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Adelaide CountJy Zone

Explanatory Context

The Adelaide Country Zone lies to the east of the Hills Face Zone and replaces the current Development Plan
Primary Production (Mount Lofty Ranges) Zone and Watershed Protection Mount Lofty Ranges. In the initial
consultation draft the zone was called the Peri Urban Zone. The area currently accommodates a broad range
of land uses but the land uses are generally lower intensity such as grazing, cropping and vineyards. There is
currently a focus on planning policy in zoning which focusses on the protection of the watershed areas which
contribute substantially to Adelaide's water supply with significant limitations on the range and intensity of land
uses. The draft Code shifts the balance towards enabling additional development within the proposed new
Adelaide Country Zone.

Recommended Action/Change
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A significant range of relatively minor changes are recommended:
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1. Removal of function centres and dwellings from public notification should be reversed as these can
impact on ability to conduct primary production activities and upon the amenity of the zone for existing
residents, and larger forms of tourist accommodation should require notification.

2. Recommend amendments to application of the Mount Lofty Water Supply Catchment (Area 1) Overlay
which would rationalise the application of this overlay to road and allotment boundaries.

3. Recommend an increase in the range of Restricted development to reduce likelihood of inappropriate
potentially polluting activities and a significant range of other minor changes as detailed below.

Previous Comments

Council provided comment on this draft Zone which was previously called the Peri-Urban Zone. The zone
name has been changed in accordance with Councils comments that the name was inappropriate. Council
supported the potential for increases in development opportunity within the Zone while indicating some
concern about the potential for increased polluted run-off. This comment has not been addressed. The
comments recommended increases in the range of Restricted Development likely to improve protection of the
watershed under the new zoning.

General Commentary

The Adelaide Country Zone applies in the eastern parts of the City of Playford. Located within two zones in the
current Development Plan, the Watershed Protection (Mount Lofty Ranges) Zone and the Primary Production
(Mount Lofty Ranges) Zone, the draft Code seeks to locate both within the Adelaide Country Zone. The earlier
draft of the Code called this Zone the Peri-urban Zone

The Mount Lofty Water Supply Catchment (Area 1) Overlay is proposed to apply in the southern section
(where the current Development Plan Watershed Protection (Mount Lofty Ranges) Zone applies).

The Adelaide Country Zone is proposed to support a complex and diverse range of land uses at an appropriate
scale and intensity. The existing non-complying provisions have been substantially amended to provide
greater opportunity for value adding enterprises, farm gate businesses, the sale and consumption of
agricultural based products and increased tourist accommodation. The balance between development
opportunities and maintaining water quality is a key factor for consideration.

Assessment Provisions
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Horticulture
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It is noted that the DTS/DPF criteria ‘abuts an existing horticultural activity’ has been removed.

It is recognised that both Horticulture and Farming (ie broad hectare cropping) are encouraged land uses
within the Adelaide Country Zone. While both are key land uses with within this zone, they come with a high
level of complexity when considering appropriate buffers to manage interface and the diverse application of
chemical sprays.

This matter has been a longstanding issue within the planning and agricultural professions with various
assessment provisions having being applied across current Development Plans throughout the State. By way
of background, the typical range of chemicals used by broad hectare farmers to manage summer weeds are a
well-known cause of vineyard damage – hence the desire to manage appropriate buffers between land uses.

The agricultural sector has undergone significant change over the past few decades with a notable change in
the number of size of farming activities, the make-up of land uses and the production techniques used. Areas
within close proximity to markets (ie Adelaide), reliable rainfall and suitable transportation networks has
resulted in a reduction in broad hectare farming and an increase in more intensive horticultural activities.

Due to the nature of chemical usage, time of its usage (depending on the growing cycle) and proximity of
adjoining land uses, there has been an increased requirement for managing interface, with there now being an
increase in litigation claims against adjoining land owners on the use of chemical sprays.

It is understood that to provide a ‘test’ during the Deemed-to-Satisfy assessment pathway, the criteria ‘abuts an
existing horticultural activity’ assists to minimise the potential interface issues by trying to remove the extent of
non-horticultural activities abutting the subject land.

Should a horticultural activity be proposed where it

adjoins an existing horticultural use, it would default to a more detailed assessment via the Performance
Assessed pathway. This would also bring up the relevant Performance Outcomes that will assist to manage
the potential interface.

The ‘Guide to the Draft Planning and Design Code – October 2019’ states that the ‘new rural based zones will
contain policies about rural interface management’. It is considered that the inclusion of Horticulture as a
DTS pathway without appropriate interface provisions is not consistent with the consultation documentation
supporting the intent of the Code.

It is recommended that the DTS/DPF criteria be reinstated or a similar criteria be inserted to manage the
interface between horticulture and farming activities.
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•

PO 4.1 – It is noted that the DTS/DPF (c) for small-scale industry has been increased from 250m2 to

•

350m2. It is unknown if this is a response from previous public submissions or an internal Departmental
change. DTS/DPF (b) requires the allotment to be greater than 2 hectares. Given the reasonable
allotment, this change could be considered appropriate.
PO 4.2 – The Desired Outcomes of the Zone do not actively encourage ‘new large-scale
industry’. The inclusion of this will be problematic given that this zone is affected by the Mount
Lofty Ranges Water Supply Catchment (Areas 1 and 2). It will be misleading, when the water
quality provisions will require smaller scale development that can be appropriately managed in
this sensitive area.
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Newer larger industries should be established in adjoining Rural Zones that foster this form of development
and can more readily manage the interface issues between adjoining land uses (primarily due to the average
allotment size is far greater than that found within the Adelaide Country Zone).

•
•
•
•
•

•

PO 5.1 – DTS/DPF (a) – there are no minimum allotments sizes prescribed within current Development
Plan zoning. It is recommended that this be removed. Part (d) and (e) could therefore also be removed.
PO 5.3 – How is the term ‘multi-generational management of farms’ interpreted in a development
assessment process? Could this open up the potential for increased dwellings which can create
restrictions on rural development?
PO 5.4 – DTS/DPF (a) – spelling error needs correcting
PO 6.3 – How is the term ‘authentic visitor experiences’ interpreted in a development assessment
process?
PO 13.1 – DTS/DPF 13.1(d) - It is noted that the DTS/DPF (d) for agricultural buildings has been
increased from 200m2 to 350m 2. It is unknown if this is a response from previous public submissions or
an internal Departmental change. DTS/DPF (1) requires the allotment to be greater than 2 hectares.
This change is consistent with the changes made to PO 4.1. Given the reasonable allotment, this change
could be considered appropriate.
PO 14.1 + 14.2 – a DTS/DPF has been included for Outbuildings, Carports and Verandahs to state ‘if
clad in sheet metal, it is pre-colour treated or painted in an non-reflective colour’. This is considered
appropriate. Also apply to 13.1.

Table 1 – Accepted Development Classification

I
Carport – The Mount Lofty Ranges Water Supply Catchment (Area 1) and (Area 2) Overlay should be applied
to the ‘exceptions’. As there are requirements for Carports to be connected to a rainwater tank (DTS/DPF 3.4),
it should be excluded from Table 1.
Outbuildings - should be excluded from the Accepted Development pathway if located where the Hazards
(Flooding - General) Overlay applies.
Outbuildings – The Mount Lofty Ranges Water Supply Catchment (Area 1) and (Area 2) Overlay should be
applied to the ‘exceptions’. As there are requirements for Outbuildings to be connected to a rainwater tank
(DTS/DPF 3.4), it should be excluded from Table 1.
Verandah – The Mount Lofty Ranges Water Supply Catchment (Area 1) Overlay should be applied to the
‘exceptions’. As there are requirements for Verandahs to be connected to a rainwater tank (DTS/DPF 3.4), it
should be excluded from Table 1.

Table 2 – Deemed-to-Satisfy Development Classification

Land uses that are listed in PO 1.1 should have this referenced in the table. It is noted that there is an
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inconsistency within the Zone and between Zones throughout the Code
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Naming convention for the Mount Lofty Ranges Water Supply Catchment (Area 1) and Area (2) are incorrectly
written in this table. Requires amendment.

Table 3 – Performance Assessed Classification

These are generally satisfactory.

Table 4 – Restricted Development Classification

There are concerns with the number of land uses that have been removed from the 2019 consultation version
of the draft Code. These land uses are known to have significant water quality impacts and should be retained
where located in the Mount Lofty Ranges Water Supply Catchment (Area 1) Overlay. It is recommended that
these land uses are reinstated.

Table 5 – Procedural Matters - Notification

‘Dwelling’ has been removed from the requirement to undergo public notification. This is considered a concern
as ‘dwellings’ are not consistent with the overall intent of the Desired Outcome of the Zone. Dwellings are an
ancillary component to agricultural land uses and a suitable assessment process should be provided where
adjoining agricultural land owners are afforded the opportunity to comment on any proposal.

‘Function Centres’ has been removed from the requirement to under public notification if it meets DTS/DTF
6.6. This is a concern given the potential scale of function centres (including the use of live music) and the
potential detrimental impacts upon adjoining land owners, even if located greater than 40 metres from an
allotment boundary.

Should this exemption not be removed, that it is recommended that DTS/DPF 6.5 also be included as part of its
notification requirement.

‘Tourist Accommodation’ has been amended and the size criteria has been removed from the public notification
requirement. It is recommended that a size limit be included, resulting in larger forms of tourist accommodation
requiring public notification.

Overlays
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The Mount Lofty Water Supply Catchment (Area 1) Overlay will apply in the southern section (wht3~h he
existing Watershed Protection (Mount Lofty Ranges) Zone current applies).

It is noted that there are a number of changes to the spatial appl ication of the Mount Lofty Water Supply
Catchment (Area 1) Overlay with the Overlay now applying to a number of additional allotments/areas:

Existing Map Play/11

Draft P&D Code

It is recommended that the following amendments are made to either ensure consistency with the existing
Development Plan zoning or provide a fairer outcome.

• Remove 2 allotments adjoining the One Tree Hill township (Allotment 329 and 328) from the Overlay (as
shown in current Development Plan)
• Remove Allotment 330 from the Overlay
• Include all of Allotment 91 into the Overlay (as shown in current Development Plan)
• Remove Q6 from the Overlay (as shown in current Development Plan)
• Include all of Allotment 109 into the Overlay (as shown in current Development Plan)
• Include all of Allotment 108 into the Overlay (as shown in current Development Plan)
• Remove the two allotments to the rear of Allotment 108 and 109 from the Overlay (as shown in current
Development Plan)
• Remove S1675 from the Overlay (as shown in current Development Plan)
• Remove Allotment 91 from the Overlay (as shown in current Development Plan)

The Limited Land Division Overlay applies to the entire Adelaide Country Zone. This is supported and is a key
requirement to minimise the proliferation of development in this sensitive area.

Part 2 - Zones and Sub Zones > Employment Zone
r Support
r Oppose
Ci Amend
Your Feedback
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Employment Zone

Explanatory Context
The draft Code Employment Zone has been renamed from the former Suburban Employment Zone in the
earlier consultation version. The Zone includes industrial and commercial areas of Playford that are generally
smaller in size than the proposed Strategic Employment Zone (see separate heading) and it combines current
Commercial and Light Industry Development Plan Zones. The Development Plan zoning sought to separate
commercial and light industrial activities.
The draft Employment Zone includes the Mingari site at the corner of Main North Road and Curtis Road and
also the Virginia Nursery site which was previously proposed as a part of the Rural Zone which is not proposed
to be used in Playford in the latest draft.
There is discussion under separate heading of the Strategic Employment Zone which in the previous draft was
called Employment Zone.

Recommended Action/Change

1. Amend the policies for the Mingari Road site in the draft Employment Zone to enable up to 1500 square
metres of shop development in accordance with current Development plan policy and Council’s earlier
consultation comments (noting that any bulky goods development would be possible outside of this
limitation).

2. Provide specific policy for the Virginia Nursery in the draft Employment Zone to enable current
Development Plan policies which limit shop development at 530 square metres and bulky goods
development at 5000 square metres.

Previous Comment
Playford recommended the following actions/changes during the previous consultation on the earlier draft of
the Code in regard to the equivalent zone:
Recommended Action /Change:
1) Indicate concern about the potential of the increased capacity to develop shops (Code includes 1000 square
metre shop Restricted development limit). Recommend a decrease in the Restricted development levels to 500
square metres for shops, with a guideline maximum of 250 square metres.
2) Recommend that the current 1500 square metre limit on shops in the Mingari Street Commercial Zone
should be carried across to the Code as a Restricted development limit.

Whilst the proposed Zone is generally consistent with the previously proposed Suburban Employment zone,
the desired shop size in the zone has been reduced from 500 square metres to 100 square metres. This is a
notable and positive change and goes significantly beyond the Council’s previous submission which sought a
guideline maximum of 250 square metres.
It is also noted that the current limit on shops on the Mingari Street site has not been carried across to the
latest draft Zone as sought in the previous comments.
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Council also sought change to the Rural Zone which was proposed in the previous draft to include the Virginia
Nursery site on Gawler Road, Virginia. This site has now been included in the Employment Zone and
discussed below.

General commentary
The Employment Zone proposed by the draft Code includes a number of small amendments and refinements
from that previously publicly consulted, generally confined to wording and expression of the policy, with the
most notable exception being a reduction in anticipated shop floor areas.
The proposed application of the Zone through areas in Playford is similar to the previously consulted version
as follows:
The current Light Industry Zone in the Development Plan is located as follows and to be replaced with the draft
Code Employment Zone:

•

•
•
•

•

John Rice Avenue (opposite Lionsgate), Elizabeth South
Phillip Highway (opposite Lionsgate), Elizabeth South
Angle Vale Road / Northern Expressway, Angle Vale
Curtis Road (southern side), Smithfield
Bishopstone Road (Council POC site), Davoren Park

The current Commercial Zone in the Development Plan is located as follows and to be replaced by the draft
Code Employment Zone:

•
•
•

Mingari Street site (corner Main North Road, former Bowls Club), Munno Para
Curtis Road (northern side in Playford Alive development), Munno Para
Curtis Road (cnr. Frisby Road, occupied by Bunnings), Angle Vale

As briefly mentioned above the Employment Zone is also proposed to be applied to the Virginia Nursery site
which is endorsed as the basis of the zoning of the site, with a note there is some significant finetuning
required to ensure that the zoning is equivalent to the current Development Plan zoning. This is further
discussed below
There is also further discussion below regarding the Mingari site.

Virginia Nursery site (Gawler Road, Virginia)
The current Development Plan policy sits within the Primary Production Zone and in a specific policy area
called Virginia Policy Area 1. There is a range of policy which was tailored to deal very specifically with the site
because of a history of development occurring on the site over a period of time which did not conform to the
Zone policies and with varying levels of compliance and approvals. Council agreed to a DPA funded by the
owners of the business, to deal with these issues while allowing for ongoing business development on the site.
The DPA was gazetted on 10 December 2015.
The specific issues of concern with the draft new Employment Zone are the 100 square metre limit (which is
generally endorsed for the Zone) and the lack of a cap on the level of bulky goods.
The policies for the nursery were established with a concern that the ongoing development of the site was
becoming a shopping centre within the Primary Production Zone, whereas the Virginia Town Centre is
specifically located and intended to service the nearby / surrounding community. The latest draft Code policies
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and location in the Employment Zone, while providing a better transition than the previously proposed Rural
Zone do not include the current restrictions on shops (including the restaurant) of 530 square metres and39
a
total of 5000 square metres.
On this basis it is recommended that specific provisions (as TNVs) are included for the site which would limit
shop development including the restaurant to 530 square metres (excluding the retail nursery) and the bulky
goods development to 5000 square metres. Both limits would be included as Restricted development. It is
noted that under the new Code there is the ability to consider development beyond such limits without a
requirement to go through the more arduous non-complying process. Such matters are then considered by the
State Planning Commission.

Mingari Street site
The Mingari Street site at the corner of Main North Road and Curtis Road (former Bowls Club site) was
rezoned by Council from a residential zoning in the Development Plan to the Commercial Zone in June 2017.
Analysis/investigations by Council at the time feeding into the rezoning and policy, determined that the site was
not appropriate for another centre zone, given the number of centres in the surrounding district and the desire
to ensure that future centres in growth areas would be able to support new conveniently located centre
development. This current Commercial zoning includes a shopping limit of 1500 square metre limit for shop
development, providing the potential for local scale shops but with clear policy indicating that nothing larger
such as a Neighbourhood Centre would be contemplated.
The draft Code Employment Zone is the closest equivalent to the Commercial Zone and generally an
appropriate transition. However, as expressed previously by Council in response to the earlier Code draft the
new zoning has not transitioned the policy enabling shops up to the 1500 square metre limit. In fact as noted
elsewhere, the desired level of shops has been reduced to 100 square metres.
In order to provide for similar policy to that which Council was gazetted in 2017, it is recommended that the 100
square metre limit should be lifted and a TNV (numerical variation and or subzone) of 1500 square limit is
imposed on the Mingari site enabling shops, excluding bulky goods development. It is important that the policy
does not easily enable development of shops above this limit, but the limit should exclude bulky goods as per
the current Development Plan policy.

Noto land Frisby Road, Angle Vale
Correspondence was received from consultants Intro Design (see report attachment 2) regarding their client’s
land (the Noto family) at the north-western corner of Curtis road and the Northern Expressway. Their land is
currently zoned Commercial in the Development Plan. The Bunnings development is located in this zone at this
corner. The main concern appears to be that their client has lost what they consider to be an advantage
because the draft Code proposes their land as Employment Zone, which would enable both Commercial and
industrial activities. The zoning is also be applied to land to the north at the corner of Angle Vale Road and the
Northern Expressway. This parcel is currently zoned Light Industry. It would seem that the concern is that the
current Light Industry land will also be able to establish commercial activities / development.
Generally Council does not involve itself in issues of this nature which largely relate to competition. From a
planning perspective there are not any apparent issues with designating both the Noto site (currently
Commercial) and the land further north (currently Light Industry) as Employment. On this basis it is considered
that Council should not recommend any change to the State.
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Specific policies commentary
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Assessment Provisions
A new Desired Outcome 2 for the Zone is proposed which seeks distinctive building, landscape and
streetscape design to achieve high visual and environmental amenity particularly along arterial roads, zone
boundaries and public open spaces. This is a positive change. Council has previously expressed concern
about the appearance along arterial roads given the potential to include industrial activities as well as
commercial.
There are a number of PO's where either no change, or minor editorial changes have been proposed between
the current and previously exhibited version of the Code.
The most notable changes to the PO's for the zone relate to:
• New DTS/DPF 1.2 has reduced desired shop sizes from 500 square metres to 100 square metres. This is
generally considered positive because it will limit the potential for out of centre shopping development
which Council expressed as a concern in its previous submission.
• PO 1.3 includes telecommunications facilities. This is considered to be generally inconsequential
• Concept plans are now explicitly referenced at the Zone level capturing existing policy intent and
direction . This is a significant improvement over the previous version.
• Advertisement sizes have increased from 4m high to 6m and 3 square metres to 8 square metres.
Table 1 - Accepted Development
Minimal changes have been made to Table 1 with the exception of the introduction of air handling units and
brush fences subject to conditions. This is appropriate and represent low-risk planning outcomes.
Table 2 - Deemed to Satisfy
Amendment to include land division and replacement buildings. This will aid in administrative streamlining and
is unlikely to result in significant adverse planning outcomes.
Amendment to this table has removed offices (non-ancillary) and consulting rooms which is a significant
improvement to the new version of the zone on consultation.
Table 3 -Applicable Policies for Performance Assessed Development
A small number of items have been removed from this table and land division, office and retaining walls have
been added to the table.
The changes are considered to be satisfactory.
Table 4 - Restricted Development
The Restricted Development is considered reasonable with the exception that amendment is required to
acknowledge the recommendations related to the limits on shopping for the site.
Table 5 - Notification
The proposed notification is considered reasonable.

