the draft Code application of this zone how ever we have concerns regarding anticipated land use types and intensity, and scale
(height and floor area) of buildings.
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DTS/DPF 4.3
Buildings and associated activities:
a) are setback at least 50m from all road and allotment boundaries
b) are not sited within 100m of a sensitive receiver in other ownership
c) have a building height not greater than 10m above natural ground level
PO 5.3
Development resulting in more than one dwelling on an allotment
supports ageing in place for the owner of the allotment or multigenerational management of farms in a manner that minimises the
potential loss of land available for primary production.
DTS/DPF 5.3
Dwelling that will result in more than one dwelling on an allotment where
all the following are satisfied:
a) it is located within 20m of an existing dwelling
b) share the same utilities of the existing dwelling

We support the application of the proposed setbacks however we have
concern for the permitted height of buildings at 10 metres noting the area
is covered by the Character Preservation District Overlay which seeks low
rise, small scale development. A 10m high building is a substantial
structure to be DTS in a scenic setting of the Character Perseveration
District.
We would support a reduction in height and to 6m.
We do not support this PO as this is fundamental policy shift away from
our current policy position on one dwelling per allotment.

We do not support this PO as this is fundamental policy shift away from
our current policy position on one dwelling per allotment.
We can support the draft Code policy however we have concerns that the
assessment pathways available to proponents will create issue with a
substantial increase in built form (particularly living) in the Character
preservation District which prescribes no further residential development.

c) will use the same access point from a public road as the existing
dwelling
d) it is located on an allotment not less than 40ha in area
e) will not result in more than two dwellings on an allotment.
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HILLS FACE ZONE

GENERAL COMMENTS
We support the intent of the Hills Face Zone, and the recent changes to policy.
The recent refinements to the zone, review of restricted land uses and added definition of 'natural character' mentioned in Desired Outcome 1 is now
more closely aligned with Council's current Development Plan policy. Additional policy relating to maxim ising the retention of native vegetation,
biodiversity gain and further conservation initiatives is also welcomed.
However, the following comments are made that Counci l's previous submission suggested the application of the Significant Landscape Protection
Overlay to recogni se the scenic and natura l asset that the hills face provides w ithin Adelaide. We also note the addit ion of the new 'Scenic Qua lity
Overlay' . We continue to support application of either of these overlays albeit noting our preference for the 'Significant Landscape Protection Overlay'.
This w ill provide greater strength and support to attain the objectives of the zone thereby reinforcing the desire to retain its natural and scenic
character, biodiversity and passive recreation areas while respecting the cultural and prevalent historical and geological features of the region .
We also reiterate our previous concerns that the apparent weakening of this zone by the significant reduction in land uses from the restricted table and
increased number of those land uses that w ill undertake a performance assessed pathway is a serious flaw in the policy of the revised draft Code.
Council expectations and an active community desire for the continued protection of this unique and special attribute of the greater Adelaide region by
its appropriate management and control must be considered in this instance.

.
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PO 7.1
Tourist faci lit ies are of a low-scale and are sited unobtrusively.

•
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No definition is provided in the revised draft Code for 'tourism facilities'.
The revised draft Code does, however, provide a definition for 'tourist
accommodation'. The slight difference in terms invites subjective and
contestable opinions and it is considered important that in being able to
determine whether something should or shouldn't be approved. If not
defined precisely, these terms create a lack of uncertainty in the decisionmaking process.
We request that the wording of this PO should be reconsidered, and
greater clarity provided on this difference between these terms.
Additiona lly, this is also the only PO for this land use in this zone. This is
not considered adequate noting the variety in the forms of tourist
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accommodation such as hotels, motels, bed and breakfast, cabins and
even integrated developments, comprising of a hotel and self-contained
accommodation buildings, for example. These will be performance
assessed. Therefore, greater clarification and design benchmarks are
required to consider such issues as servicing, open space, temporary or
permanent nature, self-contained character and the number of bedrooms
proposed in order for this to be determined and what is deemed to be
appropriate and ‘low scale’ in the HFZ.
PO 8.1
Driveways, access tracks and car parking areas constructed in a manner
which preserves landscape character and are:
a) sited and constructed to follow contours of the land to reduce their
visual impact and potential for erosion from water runoff
b) surfaced with dark materials.
Table 4 – Restricted Development Classification

The addition of policy to ensure the retention of existing native and
notable vegetation is supported however, recognition of significant or
notable trees and vegetation on the site when constructing driveways and
access tracks in association with the primary development should also be
considered.

Substantial changes have been noted to the list of restricted land uses in
the zone but the reasoning for their listing appears to be inconsistent as
others still retain the performance assessed pathways.
Council’s current Development Plan contains a broad range of noncomplying land uses and it seems contradictory to have fewer restricted
land uses. It is understood that there is a difference between existing ‘noncomplying’ land uses, and ‘restricted’ land uses under the Code, however
the inclusion of unsuitable land uses in the ‘restricted’ category would
send a clear message. As it stands the current approach downgrades the
importance of the zone as a highly scenic, and natural landscape.
Several other impacting land uses such as light industry, a shop, store,
warehouse, motor repair, petrol filling station, community centre, hall,
hospital, amusement machine centre and consulting rooms and others
should still be considered for inclusion in Table 4 as being a restricted land
use category. These land uses potentially have the same, and in some

28 | P a g e

~

cases have greater potential for adverse impacts on this sensit ive
environment. They are not compatible with the specific objective of the
zone and their siting in a more sensitive area is quite different form their
usual and genera lly anticipated locations w here these land uses are more
suited.

