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Natttrally Better

Mr Michael Lennon
Chair
State Pla nning Commission
PO Box 1815
ADELAIDE SA 5001

15 Decem ber 2020
Our ref: D20/100218

Via email: plaooiogreformsubmjssjon@sa.goy.au

Dea r Mr Lennon,
Draft Phase 3 Planning and Design Code - Submission on 2nd Round of Consultation

The City ofTea Tree Gully thanks the State Planning Commission for providing a second
round of public consultation on t he Phase 3 Planning and Design Code.
The State Planning Commission and the Planning and Land Uses Service branch of the
Attorney-General's Department are to be commended for its work on respond ing to the
feedback from the previous round of consu ltation and for releasing the draft Code in the
Plan SA Portal to provide councils, community and industry groups w ith the ability to
familiarise t hemselves with the platform.
Since Council's February 2020 submission was lodged, council staff have been liaising
with the Planning and Land Uses Department (the Department) to ensu re the issues
raised have been adequately addressed through subsequent amendments to the draft
Code. The consistent objective of staff in responding to the draft Code has been to ensure
that all effective and essential policy within the Development Plan is transitioned. Wher e
policy changes are proposed in the Code, staff have sought to ensure that change will
likely result in improved development outcomes for the community.
Council considered its response to this second round of consultation at its meeting on 8
December 2020.
Council understands that there are time pressures wit h respect to the release of the Code
and hence the need for a short second round of consu ltation. This however has limited
the ability for council staff to undertake detailed testing of the policy. Therefore, the
approach has been to review t he matters raised in Council's first submission and
comparing them to the policies in the revised draft Code. This work can be viewed in the
comparison table attached, which is colour coded to assist w ith interpretation.

1 of6

Submission

It is fi rstly important to note that 59% of the suggestions made or issues raised by Council
during the first round of consultation have been fully adopted or resolved, and 24% have
been partially resolved. These are highlighted in green and yellow in the table attached.
However, the unresolved policy matters highlighted in red are considered to exhibit a
high risk of producing poor development outcomes for the City of Tea Tree Gully
community. The issues highlighted in blue are new matters resulting from the revised
draft Code.
In summary, these matters relate to:
1. Residential infill development
a) Design quality and environmental performance:
The revised Code proposes policies that seek to address energy efficiency and
improve design quality, which are strongly supported in t he draft Code.
However, within the deemed to satisfy assessment pathways, these policies only
apply to a limited number of dwelling types. Proposed policies contained w ithin
'Design in Urban Areas' in relation to design, landscaping, water sensit ive design
and environmenta l performance, shou ld apply to all dwellings to provide a higher
level of amenity and environmental protection for future residents.
b) Domestic storage space
The Code shou ld include minimum sized internal storage spaces in garages to
avoid storage areas encroaching into vehicle parking spaces.
c) Car parking requirements

A key issue experienced in the City ofTea Tree Gully involves an increase of onstreet parking. The current policy in Council's Development Plan seeks a minimum
of two on-site car parking spaces, one of which is covered (the second space can be
tandem for detached and semi-detached dwellings). The policy in the draft Code is
considered too much of a variation from the intent of t he current policy and
amendments shou ld be made to ensure two spaces are provided on-site for
detached and semi-detached dwelli ngs, regardless of the number of bedrooms.
d) Enclosed car parking dimensions

More households own larger and multiple private vehicles, which has exasperated
parking issues in the streets. Council therefore does not support reducing the
minimum dimensions for garages to the Australian Standards and reducing the bay
length required for on-street parking. This is even more critical w hen combined
with a lack of prescribed domestic storage, and t he Code's intention to avoid
impervious front yards (which are often sealed for add it ional onsite car parking).
e) Stormwater management

The detention capacity of the stormwater systems should increase to at least 2,000
litres to better reflect Council's current detention requirements
f) Private open space {POS)

POS has been reduced to a minimum flat rate of 24m 2 for most dwellings regard less
of site area. This area is too small and Cou ncil opposes this policy change. The
justification from t he Department is that there are soft landscaping requ irements
that developments must also meet. The issue here is that t he soft landscaping
component can be counted as both soft la ndscapi ng and POS. These areas can also
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be eroded by subsequent development applications for ancillary structures (e.g.
sheds) given the lack of provisions that seek to protect soft landscaping.
In addition, Council continues to oppose the policy which encourages POS in the
front yard. This again provides an opportunity for soft landscap ing and POS to
'double up' which red uces the ability for the development to minimise heat
absorption and reflection, and maximise shade and stormwater infiltration. It also
encourages high solid front fencing which detracts from the appearance of the site
and streetscape.
g) Visual privacy
It is noted that screens are now required to be permanent, but the revised Code
allows 25% openings sited 500mm from the window. This is at odds with
community expectations relating to the control of overlooking. There is also no
reference to decks made in the visual privacy provision.
h) Ancillary accommodation
As advised in Council's first submission, the Code should include additional
assessment provisions in the section Design in Urban Areas relating to levels,
privacy, additional car parking, stormwater and number of buildings.
i) Wastewater
Renewable Energy Facilities (Wastewater services) DTS 12.1 and 12.2 been included
as part of the deemed to satisfy criteria for many developments, however not for
DTS South Australian Housing Trust housing developments in Neighbourhood
Zones. Renewable Energy Facilities (Wastewater services) DTS 12.1 should also be
added for ancillary accommodation and dwelling additions to trigger wastewater
applications for new wet areas.

i) Building on the boundary
Building on the boundary provisions have increased from 8.0m to 11.Sm in length,
and whilst the rationale for this is understood (to allow for tandem car parking in a
garage), this policy change is likely to cause community concern, particularly as the
neighbours will not be afforded the opportunity to have their say as part of the
public notification process.
k) Housing Renewal Policy
The revised Code proposes separate assessment pathways for housing developed
by the South Australian Housing Trust (SAHT) either individually or jointly with
other community housing providers or a registered Community Housing provider.
These assessment pathways propose to bypass all other zone and general
provisions (e.g. building heights, site area requirements and envi ronmental
performance). To ensure a level of consistency in built form within a zone the
assessment pathways for dwellings developed by the SAHT and/or other similar
housing providers should include assessment against the relevant zone provisions.
These developments should also be subject to DTS criteria: Renewable Energy
Facilities (Wastewater services) DTS 12.1 and 12.2.
2. Tree Offset Scheme
The release of the Commission's 'Raising the bar on residential in-fill in the Planning and
Design Code' refers to an option for developers to enable payment into an offset fund in
lieu of planting trees on a site to satisfy the draft Code policy. Council does not support
this approach for its City for the following reasons:
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a) Providing the option to pay a nominal fee instead of planting a t ree undermines
the overall purpose of improving amenity, increasing tree ca nopy coverage and
comfort outcomes for occupants of t he development
b) If t he Commission does proceed w ith an offset scheme, t he scheme should only
be availa ble under the most exceptional circumstances where a t ree cannot be
planted (planting a tree should always be the defau lt requ irement)
c) Privat e accredited professionals should not be able to dispense of the
requirement to plant a tree or pay into t he scheme as a minor variation
d) The shift ing of establishment and administ rative costs to council is rejected, and
e) Councils should not have to co-contribute to access funds.
3. Land uses not envisaged in a zone

There are still concerns about whether the policy is robust enough to prevent
unintended consequences relati ng to land uses not envisaged in a zone, in particu la r
the Code's ability to protect residential amenity.
Presently, t he Development Plan identifies land uses that are envisaged in the zone
and land uses t hat are not desired in a zone. These land uses are identified as noncomplying development. It is acknowledged that in tra nsitioning to the draft Code
there will no longer be non-complying land uses identified.
In order to provide assessing authorit ies with greater justification to refuse la nd uses
t hat are not desired in a zone, additional policy should include a list of these land uses
which are not envisaged in each zone. As an example, industry in a neighbourhood
zone.
4. Out of Centre non-residential development

Allowing out of centre commercial and retail development wi ll affect t he integrity of
the activity centre hierarchy. Activity centres are not just economic centres, but
important social centres too and may become undermined by this approach. In
addition:
a) There is a lack of evidence base for flexibility and implications of out of centre
retail and commercial development, including the bleeding of centres
b) Public notificat ion should be t riggered for stand -alone non-residential
development in neighbourhood zones, as these developments are not 'expected'
in residential areas.
5. Density in Urban Renewal Neighbourhood Zone