Part 2 - Zones and Sub Zones > Established Neighbourhood Zone
r Support
r Oppose
Ci Amend
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Your Feedback
Established Neighbourhood Zone

Explanatory Context

The proposed draft Code Established Neighbourhood Zone is to replace the current Residential Character
Zone under the Development Plan. Additionally a Character Area applies under the new Code in order to
recognise the current zoning of the area. Elizabeth South was the first residential area to be planned and built
by the SAHT as part of the new town of Elizabeth. The current Development Plan and the proposed draft Code
Established Neighbourhood Zone seek to retain some of that character.

Recommended Action / Change

1. The Character Area Statement requires reinforcement to exclude or discourage development such as
hammerhead development, group and residential flat building development and garaging or carports
well setback or to the rear of sites. The draft Code Zone provides for all dwelling types within the
Established Neighbourhood Zone, some of which (group dwellings and residential flat buildings) are
non-complying and undesirable in the current zone (and therefore contrary to established character).

2. Remove non-residential land uses as Deemed-to-Satisfy development within the Established
Neighbourhood Zone, given there is a need to consider character implications of such development
(difficult to achieve through Deemed to Satisfy criteria).

3. Require stricter Deemed to Satisfy criteria for garaging or there will be inconsistencies with the
Character Area Statement in Elizabeth South.

General Commentary

The Established Neighbourhood Zone proposed by the Code seeks to provide for lower density and low rise
residential neighbourhoods where a more established character or value is sought to be maintained. There are
a number of elements within the Assessment Provisions in the draft Code which are arguably not consistent
with the Character of Elizabeth South, and therefore places greater emphasis on the application on the
Character Overlay to address these matters (but also will lead to some inconsistencies in policy between the
two). As a result, there is a need to strengthen the Character Area Statement that applies to the Elizabeth
South area to ensure that key elements within the Desired Character Statement and Principles of Development
Control in the current Zone are suitably represented and given sufficient weight.

Specific policies commentary

Assessment Provisions

T24Consult Page 11 of 93

Zone DTS 1.2 – Clauses (a) and (b) may be appropriate as very small scale DTS development of shops,

consulting rooms and offices, but clauses (c) and (d) are inappropriate as DTS development due to their39
potential scale in a zone of this nature. There are potential character and amenity concerns from these forms
of development which are unlikely to be able to be addressed through this pathway. Zone DTS 2.2 – The
approach is considered appropriate for managing land divisions, however, add DTS 3.1 (site coverage), 5.1,
5.2, 5.3, 8.1, 9.1 (setbacks) and 7.1 (boundary walls) within the DTS criteria as these are just as important as
the minimum site area.
Zone DTS 4.2 – Strengthen the Character Statement to reinforce the need for second storey forms of
development to be located further back on the site. There is potential for two storey forms to be established
further forward than envisaged within the current zone.
Zone DTS 6.1 – Establish a secondary street setback of 1.5 metres. No secondary street setback TNV
appears to apply for the area to which the zone applies, therefore, this dimension defaults to 900mm which is
low for the character of this area.
Zone DTS 8.1 – Establish guidance within the Character Statement regarding side setbacks. No side setback
TNV appears to apply for the area to which the zone applies. Recommend 1.5 metres for single storey and 2.5
metres for a second storey. This dimension defaults to 900mm for single storey, 1.9m for two storey.
DTS 10.1 – The DTS criteria should be aligned to single width garaging only (max 3.5m), and set back at least
1 metre from primary face of the dwelling. The Character Area Statement will need to be strengthened on this
issue as reliance on it is needed for character purposes. Garaging is problematic as it is likely to lead to
inconsistent character traits to the established character of the zone.

Assessments Tables – Accepted Development
Listed classes of development are appropriate.

Assessments Tables – Deemed-to-satisfy Development
Dwelling Addition – Reference the Character Area Overlay as an exclusion .This is an oversight as additions
can have implications for character and need to be appropriately assessed.
Dwelling addition – should include Zone DTS 3.1 (Site Coverage), 5.1 (Front Setback).

Assessments Tables – Performance Assessment Policies
Ancillary Accommodation – should include Zone PO 4.1, should also reference the Stormwater Management
Overlay, despite ancillary structures potentially doubling the site coverage of a site.
Carport – should also reference Zone PO 8.1, 9.1 (more than just character – also about access to sunlight
and landscaping), PO 10.2 (adds value to assessment)
Detached dwelling – Character Overlay PO 3.2 should also apply – adaptive reuse (perhaps this is better
under different heading than Additions and Alterations?). Also should reference the Stormwater Management
Overlay, given that there could be more than 1 detached dwelling on a site.
Dwelling addition - Zone PO 5.1 should also apply (ensure additions are not forward of dwelling). Also should
reference the Stormwater Management Overlay.
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Tree damaging activity - Reference Character Area Overlay PO 1.1 and 6.2, as these support valued
established landscape character in these locations.

39

Verandah - should reference Character Overlay PO 3.1 as these are forms of additions.

Assessments Tables - Restricted Development
Reduce the Restricted Development Size to 250 square metres. The 1,000m2 floor area provided for
exclusions for a Shop is too large as a shop half that size is likely to have significant implications for both
established character and amenity impacts on the neighbourhood (and contrary to a small-scale activity sought
in PO 1.1 ).

Assessments Tables - Public Notification
Non-residential land uses should be subject to consultation , particularly where they are adjacent to existing or
approved dwellings and in a character area . This is consistent with current policy position and not
unreasonably given potential amenity and potential of these uses on residential development.

Overlays
Character Area Overlay - The POs in this are considered appropriate. Comment has been integrated into
preceding text.

Urban Stormwater Overlay - this is a new Overlay since previous consultation version. It applies a desire to
integrate WSUD, including detention and retention (through DPF 1.1) for development, which is supported. It's
referencing within the Assessment Tables needs refinement / not included as widely as it should be.

Part 3 - Overlays > Hazards (Flooding - General) Overlay

r
r

Support
Oppose
r- Amend

Your Feedback
Part 3 - Overlays > Hazards (Flooding - General) Overlay
r Support
r Oppose
r- Amend

Your Feedback
Flooding Overlays - (both overlays)

Explanatory Context
Flooding and flood management is a significant issue w ithin the City of Playford. There are policies w ithin the
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Current Development Plan that apply to flooding across the city, with more specific policies with mapping
39
applying to the areas within proximity to the Gawler River. There are however limitations to the current policy
with the policies having reference to out of date mapping for the Gawler River due to the significant difficulties
in making changes to the mapping in the Development Plan.

Council has also been active in preparing stormwater management plans and related mapping which provide
much more accurate information about localities that are subject to flood. This mapping has been provided to
the State for inclusion. Some of this mapping has been included in the new latest draft Code. Staff have been
working to ensure that all mapping is included to ensure that appropriate consideration is given to flooding
when new development is proposed for the City overall.

There are two new flood overlays provided in the Code. The Hazard (Flooding) Overlay enables consideration
of development in the context of higher risk areas such as some area in close proximity to the Gawler River.
The Hazard (flooding –general) overlay is more widely applicable to areas that are subject to lower levels of
flooding.

Recommended Action/Change
1)

Ensure that the latest flood mapping for the whole of the Council area is included in the Planning and

Design Code, noting that the mapping for the Smith Creek catchment has not been included in the Code.
Clarification is sought about the source of the Gawler River Flood mapping data. There is substantial overlap
between the mapping for the Smith Creek and Gawler River which means that even in areas where flood
information is illustrated on Code mapping there are still gaps in the areas highlighted as flood prone. There
will need to be consultation with Council staff concurrently with Smith Creek mapping being incorporated to
ensure that any gaps or inconsistencies are addressed.
2)

Introduce the Hazard (Flooding - General) Overlay into all relevant zone Tables (Table 1 (Accepted

Development) and Tables 2 (DTS)) where the Hazard (Flooding) Overlay is referenced. It is noted that this has
not been comprehensively undertaken which means that development may be undertaken without
consideration of flooding.
3)

Ensure that ‘gully traps’ are referenced as part of the required 300mm build-up for buildings within flood

affected areas (in accordance with current Development Plan policy).
4)

Amend the Hazard (Flooding) Overlay as follows: -

-

Include reference to flood risk categories in the overlay, noting that the speed of flood water as well as

the depth are important in appropriate assessment of risk in this overlay in particular. Council’s current policies
for areas adjacent the Gawler River include flood hazard categories and are more refined than the proposed
Code policies for this area. There is opportunity to refer to the flood hazard classifications included in the
Australian Institute for Disaster Resilience ‘Flood Hazard Guideline 7-3’.
-

Amend PO 2.2 as it is considered that this provision leaves a window for approval of dwellings (which

frequently house vulnerable people) and are not considered appropriate under most circumstances within this
overlay area.
-

Amend PO 3.4 to be clear that any flood mitigation scheme in a frequently flooded or high risk flood area

should have been implemented / constructed.
-

Remove the DTS criteria in DTS/DPF 3.5 introduced into the 2020 draft Code as buildings in general are
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not appropriate within in a 1% AEP flood area and should be generally discouraged in a high risk flood area
39
and the 300mm build-up requirement be rewritten as a PO. Open structures such as carports maybe
appropriate. The use of the term ‘undue damage’ is also open to varied interpretation. Potential for damage
should be avoided.
-

Amend the DTS criteria in DTS/DPF 3.6 allowing for post and wire fencing in this flood area to ensure

that only horizontal wire is allowed and not fencing such as deer fencing (which may also be considered post
and wire).
-

Amend PO 5.2 to clarify the reasoning behind the provision, which is presumably related to avoiding the

diversion of flood waters rather than the aesthetics of excavation and filling.
5)

Amend the Hazard (Flooding - General) Overlay as follows: -

-

Amend PO 2.1 to be clear that flood waters should not enter buildings and ensure that reference to

‘undue damage’ is removed. Damage from flood waters should be avoided altogether.
-

Include provisions related to land division as per the initial version of the draft Code to ensure that land

division is appropriately managed in areas affected by this overlay.

General Commentary

Since the 2019 consultation of the draft Code, a new flood Overlay has been introduced into the 2020 draft
Code. This is to distinguish between areas of high/extreme flood risk and those that are exposed to a general
risk. Whereas formerly, the 2019 draft Code had the Hazards (Flooding) Overlay to deal with all degrees of
risk, the revised 2020 draft Code now has a:

■
■

▪Hazard (Flooding) Overlay - covering high risk areas
▪Hazard (Flooding - General) Overlay - covering areas of general flooding

As far as the City of Playford is concerned, the former applies principally to those areas susceptible to
river/watercourse flooding, especially that associated with the Gawler River. The map below shows the extent
the Overlay has been applied (note the areas in grey):
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Hazard (Flooding) Overlay - 2020 draft Code

The 2020 Hazard (Flooding) Overlay is the carried over from the earlier Code draft 2019 Hazard (Flooding)
Overlay. The policy framework is much the same but there have been changes made (addressed below). At
the present time, only the Gawler River flooding is addressed in the current Development Plan; no other areas
have been defined.

The current Development Plan calls up flood policy via the Hazards module and local policy additions inserted
in its Flooding sub-section. The GRO Map is referenced along with minimum floor levels for buildings and filling
and driveway levels. The information contained in the GRO Map is spatially shown in the Development
Constraints series of the Overlay maps. The existing situation relating to the extent of the Gawler River Flood
Plain is shown below:

Playford - GRO map in ex DP

Gawler River Flood Plain (shaded blue stipple) in existing Development Plan

The Council’s more refined flood mapping has been taken on-board by the State and there are differences in
the area affected between the two maps above, with the Code area much reduced compared with the current
Development Plan position. However, it is anticipated that mapping for the Smith Creek catchment (which has
already been produced and made available to the State) will also be included, potentially before the Code is
introduced early next year.

The new Hazard (Flooding - General) Overlay which deals with general flood risk is much more extensive and
covers most of the Council area. The overlay is intended to provide flood policy coverage for areas that are
subject to low levels of flooding that might be experienced away from rivers or creeks where, for example,
drainage systems do not cope with heavy and persistent rain and flooding is relatively shallow. This Overlay
does not contain a lot of policy provisions, unlike the higher risk Hazard (Flooding) Overlay, with the primary
policy relating to the levels of building floor levels (addressed below). The map below shows the extent that the
Overlay has been applied (see area in light blue):
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Playford - general flooding risk

39

Hazard (Flooding - General) Overlay - 2020 draft Code

The areas near to the Gawler River show some general risk flooding which is integrated with the high risk
flooding shown in the first map. But, interestingly, combining the two sets of data reveals some land which is
not subject to either flood Overlay which means that relevant flood policy is missing at this stage. An example
of this is shown in the larger-scale map produced below that has been taken north of Virginia and an area to
the west. This illustrates the gaps in flood policy for particular areas:

Playford - flooding close-up example

Combined high risk (dark grey) and general risk (blue) flood mapping

The unshaded land has no flood Overlay that would apply which means that the conventional zone provisions,
especially in Tables 1 and 2, would be applied. The various forms of Accepted Development and DTS which
are ‘turned off’ where located within one of the flood Overlays will not be in the unshaded areas and therefore
would be subject to the normal ‘rules’ only. This is an anomaly as the general risk overlay should apply.

This situation will need to be reviewed concurrently with the Smith Creek flood mapping being incorporated to
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determine whether there are any remaining gaps in flood overlays that should be addressed.
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Hazard (Flooding) Overlay
This Overlay is aimed at high risk flood areas. It is based on the 2019 draft Code Overlay of the same name,
but a number of revisions/changes have been made between the two versions.

The Desired Outcome DO 1 has been acceptably reworded to reflect the high risk intent.

A range of recommendations/changes are made (see above) to the proposed draft Code Hazard (Flooding)
Overlay which are largely refinements to the policies in order to reinforce the current intent to prevent
inappropriate development in higher risk areas.

Hazard (Flooding - General) Overlay
This is a new Overlay introduced with the 2020 draft Code. It covers most of the Council area. This Overlay
contains minimal policy (there are only three POs). Importantly, one of these calls up a DTS containing finished
ground and floor level data which new development would be obliged to meet (this issue is addressed below).

The Desired Outcome DO 1 is similar to the high risk flood Overlay but refers to general risk only, and is
worded as follows:

Impacts on people, property, infrastructure and the environment from general flood risk are minimised through
the appropriate siting and design of development.

The highlighted wording represents the key differences with the high risk Overlay and is more ‘conciliatory’
towards acknowledging that development may take place. The DO is reasonable.

The policy statements appear to be generally reasonable with the exception of those matters which are raised
in the Recommended Actions/Changes above.

A significant issue relating to this Overlay is its omission from the zone Tables 1 and 2. It is not referenced at
all (only the Hazard (Flooding) Overlay is) which is an anomaly and has the potential of allowing development
without appropriate consideration to flood potential.

The Recommended Actions/changes above indicates that where the Hazard (Flooding) Overlay is referenced
that Hazard (Flooding - General) Overlay should also be included to provide the desired coverage of the
Overlay requirements and to more suitably integrate both Overlays.
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Finished ground and floor levels
The current Development Plan calls up flood policy in the Hazards module in the General section under
'Flooding'. PDC 6 imposes an obligation on development in the form of dwellings, buildings for the keeping of
animals, and gully traps to have a floor area at least 300mm above the height of a 1-in-100 year average return
interval flood event of the Gawler River or natural surface level, w hichever is greater. This figure applies
universally across the area defined in the GRO Map.

Also the filling of land for purposes ancillary to an approved use of land, as well as driveways, should be to a
maximum of 100mm above natural ground level.

The other outstanding issue is the absence of direction in the general flood Overlay relating to depths of fill.

Part 2 - Zones and Sub Zones > General Neighbourhood Zone
1

Support
Oppose
r- Amend

1

Your Feedback
General Neighbourhood Zone

Explanatory Context
The General Neighbourhood Zone is proposed to apply to the majority of the Elizabeth suburbs and Andrews
Farm area and is consistent in name and broadly consistent with policy in the zone previously consulted on in
the initial Code. The Zone is proposed to replace the current Residential Zone within Council's current
Development Plan.

Recommended Action / Change

1.

Review the appropriateness of having non-residential land uses such as shops, consulting rooms and
offices as Deemed-to-Satisfy development within the General Neighbourhood Zone, given there is a
need to consider residential amenity implications of such development.

2. Reduce the size of a shop as Restricted Development. It is substantially too high at a gross leasable
floor area of 1,000m2. The floor area Restricted threshold should be lowered to 500m2 to improve
compatibility with the residential zone setting and restaurant should be included in the Restricted
Development provision (not excluded).

3.

Non-residential land uses should be subject to public notification , particularly where they are adjacent
to existing or approved dwellings. This is consistent with current Development Plan policy position and
not unreasonable given potential amenity impacts of these uses on residential development.

A number of other potential changes to policy are included in the more detailed listings below .
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General Commentary
The revised General Neighbourhood Zone has provided an appropriate level of policy for the locations
affected by the zone.
Concept Plans relating to the urban growth areas of Playford have largely been translated across into the
Code.
It has been noted that two current Development Plan policy areas will fall within the General Neighbourhood
Zone and have been identified in Council’s current Development Plan as having particular characteristics.
There is a policy shift in relation to the notification of development within the zone. While it is understood that
there is a desire to reduce the extent of consultation within the new planning system, particularly for envisaged
development, it is not unreasonable to consult on proposals that are to be established within residential
locations and potentially create amenity impacts, such as childcare centres or community centres.

Specific policies commentary
Addition of specific policy areas.
Two policies areas (Precinct 27 Munno Para West Andrews Farm and Precinct 28 Smithfield Township)
currently exist within the Residential Zone under Council’s current Development Plan. If to be retained they
would require specific policy within the General Neighbourhood Zone. These areas were not highlighted in
Council’s previous comments on the earlier draft Code. It is not considered that either area now requires
special policy treatment.
The former Smithfield Township was provided with specific policies to help protect a township character some
years ago, but unfortunately this character has been largely lost as development has taken place within the
area. A number of buildings are listed on the local heritage list in the Development Plan in the Smithfield area
and are proposed to be retained as such in the draft Code. The character of these buildings (largely dwellings)
and the adjoining properties will be influenced through the Local Heritage policies.
The Munno Para West area has specific policies within the current Residential Zone which require allotments
between 300 and 700 square metres and sewering of allotments. The sewer is a standard requirement of
development and allotment sizes are similar under the proposed General Neighbourhood Zone policies.

Assessment Provisions
Zone – DTS/DPF 1.4, 1.5 (b), 1.6 and 1.7 – question the appropriateness of having non-residential land uses
as DTS development. Potential amenity concerns from these forms of development are unlikely to be able to
be addressed through this pathway. And the criteria do not provide for the suitable assessment of these
matters.

Zone – DTS/DPF 2.3 (c)(ii) – should clarify that each proposed allotment has frontage to a public road.

Zone – DTS/DPF 7.1 (b)(ii) – a side boundary wall of 11.5 metres is not justifiable. A 10m wall length is
adequate and consistent with the current Residential Code provisions. In addition, the 3.5m high boundary wall
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is excessive and should be reduced to 3m (which also aligns with much of the other Code policy relating to
boundary assessment considerations – eg building envelope diagrams and policy).

39

Zone –DTS/DPF 10.1 – Despite the current Residential Zone provisions within the Development Plan not
referencing any applicable Concept Plans for this Zone, it is suggested that the list of relevant Concept Plans
for the General Neighbourhood Zone is revised as some may not be applicable and bring in unintended policy
(eg Concept Plan 81).

Accepted Development
■

_Listed classes of development are appropriate and, where applicable, adopt the current legislative /
Residential Code criteria.
Deemed-to-satisfy Development
Land Division - should reference Zone DTS/DPF 2.1 and 2.2 (Site dimensions and Land Division) and
DTS/DPF 1.1 (Land Use and Intensity)

Performance Assessment Policies
■
■

_Land Division - should reference Zone PO 2.3 (Site dimensions and Land Division)
_Retaining Walls - should reference Zone PO 11.2 (Ancillary Buildings and Structures)

Restricted Development
Industry should also be listed as Restricted development in this zone.
The 1,000m² floor area provided for exclusion from the Restricted Development limit for a Shop is far too big as
a shop half that size is likely to have significant implications for amenity impacts on the neighbourhood. It is
recommended to amend this to 500m2. In addition, a shop that is a restaurant should not be excluded and as it
creates potential impacts such as odours and traffic in a residential setting.