CONSERVATION ZONE

GENERAL COMMENTS
Policy for the Conservation zone in the revised draft Code has been substantially altered and w e support the addition of policy to encourage the
protection of areas of important vegetative and fauna habitat, ecosystems and the scenic landscape including appreciation of cultural and natural
heritage. We also acknowledge the positive init iatives in the revised draft Code that recognise the importance of sensitive bui lt form and colours,
preservation of character and minim isation of the visual impact of new buildings in these natural areas.
How ever, w e wish to reiterate our previous concerns that the apparent w eakening of this zone by the significant reduction in land uses from the
restricted table and increased number of those land uses that w ill undertake a performance assessed pathw ay is a serious flaw in the policy of the
revised draft Code. High council expectations w ith an active communit y desire for the continued protection and conservation of our unique natural,
geological, cu ltural and bio-diverse areas and their appropriate management and control must be considered in this instance.
We note the significance of these natural and sensitive areas w ithin our council area and w e reiterate our previous request for the application of the
Significant Landscape Protection Overlay to provide added guidance and control over these areas w hich are ecologically sensit ive comprising high and
rare flora and fauna habitat, high biodiversity value and exhibit cultural, geological and scientific significance. Primarily, the intent should be to ensure
the ongoing stability of the environment.
Council supports the correlation of the zone boundaries w ith the existing national parks, conservation parks, recreation parks and recognised reserves
within the zone noting that the Conservation Zone boundary has been expanded from the initial version of the draft Code over the Onkaparinga River
estuary. We also note that the Conservation zone boundary has also been expanded by replacement of the Hills Face Zone and extension further over
the north-eastern portion of the Onkaparinga River National Park, along Chapel Hill Road w hich differs from the initial draft.
We also note that the State Government is also considering the zoning of five allotments currently ow ned by SA Water w hich are located on the corner
of Button and Justs Road, Aldinga. As these allotments are zoned as Rural and sit adjacent the sensitive ecosystem of the Aldinga Washpool, w e consider
that the change in zoning to Conservation is appropriate.
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PO 1.1
Sma ll-scale, low -impact land uses that provide for the conservation and
protection of the area, w hile allowing the public to experience these
important environmental assets.

TABLE 4- Restricted Development Classification
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Wording in PO 1.1 such as ' low impact', and 'sma ll scale' invites subjective
and contestable opinions. This is considered important in being able to
determine w hether something should or shouldn't be approved. If not
defined, these terms create a lack of uncertainty in the decision-making
process. The use of subjective terminology makes assessment more
difficult leading to how smaller scale facilities are processed by various
councils.
Concerns are held regarding the rationa le for w hat is listed as restricted
development and the apparent w eakening of the overall intent and
objective of this zone.
The current zone Desired Character Statements and existing policy refers
to habitat conservation, natural ecosystems and the protection of native
vegetation and includes areas of scientific, ecologica l, cultural,
archaeological and scenic significance.
Policy for the Conservation Zone has been diluted enabling a w ider range
of land uses to take the performance assessed pathw ay instead of being
restricted as most are t ypically unsuitable in these areas of high
conservation value. This is also inconsistent w ith existing planning policy.
The zone does not consider the effects of these developments in these
areas and fails to consider the accumulative impacts these land uses
potentially w ou ld create as they are sensitive to the areas that it is
supposed to protect.
The existing Aldinga Sellicks Conservation Policy Area 6 has been replaced
and consolidated into this zone. W ith the only restricted development
being a dw elling, land division (subject to some
exemptions), renew able energy faci lit y and tourist accommodation, a
petrol fi lling station, for example, w ill become performance assessed
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instead of its current status as noncomplying. This is w hile a dw elling is
listed as being restricted development.
This change in the assessment pathw ays has the potential for serious
implications on the conservation and protection of the natural assets of
the council area, its landscape and env ironmenta l qualit y. Given the
conservative nature of this zone, the list of restricted land uses should be
review ed and increased to align with the current non-complying list of land
uses in Council's Development Plan .
Addit iona lly, telecommunication tow ers remain as being performance
assessed. They are still considered to be inappropriate in these areas and
are currently non-complying in the zone if they exceed 30 metres in height.
Our recommendation is that these remain as ' restricted' in this zone
particu larly noting that the zone covers locations situated along scenic
vistas such as the Maslin Beach cliffs, the Aldinga Washpool, Aldinga Scrub
and along the coastline by virtue of their character, sensit ivit y of the
landscape, or retention of view s. There is no maximum height lim it
provided.

OPEN SPACE ZONE

GENERAL COMMENTS
Generally, the revised draft Code has been drafted with the same intent as for the current Open Space Zone. We support the inclusion of our existing
policy to reflect the local functions and features of our city w ith greater recognit ion of conservation and the natural environment. How ever, w e are
concerned about the management of these areas given that there are no restricted land uses in the zone compared to the extensive list at present.
Current policy exclusions should remain and directly translate over the revised draft Planning and Design Code.
Given the importance of some of the open space areas within the zone and their unique nature and character w e still support the application of the
Significant Land scape Protection Overlay or the Scenic Qua lit y Overlay .
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DTS/ DPF 1.3
Shop gross leasable floor area does not exceed 50m2.