This is a strategically importa nt precinct located in the heart of the Modbury Precinct
adjacent to a key shopping, tra nsport and activity hub that is at risk of being
developed at the same density as every other residential zone in t he City ofTea Tree
Gully. This low density is seriously at odds with t he principles of transit oriented
design and urban renewal. The Desired Outcome in the Urban Renewal
Neighbourhood Zone should be explicit in seeking high density residential
development.
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6. Universal Design

One of the Principles of Good Design is inclusion as it creates places for everyone to
use and enjoy by optimising social opportunity and equitable access. Council has
identified an opportunity to better promote access and inclusion in the Planning and
Design Code as part of its Disability Access and Inclusion Plan (DAIP). It is
recommended that the Department include guidelines and training resources in the
Design Gu idelines which are proposed to supplement the Planning and Design Code to
better promote best practice in achieving access and inclusion planning.
7. Representative Buildings

Whilst Council is supportive of the transition of existing contributory items into the
revised Code as "Representative Buildi ngs", t here is concern that there is no policy in
the Historic Area Overlay w hich provides any guidance in relation to t hese build ings,
and how assessment will differ from other buildings that are also subject to the
Historic Area Overlay.
8. Regulated and significant trees

There is no reference to the Regulated Trees Overlay in t he Accepted development or
Deemed to Satisfy development tables, and therefore the reliance is on the applicant
to identify and apply for 'tree damaging activity' as a separate class of development. A
declaration of 'no potential for tree-damaging activity' should be a criterion for
Accepted and Deemed to Satisfy development applications.
9. Private accredited professionals and minor variations

The PDI Act enables private accred ited professionals (private certifiers) to approve
variations to Deemed to Satisfy criteria in the Code. Council has experienced the
liberal application of the 'minor' variation clause by private certifiers, and th is issue is
likely to be exacerbated with the wider range of applications that ca n be considered
by private accredited professiona ls. The Act should be amended to remove this ability,
and any applications that do not meet the DTS criteria should be assessed by an
Assessment Manager or Council Assessment Panel.
10. Online Plan SA enquiry tools

Council staff have undertaken tests of the on line version of the Code and observed the
following:
• While both online tools are user-friendly from the perspective of on line
navigation, many searches identified a lack of complete integration with the
Code. The incomplete integration meant t hat some sea rch results were incorrect
when cross-checked with the Code, i.e. development types which are envisaged
within particular zones by the Code were not identified as a search result.
• Incorrect search results would cause inefficiencies for cou ncil planners and
confusion for t he general public. The Plan SA enquiry tool must be the single
source of truth if the new development assessment system is to be successful.
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11. Planning and Development Fund
While not strictly related to the Code itself, t he allocation of $25.5 million from t he
Planning and Development Fund to assist in fu nding the Planning Reform is of
significa nt concern. Monies paid into the Fund from across the State are intended to
assist in the creation of new, or upgrading of existing, areas of Open Space or related
public realm areas. Councils are already contribut ing to Planning Reform t hrough an
annual levy, with the ability for Council to undertake Open Space works t hen further
dimin ished through the expenditure of the Fund into projects not relating to Open
Space.
Furthermore, Council w ishes to reaffirm its position that the following w ill need to occur
to ensure an efficient and effective transition to the Code:
•
•

•
•
•

•

Reassurance from the Commission that it has undertaken a full and comprehensive
analysis of t he impacts of the proposed policy changes
All errors, omissions and inconsistencies identified during consultation on t he
revised Code have been addressed, or where identified post implementation, will
be addressed as a matter of priority
The Code has been fully incorporated and tested within thee-planning system and
integrated with Cou ncil's existing systems
There is ongoing communication with Council and all levels of its administration
Community and industry are educated, are well-informed and have t he
information necessary for them to understand and use the Code and e-planning
system
Councils have been provided with adequate time to prepare for t he full impact of
the new system, including the integration works they will be required to underta ke,
in order to maintain required business operations and service to the commu nity
and undertake proper assessments.

Should you have any quest ions about the content of Council's submission, please contact
Cherie Gill, Senior Strategy Planner, on - -or

Yours sincerely

John Moyle
Chief Executive Officer

6of6

C I TY

OF

T EA T REE GULLY
N11Nm1lly Better

Draft Planning and Design Code - Phase 3
Comparison between Council's February 2020 Consultation
Submission and the Nov/Dec 2020 revised Code
City of Tea Tree Gully Code Consu ltation Su bmission - endorsed by Council 25 February 2020.
Revised Cod e on consultation from 4 November - 18 December 2020

Matters that have been fully resolved by the Commission to the satisfaction of staff.
Matters partially resolved with the remaining unresolved part not considered essential at this stage
Outstanding matters that have not been resolved and have the potential to produce undesirable outcomes
New matters to be raised

City of Tea Tree Gully Co de Comparison Tables- December 2020

Table 1- Zone Comparative Policy Review
No.

P & D Code Zone

Dev Plan Zone

1

Community
Facilities Zone

Community
Zone
Precinct 2 /
GG DC Policy
Area 2 / DC Zone

CTTG Comments
The intent is relatively consistent with GG Policy

CTTG Recommendation

SPC Response

Area 2 Precinct 2, except t he new policy d oes not
encou rage any residential development. The
medium to high density residential areas identified
in Concept Plan Map TTG/1 has been lost.

Apply a subzone or
change of zone.

Neighbou rhood
Subzone applied,
w hich allows
residential
development.

Include local content.

No local content. But
no rezoning can occu r
w ithout the input from
Dept of Energy and
Mini ng and EPA
regarding the mines.

No, but
ok

Retain.

Retained .

Yes

Retain.

Retained.

Yes

Retain and introduce
p lot ra t io policy.

Site coverage has been
retained but no plot
ratio introduced (no

Part ly

2

Deferred Urban
Zone

Deferred Urban
Zone

3.1

General
Neighbourhood
Zone

Resid ential Zone

This zone acts as a buffer area between the Res
Zone (north of Crouch Road) and the Mineral
Extraction Zone to the south of Crouch Road. The
Code omits important local content relating to its
int erface w it h t he Mineral Extraction Zone and t he
long term future of t his parcel of land .
Site areas
The Code allows min sizes of 300m 2 for all dwelling
types except row dwellings or detached in a terrace
arrangement (which are 200m 2). Development Plan
minimums are removed for grou p dwg, battle axe
sites and single storey rows, providi ng greater
consistency.

3.2

General
Neighbourhood
Zone

Residential Zone

Site frontages

General
Neighbourhood
Zone

Resid ential Zone

3.3

Resolved?
Yes

Frontages for row dwellings have increased from
5.0m in t he Development Pl an to 7.0m in the Code.
This will allow for im proved infill development
outcomes.
Site covera~e
The inclusion of a quantitative parameter (as
opposed to t he qualitative provisions in the
Development Plan) is a more usable tool to assist
with assessing site coverage. Consideration should

expla nation given as to
w hy) .

P & D Code = Planning and Design Code // Dev Plan = Council's Development Plan // CTTG = City of Tea Tree Gully / / SPC = State Planning Commission
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No.

P & D Code Zone

Dev Plan Zone

CTTG Comments
also be given to address the presence of large, bulky
buildings via a plot ratio provision.

CTTG Recommendation

SPC Response

Resolved?

3.4

General
Neighbourhood
Zone

Residential Zone

Building heights
Maximum building heights are two building levels
and 9.0m, with wall heights of 7.0m (except gable
ends) . This is similar to the non-complying trigger in
the Development Plan. There is concern about the
use of the term building level. Building level and
storey seem to be used interchangeably throughout
the Code, see DTS/DPF 8. 1 in Housing Diversity
Zone.

Refer consistently to the
familiar term 'storeys.'

Consistent term
'building level' used,
w hich is defi ned.