Public Notification
There is a range of land uses not listed as requiring public notification, despite arguably having impacts on the
amenity of adjacent residential properties, where land owners and occupiers may reasonably wish to have a
say. These land uses include:
Community facility
Educational establishment
Indoor recreation facility
Childcare centre
Supported accommodation

Overlays
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The Overlays applicable to the zone are largely reasonable, and not likely to have large implications for ~~
achievement of Deemed-to-Satisfy development or Council resources.

Part 2 - Zones and Sub Zones > Housing Diversity Neighbourhood Zone
r Support
r Oppose
Ci Amend

Your Feedback
Explanatory Context
The Housing Diversity Zone is proposed to apply to a relatively small suburban area in Elizabeth Grove and
Elizabeth South. It is currently zoned Residential Regeneration and is the only part of the City to remain in that
Zone which as the name suggests is intended to support urban renewal. The proposed zoning under the draft
Code promotes urban densities w hich are more inner urban in nature and are not appropriate to this area .

The General Neighbourhood Zone is applied to most of the older Elizabeth suburbs which have very similar
characteristics to this area and would be more appropriate. The zone still provides for reasonable levels of
renewal enabling the objectives of the current Residential Regeneration Zone to be achieved at more
suburban densities but still consistent with those of the current zoning.

Recommended Action/Change

1.

The current Residential Regeneration Zone applying in Elizabeth Grove (and a small portion of
Elizabeth South) should not be transitioned to the draft Code Housing Diversity Neighbourhood Zone
as the proposed residential net density of up to 70 dwellings per hectare proposed to apply would be
incompatible w ith the desired character and proposed densities of this area (as proposed in the
Residential Regeneration Zone) and inconsistent with the suburban nature of the area.

2. Support the current Residential Regeneration Zone being transitioned to the General Neighbourhood
Zone as this better reflects the density and scale of current Development Plan provisions.

3.

If the zone is still be transitioned to the Housing Diversity Neighbourhood Zone, a range of minor
changes should be made to the zone provisions in accordance with details below .

Previous Comment
In comment on the earlier consultation, Council sought to replace the Housing Diversity Neighbourhood Zone
w ith the General Neighbourhood Zone, as is proposed in the current submission .

General Commentary

The Housing Diversity Neighbourhood Zone applies in one area w ithin the City of Playford which includes
Elizabeth Grove and relatively small portion of Elizabeth South immediately adjacent Elizabeth Grove to the
east of Philip Highway:
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The area is currently located within the Residential Regeneration Zone of the Development Plan. No changes
are proposed to the area in which the proposed draft Zone applies. The Housing Diversity Neighbourhood
Zone was proposed in the subject area in both the 2019 draft Code and also now in the 2020 draft Code.

The Housing Diversity Neighbourhood Zone was created to retain a low-rise residential character and will
involve replacing existing dwellings w ith medium density housing, primarily in the form of terrace housing,
group dwellings or residential flat buildings.

Council sought that the proposed Housing Diversity Neighbourhood Zone be replaced with the draft General
Neighbourhood Zone in its response to consultation comments on the earlier 2019 draft Code. The following
commentary was included in the response/comments to the State:

The Housing Diversity Neighbourhood Zone is proposed to replace the Current Residential Regeneration
Zone only in the relatively small area and suburb of Elizabeth Grove. The current Residential Regeneration
Zone is a 'remnant' zone which has been removed in the remainder of Playford. It formerly applied in parts of
Playford Alive regeneration was intended but was replaced several years ago without any noticeable
negative impacts.

Elizabeth Grove is very similar in character, for example allotment size, to other suburbs of Elizabeth which
are mainly former SA Housing Trust suburbs.

The proposed residential density of the Housing Diversity Zone is up to 70 dwellings per hectare which is
considered likely to contribute to an inner urban character which is not compatible with the desired character
of this area. The proposed policies for the General Neighbourhood Zone, will still promote the gradual
redevelopment of the Elizabeth Grove area, together with other areas it would apply to, but at more
compatible densities.
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A review of the changes in policies between the 2019 draft Code and the 2020 draft Code was undertaken to
determine if the changes to the draft Housing Diversity Zone provide a suitable policy framework for the 39
transition from the existing Residential Regeneration Zone:

•

PO 1.1 – ‘Place of Worship’ has been added as an encouraged land use.

It is recognised that Council has experienced increasing pressure for the establishment of place of worship in
non-residential areas (such as the Primary Production Zone or Industry Zone). This addition in a
‘neighbourhood’ based zone is however supported.

•

New PO 1.2 – Policies to support home businesses

This is supported as it provides appropriate guidance.

•

Amended PO 1.3 – Part (c) seeks to allow the reinstatement of ‘a former shop, consulting room or office’
through a DTS criteriaThis DTS criteria to ‘reinstate a former shop, consulting room or office’ will apply to
any site, irrespective if it has been inactive for an extensive period of time. It is suggested that a maximum
size be inserted into this DTS criteria to ensure that larger buildings are not reinstated without an
appropriate assessment.

•

New PO 1.6 – The expansion of existing community services is supported, however the size criteria is
considered somewhat excessive. An increase of the total floor area not exceeding 150% of the existing
floor area as a DTS criteria is considered too large. This should be reduced to ensure that potential
interface between land use impacts can be appropriately assessed.

•

PO 2.1 – The minimum allotment size provisions are a significant concern. The 2019 draft Code stated a
‘net residential density of up to 70 dwellings per hectare’. Council raised significant concerns with this
proposal at it would change the current and future desired character of the area.

The PO has been amended, and now seeks to utilise the TNV function (by referencing existing site area
criteria prescribed in Development Plans). However, the existing Residential Regeneration Zone does not
contain a minimum site area – hence there is no TNV applying.

This creates a problem with Part (d) of DTS/DPF 2.1 that states that if no number applies, then it should revert
to 70 dwellings per hectare. This is a key component of the Housing Diversity Neighbourhood Zone and
reinforces the need for a more suitable zone to transition the existing Residential Regeneration Zone.

•

New PO 2.2 – The PO provides criteria for assessing existing dwelling parameters (eg private open
space) when a new allotment is created (eg a group dwelling). However, it is reliant on PO 2.1 – which is
a significant concern through allowing a net residential density of up to 70 dwellings per hectare.

•

PO 4.1 – Primary street setbacks has been amended with the 2019 draft Code criteria of 8 metre setback
(from an arterial road) criteria removed. The 2020 draft Code only references 3 metres. This is however
consistent with existing PDC 14 – if the ‘streets are comprehensively redeveloped’.
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•

PO 6.1 – Building wall length has been increased from 10 metre to 11.5 metres. Staff have expressed a
concern about the increase in wall length without justification being provided, given that the current 10
metre standard has worked reasonably well.

•

PO 9.1 – This PO regarding ‘façade design’ has been removed from the Zone. It has however been
replaced by the same policy (with additional DTS criteria) within the Design in Urban Areas General
Development Provisions. This is supported.

•

PO 10.1 - This PO regarding Group Dwellings, Residential Flat Building and Battle Axe developments has
been removed and does not have a similar PO in the General Development Policies. This is concern as
there is nothing within the Zone that seeks to reduce the visual impact of larger residential flat buildings –
even though they are encouraged (PO 1.1).

•

New PO 11.1 - This PO regarding Ancillary buildings and structures has been inserted into the Zone.
The general intent of the policies is supported, however the same policy applies in both the Design (PO
13.1) and Design in Urban Areas General Development Provisions (PO 19.1). However, Tables 2 and 3
do not reference this policy but rather the Zone PO 11.1 and this should be corrected by referencing the
Design in Urban Areas provisions.

Dwellings (various types) reference the Design in Urban Areas General Development Provisions while
carports/outbuildings use Design General Development provisions. This is an error and should be fixed (all to
reference Design in Urban Areas).

The General Neighbourhood Zone, Hills Neighbourhood Zone and Suburban Neighbourhood Zone use the
similar PO 19.1. It is recommended that PO 11.1 be removed from each of the above mentioned zones and
reference the Design in Urban Areas General Development Provision PO and DTS/DPF 19.1. Tables 2 and 3
to be updated accordingly.

•

New PO 11.2 –This PO regarding Ancillary buildings and structures has been inserted into the Zone.
The general intent of the policies is supported, however the same policy applies in both the Design (PO
13.2) and Design in Urban Areas General Development Provisions (PO 19.2). Similar to the discussion
above, amendments are required to refer to the Design in Urban Areas provisions.

•

Table 5 – Public Notification

Amendments have been made to the public notification requirement, which are all supported. This includes
removing ‘non-residential development’ (ie enabling public notification) and replacing with the DTS/DPF 1.2,
1.3 and 1.4 criteria which provide guidance for non-residential development.

It is considered that the 2020 draft Housing Diversity Neighbourhood Zone contains many provisions that are
applicable to/consistent with the existing Residential Regeneration Zone. However, a key concern still relates
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to the minimum allotment size.
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This issue was a concern identified by Council during the 2019 draft Code as the reference to a ‘net density of
70 dwelling per hectare’ would contribute to an inner urban character which would not be compatible with the
existing desired character of the Development Plan zone.

The 2020 draft Code seeks to utilise the TNV function (by referencing existing site area criteria prescribed in
Development Plans). However, the existing Residential Regeneration Zone does not contain a minimum site
area – hence there is no TNV applying.

This creates a problem with Part (d) of DTS/DPF 2.1 that states that if no number applies, then it should revert
to 70 dwellings per hectare. The same concerns initially raised by Council are still relevant.

On this basis, it is recommended that an alternative Zone is to be applied to the existing Residential
Regeneration Zone.

All other ‘neighbourhood’ based Code zones include a TNV for minimum allotment size. The only exception is
the General Neighbourhood Zone that prescribes the minimum allotment size within PO 2.1 and would be more
appropriate for the existing Residential Regeneration Zone:

As part of the Commission’s release of the 2020 draft Code, the ‘Summary of Post Consultation Amendments’
(Nov 2020) document states that the General Neighbourhood Zone should be applied where the existing
Residential Code applies.

As illustrated below, the Residential Code currently applies to the area contained within the existing
Residential Regeneration Zone, supporting the transition of this zone to the General Neighbourhood Zone.
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The existing Residential Code applies to the existing Policy Area

The General Neighbourhood Zone encourages a range of dwelling types to increase housing diversity and
supply. It also applies to the other Elizabeth (former SAHT) suburbs which have very similar characteristics in
terms of allotment size and form of development. Other non-residential land uses, including small-scale office
and consulting rooms, and a range of community facilities, including education, recreation and community
centres, are also encouraged. Development seeks to retain a suburban character and scale of 1 or 2 building
levels.

The General Neighbourhood Zone prescribes a minimum 300m2 for most dwellings (except row/terrace
housing at 200m2), front setbacks of 5 metres and rear setbacks of 3-5 metres. Frontage widths are
prescribed at 9 metres for detached and semi-detached dwellings and 7 metres for row dwellings. It is
anticipated, based on the current allotment sizes in this area, there would be potential under the General
Neighbourhood Zone for redevelopment of most allotments with two to three dwellings which is considered to
provide reasonable opportunity for redevelopment while maintaining densities that are reasonably compatible
with the existing development and suburban environment. The Housing Diversity Zone would potentially
enable significantly higher densities which would not be compatible.

Overlays

A number of overlays apply, including a number of environmental overlays (ie Hazards (Flooding – General),
Stormwater Management).

The listed overlays are considered appropriate.

TNVs

The Maximum Building Height (Metres) TNV of 9 metres applies.

The Maximum Building Height (Levels) TNV of 2 levels applies.

Concept Plan 81 – Edinburgh Defence Airfield Lighting Constraints applies.

The TNVs which prescribe building heights/levels and concept plans are considered reasonable.
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Part 2 - Zones and Sub Zones > Housing Diversity Neighbourhood Zone
1 Support
1 Oppose
re Amend
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Your Feedback

Local Activity Centre Zone

Explanatory Context
In response to feedback in the initial phase of public consultation on the draft Code, a new Local Activity
Centre Zone is proposed by the State to better reflect the scale and activity expected in small/ local activity
centres. The initial draft of the Code incorporated current Local Centres and Neighbourhood Centres (as they
are called in the current Development Plan) within a single category of Suburban Activity Centre. The latest
draft Code proposes to retain the Local Centres as they currently are w ithin a specifically designed zone.
Recommended Action/Change

1. Remove the proposed draft Code Local Activity Centre Zoning from the site adjacent Willison Road /
Pacific Boulevard and replace the zoning with the proposed adjacent zoning which is Residential Hills
Zone. This site is developed with housing (and has never been developed as a centre) and there is no
prospect of a centre being developed.

2. Remove the proposed Local Activity Centre Zoning from the majority of the proposed Elizabeth Grove
Local Activity Centre and replace with the Housing Diversity Zone. This is consistent w ith the current
Development Plan Precinct 42 which underlies the current Local Centre Zone and seeks Residential
mixed use for the majority of the centre site. The existing small local centre building on Fairfield Road
should be retained within the Local Activity Centre. This is a matter that was raised in the earlier
submission from Council.

3.

Request a reduction to the size of freestanding advertisements enabled by the policies. A maximum
height of 4 metres and size of 4 square metres would be more appropriate and consistent w ith nearby
residential development than the currently proposed 8 metres and 6 square metres respectively.

General commentary
The zone provides for a range of small-scale shops, offices, business, and health and community facilities to
provide daily services to local communities and support walkable neighbourhoods. Envisaged development
includes an appropriate range of development.
The Local Activity Zone in Playford is proposed to apply to all current Local Centres. Some of these centres,
particularly those in the older suburbs have become run down and there are renewal opportunities such as
inclusion of housing on portions of the sites w hich have remained undeveloped. There are some
recommended actions to 'fine-tune' the application of the zone in Playford.

Specific changes that are warranted to the current policy (and have been included in the Recommended
Action/Change) include the following:

• Removing the proposed draft Code Local Activity Centre Zoning from the site adjacent Willison Road /
Pacific Boulevard. This site was zoned as Local Centre under the current Development Plan in
anticipation that a centre would be located in this location, but has since been developed with detached
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housing so there is no reasonable prospect that a centre will be developed. The site should be zoned in
accordance with the adjacent and nearby area which is Hills Neighbourhood Zone.
The Elizabeth Grove Local Centre is currently zoned Local Centre and proposed to be Local Activity
•
Centre under the draft Code. Under the current zoning a large portion of the centre is also included within
Precinct 42 which encourages residential /mixed use development. Only a small portion of the centre on
Fairfield Road is actually used for shops / commercial development and the remainder of the site is very
unlikely to be developed for shopping / commercial, noting that the old shopping centre was demolished
some years ago. Consistent with the current Development Plan Precinct 42, this area should be zoned
Housing Diversity to enable /encourage redevelopment of this site. The remaining centre site in Precinct
43 should be retained as Local Activity Centre. This approach would also be consistent with the approach
taken with the Urban Activity Centre, where underlying policy areas / precincts which essentially dictate
the main policy outcome sought for the locality have been brought to the surface as the zone.

39

Specific policies commentary
Assessment Provisions
The Desired Outcomes for the Zone is a range of small-scale shops, offices, business, health and community
facilities to provide daily services to and support walkable neighbourhoods. This is considered appropriate.

Whilst there is some similarity to the initially proposed Suburban Activity Centre Zone, the PO’s for the draft
zone encourage the efficient reuse of commercial premises to maintain and enhance vibrancy within activity
centres. New DTS/DPF listings in PO 1.5 envisage the zone applying to existing centres and a change of use
to a shop, office, consulting room or any combination of these uses occurring where the area to be occupied is
located in an existing building and is currently used as a shop, office, consulting room or any combination of
these uses. This is considered satisfactory.

The Zone applies similar setback and building envelope provisions on sites adjacent neighbourhood zones as
other centre zones and advertisements are envisaged at 8m in height and 6 square metres per side.
Advertisement size is recommended to be reduced to more compatible with the domestic scale of nearby
residential development. Concept plans are now explicitly referenced at the Zone level which is considered
positive.

Table 1 – Accepted Development
This list of envisaged developments proposed for the draft Code Local Activity Centre is considered to be low
risk in terms of likelihood of an adverse planning outcome.

Table 2 – Deemed to Satisfy
This list of deemed to satisfy developments proposed for the draft Code Local Activity Centre is considered to
be low risk in terms of likelihood of an adverse planning outcome with the exception that the size of
advertisements should be reduced. This has been included in the recommended actions.

Table 3 – Applicable Policies for Performance Assessed Development
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There are no issues identified with the performance assessed development.
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Table 4 - Restricted Development
Industry (excluding light industry) is listed as restricted.
This is consistent with the general approach to the remainder of the Zones in the Code.

Table 5 - Notification
Generally the level of public notification is considered to be reasonable. The scale of some forms of
developments such as consulting rooms and community facilities would appropriately be limited in scale so that
above those levels public notification would be triggered, given the location of most local centres in close
proximity to residential development.

Part 2 - Zones and Sub Zones > Master Planned Neighbourhood Zone

r
r

Support
Oppose
r- Amend

Your Feedback
Master Planned Neighbourhood Zone

Explanatory Context
The draft Code Master Planned Neighbourhood Zone is proposed to apply to all of the residential portions of
the Playford growth areas, including areas adjacent Virginia, Angle Vale, Munno Para Dow ns and to the w est
of Andrews Road in Andrews Farm and Munno Para West, land was rezoned by the Minister approximately 5
to 6 years ago. The majority of new development in Playford is likely to be w ithin this zone. As the zone is
applicable to these important areas a substantial effort has been put into providing comment.

The zone is proposed to replace the current Development Plan Suburban Neighbourhood Zone which applies
to the same areas.

Recommended Action / Change
1)

Clarify the desired scale of retail and commercial activities envisaged for "local and neighbourhood

level" Activity Centres within the newly created Emerging Centres Sub-zone, noting that these are currently
defined in the Development Plan within the Suburban Neighbourhood Zone for the Playford Council area. A
rational distribution of centres is important for new suburban areas in the early stages of their development.
2)

The Emerging Centres Sub-Zone should clearly reference the Concept Plans through the PO, to

further support location and land division performance outcomes, as all proposed Concept Plans relate directly
to, or identify existing and proposed Activity Centres.
3)

Performance Based Assessed Development (on-merit assessment) in Table 3 should include policy
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lists for the most common range of envisaged non-residential land uses within the zone, including shops,

consulting rooms, offices and community facilities, particularly as there is policy in place to be referenced39
within the zone (and General modules). This will avoid all-encompassing assessments for these forms of
development which would be onerous for applicants and Council’s assessment team.
4)

Criteria for dwelling(s) within the Accepted Development table should be further considered and

reviewed, particularly the ability for 3 storey buildings forms to go through this pathway, along with additional
criteria which will achieve the desired design outcomes.
5)

Non-residential land use applications in a Neighbourhood Zone should be subject to public

notification/consultation, particularly where they are adjacent to existing or approved dwellings. This is
consistent with current policy position and not unreasonable given potential amenity impacts of these uses on
residential development.
6)

Ensure that the Design in Urban Areas Tree Canopy policies apply to the zone to ensure adequate tree

planting on development sites as currently they only apply to the public realm (roads and parks) within this
zone.
7) The operation and practical application of Building Envelope plans needs to be improved.

A number of other potential changes to policy are included in the more detailed listings below.

Previous Comment
Significant comment was previously provided for this proposed zone. Changes which were sought to the zone
included:

1. The need to improve overlays and deemed to satisfy provisions to reduce the extent to which
development is taken out of deemed to satisfy for regularly anticipated development ad minor
departures.

2. Reinforcement of the ability to implement concept plans with additional policy.
3. Inclusion of an overlay for high voltage electricity infrastructure.
4. Reduction of the extent of public notification in minor/unnecessary circumstances.