TABLE 4- Restricted Development Classification

This provision provides a benchmark as a DTS of 50 sqm (50 sqm less than
current policy) but betw een this and the restricted floor area limit of 1000
sqm, this enables for much larger scale of retail prem ises in locations
w here previously small-scale local shops w ere considered appropriate. This
w eakens the intent of the zone.
The current Open Space Zone contains a broad range of non-complying
land uses compared to almost no restricted land uses in the revised draft
Code.
The zone policy should expressly restrict land uses w here the zone intent is
compromised. A significant number of land uses are not appropriate in the
zone such as light industry, genera l industry, motor repair, education
establishment, w aste reception, w arehouses, and the like and it is a lot
broader than other less sensit ive commercial or m ixed-use zones that are
proposed.
The draft code creates an Open Space Zone that is now open to a w ide
variety of forms of development using the performance assessed pathw ay
and is inconsistent w ith current planning policy.
Many open spaces w ithin the council area are located in residential areas
or comprise sensitive habitats w here a w ide range of developments are
inappropriate. This does not represent good orderly planning. Accordingly,
those land uses listed in the current zone should remain restricted with
unique cases assessed through the impact assessed pathw ay

RECREATION ZONE

GENERAL COMMENTS
We support the intent of the Recreation Zone how ever w e have some concern that structured, unstructured, active and / or passive recreational
facilities (and activit ies) are captured under the one zone due to vast differences in desired outcomes. An area for passive, unstructured activities w ith
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m inimal structured activit ies such as Clarendon Recreation Ground is not the same as formal, structured activities such as the Aldinga Sports Park or
Happy Valley Sports Park. The intensity and impacts of structured activit ies are considered to be vastly different and w arrant further consideration as a
separate zone and/ or subzone.
•

-

•

-
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DTS/ DPF 1.1
Development comprises one or more of the follow ing:
Car parking
Change rooms
Golf course
Indoor recreation facility

..

,

•

-

-

I .... 11,.

We have major concern w ith the land uses listed in bold under DTS/ DPF
1.1 due to their nature and intensity of operation and potential for high
impact on amenity.
Allowing these land uses clearly indicates that a one size fits all zone is not
appropriate and w arrants the consideration of a subzone in appropriate
locations if these land use are desired w here impacts such as noise, vehicle
movements, car parking requirements and hours of operation can be
adequately mitigated.

Lighting for night use of faci lit ies
Market
Motorsport track and associated activities
Office ancillary to recreation facilit y
Open space
Outdoor sports courts
Playground

Racecourse and associated activities

Recreation area
Shop anci llary to recreation facility
Showground and associated activities
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Special event
Spectator viewing structure
Sporting clubrooms
Sporting ovals and fields
Sta dium

Swimming pool
Tourist accomm odation ancillary to recreatio n facility

STRATEGIC EMPLOYMENT ZONE
GEN ERAL COMMENTS

We support the intent of this zone in relation to Port Stanvac however we consider that a Subzone is required to ensure that council' s posit ion on this
site is transitioned into the Code.
Given the strategic importance of this site for future uses such as an innovation hub sim ilar to Tonsley, a reasonable degree of protection through policy
is required. On this basis, we consider a subzone is warranted.
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We request a Subzone to acknowledge that comprehensive development
will not occur until such time as remediation of the land, where necessary
and importantly master planning has been completed.

GEN ERAL COMMENTS
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We support the intent of the Suburban Activity Centre notwithstanding it doesn't capture individual Policy Areas recognised under the Onkaparinga
Development Plan (e.g. Seaford District Centre or Aldinga District Centre).

.
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PO 5.1
Development is compatible with the outcomes sought by any relevant
Concept Plan contained within the Concept Plans Technical and Numeric
Variation layer in the SA planning database.
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We request that Onkaparinga Development Plan Aldinga Beach Concept
Plan Map Onka/10 and Seaford Concept Plan Map Onka/13 be adopted.
This will allow explicit policy for these areas that has regard to the
retention of appropriate structure, transition from the centre and radiating
from the Core to the peripheries of the zone.
The concept plans envisage finer grain development around the town
centre and then extending outwards including envisaged building heights
within the area .

SUBURBAN MAIN STREET ZONE

GENERALCOMMENTS
We support the intent of this zone for Mclaren Vale.
As we are proposing to undertake a review of zoning and policy in Mclaren Vale early in 2021, we note there may be planning policy recommendations
com ing out of that study.

.
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Procedura l Matters (PM)
2. Any kind of development that is not located adjacent to a site used for
residential purposes in a neighbourhood-type zone.
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We consider that public notification should be triggered when adjacent to
other zones, not only a neighbourhood zone.
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URBAN ACTIVITY CENTRE ZONE

GENERAL COMMENTS
We have no obj ection to the zone itself how ever w e have concerns there are no relevant Subzones and further concerns w ith the proposed boundary
change for the w hole of the Inner Residential Policy Area being w holly converted to the Housing Diversit y Neighbourhood Zone.
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D02
Primary business, shopping and entertaining areas are integrated w ith
public transport facilit ies, pedestrian and cycling netw orks, and communit y
transport infrastructure, and designed to enhance the qualit y of the public
rea lm

•

er: 1111relill

We note the draft Code fails to carry over any of the existing policy
framew ork for the Noarlunga Regional Centre Zone, the Central Cit y Policy
Area and Inner Residential Policy Area.
Counci l has invested heavily, both financially and in policy formation to
guide development of the centre. The exist ing policy has a strong focus on
desired outcomes regarding the public realm and recognit ion of the retail,
hea lth, recreation, and station area nodes. Recognit ion of these various
land use precincts and direct translation of Development plan policy is
lacking.
We note the draft Code has changed the (former) Inner Residential Policy
Area to Housing Diversit y Neighbourhood Zone w hich generally aligns with
a predominantly residential area that enables ground-floor shops and
other small business premises w ithin m ixed-use developments that
complement and support the Central City Policy Area.
How ever, there are several areas w ithin the proposed Housing Diversity
Neighbourhood Zone that w e consider should remain in the Urban Activit y
centre Zone to recognise the land use occupy ing particular areas.
We request further w ork on defining appropriate boundaries w ith the
Commission on this matter.
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING OVERLAY
GENERAL COMMENTS
We support in principle, the application of this Overlay but consider further review and ana lysis is required.
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PO 3.1

•
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We note there is a trigger for development comprising 20 or more
dwellings/ allotments to incorporate affordable housing.