Yes

3.5

General
Neighbourhood
Zone
General
Neighbourhood
Zone

Residential Zone

setbacks
There are no side and rear setbacks specified in the
Zone.
In DTS/DPF 5.1, there's a notable change to the front
setback. The Development Plan references t he
adjoining development setback, whilst the Code
applies a blanket Sm from any road (other than
arterial roads). This could disrupt the streetscape
where the prevailing setbacks are large, i.e. 9m.

Insert performance
outcomes using Res
Code as a guide.
Include reference to
adjoining setbacks.

Side and rear setbacks
included.

Yes

Reference to adjoining
setbacks have been
included.

Yes

3.7

General
Neighbourhood
Zone

Residential Zone

Greening
As with all neighbourhood zones, there is no
reference to the maintenance of trees that
contribute to amenity, shading and cooling.

An additional desired
outcome could be added
to this effect.

Yes

3.8

General
Neighbourhood
Zone

Residential Zone

Excavation and filling
This zone (as well as other Neighbourhood Zones)

List retaining walls in
Table 3 for all
neighbourhood zones.

Urban tree canopy
cover policy has been
elevated to an overlay,
which reinforces its
importance.
Retaining wall now
listed in Table 3.

3.6

Residential Zone

lists excavation and filling in Table 2 for the

Yes

deemed-to-satisfy pathway, as well as Table 3 for
performance assessed development. However,
retaining walls are not listed in either Table 2 or

P & D Code = Planning and Design Code

II

Dev Plan = Council's Development Plan

II

CTTG = City of Tea Tree Gully

II

SPC = State Planning Commission
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No.

P & D Code Zone

Dev Plan Zone

CTTG Comments
Table 3, and will default to 'All performance

CTTG Recommendation

SPC Response

Resolved?

Clarify.

Deleted.

Yes

The commission is set
on standalone shops,
offices and consulting
rooms in all residential
areas. " Non-residential
development in
neighbourhoods seeks
to encourage the
wa lkability of
neighbourhoods,
provide community
services where they
are needed most, and
provide for a level of
activity during the
day."
No additional
restricted forms of
development
introduced.

No

assessed development,' for the purposes of
assessment and public notification.
3.9

General
Neighbourhood
Zone

Residential Zone

Deemed-to-satisfy table
Design in Urban Areas DTS 16.1 is referred to as
assessment criteria for detached, semi -detached
and row dwellings, however ca nnot be found in the
in the general section.

4.1

General
Neighbourhood
Zone

Residential Zone

Non-residential develoi;:2ment
The only Restricted Development is a shop with a
gross leasable area (GLA) greater than 1ooom2• This
is a significant departure from t he Development
Plan, w hich contemplates shops only in conjunction
with residential development and a maximum GLA
of 75m2, and cou ld result in unreasonable interface
issues and erosion of the centre hierarchy.

Review the scale,
intensity and
assessment pathway for
retail outside of centre
zones; include more
restricted development.

4.2

General
Neighbourhood
Zone

Residential Zone

The zone is silent on all other residential zone noncomplying land uses. Therefore, there may still be
scope for many non-complying uses to be assessed
(and approved) under the Code, resulting in a
compromised residentia l amenity.

Introduce more
restricted forms of
development.

P & D Code = Planning and Design Code

II

Dev Plan = Council's Development Plan

II

CTTG = City of Tea Tree Gully

II

SPC = State Planning Commission

No

4

City of Tea Tree Gully Co de Comparison Tables- December 2020

No.

P & D Code Zone
General
Neighbourhood
Zone

Dev Plan Zone
Golden Grove
South Policy
Area 16 /
Resid ential Zone

6

Hills Face Zone

Hills Face Zone

7.1

Housing
Diversity
Neighbourhood
Zone

Resid ential
Growth Policy
Area 11 /
Resid ential Zone

CTTG Comments
Policy Area 16 is absorbed into General
Neighbou rhood zoning - encompasses the
'Parkwood' estate and vacant residential land
adjacent Light Industry Zone. The Code om its all
local content in t his Policy Area including the
reference to Concept Plan Map TTG/8, which sti ll has
work to do considering t here is vacant land to be
developed, and access points and screen
land scaping to be established.
It is curious why the Commission has transferred the
maj ority of the Hills Face Zone's non-complying list
to t he Code's Restricted Development Table, but
has taken the approach to dispense the noncomplying lists for every other zone. This appears to
be done so to deter development that is not
envisaged in t he Hills Face Zone, which goes against
t he t heory that restricted d evelopment is simply
another assessment pathway wit h t he Commission
as the relevant aut hority.
Development in the Hills Face Zone should continue
to be tightly cont rolled. There is little confidence
t hat t he Code capt ures st rong enough policy to
prevent this list of undesirable d evelopment, not ing
t hat even if t here was, the Commission is not bou nd
by the provisions in the Code.
Density
Council wishes to ensure t he height and density
incentives in specific areas of Policy Area 11 are
maintained.

7.2

Housing
Diversity

Resid ential
Growth Policy
Area 11 /

Buildin2 hei2hts
Heights in DTS 3.1 must not exceed that specified in
the Building Height Data Overlay, being a max 2

5

CTTG Recommendation
Reinsert Concept Plan
Map TTG/8 into Part 6.3
of the Index ofTechnical
and Numeric Va riations.

SPC Response
The concept pla n did
not meet the
Commission's criteria
to tra nsition to the
Code. The concept
plan does not add
much more than the
written policies.

Resolved?
No, but
accepted

Clarify intent of the
Restricted Development
Table. If to deter, zone
p rovisions should be
strengthened, includ ing
a list of development
that is not envisaged in
the zone.

The restricted
development table is
to determine the
relevant authority.

Partly

Includ e a density TNV to
align with purple areas
in Concept Plan Map
TTG/14.

It's possible for TNVs
cover differences in
height, but density will
be performance
assessed.
The TNV has the ability
to differentiate areas

Partly

Amend TNV to reflect
heights in the areas

P & D Code = Planning and Design Code // Dev Plan = Council's Development Plan / / CTTG = City of Tea Tree Gully // SPC = State Planning Commission

Yes
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No.

P & D Code Zone
Neighbourhood
Zone

Dev Plan Zone
Residential Zone

7.3

Housing
Diversity
Neighbourhood
Zone

Residential
Growth Policy
Area 11 /
Residential Zone

7.4

Housing
Diversity
Neighbourhood
Zone

Residential
Growth Policy
Area 11 /
Residential Zone

Garage setback
The DTS criteria for a dwelling doesn't acknowledge
an integrated garage. It appears that the Code
classifies a garage as a separate structure, but
nearly all new bui lds have integrated garages. This
could lead to garages having a 3.0m setback, as the
zone does not prescribe the 5.Sm garage setback.

Add a zone provision for
5.Sm ga rage setbacks.

7.5

Housing
Diversity
Neighbourhood
Zone

Residential
Growth Policy
Area 11 /
Residential Zone

7.6

Housing
Diversity
Neighbourhood
Zone

Residential
Growth Policy
Area 11 /
Residential Zone

car parking rates
There is no requirement for visitor parking in
detached, semi-detached, row dwellings, or group
or residential flat buildings containing less than 3
dwellings. This issue will be compounded if garages
are not setback 5.Sm (as above). The Code should
designate visitor parking.
Far;:ade Design
The Development Plan places strong emphasis on
contributing to amenity of streetscape through
building appearance, materials, finishes. The Zone
includes prescriptive requirements in DTS/DPF 9.1
without any particular provisions for building
materials, colours or finishes.

P & D Code = Planning and Design Code

II

CTTG Comments
storeys and 9.0m in the CTTG area. Some areas of
t he policy area are designated 3 or 4 storeys in
height. These height allowances should be
transferred to t he Code.
Primary Street Setback
DTS 4.1 stipulates 8.0m from an arterial road and
3.0m for any other road . Is the 8.0m setback only
where access proposed from an arterial road to
enable exit in a forward di rection?

Dev Plan = Council's Development Plan

II

CTTG Recommendation
designated in Concept
Plan Map TTG/14.

SPC Response
for 2 and 3 storeys, and
has been applied.

Resolved?

Clarify intent of 8.0m
setback.

Intent to facilitate
egress in forwa rd
direction. Provision
moved to Urban
Transport Routes
Overlay.
Code now requ ires
garages and carports
to be set back 5.Sm
from the boundary of
the primary street.