General Commentary
The revised Master Planned Neighbourhood Zone has provided an appropriate level of policy coverage
relevant at zone level for these locations affected by the zone as identified by the online mapping. The
introduction of the Emerging Centres sub-zone is supported in providing appropriate policy support for centres,
although there needs to be some further examination of its applicability and naming. This is because its
application applies generally to the extent of Master Planned Neighbourhood Zone within the City of Playford,
yet policy is focussed heavily on “activity centres” which are not specifically defined in the sub-zone.

There is scope for this to occur through referencing Concept Plans (many of which contain centres). In
addition, there appears to be duplication in policy between those activities outside of activity centres in the
Sub-zone and those within the Master Planned Neighbourhood Zone. The intent of the Sub-zone should be
clearer as it appears the main intent is to influence development of the “activity centres”
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Given that the sub-zone also covers established neighbourhoods undergoing renewal (as part of Playford
Alive) and with established (but rundown) centres, there may be a need to rename the Sub-Zone to one that
reflects this scenario although this may be only applicable to the City of Playford.

Concept Plans relating to the urban growth areas which guide development have now largely been translated
across into the Code. This is of significant benefit in that they identify key structural elements, locations and
spread of planned activity centres (and elements within them) and planned infrastructure provision informing
staging of development. There is still scope for inclusion of those that guide renewal / redevelopment of
existing centres, and therefore relevant to this zone / sub-zone.

A rational distribution of centres is important for new emerging areas in the early stages of their development,
noting there is variation in the scale for different locations. This could either be dealt with in the sub-zone
through the development of TNV criteria (allowing for the range of sizes which have been planned), or
potentially administrative definitions (in the same way medium and high density have been treated). The
previous draft Code provided primary retail catchments to define the scale and role of the different centres.
This is also another (but not preferred) alternative.

While it is understood that there is a desire to reduce the extent of unnecessary consultation within the new
planning system, particularly for envisaged development, it is reasonable to consult on development proposals
that are likely to have amenity impacts on adjacent residential development, particularly where they are
potentially able to be established within residential locations, such as proposed with the zone.

There is also scope for improved policy referencing within the assessment tables to provide better policy
guidance and coverage for DTS and performance based development. A lack of listings for the non-residential
land uses envisaged within the zone implies that all policies must be assessed. This is likely to be cumbersome
for assessment planners. Given that they are envisaged, Council should seek that they are appropriately listed
within Assessment Table 3 Applicable Policies for Performance Assessment Development.

Specific policies commentary

Assessment Provisions
Zone – DTS/DPF 1.4 seeks medium to high density residential development, yet this is inconsistent with PO
1.3 which seeks land division creating low-to-medium density neighbourhoods. It is noted that high density is
unlikely to be appropriate in this outer suburban area even in proximity to centres (etc).
Zone – PO 5.1 and DTS/DPF 5.1 - Policy gap in building height performance outcome for non-residential
development that is located outside of an activity centre (ie where the Emerging Centres Sub-zone does not
apply).
Zone –DTS 6.1 and 6.2 - does not provide for sites with frontage to an arterial road where larger setbacks are
desired. The current policy applies an 8 metre setback.
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Zone –DTS/DPF 8.1 – the 11.5 metres dimension for boundary walls is larger than current Residential Code
39
10m length. There is concern about increase in length, particularly in light of little justification for this change
from what is current Development Plan criteria.
Zone – PO 13.1 – relates only to trees on public realm. Given that the Design in Urban areas tree policy not
intended to apply to development in this zone, this is a policy gap. Why would we not want to achieve the same
in newly developed residential areas for tree canopy coverage compared to existing suburbs? The rationale is
to reduce heat island effect, as much as maintaining established character. The lack of tree canopy is a
particular issue for Playford.
Zone – PO 14.1 – Not all Concept Plans have been adopted. While it is noted that only essential concept
Plans that identify key structural elements for locations (and not just land uses) are desired, the following
Development Plan Concept Plans identify either important building façade treatments, open space, pedestrian
connections, landmark building locations or vehicle access location guidance:
Play/3 – Fordingbridge Road Local Activity Centre
Play/4 – Smithfield Plains Local Activity Centre
Play/7 – Blakeview Neighbourhood Activity Centre
Play/10 – Whittington Road Neighbourhood Activity Centre
Play 16/ - Munno Para Growth Areas

Many of the above are existing Centres, but are mostly ripe for renewal / redevelopment. The Concept Plans
were revised and updated with renewal in mind and are important in guiding this renewal.
In addition, the Urban Growth Area Concept Plans label the activity centres as Suburban Activity Centres, yet
they are not within that zone, creating confusion. They should simply be labelled either Neighbourhood or
Local Activity Centre, reflective of their role/function and scale and zone supporting policy.
Zone – PO 15.1 – there should be additional policy guidance on the number and sizing of advertisements
associated with display homes.
Zone – Missing Policy – Advertisements – there is no policy guidance as to the provision of advertisements for
non-residential land uses that are envisaged within the zone. Consider adopting PO 3.1 and 3.2 from the
Emerging Centres Subzone, or alternatively consider applying smaller scale signage criteria (such as no taller
than 4 metres and limited to one per business / property).

Emerging Activity Centre Sub-zone

DTS/DPF1.1 – Cinemas and Public Transport Terminals are not likely to be developed within a Local or
Neighbourhood scale activity centre and better positioned within Urban Activity Centres. Similarly, Place of
worship is a facility that would likely sit well out of an activity centre (as many already do) and should be
included in “any other case” list of land uses.
DTS/DPF1.1 Not clear what the function of the “in any other case” list applies to outside of the Policy Area.
This is a duplication of the Zone land uses and confuses the intent of the Sub-zone – is it not meant to apply
only to new Activity Centres?

T24Consult Page 33 of 93

PO 1.2, 1.3 or 1.4 – There is an opportunity to link these POs with the Concept Plans, as they provide
indicative locations within the Growth Areas and layouts for centres.

39

Assessments Tables – Accepted Development
Dwelling – Criteria 4 relating to height should not allow 3 storey buildings as Accepted Development. Consider
single, or two storey height only.
Dwelling – Criteria 10 - 500mm distance from street furniture is insufficient and 1 metres is recommended for
accepted development.
Dwelling – Criteria missing – there are no criteria that ensure quality design outcomes, such as articulation and
depth to front facade, visibility of entrance from street and variety of materials and finishes.
Fence – Criteria 2 – 3.3m height is excessive for Accepted development. The height should be no greater than
2.8 metres, allowing for a 1m retaining wall and 1.8m fence, and also avoiding blockage of access to light for
adjacent dwelling. Consideration should also be applied to ensuring the retaining wall and fence is not
positioned on a southern boundary.
Outbuilding – Garage criteria should also include clearance from street furniture and street trees as proposed
for dwellings dwelling.

Assessments Tables – Deemed-to-satisfy Development

Carport – Application of Major Urban Transport Route Overlay or Urban Transport Route Overlay means no
carports can be DTS unless they enable entry and exit in a forward direction (whether from an arterial road or
not) – highly unlikely in most circumstances (and whether the carport utilises an existing access point servicing
the dwelling)
Dwelling – Application of Major Urban Transport Route Overlay or Urban Transport Route Overlay means no
carports can be DTS unless they enable entry and exit in a forward direction (whether from an arterial road or
not) – highly unlikely in most circumstances (and whether the carport utilises an existing access point servicing
the dwelling)
Dwelling addition – Zone DTS 16.1 should also apply to additional dwellings.
Dwelling or residential flat building undertaken by SAHT etc – Still question why zone policies do not apply to
this form of development. Concern about consistencies within streetscape and zone.
Replacement building – there is no definition of this and no criteria provided for size, position so it is of the
same scale and appearance to the building being replaced.
Assessments Tables – Performance Assessment Policies
Ancillary accommodation – should reference Zone PO 1.2 to support choice (ie granny flats etc) and PO 16.1
(site works and slope). Design in Urban Areas PO 18.1, 18.2, 19.1 and 25.1 should also apply.
Carport – should also reference zone PO 16.1, Design PO 14.1
Group dwelling, row dwelling and residential flat building - should also reference Zone PO 11.1 and 11.2, both
of which help guide suitability of dwelling sites and intensity.
Land Division – should reference Zone PO 1.2 to ensure diversity of allotment sizes.
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Retaining wall – should reference PO 16.1 to give guidance to desirable retaining walls heights within the
39
zone.

There are also no specific listings for the types of non-residential land uses envisaged for the zone, meaning
that they all must be assessed against all provisions, which is overly onerous and unnecessary. Consideration
should be given to providing listings for common non-residential uses, such as consulting room, educational
establishment, office, pre-school, retirement facility / supported accommodation and shop.

Assessments Tables – Restricted Development

Industry (or at least General and Special Industry) should also be listed as Restricted development in this zone.
Shop - The limitation of 1000m² for a shop is too small, given that some neighbourhood centres would
accommodate supermarkets in the order of 3,500m².

Assessments Tables – Public Notification
Outside of activity centres in the Emerging Centres Sub-Zone, there is a range of land uses listed as not
requiring public notification, despite arguably having impacts on the amenity of adjacent residential properties,
where land owners and occupiers may reasonably wish to have a say. The sub-zone covers the majority of the
zone, so this will apply throughout the zone. This is a major policy change to the current (SAPPL core)
scenario and while the range of residential uses is appropriate for avoiding consultation, it is reasonable for the
non-residential uses to be excluded from this. These uses include:
Community facility
Consulting room
Educational establishment
Indoor recreation facility
Office
Pre-school
Shop

Within activity centres the list of land uses not requiring consultation is considered appropriate, with the
exception of the exemption to where the land uses abut or are adjacent to land in another zone (or adjacent to
an existing or approved dwelling). The exclusion should be introduced as “where sites are adjacent to
allotments primarily intended to accommodate sensitive receivers”, consistent with wording within the Subzone.

Overlays
Overlays continue to be applied cadastrally over broad areas, and not relative to the relevant distance from the
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development constraint, so potentially picking up numerous unnecessary developments as exempt from DTS
development if not updated when land divisions are finalised w ithin growth areas. This is particularly the~ i e
for Traffic Generating development, Non-stop corridor, Urban Transport Route, Future Road Widening and
Major Urban Route Overlays.

Part 2 - Zones and Sub Zones > Rural Horticulture Zone
r Support
r Oppose
Ii Amend

Your Feedback
Rural Horticulture Zone

Explanatory Context

The draft Code Rural Horticulture Zone applies to the areas that are currently zoned in the current
Development Plan as Primary Production Zone. The only areas that have been excluded are the Virginia
Nursery (Gawler Road) and the Mitolo site (Angle Vale Road) and are now being dealt w ith under separate
zones.

The Rural Horticulture Zone is a significant zone for Playford as horticulture is a significant employer and
growth industry in Playford. While the zone generally supports the industry, there is a range of issues which
need to be addressed prior to finalisation of the Code.

Recommended Action / Change

1)

Apply the minimum allotment size for dw ellings of 10ha to the land within the areas defined by the current

Development Plan Urban Buffer Policy Area 6 and Precinct 18 (MacDonald Park) not included w ithin the limitd
land division overlay.
2)

An additional PO to be inserted into the zone to deal w ith stormwater runoff issues related to new

substantial buildings such as greenhouses (noting the substantial issues with rising salinity and poor drainage
in the horticultural areas) as suggested in the text below . Council staff express the w illingness to work with the
Department to secure suitable policy wording and appropriate criteria for stormwater drainage during the
finalisation of the Code.
3)

The Hazard (Flooding - General) Overlay to be inserted into the zone Tables 1 and 2 wherever the

Hazard (Flooding) Overlay applies in each case to prevent development in flood prone areas, noting that that
this is likely to be a wider issue across many zones.

1.
5)

Include Lot 256 Robert Road, Penfield Gardens in the Rural Horticulture Zone.

The floor area Restricted development size for a shop should revert back to the 2019 draft Code area of
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250m2.
6)

39

A dwelling should not be exempt from the public notification process and therefore should be removed

from the class of development column which excludes dwelling from notification. This is consistent with the
inclusion of dwellings in the limited dwelling overlay.
7)

Horticulture, as a fundamental form of development in the zone, should be added to the class of

development column to enable its exclusion from the public notification process.
8)

‘Horse keeping’ and ‘outbuilding’ should both subject to the two flood Overlays and not have the DTS

pathway available.

A number of other potential changes to policy are included in the more detailed discussion below.

Previous Comment
A range of comments were provided by Council on the previous version during the earlier public consultation.
These included (in summary):

1. Reducing the range of activities which will be likely to conflict with the primary activity of horticulture or
take horticultural land out of production.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Reintroducing land division as a form of restricted development.
Providing a bespoke solution for the Mitolo site which was included in the Value-adding (Virginia) DPA.
Including stocking rates for horse keeping
Referencing dwellings in the Hazard (Flooding) overlay.
A relatively small site in Renewal SA ownership was recommended for inclusion in the Rural
Horticulture Zone rather than the Rural Zone.

Some significant changes have been made to the zone. Additional controls on land division of have been
introduced through a new overlay which speaks against further land division. The Mitolo site has been
included in the Intensive Enterprise Zone which is better suited but further comment on required improvements
has been provided under separate heading in this regard. Additional policies which are likely to be helpful have
also been introduced to assist with the development and location of rural industries such as various value
adding and processing. The Renewal SA site has been included in the Rural Horticulture Zone as requested.

General Commentary

The draft Code establishes the Rural Horticulture Zone and the zone will comprise a significant part of the City
of Playford area which is important from an employment and economic development perspective.

Proposed extent of Rural
Horticulture Zone (shaded light
green)
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The area depicted above in pale
green is proposed in the draft
Code as Rural Horticulture, and is
based on the current Development
Plan’s Primary Production Zone
(PP Zone). The zone includes
several Policy Areas and Precincts
which sit within the current Development Plan Zone.

Lot 256 Robert Road, Penfield Council is owned by Council and approximately half of the site is used for
stormwater detention. There are no plans for the area to be used for recreation and the zoning was applied
with the intention to reserve it for the detention basin, which has now been developed. Council’s ownership of
the land ensures ongoing use of the portion of the land for detention, while the remainder can appropriately be
put to use for horticulture or similar uses. It is recommended that the site form part of the Rural Horticulture
Zone.

All of the current PP Zone zone will sit within the draft Code Rural Horticulture Zone apart from:

1. The area on Angle Vale Road created through the Value Adding (Virginia) DPA for the Mitolo
redevelopment (proposed now to be included within the Rural Intensive Enterprise Zone – see
separate discussion); and

2. The site on Gawler Road which accommodates the Virginia Nursery and forms part of the Virginia
Commercial Policy Area 1 (now proposed to in the draft Code as an Employment Zone – see
discussion under Employment Zone).

The Desired Outcomes for the draft Code zone remain unchanged from the 2019 version of the Code and are:
Intensive agriculture in the form of horticulture and associated value-adding enterprises and activities.
The establishment of appropriately scaled industries for washing, processing, bottling and packaging primary
produce and servicing and supporting horticulture.
Manage interface conflict between horticulture and other land uses

The objectives for the zone express the key high level purpose or functions of the zone including a clear
acknowledgment of the importance of interface protection (eg at boundaries with residential development).
They are reasonable and acceptable.

A range of issues have been considered below. These issues are summarised as follows:

1.

There is no criteria for a minimum lot area for dwellings.
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The Limited Dwelling Overlay will apply to all of the Playford zone apart from the areas which form part of39
two
relatively small policy areas. As Overlays have precedence in the hierarchy of the policy framework, the
provisions of an Overlay will prevail over all other policies applying in a zone/sub-zone. The implication of this
is that, although the Rural Horticulture Zone makes reference to a dwelling as an envisaged use (DTS/DPF
1.1) and has provisions as to dwelling purpose/siting/height etc, these are ‘turned off’ by the Overlay.
Accordingly, only a replacement dwelling is possible.

A further important point is that, because there is a provision in the current Development Plan for a dwelling to
have a 10ha lot size in Precinct 18, it is suggested that Council seek for a TNV value of 10ha minimum
dwelling lot size to be spatially defined for this Precinct.

Playford - limited dwelling overlay

Area covered by the Limited Dwelling Overlay

2.

The Minimum Site Area Overlay and a corresponding TNV 10ha minimum site area for newly created

lots has been applied across almost the whole of the new zone area apart from the 4ha TNV for Rural PA 5.

However, the Limited Land Division Overlay is to be applied to the whole of the Playford Rural Horticulture
Zone with the exception of Precinct 18 (which currently has a 10ha minimum lot size specified in any case) and
of Rural PA 5 (which currently a 4ha minimum).

The relevance (and application) of the TNV’s 10ha minimum site area would only relate to boundary
realignments which are allowable.
Taken as a whole, the Code outcome largely reflects current Development Plan policy as far as land division is
concerned, and is therefore acceptable.

Playford - limited land division
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Playford - extent of min site area

Minimum Site Area Overlay

3.

Limited Land Division Overlay

A newly introduced ‘Rural Industry’ sub-section in the 2020 version of the draft Code sets out

policies/DTS criteria that are helpful and add value to the way new industries and associated development are
to develop.

POs 4.1 to 4.3 give greater policy direction as to the nature and purpose of these primary production support
industries. The PO provisions and especially the accompanying DTS criteria set out scale, interface,
relationship to primary production, land area, building size, siting and height parameters (see the comparative
policy Table).

The provisions provide useful policy direction and these measures are supported as they do assist in helping
clarify or constrain or justify their nexus with a primary production use and in specifying size parameters. They
will help in addressing Council’s previous concerns about the open nature of the extensive range of such
activities that could conflict with the horticultural intent of the zone. The levels of site and floor area size, and
the buffer/separation distance from sensitive receivers, also seem to be reasonable.

4.

Council has significant issues relating to stormwater management associated with greenhouse structures

and other forms of development and the implications associated with water runoff from properties, given the
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lack of stormwater infrastructure as well as ground water quality and levels. The draft Code touches upon this
39
in a very generic manner in zone PO 3.1(c):

Horticulture is located and conducted on land that has the physical capability of supporting the activity and in
a manner that:

(c) utilises sound environmental practices to mitigate negative impacts on natural resources and water
quality.
However, there is no corresponding DTS/DPF that gives any definition or direction or methodology as to
acceptable management techniques. Such provision needs to be incorporated so that roof/stormwater is
controlled on-site. Consequently, there is a policy gap in the draft Code which needs to be addressed with an
enhanced or new PO and DTS/DPF.

Wording for a new PO along the following lines may provide the basis of continuing a discussion with in order
to come to an acceptable policy solution that can be then added to the zone:

Stormwater runoff from buildings and hard surfaces captured and managed on-site through storage tanks
and/or dams with a combined capacity to prevent direct water runoff onto adjoining public roads or properties.

5.

The consequences of the flood Overlays is raised in more detail below under the Flooding overlays

heading. The prime point to make, however, is that the new flood Overlay introduced into the 2020 version of
the draft Code, namely the Hazard (Flooding - General) Overlay is entirely absent from the Accepted
Development and the DTS Tables.

Because of the importance for new development to respect flood characteristics (particularly within the
horticultural areas close Gawler River), it is not appropriate for this Overlay to be omitted from the Tables.

The extent of the high risk and the general flooding risk relative to the Playford Rural Horticulture Zone is
shown on the two maps below that have been sourced from the SAPPA data sets.

Playford - Rural Hort and high risk flood area
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The Rural Horticulture Zone (green) and the Hazard (Flooding) Overlay (grey)

Playford - Rural Hort and general flood area

The Rural Horticulture Zone (green) and the Hazard (Flooding - General) Overlay (blue)

Restricted Development

One of the ‘principles’ underlining the draft Code is the dramatic reduction of existing non-complying
development and this is expressed in the Restricted Development Tables in the draft Code. There are minimal
uses classified as such, including in the Rural Horticulture Zone where only a dwelling within the Limited
Dwelling Overlay and a shop or a restaurant are listed as restricted (with exclusions). However, the size
threshold for a shop has changed considerably between the 2019 and the 2020 versions of the draft Code
from 250sq m to 1000sq m which is a significant increase.

The new draft Code provision allows potentially for a far greater shop size to be Performance Assessed rather
than restricted outright. Note, though, DTS/DPF 6.1 for DTS/assessment purposes has a fairly modest floor
area threshold of 100sq m floor area. This figure has not changed between the two draft Code versions.