To support the provision of affordable housing, m inimum allotment sizes
may be reduced below the minimum allotment size specified in a zone
while providing allotments of a suitable size and dimension to
accommodate dwellings w ith a high standard of occupant amenity.

On this basis there is provision to provide an integration of affordable
housing w ithin the w ider development w ithout impacting on 'existing'
residents/ properties.

DTS/DPF 3.1

See comment above.

The m inimum site area speci fied for a dwelling can be reduced by up to
20%, or the maximum density per hectare increased by up to 20%, where
it is to be used to accommodate affordable housing except where the
development is located w ithin the Character Area Overlay or Historic Area
Overlay.
PO 3.2
To support the provision of affordable housing, building heights may be
increased above the maximum specified in a zone.

We do not support this PO as it is current w ritten as it raises too many
concerns of appropriate of built form result ing in out of character
development built in the name of affordability. Such a change in policy
should be underpinned by strategic ana lysis coupled w ith appropriately
targeted consultation.
As it stands this policy is not consistent w ith a like for like transit ion of
Development Plan policy to Code.

DTS/DPF 3.2
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Where a building incorporates dwellings above ground level and includes
at least 15% affordable housing, the maximum building height specified in
any relevant zone policy can be increased by 1 building level in the:
General Neighbourhood Zone
Hills Neighbourhood Zone
Housing Diversity Neighbourhood Zone
Master Planned Neighbourhood Zone
Suburban Neighbourhood Zone
DTS/DPF 4.1
Dwellings constituting affordable housing are provided with car parking in
accordance with the following:
0 carparks for a dwelling within a building which incorporates dwellings
located above ground level within 400m of a public transport stop, bus
interchange, O-Bahn interchange, passenger rail station or tram station
measured from the closest point of the relevant building and the closest
stop or any platform(s), shelter(s) or stop(s) where people congregate for
the purpose of waiting to board a bus, tram or train, but does not include
areas used for the parking of vehicles

We have some concern with this DTS/DPF in reference to ‘a public
transport stop, bus interchange’.
We consider this should refer to a high frequency public transport route
such as a ‘Go Zone’.

or
1 carpark per dwelling for any other dwelling.
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RESTRICTED ASSESSMENT PATHWAYS

GENERAL COMMENTS
The separation of incompatible land-uses and site suitability are fundamental planning issues that promote good development outcomes for our areas
w ithin the council. We consider that the structure of the draft Code does not support this intent as highlighted by the lim ited use of the 'restricted land
use' category.
We note a significant shift in assessment pathways for a w ide variety of impacting land uses which w ill now become performance assessed in many
zones. Previous concerns raised by council on the significant change to the assessment pathways for land uses that are considered as impacting land uses
in severa l zones have not been taken up by the Commission.
We reiterate our previous concerns raised in our original submission as this does not represent a ' like for like' transit ion of policy. Currently, each zone
lists land uses which are perceived by counci l and the community as not being envisaged w ithin an area due to their negative impacts and inconsistency
w ith the objectives of the relevant zone or the character desired for that area. This change then results in a significant weakening of the overall intent
and objectives for our zones given the perceived view that these are now reasonable.
We also hold the view that the wider community is anticipating a ' like for like' transition of policy and a clear message on this change to the development
assessment system has not been satisfactorily promoted in the community engagement process. By the very nature of this change, this opens the door
to a greater level of subjective interpretation to justify ' rea sonableness' and 'appropriateness' of a development and more cha llenges against planning
decisions made. For this to be resolved by the court system at the end of the assessment process is not considered an acceptable approach to reasonable
and orderly planning.
This is particularly concerning for our sensit ive and conservative zones such as the Hills Face, Open Space and Conservation Zones. These zones genera lly
comprise large areas of natural and sensitive environments including conservation parks, reserves, cultural and scientific areas, notable land forms and
ecosystems w ithin the council area. The undermining of these areas and accumulative impacts of land uses that are typically unsuitable in these regions
is inconsistent with existing planning policy. This apparent weakening of the zone by this from of assessment pathway also contradicts the new planning
policy that has recently been developed by the department which promotes the protection of our natural landscape and environment.
Many land uses have greater potential to be approved through this change in and less rigorous assessment pathways and consequently wi ll open up
zones to a w ide variety of forms of development that w ill have greater potentia l for adverse impacts. The accumulative negative impact this may create
is also of concern. We strongly urge the state government to clearly signa l through the Code, those land uses that are clearly not suitable for a zone and
apply a rigorous process for any exceptions. Doing so would signal to the community also, that these areas remain important for the state and wou ld in
reality be a true ' like for like' transition of the Code.
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HAZARDS (FLOODING) OVERLAY
GENERAL COMMENTS
Council seeks to maintain the existing level of flood protection currently in Counci l's Deve lopment Plan. Counci l staff have recently provided their flood
mapping data to the Department and request that this is reflected w ithin policy and spatially addressed on the mapping.
We note the relatively genera lised approach to flooding noting the reference to depth on ly but the fa ilure to acknowledge velocity which must be
considered in tangent as a hazard is concerning. We acknowledge the complexity of this issue and support the positive policy work undertaken to date,
but we seek policy that aligns w ith the recent flood mapping and depth data that was submitted and request further consideration of the fo llowing:
•

Reference to semi-permanent structures such as annexes attached to caravans etc has not been considered, particularly as the existing Moana
Caravan Park is located on land that is prone to flood ing.