Yes

Designate the
requirement for visitor
parking

No change.

No

Call up Zone DTS 9.1 in
the Table 2 and 3 for all
dwellings, and include
requirement for differing
materia ls/
colours/ finishes.

External appearance
provisions called up.

Partly

CTTG = City of Tea Tree Gully

II

SPC = State Planning Commission

Yes
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No.

7.7

P & D Code Zone
Housing
Diversity
Neighbourhood
Zone

Dev Plan Zone
Residential
Growth Policy
Area 11 /
Residential Zone

CTTG Comments
Stormwater management
The Code provides prescriptive provisions for
development ranging between 5-19 dwellings with
regards to stormwater treatment and runoff. It's
unclear why they do not apply to developments
involving less than 5 dwellings.

CTTG Recommendation
Provide consistent
stormwater provisions
for all developments.

Housing
Diversity
Neighbourhood
Zone

Residential
Growth Policy
Area 11 /
Residential Zone

Overshadowing
The only reference is in Interface between Land
Uses general module. It must be made clea r that
these overshadowing provisions are applicable
between residential land uses not just at the
interface between differing land uses.

Refer to Interface
between Land Uses PO
3.1-3.3 in Table 2 and 3
for all developments.

7.9

Housing
Diversity
Neighbourhood
Zone

Residential
Growth Policy
Area 11 /
Residential Zone

Non-residential develocment
As per comments in the General Neighbourhood
Zone.

Review the scale,
intensity and
assessment pathway for
retail outside of centre
zones; include more
restricted development.

II

Dev Plan = Council's Development Plan

II

Resolved?
No

No new provision for
developments of less
than 5 dwellings
included.

7.8

P & D Code = Planning and Design Code

SPC Response
Reference to "5-19
dwellings" now reads
"5 or more dwellings".

CTTG = City of Tea Tree Gully

II

Amended to protect
overshadowing of
habitable windows
and POS of adjacent
"residentia l land uses
in a neighbourhood
type zone".
The commission is set
on standalone shops,
offices and consult ing
rooms in all residential
areas. " Non-residential
development in
neighbourhoods seeks
to encourage the
wa lkability of
neighbourhoods,
provide community
services where they
are needed most, and
provide for a level of
activity during the
day."

SPC = State Planning Commission

Yes

No
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No.

P & D Code Zone

Dev Plan Zone

CTTG Comments

CTTG Recommendation

SPC Response

Resolved?

8

Infrastructure
Zone

lnfrastructu re
Zone

Consider including the
l and use 'recreation
area.'

Land use not
specifically listed but
also not precluded.

No but
accepted

9.1

Open Space
Zone

Metropolitan
Open Space
System Zone/
Open Space
Zone

Council currently lists 'recreation area' as a
complying form of development in the
Infrastructure Zone, largely because this zoning
applies to the St Agnes Recreation Park. The
Commission cou ld consider the reference to
recreation area in its Infrastructure Zone,
particularly if sites like Hope Valley Reservoir are
opened up for recreation purposes.
The change from Metropolitan Open Space System
(MOSS) Zone to Open Space Zone means that the
Native Vegetation Act 1991 no longer applies to
these areas affected. Section 4(2)(a) of the Native
Vegetation Act specifically refers to MOSS, and with
the zoning name change, those areas will lose
protection until the Native Vegetation Act is
amended.

Native Vegetation Act to
refer to the Native
Vegetation and State
Significant Native
Vegetation Overlay.

The Act has been
amended to rectify t his
anoma ly.

Yes

9.2

Open Space
Zone

Metropolitan
Open Space
System Zone/
Open Space
Zone

Desired Outcome
The Desired Outcome shou ld refer to the
biodiversity, greening, cooling and amenity benefits
of open space - it is considered this should be
include at zone level.

Amend Desired Outcome
1.

Desired outcome has
been amended.

Yes

10.1

Adelaide
Country Zone
(initially named
Peri-Urban
Zone)

Primary
Production
(Mount Lofty
Ranges) Zone

The appropriateness of the naming convention to

Apply a new naming
convention that better
reflects the intent of the
zone.

Name of zone changed
to "Adela ide Country
Zone"

Yes

Reword.

Performance
Outcomes have been
revised.

Yes

the proposed Peri-Urban Zone is questionable.
Whilst the term 'Peri-Urban' can simply mean an
area adjacent to a city or urban area, it ca n also
suggest areas which may be developed for urban
residential purposes in the near future.

10.2

Adelaide
Country Zone

Primary
Production
(Mount Lofty
Ranges) Zone

Land uses
DTS/DPF 3.1 (e) makes no sense, seems to be an
incomplete sentence.

Reword.
P & D Code = Planning and Design Code // Dev Plan = Council's Development Plan // CTTG = City of Tea Tree Gully / / SPC = State Planning Commission
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No.

P & D Code Zone

Dev Plan Zone

CTTG Comments
PO 4.1 (a) makes limited sense, it seems to have

CTTG Recommendation

SPC Response

Resolved?

Include building
parameters for an office
in the Peri-Urban Zone.

No change.

No but
low risk

Clarify.

Max. wall height of Gm
and a max. overall
height of two building
levels/9m.

Partly

Define 'small scale' in
the context of solar
power facilities.

Parameters have been
included to determine
'small scale.'

Yes

Restrict residential flat
buildings in the Zone.

Not restricted, but
minimum allotment
size is 1860sqm, which
makes residential flat
buildings unviable.

Partly

missing words. It could read 'are directly related to,
and add value to, primary production and consists
of commodit ies and materials sourced from rural
areas.'
10.3

Adelaide
Country Zone

Primary
Production
(Mount Lofty
Ranges) Zone

There are no zone specific building restrictions for
offices apart from floor area in PO/DTS/DPF 7.1.
Offices are not covered in the Design in Rural Areas
general module and are not specifically listed in
Table 3, so will default to 'All other Code Assessed
Development.' Office is further referred to in
PO/DTS/DPF 8.1.

10.4

Adelaide
Country Zone

Primary
Production
(Mount Lofty
Ranges) Zone

Buildini; heii;ht
DTS/D PF 5.2 and 5.3 are inconsistent with other
parts of the Code which generally state a wall height
of X metres but excludes gable ends. This seems to
be an oversight given the DTS provisions allow
dwellings to be 9.0m high.

10.5

Adelaide
Country Zone

Primary
Production
(Mount Lofty
Ranges) Zone

Solar power facility
Table 3 lists 'small-scale' ground mounted solar
power facilities as a performance assessed
development, however t here is no guidance as to
what size is 'small sca le' before being defined as 'a ll
other Code assessed development' where all
policies are applicable.

11.1

Hills
Neighbourhood
Zone (initially
named
Residential

Target Hill
Policy Area 17 /
Residential Zone

P & D Code= Planning and Design Code

II

This policy area has a distinct character d erived
from residential development at very low densities
and undulating topography. All dwelling types
except for detached/semi-detached within the
Target Hill Policy Area were non-complying,
whereas t he Code now encourages differing forms

Dev Plan= Council's Development Plan

II

CTTG = City of Tea Tree Gully

II

SPC = State Planning Commission
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No.

P & D Code Zone

Dev Plan Zone

Neighbourhood
Zone)

CTTG Comments

CTTG Recommendation

SPC Response

Resolved?

of accommodation (ie residential flat buildings and
retirement facilities).

11.2

Hills
Neighbourhood
Zone

Target Hill
Policy Area 17 /
Residential Zone

The Code now encourages non-residential la nd uses
in the zone. This is a significant departure from t he
original policy intent of the area, and there has not
been sufficient time for proper consideration and
analysis of the implications.

Restrict standalone nonresidential development
in the zone

The commission is set
on standalone shops,
offices and consulting
rooms in all residential
areas. "Non-residential
development in
neighbourhoods seeks
to encourage the
wa lkability of
neighbourhoods,
provide community
services where t hey
are needed most, and
provide for a level of
activity during the
day."