Nonetheless, the proposed 1000sq m restriction is far too generous and unacceptable for a Rural Horticulture
Zone and that the former 250sq m limit should be reinserted. It is noted that the current Development Plan
policy is for a maximum of 50 square metres.

Public Notification

T24Consult Page 42 of 93

Suggested changes to the public notification for the zone are as follows:

1.

39

Deleting a dwelling from the list of notification exemptions, thereby subjecting a dwelling to the

notification process. If a dwelling does remain as an exempted class of development, it is strongly suggested
that exclusions be added to call up DTS/DPF 5.1 and 5.2 since these provide direction on lot size, siting and
height criteria.

2.

Horticulture is mentioned in the exclusion column but is not listed in the class of development to be

exempt from notification. This is an anomaly whereby the Dept is advised to insert ‘horticulture’ as an exempt
class of development.

Table 1 – Accepted Development Classification

The listed Accepted Development, which is not subject to any planning assessment process at all, generally
relates to minor forms of development but the Table provides exceptions to where this pathway applies in the
form of Overlay exclusions which subsequently rule out development being Accepted as of right on the basis
that they trigger overriding provisions that must be Performance Assessed.

This is particularly so with the Hazard (Flooding) Overlay. Flooding is dealt with separately and there are
inconsistencies in the flooding Overlay/policy approach. The 2020 draft Code introduces an additional flood
Overlay - Hazard (Flooding - General) Overlay - dealing with general flood issues within the areas defined by
this Overlay. The Hazard (Flooding) Overlay deals with high or extreme flood risk.

All of the Rural Horticulture Zone is virtually covered by the Hazard (Flooding - General) Overlay with gaps
between the high risk and the general flood Overlays, areas of anomaly which have been identified and
described in separate discussion regarding flooding. However, the Accepted Development Table only
references the high risk flood Overlay (and not the general flood Overlay at all), which leaves an important gap
in ensuring that development respects flood policy.

The situation is summarised below as far as ‘key’ types of development are concerned.

Presumably because of their open nature, a carport/verandah can go through the Accepted pathway
irrespective of the flood characteristics, although water tanks are potentially problematic.

However, a significant issue is that the Hazard (Flooding - General) Overlay which covers a major portion of
the zone is not referenced at all. This appears to be an oversight in not applying the general flood Overlay.
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Where the Hazard (Flooding) Overlay is mentioned in Table 1, it is essential that the Hazard (Flooding -
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General) Overlay is also referenced.

Table 2 - Deemed-to-Satisfy Development Classification

A similar situation as that described above relating to the two flood Overlays applies also in the DTS Table.
Presumably because of their open nature, a carport/verandah can go through the Accepted pathway
irrespective of the flood characteristics.

There is an issue with listing 'horse keeping' and an 'outbuilding' as DTS based on limited criteria. In the
interests of orderly planning, this land use and form of solid building are not appropriate in flood areas unless
individually assessed.

As discussed previously issue the Hazard (Flooding - General) Overlay which covers a major portion of the
zone is not referenced at all. This appears to be an oversight that requires correction.

Part 2 - Zones and Sub Zones > Rural Horticulture Zone > Windamere Park Subzone
r Support
r Oppose
Ci Amend

Your Feedback

Windamere Park Subzone

Explanatory Context

The Windamere Park Subzone is proposed to operate in conjunction with the Rural Horticulture Zone under
the new Code and would apply to the Windamere Park site to the west of Port Wakefield Road and to the west
of the Riverlea/Buckland Park Development. The sub zone intends to facilitate the ongoing development of the
disability services on this site. The current zoning of the site under the Development Plan is Primary
Production Zone, which does not provide any specific policy for Windamere Park which is a facility providing
services for the intellectually disabled in a rural setting.

Council has provided support for a DPA for this site to enable expansion of services and limited dwelling
development. However, it has been on the basis of reaching an agreement w ith Windamere Park regarding the
construction of an appropriate all weather trafficable road to provide access to the site given the potential for
flooding of the road access to the site.
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Recommended Action/Change
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1. That up to 15 Specialist Disability Accommodation (SDA) / NDIS housing allotments should be allowed
to be established by the policies, provided that the future use of these allotments is limited to this form
of accommodation by Land Management Agreements or equivalent agreements.

2. Include an additional Performance outcome to require upgrades to existing vehicular access to a safe,
all-weather trafficable surface prior to any significant upgrades of the existing built form. Substantial
concern is expressed about the potential for expansion of facilities on this site without appropriate road
access being available.

3. Express concern at the lack of engagement in regard to this matter given the history of this issue,
concerns that have previously been raised and the timing with regard to the consultation on the
Planning and Design Code.

Previous comment

No previous comment has been provide in regard to the Windamere Park Subzone as it was not included in
the earlier draft.

General Commentary

The Windamere Park Subzone (of the Rural Horticulture Zone) only applies within the City of Playford in one
location:

Currently located in the Primary Production Zone – Horticulture West Policy Area 4, the subject land adjoins
the existing Suburban Neighbourhood Zone (Buckland Park) to the east.

The subject land has been subject to several proposed Council and Ministerial led Development Plan
Amendments (that have not proceeded) to rezone the land to accommodate development expansion of the
existing disability services, to enable development of residential / rural living allotments and to provide a range
of accommodation types for clients and their families.
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Flooding has been a significant issue during previous rezoning proposals, given that the subject land may not
be accessible during periods of flooding due to inadequate road access (large parts are unsealed with
unconstructed creek/watercourse crossings). The cost of upgrading the road infrastructure is likely to be
multiple millions of dollars and would require further analysis to determine suitable access arrangements.
There have been significant concerns about Council becoming responsible for the cost of the road upgrades if
not undertaken by the proponents for Windamere and / or other developments in the locality prior to rezoning
and/or development being undertaken.

The State has chosen to insert a new draft Windamere Subzone into the Rural Horticulture Zone rather than
proceed with a Ministerial DPA. This was not a matter that was included in the 2019 draft Code previously
reported to Council. No discussion has been undertaken by the State with Council staff.

Following representations from Windamere Park, Council has decided to make a recommendation to the State
that the limitations on land division should be varied to allow up to 15 Specialist Disability Accommodation
(SDA) / NDIS housing allotments to be established by the controls, provided that the future use of these
allotments is limited to this form of accommodation by Land Management Agreements or equivalent
agreements. While it is considered that the Limited Land Division overlay should still apply, appropriate
variations to the subzone policies should be made to accommodate this small number of additional allotments
in order to go a small way towards reducing the large shortfall in housing within the disability sector.

Assessment Provisions

One Desired Outcome and four Performance Outcomes are proposed to be included in the Windamere
Subzone. They provide a suitable framework to support the opportunities for the provision of disability
services subject to the discussion below.

It is however acknowledged that the intent of the initial rezoning proposals was to seek the increased flexibility
to create additional allotments. As the Limited Land Division Overlay applies to the subject land, this will
discourage the opportunity for additional allotments as it will be considered a Restricted form of development.

Notwithstanding this, the policy framework does provide improved opportunities compared with the current
Development Policies to obtain approval for dwellings that provide accommodation for disability clients without
the need for the creation of additional allotments.
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It is however recommended that an additional Performance Outcome be included to reference the need for the
39
construction of appropriate road access for any significant upgrades to the subject land.

PO 3.1

DTS/DPF 3.1

Existing public road vehicular access None are applicable
is to be upgraded to consist of a safe,
all-weather trafficable surface prior to
any significant upgrades or
expansion of the built form associated
with the existing disability services.

PO 1.2 – Spelling error – ‘Farming’. Needs amendment.

Tables 1-5

Table 1 – Accepted Development

The Hazard (Flooding – general) overlay should be applied wherever the Hazard (Flooding) Overlay applies to
accepted development.

Table 2 – Deemed to Satisfy

Hazard (Flooding – general) Overlay – insert in the exclusions for DTS (dwelling addition, agricultural building,
outbuilding, other buildings in the class of development column)

Tourist Accommodation – Insert Windamere Park Subzone in the excluded column

Transport Distribution – Insert Windamere Park Subzone in the excluded column

Table 3 – Performance Assessed

No development is included
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Table 4 - Restricted

Land Division within the Limited Land Division Overlay- is proposed to be inserted in the Table. Boundary
realignments are an exclusion (ie realignments are possible)

Overlays

Limited Dwelling Overlay does not apply to the subject land, so enables dwellings to be developed on the site.
Limited Land Division Overlay applies to the subject land which discourages further land division.
Hazards (Flooding) Overlay and Hazards (Flooding - General) Overlays apply to the subject land

These are considered generally satisfactory.

TNV

Minimum Site Area - 10 hectares. This would only be relevant for boundary realignments and the Limited
Land Division applies, restricting the creation of additional allotments.

Part 2 - Zones and Sub Zones > Rural Intensive Enterprise Zone
r Support
r Oppose
Ci Amend

Your Feedback
Rural Intensive Enterprise Zone
Explanatory Context

The Rural Enterprise Zone has been included in the draft Code to provide policy to facilitate the development
of the Mitolo Potato and Onion Plant located on Angle Vale Road Virginia. The previous draft of the Code
included the site within the Rural Horticulture Zone. In its comments in regard to the previous draft Code
Council commented that a bespoke zoning solution was required rather than the Rural Horticulture Zone to
provide adequate policy, particularly acknowledging that the Council had only recently adopted a DPA for the
site which was agreed by the Planning Minister and gazetted in April of this year. It is also noted that the
development to be facilitated by Council's rezoning and also through the revised Code policies was declared a
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major project through a Section 46 Ministerial declaration. This indicates the importance to the State of this

39

development from an economic development perspective and warrants greater attention. The Rural Intensive
Enterprise Zone is an improvement but the approach requires fine-tuning.

Recommended Action/Change

1. Support the transition of the existing Primary Production Zone – Value Adding (Virginia) Policy Area 25
from the draft Rural Horticulture Zone to the Rural Intensive Enterprise Zone in order to ensure that the
redevelopment of the ‘Mitolo’ site can be redeveloped in accordance with Council’s Development Plan
Amendment which was approved in April 2020 subject to paragraph 2).

2. Support this transition subject to the creation of a new ‘Virginia Subzone’ (proposed policies included
below) which would provide safeguards against a range of activities such as stock slaughter works
which have potentially substantial impacts well beyond the site, and also negates some policies in the
primary zone which may restrict the redevelopment of the potato and onion plant.

General Commentary

The Rural Intensive Enterprise is proposed to apply in one area within the City of Playford:

This area was subject to the City of Playford – Value-adding (Virginia) Development Plan Amendment
approved in April 2020. This DPA introduced a suite of policies including a new Policy Area into the current
Primary Production Zone to facilitate the expansion of a major potato and onion processing plant on the corner
of Angle Vale Road and John Road.

It is considered that the 2020 draft Code is an improvement on the 2019 draft Code that proposed the subject
area in the Rural Horticulture Zone. It is however considered that further amendments are required to the draft
Code to ensure that the appropriate policy framework is established to foster the intended development while
minimising other land uses from occurring. It is also noted that the consultant URPS has forwarded a
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submission on this matter dated 17 November 2020 to the State Planning Commission and provided a copy to
Council (see report attachment 2). The submission supports Council’s position that a bespoke solution is39
required for this site.

The Rural Intensive Enterprise Zone supports intensive agricultural production, processing facilities and
supporting ancillary industries and discourages incompatible activities to protect investment and jobs. The City
of Playford 2019 draft Code did not include the Rural Intensive Enterprise Zone and so Council did not provide
any initial comments on this zone.

Although aspects of the proposed zone are consistent with the intent of the current Development Plan Value
Adding (Virginia) Policy Area 25, the Zone encourages a wide range of additional land uses that are not
supported within this wider locality – for example, intensive animal husbandry, stock slaughter works, stock
sales yards, bulk commodity storage. Land division provisions are also not consistent with existing policies.

Other Zones have been reviewed to determine if the existing Policy Area could be more suitably
accommodated. However the Rural Zone, Rural Horticulture Zone and Strategic Employment Zone would all
generate a wider range of concerns – including, but not limited to, supporting a wide range of land uses with
some being incompatible with the surrounding rural area and likely to be incompatible with development of the
Mitolo site. This would result in an increase in interface problems and would result in a significant policy
change well beyond what would be reasonable for the site.

It is suggested that a new ‘Virginia’ Subzone of the Rural Intensive Enterprise Zone should be created to
reinforce the intent of the existing Value Adding (Virginia) Policy Area 25. This will provide a desired outcome
of the area, with supporting performance outcomes to explicitly state that larger, more intensive
industries/activities (as discussed above) are not to be established.

Zone Assessment Provisions

•

Land Use

The Rural Intensive Enterprise Zone contains a Desired Outcome and multiple Performance Outcomes that are
somewhat consistent with the existing Value Adding (Virginia) Policy Area 25.

The key area of concern relates to the range of large, intensive land uses that are known to create significant
interface issues between land uses. These include:
Intensive animal husbandry
Stock sales yard
Stock slaughter works
Bulk commodity storage
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This zone was created to provide a suitable policy framework for large-scale commercial production of animal
and animal products (intensive animal husbandry, broiler sheds, feedlots and piggeries), and their associated
facilities and industries. The zone generally contains larger allotment sizes to deal with significant external
impacts (noise, odour and waste) and large buffers.

The area within the City of Playford is considerably different to the other Rural Intensive Enterprise Zone areas
across the State. The subject land is significantly smaller than other areas with well-established land uses,
including sensitive land areas within close proximity.

As such, activities that have the potential to cause substantial adverse impacts, by way of noise, odour and
waste, should not be supported within the area contained within the City of Playford.

The creation of a new Virginia Subzone to be read in conjunction with the Rural Intensive Enterprise Zone,
would provide the opportunity to list a number of land uses that are not supported in this area. This will
reinforce the desire of future land uses to be consistent with that of the existing Development Plan.

The URPS correspondence specifically raises concerns with DTS/DPF 1.1 limiting the potential for ancillary
activities such as a shop and office; DTS / DPF 4.1 regarding minimum site areas which anticipate much larger
sites than the area subject to the current Policy area; PO 5.1 indicates very large allotment sizes, large
setbacks which are not achievable when the site only includes 11 hectares. Building heights which are to be
less than those anticipated for the Mitolo redevelopment. Also see more detailed discussion below.

Table 1 – Accepted Development Classification

Outbuildings - should be excluded from the Accepted Development pathway where the Hazards (Flooding General) Overlay applies.

Table 2 – Deemed-to-Satisfy Development Classification

No comment necessary

Table 3 – Performance Assessed Classification

Detached Dwelling – As ‘Dwelling’ (which includes a range of different dwelling forms) is already listed so it is
recommended that ‘Detached Dwelling’ should be removed.

T24Consult Page 51 of 93

Land Division – Recommend including the Environment and Food Production Area Overlay (as it already39
applies to the subject land).

Land Division – Recommend inserting Virginia Subzone – PO 3.1

Table 4 – Restricted Development Classification

There are no changes recommended to Table 4 with ‘dwelling’ being the only land use included. This is
considered satisfactory given the current conventions related to Restricted development.

Table 5 – Procedural Matters - Notification

Dwellings
·

The draft Code does not require any notification for the construction of a dwelling.

·

The existing Development Plan does not support new dwellings, other than where it is for the purposes

of a manager/caretakers residence. Dwellings also currently require Category 2 notification
·

Consistent with the recommendation for the Rural Horticulture Zone, dwellings are an ancillary

component to the main intent of the zone and may cause impacts upon adjoining land uses. It is appropriate
that public notification is provided, even though this would only apply to a manger’s / caretaker’s residence.

Overlays

Environment Food and Production Area Overlay

·

As this Overlay applies, it will restrict the division of land for residential purposes but still enable land

division of non-residential activities.
·

This will ensure that existing PDC 5 of the Policy Area is addressed.

Limited Dwelling Overlay does not apply. This is supported.

TNVs
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No TNVs apply within the draft zone.

39

The existing Policy Area in the Development Plan contains land division provisions that allows the creation of
allotments of 0.5 hectares.

The draft Code does not adequately address this criteria with the only land division provision in the Rural
Intensive Enterprise Zone providing for either 40ha or 100ha minimum allotment sizes.

It is recognised that the level of detail contained within current Development Plan PDC 4 is not likely to be
transitioned to the draft Code in the standardised approach contained within the Code. However, it is
recommended that the proposed Virginia Subzone includes a PO to reflect the requirement for a different
approach to managing land division.

This will also require the insertion of a Minimum Site Area of 0.5 hectares to reflect the current Development
Plan criteria. While it is acknowledged that the Environment, Food and Production Areas Overlay applies over
the subject land (as it currently does), the Overlay does not support the division of land for residential
purposes (but still enables land division of non-residential activities (ie for agricultural purposes)). The
inclusion of a minimum site area as described above will ensure a consistent policy framework with the existing
Development Plan.

Proposed Virginia Subzone

Proposed Desired Outcome

The following provisions are proposed to be incorporated into a new Subzone which will sit within the draft
Rural Intensive Enterprise Zone.

Desired Outcome

DO1

Large-scale 24 hour a day industry in
the form of processing, value adding,
packing and storage facilities for
primary produce, including horticultural
produce, and associated and ancillary
handling and transport distribution.
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Proposed Performance Outcomes

39

(**Note – this approach is consistent with the Kangaroo Island Subzone that limits certain land uses**)

PO1.1

DTS/DPF 1.1

Development is limited to be of:
a. an industrial nature, primarily None are applicable

in the form of large-scale
processing (including large
building footprints, some with
significant height), value
adding, packing and storage
or primary produce
b. ancillary and subordinate
offices and shop
c. ancillary and subordinate
store or warehouse
d. ancillary and subordinate
handling (including the
loading and unloading of
vehicles used to transport
received and processed
goods) and distribution
activities

PO 1.2

DTS/DPF 1.2

Development in the form of the
following not undertaken:
None are applicable
a. intensive animal keeping
b. renewable Energy Facility,

except where associated
with the primary land use
c. stock sales yard
d. stock slaughter works
e. transport distribution, except
where ancillary and in
association with the primary
land use

PO 1.3

DTS/DPF 1.3

Large buildings are designed and
sited having regard to scenic and
rural vistas by:

None are applicable
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a. using low-reflective materials
and finishes
b. incorporate soft landscaping
including mature tree
planting to soften the
appearance of buildings

P02.1

39

DTS/DPF 2.1

Land division, including boundary
realignments, promote productive,
efficient and sustainable intensive

Allotments:

value adding activities associated
with primary production.

a. have an area not less than:

Minimum Site Area
Minimum site area is 5000 sqm

b. that accommodate an existing

allied food industry value adding
activity associated with
production.

Part 2 - Zones and Sub Zones > Rural Living Zone

r
r
Ci

Support
Oppose
Amend

Your Feedback
Rural Living Zone

Explanatory Context

The Rural Living Zone is carried over from the current Development Plan and was also included in the earlier
consultation version. It is proposed to apply to three areas in Virginia, MacDonald Park and Craigmore as it
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does under the current Development Plan with the same boundaries proposed. There are not any major
39
issues, but some fine tuning of the proposed Code policies is recommended as discussed below.

Recommended Action/Change

1. Add a minimum frontage requirement for the Craigmore section of the Rural Living Zone to specify a 20
metre minimum frontage consistent with the current Development Plan.

2. The proposed 1000m2 Restricted Development floor area threshold for a ‘shop’ is far too generous and
the 2019 draft Code figure of 200m2 Restricted development level should be reinserted.

3. Reference must be made to the Hazard (Flooding - General) Overlay in addition and in support of the
Hazard (Flooding) Overlay where this is listed as an exception to accepted development and Deemed
to Satisfy policies and both flood Overlays should also apply to ‘horse keeping’ and to ‘outbuilding’.
General Commentary
The Rural Living Zone currently applies in three areas within the City of Playford:

Virginia

MacDonald Park

Craigmore

The areas depicted above are from the 2019 draft Code consultation and have not changed in the latest draft
Code 2020. Also, the boundaries of these zones reflect current Development Plan zoning, hence they have not
been altered.