•

Water quality does not appear to be considered in these overlays. Flooding and the flow of water associated with stormwater and run-off can
potentially carry contaminants and debris such as pesticides, oil and trees etc which can impact water quality and affect many ecosystems and the
environment. Consideration that this overlay be considered in conjunction w ith the spatial w idening of the Water Resources Overlay where water
quality can be assessed is encouraged .

•

Consideration of stormwater management plans should be referenced in the policy to provide greater capacity for practitioners to justify further
requests for greater level of detail in the assessment information given that no referrals are required.
It is noted that the Stormwater Management Overlay has not been translated spatially to correspond w ith the areas within Port Noarlunga and
Moana, for example, where water run-off from the adjoining urban area during extreme weather events could impact water qua lity adjacent and the
coasta l environment and ecosystems. The lower sections of the Onkaparinga River and t idal estuarine environment and wetlands are sensitive to
stormwater impacts. This unique area should a lso be covered by the extension to the spatial application of the Stormwater Management overlay.

•

Recent advice recently provided from the department has indicated that they have obtained fund ing to commence further investigations into
consolidated flood ing and mapping for the Code. Council wou ld appreciate being advised of the progress of this project and welcome the addit ional
investigations in how this issue can be addressed.
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PO 3.2
Development does not cause unacceptable impacts on any adjoining
property by the diversion of flood w aters or an increase in flood velocity or
flood level.

003.4
Development avoids frequently flooded or high velocity areas, other than
w here it is part of a flood m it igation scheme to reduce flood impact.
DTS/ DPF 3.5
Buildings comprise one of the fol low ing:

..

,

•

-

-
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This refers to impacts on adjoining properties and the loss of flood
storage. It is unclear w hat criteria shou ld be used to deem these impacts
acceptable.
We recommend
•

the replacement of " unacceptable" w ith " any negative"

•

adding " and dow nstream" after " adjoining" and

•

adding " in all storms up to the 1%AEP" at the end of the paragraph.

This policy should be expanded and include "where the flow velocity not
greater than 0.4m2/ s"

We request that part (d) be re-w orded and replaced with " any
construction with all sides closed"

a) a porch or portico with at least 2 open sides
b) a verandah w ith at least 3 open sides
c) a carport or outbuilding with at least 2 open sides (whichever
elevations face the direction of the flow)
d) any post construction with open sides
e) a building w ith a finished floor level that is at least 300mm above the
height of a 1% AEP flood event.
PO 5.1
The depth and extent of filling required to raise the finished floor level of a
building does not cause unacceptable impact on any adjoining property by
41

This Performance Outcome refers to impacts as a result of site earthw orks
and to the extent of fill on adjoining property and loss of flood storage.
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diversion of fl ood waters, an increase in fl ood ve locity or flood le ve l, or an
unacceptable loss of flood storage.

We consider that this objective is unclear in terms of what criteria should
be used to deem these impacts acceptable. Therefore, we recommend the
fo llo wing:
• the replacement in both instances of "unacceptable" with "any
negative"
•

adding "and dow nstream" after "adjoining" and

•

adding "in a ll st o rms up t o the 1%AEP" at the end of the paragraph.

HAZARDS (FLOODING - GENERAL) OVERLAY

GENERALCOMMENTS
It is generally know n that coastal areas often bear the brunt of severe storms, but a reas spatia lly s ituated outside of the Hazards (Flooding) Overlays are
a lso know n to e xperience flood hazard.
We welcome the a ddit ion of this overlay which will consider these a reas such as Moana (Moana Sands). With climate change, coastal flood ing is
expected to be a recurring and increasingly se vere issue and this overlay goes some way t o a ddressing and providing addit iona l g uidance for assessment
of deve lopment within these a reas.
•

-

•

-
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While acknow le dging the support for this addit ional laye r of policy, it is
suggested that a Finished Floor Le ve l of at least a m inimum of 200mm
above the top of kerb be provided w here there are NO flood overlays.
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COASTAL FLOODING OVERLAY

GENERALCOMMENTS
While w e support the policy genera lly, w e hold concern for the areas of Moana and Port Noarlunga w here the Onkaparinga River meets the sea. In Port
Noarlunga, the properties at the edge of the tow nship in W earing, Gray and Gaw ler Streets and River Road may be subject to t idal movement. The t ides
extend w ell in-land and opportunity for coastal surges, w hich w hen combined with severe w eather events, w ill exacerbate the potential for flooding.
W e consider that the Coastal Flooding Overlay should spatially extend inland to reflect this sit uation.
Sim ilarly, these occurrences dow nst ream at Port Noarlunga could have potential impacts upstream at the tow nship of Old Noarlunga, albeit noting the
river fl ow is managed and controlled further upstream at Mt Bold. Despite this, it is considered that the extent of this overlay should be re-con sidered.
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No comment