No

11.3

Hills
Neighbourhood
Zone

Target Hill
Policy Area 17 /
Residential Zone

Front setbacks
Council's Development Plan prescribes a minimum
8.0m, while the Code prescribes an average rule or
!Om if no average exist. This is not a particularly big
issue for CTTG given a pattern of development is
fairly well established.

Consider amending DTS
3.l(c) to 8m rather than
!Om.

Setback amended.

Yes

11.4

Hills
Neighbourhood
Zone

Target Hill
Policy Area 17 /
Residential Zone

Site djmeosioos
While Development Plan's minimum site area and
frontage now forms a TNV, there is a loss of the 14m
frontage allowance in cu l-de-sacs.

Include 14m frontages to
cul-de-sacs in the TNV.

Not included, but can
be assessed on merit in
performance assessed
application.

Accepted

11.5

Hills
Neighbourhood
Zone

Target Hill
Policy Area 17 /
Residential Zone

DTS/DPF 8.l(a) should reference the min frontage
specified in the Technical and Numerical Variation
Overlay. DTS/DPF 8.1 (c) should also reference the
frontage TNV for consistency.

Amend wording in DTS
8.1 (a) and (c).

Wording amended.

Yes

P & D Code= Planning and Design Code

II

Dev Plan= Council's Development Plan

II

CTTG = City of Tea Tree Gully

II

SPC = State Planning Commission
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No.

P & D Code Zone
Hills
Neighbourhood
Zone

Dev Plan Zone
Target Hill
Policy Area 17 /
Resid ential Zone

CTTG Comments

Hills
Neighbourhood
Zone

Target Hill
Policy Area 17 /
Resid ential Zone

Excavation and filling

11.8

Hills
Neighbourhood
Zone

Target Hill
Policy Area 17 /
Residential Zone

12.1

Rural Living
Zone

12.2

Rural Living
Zone

Rural Living
Zone
Rural Living
Zone

11.6

11.7

Building height

CTTG Recommendation
Amend DTS 10.1 wording

SPC Response
Wording amended.

Resolved?
Yes

Clarify and ensure that
earthworks (and
retaining wall)
p rovisions are called up
in the assessment of all
buildings.

Retaini ng wall
provisions called up;
but higher retaining
wa lls allowed.

Partly

Include a provision in
Design in Urban Areas
relating to building with
contours of land.

Provision included in
Hills Neighbourhood
Zone.

Yes

Clarify.

Procedural Matters
section now included.
Retained.

Yes

In DTS 10.1, under what ci rcumstances can a
residential flat building be more than 2 storeys
high? PO 2.1 DTS 2.1 say no more than 2 storeys.

Design in Urban Areas PO 7.1 and DTS/DPF 7. 1
(which restrict cut and/or fill to l.0m or 2m
combined total) are not applicable to performance
assessed/DTS excavation and filling in the
Residential Neighbourhood Zone. The only releva nt
provision is PO 8.2 which discusses landscaping
strips on t he low side of retaining walls. Potentially,
provisions around maximum allowable cut/fill in an
urban area can be picked up via t he assessment of
'Retaining Walls' which defaults to 'all other code
assessed development' - drawing in all releva nt
general provisions.
Target Hill Policy Area 17 provisions specifically
refer to t iered retaini ng wa lls and maximum
retaining wall heights (in PDC 6 and 7). These
provisions are no longer applicable under t he Code.
There should be a general provision in Design in
Urban Areas along the line of: 'Buildings are sited
and designed to integrate with the natural contours
of the land to minimise retaining walls' which is
called up for building work in the Resid ential
Neighbourhood Zone.
No 'Procedural Matters' section- is this an
omission?
Land Uses

Retain.

P & D Code = Planning and Design Code / / Dev Plan = Council's Development Plan // CTTG = City of Tea Tree Gully / / SPC = State Planning Commission

Yes
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No.

P & D Code Zone

Dev Plan Zone

CTTG Comments
The policy change to allow small scale nonresidential la nd uses (i.e. shops) that complements
t he semi-ru ral residential character and amenity is
acknowledged and supported given the restriction
of scale and the context of large allotments to
mitigate interface conflicts.

CTTG Recommendation

SPC Response

Resolved?

12.3

Rural Living
Zone

Rural Living
Zone

Land Division
It is noted that a minimum allotment TNV of 4.0
hectares has been applied to the Rural Living Zone.
Whilst this aligns with Golden Grove part of the
zone, there are some areas in Yatala Vale that allow
smaller allotment sizes, as per the zone's Noncomplying Development list.

Update the TNV applied
to the CTTG Rural Living
Zone to reflect
allotments sizes in the
Development Plan .

Partly

13.1

Suburban
Activity Centre
Zone

Local Centre/
Neighbourhood
Centre/ District
Centre Zones

Local centre zones
Council is concerned with the building heights,
intensity and range of land uses applicable in the
Suburban Activity Centre Zone, particularly where it
is to replace the Local Centre Zones.

A new zone to replace
Local Centre Zones with
appropriate floor area
and height limits.

A TNV has been
applied. Land division
in Yatala Vale standard
4ha minimum lot sizes,
but subject to input
from Dept of Energy
and Mining and EPA
regarding the mines.
A new Local Activity
Centre Zone has now
been included with
height and interface
parameters.

13.2

Suburban
Activity Centre
Zone

Local Centre/
Neighbourhood
Centre/ District
Centre Zones

Building heights
The ability to construct up to six (6) storeys in all
current Loca l Centre, Neighbourhood Centre and
District Centre Zones (through the use of the defined
term 'medium rise') is concerning.

Development to respond
to prevailing heights or
add a TNV to restrict
heights as per
Development Plans.

13.3

Suburban
Activity Centre
Zone

Local Centre/
Neighbourhood
Centre/ District
Centre Zones

DTS Change in Land Use
The only DTS criteria is Transport, Access and

Add Interface Between
Land Uses (Hours of
Operation) DTS 2.1.
Clarify how exhaust flues
can be controlled
through DTS pathway.

Parking {Vehicle Parking Rates) DTS 5.1. Also, does
'shop' include a 'restaurant' in this table? If so, there
are other interface impacts to consider other than
just parking rates - such as noise, hours of

This has been changed
to a maximum 3
storey, with reduced
building massing
adjacent residential
land uses.
Some provisions have
been added such as
waste storage and flue
proximity to dwellings,
but policy does not
consider all interface
issues.

P & D Code= Planning and Design Code / / Dev Plan= Council's Development Plan // CTTG = City of Tea Tree Gully / / SPC = State Planning Commission

Yes

Yes

No
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No.

P & D Code Zone

Dev Plan Zone

CTTG Comments

CTTG Recommendation

SPC Response

Resolved?

Warehouse has been
added.

Yes

operation, light spill and ai r quality w hich will be
issues where the site is adj acent a sensit ive receiver.
14.1

Employment
Zone (initially
named
Suburban
Employment
Zone)
Employment
Zone

Light Industry/
Commercial
Zones

Land uses
CTTG's Light Industry and Commercial Zones have
been converted to Suburban Employment Zones.
The scope of envisaged uses has increased, however
warehouse has been omitted in DTS/DPF 1.1- a
common la nd use found in current zones.

Light Industry/
Commercial
Zones

Review PO 1.2, DTS/DPF
1.2 and restricted
development table.

The type of shop
expected in the
Employment Zone has
been clarified .

Yes

14.3

Employment
Zone

Light Industry/
Commercial
Zones

Shops that provide a local convenience service up
to 500m 2 in GLF area are now permissible in PO 1.2
and DTS/DPF 1.2, and shops that exceed 1000m 2 in
GLF area are restricted. Guidance for shops between
500-1000m2 is absent. Such shops are performance
assessed but the assessment provisions appears to
2
discourage them bei ng any larger than 500m •
There is no floor area guidance on bulky good
outlets in either the zone performance outcomes or
restricted development table.

Provide guidance on size
of bulky goods outlets.

No specific floor area
guidance provided .
Size controlled by
setbacks, car parking
and landscape
requirements.

Partly

14.4

Employment
Zone

Light Industry/
Commercial
Zones

Building heights

Include a TNV for 2
storey building height.

Height restricted to 2
storeys.

Yes

Employment
Zone

Light Industry/
Commercial
Zones

Reconsider land use in

Tourist
Accommodation has
been removed as an
envisaged l and use.