The principal local policy in the existing Development Plan relates to minimum lot size and frontage for the
creation of new lots, namely:

■

▪Virginia/MacDonald Park - 1ha minimum with 50 metre minimum frontage

■

▪Craigmore - 4000m2 with 20 metre minimum frontage
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Both the 2019 and the 2020 P&D Codes have carried over the relevant minimum lot size and are consistent
with existing provisions. A minimum frontage of 50 metres has been specified in DTS/DPF 3.1, but the 20
metre frontage for lots at Craigmore has not been covered. However, if a land division in this area does not

achieve the 50 metre, then it will become Performance Assessed by Council in any event and a lesser frontage
assessed. This is likely to allow Council a measure of control over the Craigmore frontage requirement
although there will be no benchmark figure.

However, there is provision in the Code to enable a ‘call up’ based on a minimum frontage. While Council did
not specifically comment on this issue in the 2019 draft Code consultation, it would be appropriate in the
current consultation for Council to ask for a requirement specifying a 20 metre frontage in Craigmore to be
inserted.

It is also noted that land division below these size thresholds is not classed as Restricted Development unlike
the Development Plan which lists this form of land division as non-complying.

Restricted Development

There are minimal uses classified as Restricted Development, within the Rural Living Zone (consistent with the
Code overall all) with only a shop or a restaurant being listed. However, the size threshold has changed
considerably between the 2019 and the 2020 versions of the Code.

The new Code provision allows potentially for a far greater shop size to be Performance Assessed rather than
restricted outright. Note, though, DTS/DPF 1.5 (for DTS/assessment purposes has a fairly modest floor area
threshold, namely shops, offices and consulting rooms (or any combination thereof), light industry is not to
exceed 100m2 floor area. This figure has not changed between the two versions.

The proposed 1000m2 restriction is too generous for shops in the Rural Living Zones of the type and character
within Playford and that the 200m2 proposed limit should be reinserted.

Notification

The Rural Living Zone’s Notification Table, which guides the process for public notification of development
applications, appeared to be missing in the 2019 consultation but has now been included in the 2020 Code.

This is the standard Code approach to notification as to the types of land uses. The exceptions relate to the
commercial-oriented 100m2 floor area (covered above) and the building height directions (2 levels/9m). Smallscale shops, offices, consulting rooms and light industry, and low height buildings, will not go through a
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notification process. This seems in general to be reasonable and an acceptable approach to public notification
39
for the Zone for the zone. However, in the case of light industry there is a case for notification of light industry
as there are on occasion issues that relate to their proximity to any nearby dwellings.

Assessment provisions

Other aspects of change between the earlier and latest versions of the Code are:

1.

A range of envisaged development has now been inserted into DTS/DPF 1.1 (only ‘not more than one

dwelling per allotment’ was mentioned formerly). These additional uses are:

(a) Agricultural Buildings
(b) Animal Keeping
(c) Carport
(d) Consulting room
(e) Detached dwelling
(f)

Dwelling addition

(g) Farming
(h) Horse keeping
(i)

Kennel

(j)

Office

(k) Outbuilding
(l)

Shelter/Stable

(m) Shop
(n) Verandah

These uses reasonably reflect the intent of the zone and would appear to be satisfactory.

2.

DTS/DPF 2.1 proposes added criteria in the latest Code regarding setbacks for dwellings. And provides

practical and reasonable guidance regarding setbacks from front, side and rear allotment boundaries with
recognition of varying allotment sizes.
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3.

DTS/DPF 2.5 proposes tailored size guidance for outbuildings, which can be a sensitive issue in areas

39
like Rural Living Zones where there are varying expectations of the amenity levels and sizes of out buildings
such as sheds and garages. Out buildings on allotments greater than 1 ha would have a maximum (combined
floor area) of 200 square metres, while an allotment with an area less than 1 ha would be limited to 150 square
metres (combined floor area).

The latest draft Code does increase the size of outbuildings allowable as deemed to satisfy but it has been
tailored to lot size rather than the 100m2 across the board as previously proposed. For a Rural Living Zone,
these floor areas are reasonable as large outbuildings are often expected in view of the function of the zone
and large allotments.

4.

An additional criteria has been inserted into DTS/DPF 2.6 for carports and verandahs which was not in

the earlier draft 2019 Code. The following parameter has now been inserted in the 2020 version:

•

“if clad in sheet metal, the cladding is pre-colour treated or painted in a non-reflective colour.”

This is supported as a sensible inclusion.

Table 1 – Accepted Development Classification

The listed Accepted Development, which is not subject to any planning assessment process at all, generally
relates to quite minor forms of development but the Table provides exceptions to where this applies in the form
of Overlay exclusions which subsequently rule out this pathway on the basis that they trigger overriding
provisions that must be Performance Assessed.

This is particularly so with the Hazard (Flooding) Overlay. Flooding is dealt with separately and there are flaws
in the flooding Overlay/policy approach. The draft 2020 Code introduces an additional flood Overlay - Hazard
(Flooding - General) Overlay - dealing with general flood issues within the areas defined by this Overlay. The
Hazard (Flooding) Overlay deals with the high or extreme flood risk.

All of the Rural Living Zones are covered by the Hazard (Flooding - General) Overlay with a small part of the
Virginia zone in the northernmost corner (Womma Road/Bailey Road) the only part of the zone affected by the
high risk flood Overlay. However, the Accepted Development Table only references the high risk flood Overlay
(and not the general flood Overlay), which leaves an important gap in ensuring development respects flood
policy. Where the Hazard (Flooding) Overlay is mentioned in Table 1, Hazard (Flooding - General) Overlay
must be also referenced.

Table 2 – Deemed-to-Satisfy Development Classification
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A similar situation as that described above relating to the two flood Overlays applies also in DTS Table. Again,
the situation is summarised below as far as 'key' types of development are concerned. In addition, 'horse'3
keeping' and an 'outbuilding' should be taken out of the DTS pathway by the insertion of both the flood
Overlays. Both forms of development have potential consequences related to flood risk and should be
Performance Assessed accordingly.

Part 2 - Zones and Sub Zones > Rural Neighbourhood Zone
r Support
r Oppose
Ci Amend

Your Feedback
Rural Neighbourhood Zone

Explanatory Context
The proposed Rural Neighbourhood Zone is only to apply to two areas.

The area at Dalkeith Road Munno Para Dow ns was previously a policy area within the Suburban
Neighbourhood Zone and initially proposed as Residential Neighbourhood Zone in the earlier consultation.
Similarly the Rural Neighbourhood Zone applies to residential areas in One Tree Hill adjacent to the central
township that w ere initially proposed as Residential Neighbourhood.

In both cases the change to Rural Neighbourhood Zone is appropriate subject to some fine tuning.

Recommended Action/Change

1. A minimum frontage of 20 metres should be retained for roads other than Dalkeith Road in the Rural
Neighbourhood Zone at Munno Para Downs, w hile retaining the 30 metre frontage for Dalkieth Road.

2. Recommend the minimum site area for One Tree Hill be increased from 1500m2 to 1800m (to retain
consistency with existing policies).

3.

Allotments within One Tree Hill (Rural Neighbourhood Zone) to the north of Black Top Road should
have not apply the Mount Lofty Ranges Catchment (Area 1) policies. The current Black Top Road
boundary is an appropriate and logical boundary.

4. An Overlay should be applied to major power lines along the alignment of Dalkeith Road through this
area as provided for major gas lines.

Previous comment

Council endorsed the previous transition with some recommendations such as reducing the range of
development which is included as being anticipated within the zone. The proposed Rural Neighbourhood Zone
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contains less ‘encouraged’ land uses than the formerly proposed Residential Neighbourhood Zone.

39

However, the Rural Neighbourhood Zone provides for an even better ‘fit’ with current Development Plan
policies.

General Commentary

The Rural Neighbourhood Zone was not used in the earlier 2019 consultation version and now is proposed to
apply in two areas within the City of Playford:

One Tree Hill

Dalkeith Road, Munno Para Downs

The November 2020 draft Code is considered to be an improvement from the 2019 Code consultation version
and better reflects the current Development Plan provisions.

Dalkeith Road, Munno Para Downs

Development Plan

P&D Code – 2019

P&D Code – 2020
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The current Development Plan zone is the Suburban Neighbourhood Zone – Rural Interface Policy Area39
22,
the small area located on the southern side of Dalkeith Road was established as a transitional area between
the suburban areas to the south and rural areas to the north. The Policy Area encourages low density
residential consisting of detached dwellings on large allotments.

The current Policy Area also contains existing high voltage transmission lines (running along the southern
boundary) that may be duplicated, resulting in a 100 metre wide corridor (shown on Existing Overlay Map
Play/5 – Development Constraints). Although there is not a proposed Overlay to reflect these transmission
lines, the Code does contain criteria to ensure that Section 86 of the Electricity Act 1996 is addressed. It is
noted that the draft Code does not provide the same effectiveness of the existing policies, and suggested that
this should be considered.

Council’s previous consultation comments were generally supportive of the proposed change to the
Residential Neighbourhood Zone subject to reducing the range of encouraged land uses (residential flat
building, retirement facility, shop, office and educational facility) and increasing the number of restricted
development. The proposed Rural Neighbourhood Zone contains less ‘encouraged’ land uses than the
formerly proposed Residential Neighbourhood Zone.

Consistent with Council’s public consultation request for changes, the draft Rural Neighbourhood Zone does
not promote residential flat buildings, retirement facility or educational facility. It still retains ‘shop’ and ‘office’,
however the guide for size have been reduced from 200m2 to 50m2 – an appropriate reflection of the low
density rural neighbourhood setting.

One Tree Hill

Current Development Plan

draft P&D Code – 2019

draft P&D Code – 2020

There have been a number of changes that affect the One Tree Hill Township. The current Development Plan
includes the town in a Town Centre Zone and Township Zone (with various Precincts). Council commented
that the 2019 draft Code was erroneous in its proposed zoning. The latest draft Code now includes a
Township Zone (for Commercial and community facilities along Black Top Road) and Rural Neighbourhood
Zone for primarily residential areas in the draft Code 2020.
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This is considered to be an appropriate zoning outcome.

It is acknowledged that current Development Plan Precinct 34 One Tree Hill Education and Recreation
supports recreational, educational and community uses with policies to ensure that the existing Primary School
does not expand along McGilp Road. Suggested changes to the PO 1.4 (see below) may lessen the impact of
the removal of this policy position.

Precinct 35 is consistent with the proposed Township zoning (and the proposed Historic Area Overlay) and
Precinct 36 is a low density area that does not support non-residential land uses and is appropriately
transitioned to Rural Neighbourhood.

The Minimum Site Area for allotments in the Rural Neighbourhood Zone in One Tree Hill is now proposed as
1500m2, down from 1800m2 in the Development Plan (PDC 13). This should be reconsidered.

Assessment Provisions

Land Uses

The proposed Rural Neighbourhood Zone seeks to accommodate allotments sizes ranging from 1200m2 to
10000m2 with the intention for low density housing in a spacious rural setting. ‘Limited goods, services and
facilities’ are encouraged that ‘enhance rather than compromise rural residential amenity’.

It is considered that PO 1.4 does not reflect the Desired Outcome of this Zone.
PO 1.4 contains the same text found within the draft Code for the Suburban Neighbourhood Zone and very
similar to the General Neighbourhood Zone. Both of these zones encourage greater infill development than
the Rural Neighbourhood Zone and seek to incorporate a greater extent of non-residential land uses to foster
an improved walkable communities.

PO 1.4 (part b and c) do not reflect the intent of PO 1.1 and the encouraged land uses.

It is considered that PO 1.4 could be amended to reduce the importance of parts (b) and (c) to better reflect the
low density residential nature of the Zone and its role as a transitional area between suburban and rural
areas. One Tree Hill current Development Plan policies do not support any non-residential development in the
existing Residential Precinct 36. Similar approaches used in the draft Rural Living Zone or Rural Settlement
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Zone are considered more appropriate and should be adopted. The above mentioned change would largely
39
address this issue.

Building heights are relatively consistent with the current Development Plan Policy Area intention for single or
two storey detached dwellings.

Primary street setbacks of 8m are consistent with existing policies along Dalkeith Road.

One Tree Hill does not contain any setbacks in the current Development Plan Township Zone, however the
current Residential Development provisions supports a minimum 5 metres (unless guided by Table Play/2).
Table Play/2 – Building Setbacks from Road Boundaries - ‘Both sides from Main North Road to western
boundary of Hills Face Zone’ requires a minimum 7 metres.

The inclusion of the ‘average of existing buildings on adjoining sites’ in the Rural Neighbourhood Zone will
assist to provide consistent setbacks in the area.

Table 1 – Accepted Development Classification

Brush Fence – Should be excluded in areas of High Bushfire risk such as the areas in Playford.

Outbuildings - should be excluded from the Accepted Development pathway if located within the Hazards
(Flooding - General) Overlay. The Hazards (Flooding – General) Overlay includes areas that are currently
rated ‘medium flood risk’ across Greater Adelaide.

Table 2 – Deemed-to-Satisfy Development Classification

Land uses that are listed in PO 1.1 should have this referenced in the table. It is noted that there is an
inconsistency within the Zone and between other Zones throughout the Code

Detached dwelling – DTS/DPF 1.1 should be inserted
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Land Division – DTS/DPF 8.1 of the Zone should be included in the table (to define minimum allotment size)

39

Table 3 – Performance Assessed Classification

Land uses that are listed in PO 1.1 should have this referenced in the table. It is noted that there is an
inconsistency within the Zone and between other Zones throughout the Code.

Table 4 – Restricted Development Classification

There have been no changes to the Table with the only land use included being ‘Shop’ with two exclusions
(less than 1000m2 or a restaurant). As previously commented 1000 square metres is an excessive Restricted
Development criteria for a low density zone of this nature.

Table 5 – Procedural Matters - Notification

The provisions contained within the notification section appear reasonable.

Offices, Shops and Consulting rooms - will not require public notification if they meet DTS/DPF 1.2 (less than
50m2) and 2.1 (max 2 building levels, less than 9m overall height or less than 7m wall height). All other nonresidential land uses require public notification (other than land division, recreation area and tree damaging
activity).

Overlays

Mount Lofty Ranges Catchment (Area 1) – new mapping shows that the southern portion of the One Tree Hill
Township falls within this catchment area:

The allotments north of Black Top Road will now require assessment against the provisions of the Mount Lofty
Ranges Catchment (Area 1). This is considered unnecessary given that Black Top Road has formed a
boundary for many years and will unnecessarily bring a small number of allotments into the watershed area
with more rigorous requirements. Black Top Road forms a logical boundary.

TNVs
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Minimum Frontage
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The Minimum Frontage TNV where applying to Dalkeith Road is now shown as 30 metres, up from 20 metres
in the November 2019 consultation version .

The current Policy Area contains the following PDC:
Allotments should be a minimum of 1200 square metres w ith a frontage to a public road of at least 20 metres
except for allotments fronting Dalkeith Road where the minimum frontage should be 30 metres.

The proposed change to 30 metres w ill be consistent with allotments fronting onto Dalkeith Road as requested
informally by Council staff. However a number of allotments that front onto other roads (Coventry Road, Moss
Road, Smitham Road, Stebonheath Road) currently require a minimum 20 metres frontage. This is an
increase of 10 metres and may affect the potential number of future allotments.

It is considered appropriate to request a finetuning of policies to enable a 20 metre minimum frontage except
on Dalkeith Road.

Minimum Site Area

Dalkeith Road is retained as 1200m2 and is consistent with existing provisions.

One Tree Hill TNV is shown as 1500m2 whereas the Development Plan requires a minimum 1800m 2 . This
needs to be amended.

Part 2 - Zones and Sub Zones > Strategic Employment Zone
r Support
r Oppose
Ci Amend

Your Feedback
Strategic Employment Zone

Explanatory Context
The Employment Zone as proposed in the initial draft Code is proposed to be re-named 'Strategic Employment
Zone', to acknowledge the significance and strategic scale of many areas where this zone applies. Within
Playford the zone is proposed to apply to areas such as the Lionsgate (former GMH site), Edinburgh Parks
and the SCT intermodal site. The zone w ill in the future be likely to apply to the Greater Edinburgh Parks land
(when rezoned) which lies to the west of the RAAF Edinburgh and is designated as future Strategic
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Employment lands in the 30 Year Plan. Another zone proposed and discussed under separate heading is
called the Employment Zone. This zone (referred to in the earlier draft Code as Suburban Employment) 39
incorporates both the former Commercial and Light Industry Zones which tend to incorporate smaller scale
commercial and industrial development.

Previous Comment
Council recommended the following actions/changes during the earlier draft Code consultation:
1)
Amend the proposed Employment Zone to reduce the desired development size for shops to 250
square metres (per allotment) with 500 square metres (per allotment) as Restricted development.
2)

Include current Concept Plan Map Play/32 and ensure context is provided in policy to ensure

appropriate location of higher impact industries adjacent Riverlea (Buckland Park).
3)
Correct the Restricted development provision to ensure that Special Industry is Restricted and not
excluded from the restriction.

The Zone has been amended to reduce the desired area of shops in the zone from 500 square metres to 250
square metres, consistent with the Council’s submission. This is a good outcome and consistent with Council’s
previous submission which sought to reduce the amount of out of centre development which is considered to
be potentially undermine existing centres and shopping within Playford.

A new Buckland Park Concept Plan has been included into the Code (Concept Plan 14) along with concept
plans for a number of areas. This is an improvement that captures the existing agreed policy intent. However, it
is noted that a significant Concept Plan Play /32 which was included to ensure development of the Buckland
Park (Riverlea) Area does extend into areas which are likely to be impacted by the Jeffries composting
operations has not been replicated in the draft Code.

Special Industry has been included as a form of restricted development which was one of the matters raised in
the earlier Council submission. This is appropriate as it prevents new special industry from establishing in
Playford without either policy change or rigorous assessment via the Restricted Development process.

Recommended Action/Change
The Concept Plan Play/32 requires inclusion in the Code. In Council’s current Development Plan this Concept
Plan illustrates land adjacent Buckland Park/Riverlea which has the potential to be impacted by the odour of
the operation of the Jeffries composting operations and therefore warrants inclusion to trigger consideration of
this issue with any development proposals.

General commentary
The zone includes a number of small amendments and refinements from that previously exhibited, generally
confined to wording and expression of the policy, with the most notable changes being a reduction in
anticipated shop floor areas and the introduction of Special Industry as a Restricted form of development. The
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proposed application of the Zone to areas in Playford is similar to the previously consulted version.
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Specific policies commentary
Assessment Provisions
The Desired Outcomes for the Zone are unchanged from the previous consultation draft. DO 1 for the zone
indicates the following appropriate intent for development: ‘A range of industrial, logistical, warehousing,
storage, research and training land uses together with compatible business activities generating wealth and
employment for the state.’ There are a number of PO’s where either no changes, or minor editorial changes
have been proposed between the current and previously exhibited version of the Code.

The most notable changes to the PO’s for the zone relate to:
New DTS/DPF listings in 1.1 for energy generation and storage. This is generally appropriate within an
industrial-type zone where such uses can be accommodated with little off site impact and often located near or
with land uses with high energy demands.
New DTS/DPF listings in 1.2 include places of worship. Whilst this use may result in a reduction of
employment generation land, contemporary places of worship are problematic within residential areas due to
noise and traffic and economically unable to be accommodated within centre zones due to large floor area
requirements. This is considered to be an appropriate outcome and will provide clear siting direction for new
facilities. PO 1.3 has reduced envisaged shop size from 500 sqm to 250 sqm which is consistent with Council’s
previous submission. Concept plans are now explicitly referenced at the Zone level capturing existing policy
intent and direction. This is a significant improvement over the previous version.

Table 1 – Accepted Development
Minimal changes have been made to Table 1 with the exception of the introduction of air handling units and
brush fences subject to conditions. This is appropriate and represent low-risk planning outcomes.

Table 2 – Deemed to Satisfy
Minor changes have been made to include land division and replacement buildings. This will aid in
administrative streamlining and is unlikely to result in significant adverse planning outcomes. Amendment to
this table has removed offices (non-ancillary) and consulting rooms which is a significant improvement to the
new version of the zone on consultation.