SCENIC QUALITY OVERLAY

GENERALCOMMENTS
W e note the addit ion of this new overlay and it s creation for the protection of areas of natura l, scenic and rural character.
This is an important layer of assessment criteria that can be applied over our sensit ive locations w ithin the counci l area . Council seeks that this overlay
be applied over areas that require greater protection due to their sensit ive or unique nature, and to ensure the ongoing stabilit y of our environment.
The Cit y of Onkaparinga exhibits significant differen ces in character to the inner metropolitan area. The character is often quite distinct from other areas
of the state given the many recognised national parks, conservation parks and reserves amongst other signifi cant locations and areas set w ithin a natura l
rura l setting and the natura l backdrop of the hills face.
Therefore, w e consider the application of this overlay over the Hills Face Zone, Conservation Zone and the existing Landscape Environs and
Recreation/ Open Space precincts such as in our tow nship of Clarendon o r the notable cliff front at Maslin Beach . This overlay wi ll ensure continued
protection of the natural landscape setting and areas of sensit ivit y to ensure improvement to the conservation values including the reinforcement of
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biodiverse habitats, conservation, indigenous cult ura l heritage and natural character. This w ill also ensure that the new policy is more closely aligned
w ith the exist ing framew ork w ithin the South Austra lian Planning Policy Library (SAPPL) for Biodiversit y.
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PO 2.1
Development is carefully sited and designed to:
a) complement rural or natural character
b) m inimise disruption to natura l landform
c) integrate existing natural environmenta l feature s
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W e support this PO but also request that reference to the external
materials of buildings should :

•
•

have surfaces w hich are of a low light-refl ective nature
be of dark natural colours such as brow n and green so as to be
unobtrusive, blend w ith a natural rural landscape and m inim ise any
visual intrusion.

d) m inimise impacts on scenic features
e) be low -scale

f) be visually unobtrusive and blend in w ith the surrounding area

REGULATED AND SIGNIFICANT TREE OVERLAY

GENERALCOMMENTS
W e support having the Regulated and Significant Tree Overlay and policy transit ion into the draft Code, how ever w e reiterate our previous concerns
regarding the use of a single overlay for the consideration and assessment of trees, either regulated or significant, and consolidation into the one
overlay. The current Development Plan consistently provides for differentiated levels of policy protection between regulated and significant t rees. This
result s in a signifi cant w eakening of the policy for protection by the generic application of a few provisions and also increases opportunit ies for t ree
damaging activit ies. Given that the dist inguishing and separate criteria for significant trees is far greater than for regulated trees (as in our Development
Plan), w e request that this Overlay and it s associated policy be revised to better reflect existing policy strength around regulated trees, and provision of
higher order policy for signifi cant trees in particular.
W e consider that the significant tree legislation should return to its pre-2011 levels of protection. It is quite evident across the state and metropolitan
area that the current w atering dow n of policy and t ree protection has made it easier for developers to gain approval to remove a regulated t ree with a
trunk circumference of 2-3m, particularly w here it can be demonst rated that a proposed development is reasonable and expected and w ou ld not
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otherw ise be possible. As highlighted in your recently released report Raising the Bar on Residential Infill in the Planning and Design Code - Sept 2020,
trees are recogni sed as being extremely beneficial and fundamental components to raise the bar on the qua lit y of residential infill developments.
Council generally supports the changes to the Code assessment policy regarding the provision of trees w ithin private developments, thus realising the
targets of the 30-year Plan for Greater Adelaide. How ever, this policy is on ly applicable to infill residential development and w e reque st that this be
strengthened to also take into consideration other neighbourhood zones, as w ell as non-residential land uses in all zones, including car parking areas.
This policy also fails to consider an economic value of trees w hich should be retained until dying of natural causes. As stated in our previous submission,
this consideration w ould treat the tree as an asset for council and may assist as a deterrent in its removal. This has been frequently tested interstate and
upheld in the ERD court. Examples incl ude the revised Burnley method or alternatively the City of Melbourne tree valuation method . Both are
considered valuable methodologies that can be used to calculate the value of trees for their retention.
We note the reference to a t ree off-set scheme that w ill be established w hen a tree is unable to be planted . It is recommended that there be a
substantial increase in the tree fund contributions to reasonably refl ect the value of the regulated/ significant tree being removed. This w ill discourage
applicants to remove trees and encourage replanting on site, and this fee should be increased to take into account the value of the tree as w ell as likely
cost of sourcing, transporting, planting and maintenance (including staking and w atering) for at least a year, then later pruning etc.
Overall, w hile w e support the integration of policy for both regulated and significant trees into the revised draft Code, policy must be strengthened
pertaining to their retention w hile acknow ledging the hierarchy betw een the status of regulated and significant trees.
•
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PO 1.4
A tree-damaging act ivity in connection with other development is
undertaken to accommodate the reasonable development of land in
accordance w ith the relevant zone or subzone w here it might not
otherw ise be possible and, in the case of a significant tree, all rea sonable
development options and design so lutions have been considered to
prevent substantial tree-damaging act ivit y occurring.
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While w e support the elaboration of the policy w ithin this performance
outcome, the retention of trees must become the focus primarily before
the reasonable development of the land . The w ording of this PO should be
re-considered to strengthen this intention, referring to the m inim isation
and the reduct ion in vegetation removal. It should also consider the role
and benefits that trees provide including habitat, functionality as w ildlife
corridors and biodiversity advantages, rather than purely streetscape
amenity and character.
W e note reference to the terminology and use of all other ' remedial
treatment and measures' in PO 1.3, but the intent of PO 1.4 has been
w eakened by use of generic terminology. This is particularly relevant for
infi ll development envisaged on reduced minimum site areas w ith reduced
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building setbacks and increased site coverage. This intensification of
development that is anticipated with the Code has negative implications
on the protection of existing trees and a resultant reduction in tree
canopy.
PO 2.1
Regulated and significant trees, including their root systems, are not
unduly compromised by excavation and / or filling of land, or the sealing of
surfaces within the vicinity of the tree to support their retention and
health.