Yes

14.2

14.5

P & D Code = Planning and Design Code

II

Two storey building height is prescribed in the Light
Industry Zone, whereas building envelopes where
adjacent to a residential zone is referenced within
the Suburban Employment Zone.
Tourist Accommodation
This land use is now envisaged- is this appropriate
in a zone currently used for light industry land uses?
There are potential interface issues between tourist
accommodation and other uses within the zone.
Also equates to an erosion of zones designated for
non-residential/accommodation uses. Potentially

Dev Plan = Council's Development Plan

II

Include warehouse la nd
use in DTS/DPF 1.1.

DTS/DPF 1.1.

CTTG = City of Tea Tree Gully

II

SPC = State Planning Commission
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No.

P & D Code Zone

Dev Plan Zone

CTTG Comments

CTTG Recommendation

SPC Response

Resolved?

Review and clarify.

Procedural Matters
table now included.

Yes

Change to Suburban
Activity Centre Zone.

Changed to Suburban
Activity Centre Zone.

Yes

handicaps future commercial development once
tourist accommodation is established withi n the

14.6

14.7

Employment
Zone

Light Ind ustry/
Commercial
Zones

Employment
Zone

Light Ind ustry/
Commercial
Zones

zone? Tourist accommodation was previously listed
as Non-Complying in t he Light Industry Zone.
Procedural matters table
No exclusions from notificat ion are listed.
Incorrect Zonin2
The Code identifies two Neighbourhood Centre
Zones, Highland Shopping Centre and Sunnybrook
Shopping Centre, as Subu rban Employment Zones
(Zone Maps TTG/6 and TTG/16), w hich does not
reflect the retail and community intent of current
zoning.

15.1

Township Zone

Townshi p Zone

No ' Proced ural Matters' section and not hing listed
in Restricted ta ble - is t his an o m ission?

Review and clarify

Procedural Matters
table included.

Yes

15.2

Township Zone

Townshi p Zone

In DTS/DPF 3.1, a TNV for m inimum allotment sizes
is referred to, however there are no TNVs provided
in the Township Zone. A land division assessed
under t he Development Plan would currently pick
up the dimensions in the Land Division General
Section.

Include a minimum
allotment TNV for the
Township Zone

TNV capability now
available in Townshi p
Zone

Yes

16.1

Urban Activity
Centre Zone

Urban Core
Zone

Density
The Urban Core Zone seeks a minimum net

A minimum residential
density of 67 dwgs/ha be
included as a TNV in
CTTG's Urban Activity
Centre Zone.

The zone only allows
for medium to high
densit ies (which are
defined). Height is now
5 storeys which will
encourage higher
densit ies.

Yes

residential density of 67 dwgs/ha, or 60 dwgs/ha in a
m ixed use building. The Code reduces the m inimum
residential density to 35 dwgs/ha, and provides no
fu rther policy incentives to encourage any higher
densities. Therefore, it is req uested t hat a minimum
density of 67 dwgs/ha be included as a TNV to align
t he policy wit h Cou ncil's Development Plan and to

P & D Code = Planning and Design Code

II

Dev Plan = Council's Development Plan

II

CTTG = City of Tea Tree Gully

II

SPC = State Planning Commission
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No.

P & D Code Zone

Dev Plan Zone

CTTG Comments
avoid missing the once in a generation opportunity
to capitalise on t his location.

CTTG Recommendation

SPC Response

Resolved?

16.2

Urban Activity
Centre Zone

Urban Core
Zone

Building height
A portion of the Urban Core Zone has been rezoned
to Suburba n Employment Zone, however t he
building height, as per Concept Plan Map TTG/15,
has not been translated. This height underwent
significant consultation during the Development
Plan Amendment and should be retained.

Include a TNV to reflect
building heights in
Concept Plan Map
TTG/15.

TNVs in the Urban
Activity Centre have
been updated.

Yes

16.3

Urban Activity
Centre Zone

Urban Core
Zone

Include Concept Plan
Maps TTG/16, TTG/17
and TTG/18 in the TNV
Overlay.

The Commission
reviewed requests for
concept plans and
resolved that CTTG's
concept plans do not
contain pertinent
information that is not
elsewhere in the Code.

No, but
not
priority to
pursue

17

Urban
Neighbourhood
Zone

Golden Grove
Mixed Use
Precinct/
Golden Grove
Dist rict Centre
Policy Area /
District Centre
Zone

concept Maps
The loss of the Urban Core Zones concept plans
removes defined areas such as gateways, active
frontages, the core area, the transition area, key
streetscapes, pedestrian networks and particular
interface locations; policies that were all carefully
researched and tested to encourage particular
development outcomes for CTTG's regional centre.
It is recommended that these plans be included as
TNVs in Generation 1 of the Code. When more time
permits, future Code Amendments could
consolidate the plans further.
This zone is consistent in ret aini ng a mixed use and
t ransit focus. It is understood that the zone will now
contemplate stand-alone resident ial; which is
acceptable, provided t he density is right. There is
confusion as to what the zone anticipates wit h
respect to density. PO 1.1 st ates that the zone seeks
low, medium and high density accommodation
types, PO 1.2 spea ks of medium to high d ensity
accom modat ion and DTS/DPF 1.2 provides a guide
of at least 150 dwellings per hectare {which is very
high density).

Include a TNV to allow
for high density
residential development
(minimu m 70 dwellings
per hecta re), whilst
discouraging low
density.

This has been clarified
(medium to high
density) .

Yes

P & D Code = Planning and Design Code

II

Dev Plan = Council's Development Plan

II

CTTG = City of Tea Tree Gully

II

SPC = St ate Planning Commission
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No.

P & D Code Zone

Dev Plan Zone

New

Urban
Neighbourhood
Zone

18.l

Urban Renewal
Neighbourhood
Zone

Golden Grove
Mixed Use
Precinct/
Golden Grove
District Centre
Policy Area /
District Centre
Zone
Amalgamation
Precinct 7 / Res
Growth Policy
Area 11 /
Residential Zone

18.2

Urban Renewal
Neighbourhood
Zone

Amalgamation
Precinct 7 / Res
Growth Policy
Area 11 / Res
Zone

P & D Code = Planning and Design Code

II

CTTG Comments
Council's Development Plan envisages high density
residential development in this policy area, which
should be carried over as a TNV.
PO 1.2 ta lks about development of diverse medium
density accommodation, and high density
accommodation in specified locations (locations
where 7 or more building levels is envisaged), either
as part of a mixed use development or w holly
residential development. The CTTG TNV refers to
12m building height so high density residential will
not apply?
Density
Concept Plan Map TTG/14 sets a target residential
density of 67 to 140 dwelli ngs per hectare net. The
Code seeks density up to 70 dwellings per hectare
net, with no minimum set, but provides bonus
densities of greater than 70 dwellings per hectare
net on site wit h a minimum 1200m 2 and 35m
frontage. This change is likely to see lower densities
in the area. Modbury's location and infrastructure
provide the ideal foundations for medium densities,
and this opportunity should not be missed by
allowing low density development.
t:JQ □ -[eside□tial de~e l !:li:ime □t
As per comments in the General Neighbourhood
Zone.

Dev Plan = Council's Development Plan

II

CTTG Recommendation

SPC Response

Resolved?

Lower the threshold for
high density residential.

TBA

TBA

A minimum density of 35
dwellings per hectare be
included as a TNV.

Incentives provided to
encourage high
density residential
only.

No

Review the scale,
intensity and
assessment pathway for
retail outside of centre
zones; include more
restricted development,
or list of land uses not
envisaged in zone
provisions.

The commission is set
on standalone shops,
offices and consulting
rooms in all residential
areas. "Non-residential
development in
neighbourhoods seeks
to encourage the
wa lkability of
neighbourhoods,

No

CTTG = City of Tea Tree Gully

II

SPC = State Planning Commission
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No.