Table 3 – Applicable Policies for Performance Assessed Development
A small number of items have been removed from this table. The implication of this is that these forms of
development are subject to full assessment having regard to all provisions of the Code. It is appropriate that
development which is not ordinarily anticipated in a zone should be assessed in this way.

Table 4 – Restricted Development
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Special industry is restricted unless located within the Significant Industry Subzone which is not present 3~e
Code w ithin the City of Playford.

Table 5 - Notification
Minor rewording/finetuning has been undertaken , but generally notification is consistent with previously
consulted version of the Code. The approach to public notification has shifted to a specific list of uses rather
than a general 'capture-all' for land uses within the zone. This is an improvement.

Part 2 - Zones and Sub Zones > Strategic Innovation Zone
r Support
r Oppose
Ci Amend

Your Feedback

Strategic Innovation
Zone
Explanatory Context

The Strategic Innovation Zone proposed in the latest version of the Code applies to the Health Precinct and
two areas adjacent the Elizabeth CBD. The zone name was Innovation Zone in the earlier draft of the Code
and is proposed to apply to the same areas as previously. The zone is essentially a mixed use zone promoting
a range of uses w hich are applicable to the Health Precinct in particular.

In general the proposed transition is considered satisfactory and some aspects of the Council's previous
comments have been adopted.

Recommended Action / Change

1. Transition the small area along the frontage to the southern side of Broughton Road
within the current Suburban Activity Node to be located in the draft Code Housing
Diversity Neighbourhood Zone. This area is a 'buffer residential area' established by
Council and introduced in April of this year as part of the Health Precinct DPA under
current Development Plan Policy. The area is between the health precinct and
established residential development on the northern side of Broughton Road.
2. A Concept Plan should be included in the Code for the health precinct. The approach
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and departure paths from the helipad on the LMH require illustration to help ensure
39
that buildings are not established above certain height limits within these areas. There
may also be an opportunity to denote other key elements sought in future
development which are currently described only in words by policy. It is noted that
Council was prevented from including a concept plan in the changes introduced to the
current Development Plan earlier this year due to the intention by the State not to
include any within the Code. The State’s position has now changed and a range of
important concept plans have been introduced to the draft Code.
3. Amend the Activity Centre Subzone (see map below) that is proposed in the draft
Code to a reduced area. Currently the draft Code Subzone includes areas beyond the
road frontages to the north of Oldham Road and to the east of Haydown. The Activity
Centre overlay has been introduced in the draft Code over the whole of the health
precinct Strategic Innovation Zone. The intention is to enable consideration of
shops/retailing above the 500 square metre restricted development area. The
subzone was requested by Council in the previous round of consultation to ensure
there are no undue limitations on the area of shopping development in the
redevelopment of the shopping centre site, but has been applied beyond the shopping
centre site.
4. Include the Interface Management Overlay over the former windbreak land along the
western side of Mark Road with the western side of Mark Road within the draft
Strategic Innovation Zone. This inclusion is consistent with current Development Plan
policy and seeks to ensure that new development in this area takes reasonable
measures to prevent impacts such as noise from the industries in the Industry Zone
located adjacent to the immediate west.

Map illustrating the areas inside dotted stipple which should be included within the Activity Centre Sub Zone.
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A number of other potential changes to draft Code policy are included in the more detailed discussion
regarding policy below.
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General Commentary
The adoption of the Strategic Innovation Zone in the draft Code aligns well with the outcomes sought for the
Playford Health Precinct and the current Suburban Activity Node Zone. The zone appropriately places
emphasis on the non-residential elements sought within this location and with residential development ancillary
to these activities.
The introduction of the Activity Node Sub-zone is supported subject to refinement as discussed in the
recommended actions above and has responded to Council’s initial round of comments.

There is scope for some additional local context and key desired development outcomes in the Precinct and
particularly the helipad approach and departure areas to be represented on a Concept Plan referenced by the
Zone.

The proposed Strategic Innovation Zone policies are appropriate for both of the areas adjacent the Elizabeth
CBD. These two areas are as follows:

1. The area north of Winterslow Road which currently incorporates the Elizabeth TAFE,
Northern Sound System, SA Power Networks, Anglicare and some residential
development.
2. The area to the south of Crockerton Road and west of Philip Highway which
accommodates Playford International College, Kaurna Plains School and Children’s
Centre, and a service station and convenience shop.

Both of these areas are essentially mixed use areas with a focus on education and are suited to the Strategic
Innovation Zone which enables a diversity of uses.

Specific policies commentary
Assessment Provisions

•
•
•
•
•

Zone – DTS 1.5 – Should also include offices as ground floor uses suitable for DTS development against this PO.
Zone – DTS 3.2 – Appears to be missing / not appearing
Sub-zone – PO – missing – There is no policy encouraging amalgamation of allotments north of Oldham Road, and the incentives
provided in current Development Plan policy to support this are not brought over into the subzone. This is a key policy for this
location to support coordinated development outcomes.
Sub-zone – PO 1.2 – this does not provide sufficient strength for avoidance of non-residential uses along Broughton Road.
Sub-zone – PO2.2, 2.4 and 2.5 – could be supported by reference to a Concept Plan for this location.

Assessments Tables – Accepted Development
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No comments required.
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Assessments Tables – Deemed-to-satisfy Development
Land division is listed, but question the applicability here given that the densities and forms of dwellings
envisaged are not likely to achieve the DTS criteria.

Assessments Tables – Performance Assessment Policies
Advertisement – Zone PO 2.6, 5.1 and 5.2 are not listed and should be (otherwise they serve no purpose)
Carport –Subzone PO 2.3 should apply as these could form part of car parks.
Consulting Room – Zone PO 1.1, 1.4, 1.5, 1.7, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 6.1 should apply as these
are relevant to assessment of consulting room buildings (perhaps more so than the General provisions)
Dwelling – Zone PO 1.1, 1.6, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 3.1, 3.2, 3.3 should apply as these are relevant to assessment of
dwellings (perhaps more so than the General provisions)
Dwelling – Sub-Zone PO 1.3, 2.4, 2.5 should also apply
Fence – Zone PO 2.7 should also apply
Land Division – References PO 7.1 – Concept Plans – which does not appear in the Zone
Light Industry – Zone PO 1.1, 1.3, 2.1, 2.3, 2.4, 3.2, and 3.3 should apply
Office – Zone PO 1.1, 1.4, 1.5, 1.7, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 6.1 should apply as these are relevant
to assessment of office buildings (perhaps more so than the General provisions)
Office – Sub-Zone PO 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, and 2.5 should also apply
Residential Flat Building– Zone PO 1.1, 1.6, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 3.1, 3.2, 3.3 should apply as these are relevant to
assessment of dwellings (perhaps more so than the General provisions)
Residential Flat building – Sub-Zone PO 1.3, 2.4, 2.5 should also apply
Shop –Zone PO 1.1, 1.4, 1.5, 1.7, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 2.6, 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 6.1 should apply as these are
relevant to assessment of consulting room buildings (perhaps more so than the General provisions)
Shop – Sub-Zone PO 1.1, 1.2, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, and 2.5 should also apply
Store – Zone PO 7.1 referenced (missing Concept Plan?). Also question the suitability / listing of some of the
listed POs, although they will inform a desire to not have this land use in the zone.
Telecommunications Facility – Zone – should also list PO 1.1 as it is identified as a DTS use).

Assessments Tables – Restricted Development
Shop exclusion from Activity Node Sub-zone is supported. Adjusting the extent of the Subzone (as suggested)
will trigger the 1000m² trigger for restricted development. This may be a little large for areas north of Oldham
Road, but there is potentially enough policy support to knock back a proposal of this nature (not to mention a
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large number of sites would need to be amalgamated to achieve this).
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Assessments Tables - Public Notification
Clause 3 provides additional consultation requirements beyond those in the current zone by triggering
notification for sites on edge of the zone. Given the nature of the zone (with significant boundaries to other
zones) in this location, this w ill likely be a significant number of developments (other than those developments
that are determined to be of a minor nature only), but is probably a reasonable requirement.

Overlays
The Overlays applicable to the zone are reasonable, and not likely to have large implications for the
achievement of Deemed-to-Satisfy development or Council resources (given most applications in the current
zone would be merit assessments).

Part 2 - Zones and Sub Zones > Suburban Activity Centre Zone
r Support
r Oppose
<- Amend

Your Feedback
Suburban Activity Centre Zone

Explanatory Context

The draft Code Suburban Activity Centre Zone is proposed to apply to several centres across Playford which
are currently designated as Neighbourhood Centres in Council's Development Plan . These centres include
Elizabeth Park Centre, Elizabeth South Centre, Craigmore Centre and Angle Vale. The zoning also applies to
the Curtis Road Centre in Playford Alive (which was previously a Suburban Activity Node)) and
Riverlea/Buckland Park Centre (which was formerly a District Centre). Several comments / requests for change
w ere made in regard to the Suburban Activity Centre Zoning in the previous round of Code consultation. These
requested changes and the response are discussed below .

Recommended Action/Change
Request amendment to deemed to satisfy provisions to remove signage as there is no size restriction w ithin
the Assessment Provisions.

Previous comment
A notable change has been made in the current draft Code which addresses a significant matter raised in
Council's earlier submission . The Virginia Centre is now proposed to transition to the new Code w ith a
combination of Tow nship Mainstreet Zone (consistent with the proposals for the main street upgrade) and
Township Activity Centre Zone, in the area adjacent the Mainstreet, consistent w ith the Council's submission
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(see more detailed discussion under Township Mainstreet Zone and Township Activity Centre Zone).
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Council proposed a change to the draft Code Suburban Activity Centre located at the northern corner of
Anderson Walk and the adjacent Main North Road frontage which is currently zoned Town Centre in Council’s
Development Plan (acknowledging the former Smithfield Township). Council sought the application of the
Suburban Employment Zone. While the Council’s proposal was not included in the latest draft Code, the
Township Activity Centre is proposed which is reasonably consistent with the current Development Plan and
the desired scale (relatively small scale business, commercial and retail activities) of development in this
locality.

General commentary
The draft Code zone includes a number of small amendments and refinements from that previously consulted.
There are also some significant changes in Playford to the way the Suburban Activity Centre zone has been
applied to centres, particularly with the introduction of a new Local Activity Centre Zone that will apply to
smaller centres which are currently zoned Local Centre under the Council’s current Development Plan and
located within suburban areas away from main roads. While not a change requested by the Council the Local
Activity Centre is a more appropriate zoning which is more sensitive to a residential environment (see more
detailed discussion under Local Activity Centre).

Specific policies commentary
Assessment Provisions
The Desired Outcomes for the Suburban Activity Centre Zone are unchanged.
There are a number of PO’s in the draft Code where either no change, or minor editorial changes have been
proposed between the current and previously exhibited version of the Code. These minor changes are
considered appropriate.

The notable changes to the draft Code PO’s for the zone include:
New DTS/DPF listings in 1.1 to now include advertisements, dwellings, residential flat buildings, retirement
facilities and supported accommodation. This is likely to offer additional suitable locations outside of residential
zones and will assist in the achievement of promoting after hours use within centres. Residential development
is still required to avoid prejudicing the operation of existing non-residential development and the long term
provision of services and facilities for wider community benefit.

A new draft Code PO 1.6 with policy applying to a change of use to a shop, office, consulting room or any
combination of these uses where all criteria are met. This will enable simple changes of use within centres to
be readily facilitated which is appropriate within the Zone. Concept plans are now explicitly referenced at the
Zone level. This is a significant improvement over the previously exhibited version of the Code.

The inclusion of these Concept Plans is a significant improvement in this version of the Code and will assist to
preserve the existing policy intent within these areas.
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Table 1 - Accepted Development
Minimal changes have been made to Table 1 with the exception of the introduction of change of use to shop,
office and consulting room in DTS 1.6. This w ill enable uses to change w ithin existing buildings and tenancies
w ithin a centre w here no changes to floor area or parking demands are triggered. This provides for greater
flexibility within the zone and w ill reduce the administrative burden for low-risk land use changes.

Proposed changes also include some minor appropriate additions where the planning impact of these classes
of development is minimal and is likely to reduce administrative burdens.

Table 2 - Deemed to Satisfy
Additions to the list of Deemed to Satisfy include minor forms of appropriate development. The lack of a
DTS/DPF for size of advertisements (PO 4.1 and 4.2) may result in large signage being difficult to control. An
appropriate maximum size should be included.

Table 3 -Applicable Policies for Performance Assessed Development
A significant number of items have been removed from this table in the draft Code enabling consideration
against a wider range of policies in the Code. This is considered to be a sensible change enabling some forms
of development which may not necessarily be compatible in all circumstances to be considered against a wider
more comprehensive range of Code provisions.

Table 4 - Restricted Development
No comment

Table 5 - Notification
Addition of a minor development exclusion from requirement for notification , consistent with current
Development Act wording which is an improvement and provides greater administrative flexibility for low-impact
proposals.
Minor rewording but generally consistent with previously consulted version of the Code.
The approach to public notification has shifted to a specific list of uses rather than a general 'capture-all' for
land uses w ithin the zone which is considered to be an improvement.

Part 2 - Zones and Sub Zones> Township Main Street Zone
r Support
r Oppose
r. Amend

Your Feedback
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Activity Centre Zone and Township Main Street Zone (Virginia Township)

39

Explanatory Context

The Activity Centre Zone and Township Main Street Zone are proposed in the draft Code to be applied to the
core of the Virginia Township. This is the only location in Playford where these zones are applied. The earlier
consultation version of the draft Code proposed the Suburban Activity Centre which was not an appropriate
application to the more traditional form of the Virginia Centre.

Recommended Action/Change

1. A maximum building height of 2 levels/9m should be applied within both draft Code zones. This is
probably of greater importance within the Township Main Street Zone where the character of the main
street is important.

2. A 12m minimum primary street setback requirement for the eastern side of Susan Street should be
applied to adjacent properties consistent with current Development Plan policy to allow for a possible
future road widening (current road reserve is narrow).
3)

The Hazard (Flooding - General) Overlay needs to be inserted into both draft Code zones Tables 1 to 3

wherever the Hazard (Flooding) Overlay is referenced in all cases. It is noted that this issue has been identified
in a range of zones and requires correction. A change of use and replacement buildings should be required to
be picked up and avoid the DTS pathway.

Previous Comment

Council sought changes to the Virginia Centre in the previous consultation draft to remove the draft Suburban
Activity Centre zoning. Council also sought changes to the Suburban Activity Centre zoning from the current
Town Centre Zoning at the corner of Main North Road and Anderson Walk. Both of these changes have been
made and the proposed transition to appropriate zoning has been achieved

General Commentary

The Virginia Centre is currently zoned Town Centre / Precinct 32 Virginia Centre in Council’s Development
Plan:
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Virginia - Town Centre Zone

Virginia - Precinct 32 Virginia Centre
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The current zone/precinct is proposed to be split into two new draft Code zones and is proposed to be rezoned
in the draft Code as Township Activity Centre Zone and Township Main Street Zone as shown:
Playford - Virginia centre Code

The 2019 version of the Code released late last year for consultation proposed to transition the existing
Virginia Town Centre Zone to the draft Code’s Suburban Activity Centre Zone. Council pointed out that the
main street of Virginia has more the character of a main street environment than it does a typical suburban
centre. Council considered that the draft Code’s option for a Township Main Street Zone appeared to be a
more suitable policy fit for the Virginia centre environment and its character.

Accordingly, Council recommended that the Virginia Centre should transition to a Virginia Main Street Zone
and not to a Suburban Activity Centre Zone.

Council’s suggestion has, in part, been taken on board by the State in its amended 2020 version of the draft
Code.

The State’s proposal for two different but complementary zones to express the desired policy positions for the
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Virginia centre as a replacement of the current Town Centre Zone is sound. This view is based on the grounds

39

that the core ‘main street’ feel of the centre proper is secured by the Township Main Street Zone, yet the

important commercial activities on the periphery of this area, such as the hardware/bulky goods outlets, service
trade premises, motor vehicle related uses, would be best accommodated in a policy sense by the Township
Activity Centre Zone. Hence the two zones dovetail well in managing the centre’s policy framework.
Accordingly, the choice of the two draft Code zones is supported.

Overlays
The Overlays applicable to the Virginia centre tend to be of a ‘routine’ nature and are to be expected because
of particular locality/issue-based factors that potentially come into play and which may be relevant to the
assessment of development proposals. Apart from the Hazard (Flooding - General) Overlay which has been
addressed separately in greater detail in the section on Flooding Overlays, the application of the above
Overlays and their provisions are considered to be satisfactory.

Table 1 – Accepted Development Classification

The listed Accepted Development, which is not subject to any planning assessment process at all, generally
relates to quite minor forms of development but the Table provides exceptions to where this applies in the form
of Overlay exclusions which subsequently rule out this pathway on the basis that they trigger provisions
requiring development to be Performance Assessed.

The Accepted development appears to be satisfactory. However, as referred to elsewhere there is the need to
ensure that the Hazard (Flooding - General) overlay needs to be applied in addition to the higher risk Hazard
(Flooding) Overlay.

Table 2 – Deemed-to-Satisfy Development Classification

Very few classes of development are listed as being DTS. Both draft Code zones are identical in listing and
considered satisfactory, given that the zoning is essentially mixed use and requires assessment in many cases.

Notification

Notification in the two Virginia zones seems to be reasonably satisfactory.
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Restricted Development
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The two new draft Code centre zones include only 'Industry', with an exclusion to 'Industry' in the Tow nship
Activity Centre Zone for 'Light industry' to be excluded. This is reasonably satisfactory.

Technical and Numerical Variations

Apart from the Concept Plans, there is no other TNV data relating to the Virginia centre.

There is not a height limitation on buildings in the centre which if imposed would be a TNV. While this is not
considered to be a major issue because it is unlikely that taller buildings will be developed, the character of the
main street may be impacted by taller buildings. The existing Development Plan zone has a PDC requiring
buildings to not exceed 2 storeys, such a provision is lacking in the Code zones and it is recommended that
one is included for the Township Main Street Zone.

The current Tow n Centre Zone has the follow ing provision (PDC 21 ):

Development fronting the eastern side of Susan Street should be set back 12m to allow for road widening.
It is recommended that a 'minimum primary street setback provision' is included as a TNV to ensure that there
is the ability for road w idening to take place on Susan Street, Virginia as necessary, given the narrow road
carriageway.

Part 2 - Zones and Sub Zones > Tow nship Zone
r Support
r Oppose
Ci Amend

Your Feedback
Township Zone

Explanatory Context
The Township Zone is proposed by the draft Code to apply to the area of the current Development Plan
Township Zone in One Tree Hill. The proposed zoning supersedes the unusual proposal put forward in the
initial draft Code for a combination of the Township and Urban Activity Centre which was considered
inappropriate. A number of relatively minor changes are to be recommended.

Recommended Action/Change
1) Transition a number of allotments in the Development Plan Precinct 34 located between McGilp and Martin
Road to the Rural Neighbourhood Zone (not the proposed Tow nship Zone) as they are developed w ith
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dwellings and have residential character.
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2) Propose a new Minimum Allotment Size of 1800 m2 consistent with the adjoining Rural Neighbourhood Zone
3) Return the boundary of the Mount Lofty Ranges Catchment (Area One) to Black Top Road as it is currently
in order to ensure that properties north of Black Top Road are not caught by the additional watershed
catchment provisions
4) Building setback policy, while generally satisfactory, should revert to the standard setback (6 metres)
requirement if there is only one adjoining building as this makes an assumption that the established building
setback is satisfactory and it may not be.

Previous Comment
Council’s previous comment was to transition the township to the draft Code Township Zone and to remove
the use of the Urban Activity Zone. Both of these requests were agreed to as discussed.

General Commentary
The Township Zone only applies within the City of Playford in the One Tree Hill township:

Development Plan

P&D Code - 2020

The November 2020 draft Code designation as Township Zone is considered to be an improvement from the
2019 draft Code (which proposed the Township and Urban Activity Centre Zones) and better reflects the
current Development Plan provisions. The changes are consistent with those proposed by Council in response
to the initial 2019 draft.