Concerns are held as to the precise meaning of “unduly compromised”.
The degree to which a tree can be affected has not been adequately
described and is open to interpretation. This single PO should be expanded
and incorporate policy that specifically relates to an identified Tree
Protection Zone (TPZ), and Root Protection Zone (RPZ), including reference
to the minimisation and use of under-canopy residential structures within
the open space areas where there is a suggested risk to a regulated or
significant tree over the long term. This should also relate to areas which
are of higher-use on a dwelling site. Potential encroachment within these
areas should also be considered due to the risk to public safety associated
with the tree, in the long term. Employment of possible construction
methods for retaining walls and adoption of appropriate building controls
such as non-invasive footing systems and management of ground level
surfacing should be explored further.
The revised draft Code also does not address the impact of advertising
signs and other structures on tree damage. These forms of development
can still reduce the lifespan of a tree and increase its risk to the public.

PO 3.1
Land division results in an allotment configuration that enables its
subsequent development and the retention of regulated and significant
trees as far as is reasonably practicable.
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We do not support a single PO to address land division where the tree
hierarchy is not recognised. We consider it crucial to recognise the
importance of maintaining urban biodiversity and acknowledge the diverse
differences in character of an area. This policy would apply to an infill area
but also to a rural allotment where larger more notable stands of
regulated and/or significant trees exist. Therefore, the terminology used
(‘reasonably practicable’) can be interpreted quite differently between
these two areas. The division of land for residential purposes should not be
at the expense of existing trees on the land in all cases, but this policy and

~

what can be considered as ' reasonably practicable' is open to
interpretation.
The proposed policy provides increased flexibility in managing our
significant trees and reduces the ability to prevent removal of these trees.
This is not acceptable and higher order policy is required to address this
issue.

URBAN TREE CANOPY OVERLAY
GENERAL COMMENTS
We note the addit ion of the new overlay to ensure the planting of trees in urban areas, contribution to reduction in the urban heat effect and
improvement to amenity value and streetscapes.
We support the policy improvements made and the strengthening of the assessment policy provisions in the revised draft Code . As high lighted in the
recently released report, Raising the bar on Residential infill in the Planning and Design Code - Sept 2020, trees are recognised as being extremely
beneficial and fundamenta l components to raise the bar on the qualit y of residential infill developments across all counci l areas.
How ever, w hile this supports a number of environmenta l, amenity and liveability objectives and offers improvement to urban tree canopy, and a
reduction in the urban heat effect, current policy has not been directly translated across to the Code.
This new policy init iative has been based on the BOO EconSearch Options Analysis: Costs and Benefits of Urban Tree Canopy Options for M inor Infill
Development in the Planning and Design Code - A Report to the Attorney-General's Department September 2020. This report introduces the possible
establishment of an offset scheme to provide the option for payment into a fund to support the planting of trees in reserves or public land, instead of
planting new trees on development sites.
As w e understand, a fee of approximately $300 has been mooted in lieu of planting onsite, how ever the BOO report calcu lated that the monetary
amount to cover the cost of planting and maintaining a replacement tree may be in the order of $603 for trees on private land and $1165 for trees on
public land. Clearly this fee is not commensurate w ith our costs of planting and maintaining a tree on public land. Counci l currently charges
approximately $660 per replacement tree (including planting and maintenance) for the replacement of a street tree on the counci l verge w hich covers
only a tw o-year period. We therefore recommend that this tree fund contribution pay ment be increased significantly. The low contribution rate will fail
to discourage applicants from removing a tree in the first instance, but it should be increased to take into account the value of the tree as w ell as like ly
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cost of sourcing, t ransporting, planting and maintenance (including staking and w atering) for at least a year, then later pruning etc. This fund also
appears to apply on ly to infi ll residential areas.
The follow ing comments must be considered.
.
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DTS/ DPF 1.1
Tree planting is provided in accordance with the follow ing:

Site size per dwelling (m 2 )

<450

1 small tree

450-800

1 medium tree or 2 small trees

1 large tree or 2 medium trees or 4

small trees

*refer Table 1 Tree Size
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Counci l generally supports the changes to the Code assessment policy
regarding the provision of trees within private developments. This will
assist in the realising of the targets of the 30-Year Plan for Greater
Adelaide. We also support the measurable design solutions but suggest
that the w ording of the DTS apply to both private and public land.

Tree size• and number required per
dwelling

>800

'-'

How ever, it is disappointing that there is a w eakening of the overall intent
by the introduction of an Offset Fund, where money can be paid to a fund
rather than planting onsite as would otherwise be required. This
underm ines the overall objective sought, which focusses on the
improvement to amenity and tree canopy, and reduction in heat island
effects.
By using these funds, there is a heavy reliance on council to then consider
the planting of a t ree in the public realm w hich is most likely to be situated
in a very different location to the subject site that a development proposa l
is concerning. Due to the low -cost contribution suggested, we hold
concerns regarding the genera l community perception that payment into
the fund w ould be an easier and more simple approach than the cost and
planting of an additional tree. This shou ld be more of a dis-incentive and
should only be used when all other measures have been considered. The
focus should be centred on private landow ners and developers w ith the
option of contributing to the fund should be subject to council assessment
based on criteria. It is also considered that the focus on the benefits that
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trees provide and contribute to an area to achieve better development
outcomes has not been adequately acknowledged and should be
addressed more thoroughly.