P & D Code Zone

Dev Plan Zone

CTTG Comments

CTTG Recommendation

18.3

Urban Renewal
Neighbourhood
Zone

Urban Renewal
Neighbourhood
Zone

New

Local Activity
Centre Zone

Public Notification
Given the zone is only 140 metres wide, t here will be
no land that is not adjacent as per the Act - all
development will be notified unless determined to
be 'minor' in nature.
Procedural Matters Table
- DTS/DPF 2.1 envisages !Sm and 12m yet
Notification Table (d) notifies buildings of a
height that would otherwise satisfy the
requirements - conflict between the two.
- Reference given to a zone that does not
exist.
- 201 and 301 do not exist - assume 2.1 and
3.1 which is building heights and front
setback respectively. Unusual for front
setback to be notifiable.
DTS Change in Land Use
The only DTS criteria is Transport, Access and

Review public
notification triggers.

18.4

Amalgamation
Precinct 7 / Res
Growth Policy
Area 11 / Res
Zone
Amalgamation
Precinct 7 / Res
Growth Policy
Area 11 /
Residentia l Zone

Local Centre
Zone

Parki ng {Vehicle Parking Rates) DTS 5.1. Also, does

Review and clarify.

SPC Response
provide community
services where they
are needed most, and
provide for a level of
activity during the
day."
Public notification
trigger reviewed and is
more in line with the
triggers in the
Development Pla n.
Procedural Matters
tabled reviewed.

Resolved?

Yes

Yes

Add Interface Between
Land Uses clauses to
DTS criteria.

TBA

TBA

Amend.

TBA

TBA

'shop' include a 'restaurant' in this table? If so, there
are other interface impacts to consider other than
just parking rates - such as noise, hours of
operation, light spill and air quality which will be
issues where t he site is adjacent a sensitive receiver.
New

Local Activity
Centre Zone

Local Centre
Zone

DTS pathway refers to DTS 1.4, when it should refer
to DTS 1.5.

P & D Code = Planning and Design Code / / Dev Plan = Council's Development Plan // CTTG = City of Tea Tree Gully / / SPC = St ate Planning Commission
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Table 2 - Overlay and General Module Comments
No.

Overlay/Section
Affordable
Housing
Overlay

CTTG Comments
Spatially applies to two areas of t he City ofTea Tree
Gully - Urban Activity Centre Zone and one small
area of General Neighbourhood Zone.

CTTG Recommendations
Provisions should be available to
applicants outside of these areas.

Hazards
(Bushfire Urban
Interface)
Overlay
Hazards
(Flooding)
Overlay

This appears to be t he 500m buffer that adjoins to
the west and south of high and medium BPAs
derived from the National Construction Code. This is
new to the planning process and has t he capacity to
reduce accepted or deemed-to-satisfy pathways.
This mapping in this overlay is largely out of date
and more accurate mapping not published in the
Development Pla n is used for t he assessment of
development applications. Council would welcome
the opportunity to work with the Commission to
ensure the most recent flood hazard mapping and
data is included in the overlay. During this process
there is also the opportunity to align the Code with
designated watercou rses under t he NRM Act.

Review the need for bushfire policy
in this area at the planni ng stage
for minor residential structures.

3.2

Hazards
(Flooding)
Overlay

4

Historic Area
Overlay

The Desired Outcome could refer to the need to
consider how flood hazard will change given the
projected increasing frequency and intensity of
extreme weather events.
The Historic Area Overlay and Historic Area
Statement was reviewed by council staff and
Cou ncil's Heritage Adviser. Comments were made
with respect to the content of the Historic Area
Overlay assessment provisions and Statement.

1

2

3.1

P & D Code = Planning and Design Code

II

Dev Plan = Council's Development Plan

II

Review the approach with respect
to the management of flood
hazards to allow for the inclusion
of more accurate flood mapping
currently used by councils in the
first generation of the Code. Also
consider including designated
watercourses identified within the
NRM Act.
Add a performance outcome to
consider future flood potential
over the life of the development.
Amend as recommended.

CTTG = City of Tea Tree Gully

II

SPC Response
The Affordable Housing
Overlay has been broadly
applied to all residential
areas.
The Hazards (Bushfire Urban Interface) Overlay
does not prevent minor
structures in certain areas

Resolved?
Yes

Hazards (Flooding) Overlay
split into two overlays:
Hazards (Flooding)
Overlay and Hazards
(Flooding- General)
Overlay to ensure common
development in areas of
lower flood risk can
continue to follow
streamlined pathways.
Flood mapping can be
updated more frequently
in the Code to cater for
changes in flood potential.
All changes in the Historic
Area Statement adopted
as well as suggested
comments in the
assessment provisions.

Partly

SPC = State Planning Commission

Yes

Yes

Yes
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No.

Overlay/Section
Local Heritage
Places Overlay

CTTG Comments
The overlay is spatially applied to both a loca l
heritage place and t he land adj acent to the listed
place. The policy in t he overlay does not distinguish
between properties that are heritage listed and
those adjacent and therefore increases controls over
the adjacent properties.

CTTG Recommendations
Include heritage adjacency
provisions within t he Local
Heritage Places Overlay and clearly
delineate between listed heritage
places and those adjacent.

SPC Response
This matter has been
addressed with the
introduction of the
Heritage Agency Overlay.

Resolved?
Yes

6

Native
Vegetation
Overlay

Desired Outcome 1 refers to restoring areas of native
vegetation. There are no related performance
outcomes that refer to restoring native vegetation.
Performance outcomes cou ld be added relating to
enhancing native vegetation similar to that included
in the State Significant Native Vegetation Areas
Overlay.

Add performance outcomes
relating to enhancing native
vegetation.

A performance outcome
has been added to that
effect.

Yes

7.1

Regulated
Trees Overlay

The naming convention may give the impression
that the overlay only refers to regulated trees.

Change to Regu lated and
Significant Tree Overlay.

Changed to Regulated and
Significant Tree Overlay.

Yes

7.2

Regulated
Trees Overlay

There is no reference to the Regulated Trees Overlay
in the Accepted development or DTS development
tables, and therefore the reliance is on the applicant
to identify and apply for 'tree damaging activity' as a
separate class of development. Rarely does this
occur in practice and regulated or significant trees
are, in the most, picked up at the assessment stage
by council. There should be a trigger for the relevant
authority to consider whether the proposed
accepted or DTS development may result in tree
damaging activity (and therefore calling up the
Regulated Tree Overlay policies).
The policy wording has been revised and several
assessment considerations have been removed.
Wording changes can have substantial

Add 'the development will not result
in tree damaging activity' or similar

Regulated and Significant
Trees Overlay not included
in all Deemed-to-Satisfy
Development
Classification Criteria.

No

Existing policy reinstated.
Will be further reviewed in

Yes

5

7.3

Regulated
Trees Overlay

P & D Code= Planning and Design Code

II

Dev Plan= Council's Development Plan

II

to the Accepted development
Classification Criteria for all
development, and include the
Regulated Tree Overlay in the
overlay column of the Deemed-tosatisfy Development Classification
Criteria table.

The policy wording in the
Regulated Tree Overlay should not

CTTG = City of Tea Tree Gully

2021.

II

SPC = State Planning Commission
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No.

Overlay/Section

CTTG Comments
consequences especially when there is extensive
tested interpretation and legal precedent.

CTTG Recommendations
be revised. Existing policy to be
rei nstated.

SPC Response

Resolved?

8.1

Sloping Land
Overlay

Difficult to determine whether the spatial
application of this overlay is satisfactory. Does not
follow cad astral boundaries and is inconsistent with
on the ground features.

Review and clarify the spatial
extent.

Yes

8.2

Sloping Land
Overlay

The Sloping Land Genera l Section of the DP
comprises provisions relating to the extent and
heights of earthworks and the minimisation of
retaini ng walls. The sloping land Overlay comprises
similar policies, however these can't be applied to
areas outside of the Overlay area. There are areas
with less severe grad ients of 1 in 4 that still require
specia l consideration of levels and wall heights to
reduce visual impact and overlooking from benched
levels.

Include a general provision in
Design in Urban Areas and Design
in Ru ral Areas such as: 'Buildings
are sited and designed to int egrate
w ith the natural contours of the
land to m inimise retaining walls
and overlooking' which is called up
for building work in all zones.

This overlay has been
removed. Additional policy
relating to sloping land
added to Zone and Genera l
Section provisions.
Sloping Land Overlay
omitted from the Code.