The current Development Plan zones the area as Township Zone, the main commercial areas (Precincts 30
and 35) are now proposed within the draft Code Township Zone.

To ensure some consistency with the current Development Plan ‘Historic’ Township Precinct 35 provisions, the
Historic Areas Overlay is proposed to apply in the draft Code.
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There are two small ‘extensions’ to the Township Zone (also shown in the current Development Plan). The

western protuberance (located between McGilp Road and Martin Road) is in part an anomaly. The portion of
the site adjacent Martin Road would appropriately be located in the Rural Neighbourhood Zone (applied to the
Residential area), given that there are dwellings with frontage to Martin Road with residential character and
open space as part of this area. The balance of this area immediately adjacent the Institute building and
McGilp Road should be retained in the proposed Township Zone. The eastern site can also remain in the
Township Zone given that it is an SA Water pump and tank facility servicing the residential area and could be
appropriate in either the Residential or Township Zone.

Assessment Provisions

The proposed Township Zone contains a greater mix of non-residential land uses as encouraged land uses
than the current zoning supports (shop, office, consulting room, light industry, warehouse). This however is
consistent with the intent of the Code to provide greater flexibility within these types of zones.

Draft code DTS/DPF criteria for non-residential land uses (DTS/DPF 1.2 and 1.3) are capped at 250m2 in an
attempt to minimise the scale and potential impacts of development.

Given the small size of the proposed Township Zone, the existing allotments sizes, demand and multiple land
ownership, it is not anticipated that large floor plate activities will occur within this locality. The proposed
policies seek to maintain small-scale non-residential land uses that reinforces the township character. The
proposed Historic Areas Overlay will assist in maintaining the existing streetscape characteristics.

Proposed building height controls are relatively consistent with the existing Zones intention to maintain a lowscale and intensity of built form

Front setbacks applying at One Tree Hill are currently 10 metres.

The draft P&D Code Township Zone contains PO 2.3 that requires that building setbacks are the average of
existing buildings with the same primary frontage or the setback of the adjoining building if only one adjoining
building. Alternatively if there is no adjoining building the setback is 6 metres. There is a weakness with the
requirement for the same setback as the adjoining building if the building is either setback too far or two close
and the preference is to resort to the 6 metres setback (this is an issue in common with this policy in other
zones).

Table 1 – Accepted Development Classification
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The following inconsistencies or corrections should be remediated:

•
•
•
•
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A Brush Fence should be excluded from accepted development in areas of High Bushfire risk such as this
area.
The Mount Lofty Ranges Water Supply Catchment (Area 1) Overlay should be applied to the
‘exceptions’. As there are requirements for Carports to be connected to a rainwater tank (DTS/DPF 3.4),
it should be excluded from Table 1.
Outbuildings should be excluded from the Accepted Development pathway if located where the Hazards
(Flooding - General) Overlay applies.
The Mount Lofty Ranges Water Supply Catchment (Area 1) Overlay should be applied to the
‘exceptions’. As there are requirements for Outbuildings and verandahs to be connected to a rainwater
tank (DTS/DPF 3.4), they should be excluded from Table 1.

Table 2 – Deemed-to-Satisfy Development Classification

Land uses that are listed in PO 1.1 should have this referenced in the table. It is noted that there is an
inconsistency within the Zone and between Zones throughout the Code.

Land Division should not be included in the Deemed-to-Satisfy assessment in a Township Zone. It is not
encouraged. However, should it be retained:

•
•

it should be excluded where the Historic Area Overlay applies
DTS/DPF 3.1 of the Zone should be included

Table 3 – Performance Assessed Classification

Land uses that are listed in PO 1.1 should have this referenced in the table. It is noted that there is an
inconsistency within the Zone and between other Zones throughout the Code. Other than this the requirements
are reasonably satisfactory

Table 4 – Restricted Development Classification

There have been no changes to the Restricted Development Table. The only land use included is ‘Industry’
with the exception of ‘Light Industry’.

Table 5 – Procedural Matters - Notification

No comment, the notification matters are satisfactory.
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Overlays

The Historic Areas Overlay is proposed to be applied, replacing existing Development Plan Historic Township
Precinct 35. A Historic Area Statement (referenced as Play 1) also applies for this area and includes the key
criteria contained within the existing Township Zone – Precinct 35.

Mount Lofty Ranges Water Supply Catchment (Area 1) – new mapping proposes that the water catchment
boundary is to be extended slightly to the north of Black Top Road:

Current Map Play/37

New Overlay

New Overlay + Zoning

The allotments north of Black Top Road will now require assessment against the provisions of the Mount Lofty
Ranges Water Supply Catchment (Area 1) Overlay.

TNVs
As there is no Minimum Site Area TNV, PO 3.1 states that any ‘allotments for residential purposes’ will default
to a minimum 1200m2 as the One Hill Tree area is not connected to mains sewer.

A TNV should be included to require 1800m2 allotments as shown in current Development Plan PDC 13 of the
Township Zone.

Part 2 - Zones and Sub Zones > Urban Activity Centre Zone
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Your Feedback
Urban Activity Centre Zone

Explanatory Context
The Urban Activity Centre Zone is proposed under the latest draft Code to the Elizabeth CBD which is
currently zoned Regional Centre under the Development Plan. It also is proposed to apply to the Munno Para
Centre which is currently a District Centre. In both cases there have been changes made to the extent of the
zone which accord with the comment of Council on the previous consultation draft.

Recommended Action/Change
No action necessary.

General commentary
The zone includes a number of small amendments and refinements to the Code from that previously consulted.
The proposed application of the Zone in Playford is similar to the previously consulted version , albeit that some
changes have been made to apply this zone more broadly within the existing Regional Centre Zone, in the
current Centre Community Services Precinct and Open Space Precinct as requested by Council.

Previous Comment

A range of comments/requests for change were made in regard to the Urban Activity Centre Zoning in the
previous round of consultation. Some significant changes have been made which largely address the matters
raised. In particular the follow ing is noted:
• The areas proposed for a Community Facilities Zone and Open Space Zone (which are currently
precincts in the Regional Centre Zone) have been incorporated in the draft Code Urban Activity Centre) in
accordance with Council's request.
• The Urban Activity Centre for the Munno Para Centre has been extended as requested, to include the
Aldi and Spotlight sites, and additionally has been extended to take in the Smithfield interchange. These
changes are supported . The UAC has also been extended over the southern portion of the Munno Para
Centre (incorporating large areas of bulky goods such as Harvey Norman which was proposed as
Suburban Employment Zone in the previous draft Code. This is considered appropriate and consistent
with the approach taken elsew here.
• The Urban Activity Centre has been removed, as requested, from the One Tree Hill Tow nship and
adjoining areas in the latest draft Code. This was clearly an anomaly which has now been corrected. See
separate discussion regarding the One Tree Hill Tow nship and the draft updated policies.

Specific policies commentary
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Assessment Provisions
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The Desired Outcomes for the Zone are unchanged from the previous draft Code, and reference appropriate
activities and outcomes appropriate for this zone. There are a number of POs where either no change, or
minor editorial changes have been proposed between the current and previously exhibited version of the
Code. The two most notable changes to the POs for the zone relate to the removal of a reference to mediumrise as the desired form of residential development and the removal of height and area quantitative provisions
for advertisements.

The removal of medium rise adds additional flexibility for residential development within the Zone. It is
anticipated that market conditions and residual land value will likely determine the supply and demand
characteristics within each instance of the Urban Activity Zone and the removal of this explicit height
expectation is unlikely to influence future proposals and will provide increased capacity for Council to consider
proposals.
DTS criteria have been added to PO 1.1 which is now an extensive list of specifically envisaged uses. Whilst
the majority are uses that would be generally contemplated within a centre zone, retirement facilities, student,
supported and tourist accommodation are all specifically envisaged. This is likely to offer additional suitable
locations outside of residential zones and will assist in the achievement of promoting after hours use.
Residential development is still required to not prejudice the operation of existing non-residential development
and the long term provision of services and facilities for wider community benefit.

Quantitative DTS guidelines around the size of advertisements have been removed but the qualitative
provisions remain. Whilst this provides more flexibility for Council’s to consider single coordinated signage, it
does potentially mean applications for large signs may be harder to manage.

Concept plans are now explicitly referenced at the Zone level which is considered to be an improvement over
the previously exhibited version.

Table 1 – Accepted Development
Minor changes have been made to Table 1. Proposed changes include the addition of shops (excluding
restaurants), offices and consulting rooms as well as partial demolition where not affected by heritage
constraints. These are all expected within centre type zoning and the exclusion of restaurants as forms of
accepted development will assist in managing changes to parking demands.

Table 2 – Deemed to Satisfy
Additional exemptions for advertisements have been added to this table in character and heritage overlays.
This is considered appropriate, enabling appropriate consideration of advertisements in these areas.

Land uses listed within the zone DTS provisions are included in this table where not affected by a State
Heritage Area/Place Overlay. DTS 1.7 manages increases to area and intensity. These changes will allow for
more efficient management of existing spaces within Centres. Temporary sales offices have been removed
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Table 3 -Applicable Policies for Performance Assessed Development
A significant number of items have been removed from this table which means that these forms of development
w ill be subject to assessment against the full range of policies in the Code and is generally considered to be
reasonable.

Table 4 - Restricted Development
No comment.

Table 5 - Notification
There have been additions to minor development exclusions from requirements for notification, consistent with
current Development Act wording. This is a positive outcome.

Part 4 - General Development Policies > Open Space and Recreation
r Support
r Oppose
'" Amend

Your Feedback

Open Space
Policies
As outlined w ithin the City of Playford initial submission, open space provision balanced w ith stormwater
management plays a key consideration in the assessment of growth area land divisions. The very flat nature
of Council's growth areas results in a need for modification in policy approach that allows for a balance to be
achieved between higher levels of inundation of open space but coupled with proportion of such land monetary
contribution. Existing local Development Plan policy acknowledges this impact and limits inundated land
allocated for open space contributing a maximum of 50% to open space.
The current consultation version of the code fails to recognise Council's previous concerns and will result in
ongoing issues for Council.
As raised w ithin our initial submission, the quantitative measure for Open Space PO 4.1 as a Designated
Performance Feature (DPF) raises particular concern in how this will be interpreted in conjunction with Section
198 of the POI Act when considering any prescribed contributions. In its current form, inundated land appears
to constitute 'open space'. Inundated land exceeding the 20% DPF would still constitute open space and not
result in any contribution. Currently Council seeks to promote the multi-functional use of detention / channels
w ith open space and ensure this is designed appropriately to provide the community with a high quality
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amenity outcome.

39

Acknowledging that the usability of such open space does not always provide the benefits that open space
w ithout inundation provides, a balanced contribution is achieved. The proposed DPF limits such an outcome,
and places developers in a position w ithin which required stormwater detention is unable to be achieved.
Alternatively Council is placed in a position within which high amenity open space outcomes are unable to be
achieved for our community. Within the current planning system, the equivalent Principle of Development
Control provides a sense of certainty that is not provided w ithin a DPF due to the interpretation of the
performance outcome.
Whilst we have proposed an outcome in the previous submission to which we believe still is appropriate, the
follow ing alternative solution to the above concern (as a minimum) is recommended:

• Conversion of DPF 4. 1 into a numerical Performance Outcome with 'none are applicable' outlined within
the DTSIDPF column.
Given the complexity of this issue and the very serious implications for Council, it is considered critical that a
meeting is arranged w ith State Government staff to discuss.
The following additional errors need to be resolved:
Reference to 'Open Space' module within the Assessment Tables needs to reflect the actual Module title being
'Open Space and Recreation'
• Reference to Open Space PO 4 .2 needs to be clarified as we cannot locate any such Performance
Outcome.

Part 2 - Zones and Sub Zones > Hills Neighbourhood Zone
r Support
r Oppose
r- Amend

Your Feedback
Hills Neighbourhood Zone

Explanatory Context
The Hills Neighbourhood Zone, as proposed by the draft Code, replaces the current Development Plan
Residential Hills Zone and covers the same area. The previous consultation version of the Code proposed the
use of the Suburban Neighbourhood Zone. The 2019 draft Code also proposed the Sloping Lands Overlay to
provide a suite of policies to manage sloping land, cut and fill (etc) would apply to the area covered by the
existing Residential Hills Zone.

The new Hills Neighbourhood Zone, which specifically includes relevant policies for sloping land is proposed
to apply east of Main North Road and adjacent the Hills Face Zone in the suburbs of Hillbank, Craigmore and
portion of Blakeview .

Recommended Action/Change

1. Support the transition of the existing Residential Hills Zone to the draft Hills Neighbourhood Zone.
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2. Amend PO 1.1 so that only detached and semi-detached dwellings are encouraged within this Zone
(and not dwellings), primarily due to the topography.The draft Hills Neighbourhood Zone is not
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consistent with current Development Plan policies with the draft Zone encouraging a wider range of
dwelling types by referencing ‘dwellings’.

3. Amend a significant range of relatively minor matters as detailed below under Assessment Provisions,
Tables 1 to 5 and TNVs.

Previous comment
Council provided comment on the earlier version of the draft Code. The comments provided included the
following:

•

•
•
•

Mention of the relaxation of the ability to establish commercial and retail development within the zone,
while noting that lack of major road frontage in the zone would likely diminish the risk of this occurring.
The likely increase in the level of small scale office development which is not reliant on direct main road
access.
Lack of the equivalent of non-complying development (proposed to be Restricted development) and
notably an excessively high level for shops, proposed at 1000m2.
Side setbacks which were considered to be minimal / too small for the general size of allotments and the
sloping land in the areas affected.

General Commentary
The Hills Neighbourhood Zone applies in the suburbs of Hillbank, Craigmore and portion of Blakeview:

The 2020 draft Hills Neighbourhood Zone is a new zone that has been created to apply to areas with steep
topography such as existing ‘Hills’ or ‘Foothills’ Zone/Policy Area. TNVs are to be applied for site area, site
frontage and building heights. The proposed Sloping Lands Overlay in the previous draft Code has been
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replaced by policies in either the Zone or other Overlays, as the Zone has been more specifically designed for
39
this topography.

The draft Code Hills Neighbourhood Zone encourages low density housing with the intent to minimise
disturbances to the natural landforms and existing vegetation by way of reducing the visible extent of buildings,
earthworks and retaining walls.

A review of the changes in policies between the current Development Plan Residential Hills Zone and the 2020
draft Hills Neighbourhood Zone was undertaken to determine if this provides a suitable policy framework for
the transition.

Overall, the 2020 draft Hills Neighbourhood Zone is considered to be an improvement from the 2019
consultation version and better reflects the current Development Plan provisions, subject to a number of
amendments.

Assessment Provisions
The draft Hills Neighbourhood Zone includes a number of Performance Outcomes with references to
‘dwellings’ which includes additional forms of dwellings, not just Detached and Semi-Detached. The current
Development Plan Residential Hills Zone contains a number of provisions that specifically encourage
‘detached’ and semi-detached’ dwellings but do not reference any other form of residential development. It is
notable that in the current Zone Dwellings are non-complying, except for a detached or semi-detached
dwellings.

In order to create increased consistency with current Development Plan policies and reflect the development
constraints caused by the existing topography, the references to ‘dwellings’ should be replaced with ‘detached
dwelling’ and ‘semi-detached dwelling’ as these are the primary forms of dwellings sought in these areas. It is
also recommended that ‘group dwelling’, ‘row dwelling’ and ‘residential flat building’ be removed from Table 3 –
Performance Assessed. This would enable their consideration on merit, but against a wider range of policies.

The Gradient Minimum Site Area TNV only references ‘dwellings’ and does not provide criteria for both
detached and semi-detached dwellings (unlike the existing Development Plan provisions). The TNV states
420m2 which is consistent with existing detached dwelling criteria, whereas semi-detached dwelling currently
allow allotment sizes of 375m2. If kept as currently shown in the draft Code, semi-detached dwellings will
require 420m2 not 375m2 per allotment.

As the current Residential Hills Zone and Hills Neighbourhood Zone both encourage low-density residential
development, this change is not considered unmanageable. However, there may be justification for the 375m2
being reintroduced in the Hills Neighbourhood Zone. Similarly the minimum frontage requirement for semidetached dwellings could be reduced to 12 metres which would be consistent with the current Development
Plan provisions.
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Consistent with Council’s 2019 draft Code public consultation comments, it is recommended that the PO 6.1
DTS/DPF criteria is increased from 900mm to 2.0m side setback to reflect existing Development Plan
provisions. It is considered that the minimum 2.0m secondary street setback better reflects the low-density
nature of the Zone.

The Hills Neighbourhood Zone, General Neighbourhood Zone, Housing Diversity Neighbourhood Zone and
Suburban Neighbourhood Zone all use the similar PO 12.1. It is recommended that PO 12.1 be removed from
each of the above mentioned zones and instead reference the Design in Urban Areas General Development
Provision PO and DTS/DPF 19.1. Tables 2 and 3 require updating for consistency.

The general intent of this PO 12.2 is supported, however the same policy applies in both the Design (PO 13.2)
and Design in Urban Areas General Development Provisions (PO 19.2) and therefore should be reference
instead. Similar to the discussion above, amendments to Tables 2 and 3 are required.

A maximum site area is required within PO 3.1 Part (c) regarding reinstatement of a former shop, consulting
room or office to ensure that larger land uses are not reinstated without an appropriate assessment.

It is recommended that PO 1.4 is removed. Within this zone, this provision would apply to one activity centre
on Yorktown Road, Craigmore. The proposed Suburban Activity Centre is surrounded by the Hills
Neighbourhood Zone on its eastern, western and southern boundaries.

A 200m2 shop, consulting room or office along Turner Dr, Mildara Crt or Gooronga Drive would be inconsistent
with existing built form and the existing Development Plan provisions (for future development outcomes).
Assessment would rely on PO 1.3. DTS 1.3(b) would seek to have this form of development only sited on
State Maintained Roads.

Table 1 – Accepted Development Classification

Outbuildings should be excluded from the Accepted Development pathway if located within the Hazards
(Flooding - General) Overlay. The Hazards (Flooding – General) Overlay applies to some areas of the Hills
Neighbourhood Zone

Table 2 – Deemed-to-Satisfy Development Classification

Carports/Outbuildings reference the Design General Development provisions. This is an error and should all
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reference Design in Urban Areas General Development provisions.
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Table 3 – Performance Assessed Classification

Carports/Outbuildings - reference the Design General Development provisions. This is an error and should all
reference Design in Urban Areas General Development provisions.

Group dwelling/Residential Flat Building/Row Dwelling – It is recommended that these land uses are removed
from Table 3 as they are not an encouraged land use (compared with the current Development Plan that only
encourages Detached and Semi-detached due to the topography).

Retaining wall – Include PO 11.3 in order to reduce the likely impact of retaining walls.

Table 4 – Restricted Development Classification

A 1000m2 shop is considered too large as the restricted level of development in this zone, particularly given the
desired character of the zone and should be reduced to 250m2.

Table 5 – Procedural Matters - Notification
The provisions contained within the notification section appear reasonable.

Offices, Shops and Consulting rooms - will not require public notification if they meet DTS/DPF 1.2 (home
activity that is ancillary and less than 50m2), 1.3 (shops, consulting rooms and office less than 100m2) and 1.4
(shops, consulting rooms and office less than 200m2 near an activity centre or main road). This is supported.

Although the provisions associated with ‘dwelling’ are different to existing Development Plan criteria, the over
height provisions are supported.

Retaining walls over 1.5 metres (or stepped to certain criteria) will be notified. This is new, but supported in an
area where retaining is a common issue.

Overlays
The listed Overlays are considered suitable.
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TNVs
A range of TNVs apply. Some have been discussed above in regards to allotment size and frontage.

Concept Plan 10 – Urban Growth Area (Blakeview) is referenced for some allotments. It is noted that the areas
included in the Concept Plan need to be updated to reflect the exact location of the draft Hills Neighbourhood
Zone. It currently shows some of this area included in the proposed Suburban Masterplanned Neighbourhood
Zone.

T24Consult Page 93 of 93