Table 1 Tree Size

Tree size

Small

Mature
height

Mature
spread

Soil area around tree
within development site

(minimum)

(minimum)

(minimum)

4m

2m

10 m 2 and min .

dimension of 1.5m

Medium

6m

4m

30m 2 and min.
dimension of 2m

Large

12 m

8m

60m 2 and min.
dimension of 4m

The discount in Column D of Table 2 applies where existing trees are
retained on the subject land that that meet the criteria in Columns A, B
and C of Table 2, and are not a species identified in Regulation 3F(4)(b) of
the Planning Development and Infrastructure (General) Regulations 2017.
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In addition, we hold concerns regarding the administration of the off-set
fund being held by the state government. The process for council to access
these funds has not been made clear and needs some clarification.
We advocate for streetscape design to include tree planting, but planting
on both private land and public land should be a primary consideration.
This policy is also only applicable to infill residential development and
should be strengthened to also take into consideration other
neighbourhood zones as well as non-residential land uses in all zones,
including associated on-site car parking areas. While acknowledging that
streetscape improvements and the like can be considered at the land
division stage, including the encouragement of undergrounding of
powerlines, WSUD principles, use of tree inlet pits, root barriers, rain
gardens, green walls and planted swale verges with trees, it must be reconsidered and explored more in the revised draft Code.
We also note the change to the application of this overlay to comprise
most of the residential areas within the council area where located outside
of High and Medium Bushfire Risk Protection Areas. This aligns with
current policy, but with the transition of much of our residential areas to
General Neighbourhood Zone and the consequent reduction in minimum
allotment areas from 325 sqm to 300 sqm, the mandatory one tree per
allotment proves more difficult. We also request that this overlay also be
considered over our Deferred Urban zoned or greenfield land areas for the

planting of trees on individual sites and public land particularly for when
consideration of future rezoning will be contemplated.

Table 2 Tree Discounts

Retained

Retained tree

Retained soil

Discount applied

tree height

spread

area around tree
within

(Column D)

(Column A)

(Column B)

development
site
(Column C)

4-6rn

<4 m

10m 2 and min.

2 small trees (or 1

dimension of

med ium tree)

1.5m

6-12m

>12m
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4 -8m

>8m

We also note the slight variations in policy criteria which varies from the
current Development Plan regarding the specific criteria for tree planting
which is directly related to allotment size. We note and support the
introduction of soft landscaping policy requirements and acknowledge the
minimum dimension of 700mm as a DTS standard. We also note
application of PO 22.1 of the “Design in Urban Areas” of the General
Development Policies on this issue. However, PO 7.6 refers to associated
driveways and there is no DTS benchmark or minimum standard that can
be applied to ensure landscaping is planted along its length. With use of
PO 22.1 (as above), does this mean that an applicant could resort to the
absolute minimum of 0.7m for landscaping? Current policy refers to a 1.0m
requirement. This should be confirmed.
The policy does not acknowledge ‘deep soil zones’ but the ‘soil around the
tree’. The wording and terms used should be re-considered, as disturbed
ground resulting from building is often shallow and of poor quality. Deepsoil zones should be established to encourage the growth of the tree to a
mature size and improve infiltration of water. It is concerning that there
are no minimum deep soil zone provisions proposed.

30m 2 and min.

2 med ium trees

dimension of 3m

(or 4 small trees)

It is also of concern that the proposed policy fails to consider the relative
tree species chosen for the relevant planting areas to avoid impacts as a
result of reactive soils, footing costs or setbacks.

60m 2 and min.

2 large trees (or 4

dimension of 6m

medium trees, or
8 smal l trees)

In addition, the slight change in tree classification (i.e. small, medium,
large) is acknowledged and has been altered. Policy now requires a lower
maximum tree height from 6 metres to 4 metres with a reduced canopy
spread from 2 metres to 1.5 metres for a ‘small’ tree for example. We
support these changes given recognition of small front setbacks, open
space, restricted space on infill allotments etc while still offering benefits
to the community and environment.

We also note that there is no maximum height or maximum canopy spread
of trees nominated as in current policy. While this is not considered a
significant variation from current policy, this will be dependent on the
species of tree and its canopy spread.
We note the recommended discounts for the retention of existing trees on
sites. We also note the exclusion of the Urban Trees Fund from the revised
draft Code. The current Urban Trees Fund applies to the whole of the
council area other than where properties are located within the High or
Medium Bushfire Protection Areas. As above, the current payment
amounts are inadequate to cover the costs of planting and maintaining
trees in lieu of replanting on site.
Table Onka/6 – Landscaping Guidelines for Non-Residential Development
refers to the planting of a deciduous trees being incorporated into car
parking areas and street frontages to provide shade in the summer and
allow sunlight to permeate during winter and enhance the appearance of
the vehicle parking areas.
We draw your attention to PDC 15 of the Bulky Goods Zone, PDC 16 of
District Centre, Aldinga Beach Policy Area 8 and more recently, the Urban
Employment Zone PDC 28 which all refer to the requirement of one
medium to large tree per 8 car parking bays within an off-street vehicle
parking area that is capable of providing summer shade and amenity
benefits. This policy has been an extremely useful assessment policy
provision when negotiating with applicants and developers to encourage
better development outcomes and additional tree canopy in commercial
and retail areas.
We request further discussion in relation to the above.
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