9

State Heritage
Places Overlay

The overlay is spatially applied to both a State
Heritage Place and the land adj acent to the listed
p lace. The policy in the overlay does not distinguish
between properties that are heritage listed and
those adjacent and therefore increases controls over
the adjacent properties.

Include heritage adjacency
provisions within the Loca l
Heritage Places Overlay and clearly
delineate between listed heritage
places and those adjacent.

10

Technical and
Numerical
Variation
Overlays

None of CTTG's existing concept plans have been
included in the Technical and Numerical (TNV}
Overlay. Concept plans are very effective and
efficient method on conveying key contextual place
specific policy for precincts, include gradation of

As referenced throughout the
subm ission, the inclusion of t he
following concept plans are
requested:
Concept Plan Map TTG/8

P & D Code = Planning and Design Code

II

Dev Plan = Council's Development Plan

II

CTTG = City of Tea Tree Gully

II

Partly

Design in Rural Area
omitted from the General
Development Policies
section of the Code.
PO/ DTS/ DPF 8.1 requires
development in Urban
Areas to be designed to
reduce/minimise
earthworks.
This matter has been
addressed w ith the
introduction of the
Heritage Agency Overlay.

The concept plans did not
meet the Commission's
criteria to transition to the
Code. The concept plans
were revised and policies

SPC = St ate Planning Commission

Yes

Partially
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No.

Overlay/Section

11

Water
Resources
Overlay

11.1

Water
Resources
Overlay

CTTG Comments
heights, future access points, infrastructure
requirements, gateways and landmark sites. The
mechanism is there to include concept plans, and
the number is immaterial, particularly considering
an e-planning platform that automatically selects
only the one applicable.
This overlay has been shown to not cover all the
watercou rse corridors. Properties adjacent the creek
are not included in some sections, but development
around those areas would still have an impact on the
water courses.

CTTG Recommendations
Concept Plan Map TTG/14
Concept Plan Map TTG/15 (Building
Heights)
Concept Plan Map TTG/16
Concept Plan Map TTG/17
Concept Plan Map TTG/18
The spatial extent should be
widened to the same extent as t he
Hazard (Flooding) Overlay.

SPC Response
translated into written
policies where possible.

Resolved?

This has not been done,
and no expla nation has
been received.

No

The overlay provides limited set parameters, and is
open to interpretation. Specific
questions/comments are as follows:

Clarify.

No referral is req ui red to
the NRM Board. The other
performance outcomes are
to be performance
assessed.

Partly

Develop a more consolidated and
consistent general policy module
to avoid anomalies and omissions.

The module has been
reviewed and refi ned but
still divides up dwelling

Partly

POl.2: No context is provided as to what is
assessable for hydrology, water regime etc. This
essentially covers anything to do with the water
cycle.
POl.6: How does this provision interact with the
Natural Resources Management Act 2004? Should this

include a referral to the NRM Board for a water
affecting permit?
POl.7 - POl.9: What level of water quality control is
applicable? Does Council individually dictate the
requirement which is the current process?
12.1

Design in Urban
Areas

This general modu le divides up based on building
types, number of storeys and number of dwellings,
and it is evident that the range of groups has led to

P & D Code = Planning and Design Code // Dev Plan = Council's Development Plan // CTTG = City of Tea Tree Gully // SPC = State Planning Commission
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No.

Overlay/Section

12.2

Design in Urban
Areas

12.3

Design in Urban
Areas

CTTG Comments
repetit ion, anomalies and/or omissions, wit h
inconsistent criteria being applied for similar
development, for example varied green canopy and
WSD requirements.
Ancilla ry Accommodation
Addit ional p rovisions are required to cover car
parking, finished floor levels, p rivacy, CWMS and
stormwater management. A minimum site area for
t he main dwelling should be included (as w it h
Dependant Accommodation) as well as a provision
that restricts ancillary accommodation
developments t o one per site.

CTTG Recommendations

SPC Response
based on number of
building levels.

Resolved?

Review and amend ancilla ry
accom modation policy as per
comments.

Assessment provisions
have not been provid ed
for: additional car parking,
privacy, levels,
stormwater, one per site,
and POS has been
red uced .

No

CWMS
The DTS criteria for ancilla ry accommodation,
verandahs, carports, ga rages, outbuildings d oes not
include the same Accepted Development criteria of:

Ad d another point in Design in
Urban Areas DTS/DPF 16.1: The

Now included .

Yes

Review and amend privacy policy
as per comments.

Screeni ng is now
permanent, but allows
25% openings sited
500mm from the window.
No reference to decks
made.

No

Remove DTS/DPF 20.3.

Private open space
forward of the dwelling

Partly

The development will not be built, or encroach, on an
area that is, or will be, required for a sewerage system
or waste control system.
12.4

12.5

Design in Urban
Areas

Design in Urban
Areas

Privacy
DTS/DPF 19.1 is not as robust as current
Development Plan policy.
(a) The obscured glass should be fixed only. In any
case, the 200mm open ing policy does not provide
sufficient detail as to t he type of window this ca n
apply to (i.e. awning) or t he direct ion of t he opening
- vertically, or horizontally top or bottom?
(c) The screening should be permanent
(d) Reference to decks should be made.
Private Open Space

development will not be built, or
encroach, on an area that is, or will
be, required for a sewerage system
or waste control system.

P & D Code = Planning and Design Code // Dev Plan = Council's Development Plan // CTTG = City of Tea Tree Gully / / SPC = State Planning Commission
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No.

Overlay/Section

CTTG Comments
Front yard private open space in DTS/DPF 20.3
should not be encouraged. It provides an argument
to reduce rear private open space, setbacks and
landscaping area, and gua rantees the property is
bound by a 1.8m solid fence, which is detrimental to
most open suburban streetscapes. There is also no
reference to the desired northerly aspect.

CTTG Recommendations

SPC Response
still available for
performance assessed
applications, but min imum
24sqm must be behind the
building line.

Resolved?

12.6

Design in Urban
Areas

Table 1 - Outdoor O1:2en S1:2ace
There is significant variation in the open space
requirements depending on t he site area.
300m 2 site area - 60m 2 POS (20%)
500m 2 site area - 60m 2 POS (12%)
501m 2 site area - 80m 2 POS (16%)
1000m 2 site area - 80m 2 POS (8%)
1001m 2 site area - 20% POS (200m 2)

The table should be more evenly
graded - requiring a 20% of the
total site area to be dedicated to
open space.

No

New

Design in Urban
Areas

SQft laods~apiog aod P[illatf QPf □ spa~f

Minimum soft landscaping
provision should be referred to for
all ancillary structures (accepted,
DTS and performance assessed
pathways), or POS minimum
should be scaled as previously
recommended.

Private open space has
red uced to a flat rate of
24sqm for all dwellings
(other than residential flat
buildings), no matter the
size of the site. The soft
landscaping requirement
is to complement the POS
requirement.
TBA

12.7

Design in Urban
Areas

The required area of POS has been reduced to a
minimum flat rate of 24sqm. The justification for this
from the Department is that there is a soft
landscaping area requirement that applicants must
also meet. This means that the POS and soft
landscaping provisions are intrinsically linked. Postapproval of a dwelling, there are no provisions that
seek to protect soft landscaping areas upon
assessment of ancillary structures like there is for
POS.
Environmental Performance
These policies are strongly supported and provide
great potential to contribute to the development of
climate ready built form, however there is an

P & D Code = Planning and Design Code

II

Dev Plan = Council's Development Plan

II

Retai n and consider includi ng
deemed-to-satisfy criteria.

CTTG = City of Tea Tree Gully

II

Not included in deemedto-satisfy criteria.

SPC = State Planning Commission

TBA

No
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No.

Overlay/Section

CTTG Comments
opportunity to include the development of related
DTS criteria.

CTTG Recommendations

SPC Response

Resolved?

12.8

Design in Urban
Areas

Landscaping
These policies are strongly supported, however do
not apply to all forms of dwellings and building
forms. For example, the criteria for deep root zones
differ between build ings of 4 or more levels and
those 3 or less levels, and the requirement for soft
landscaping only applies to buildings of 3 levels or
less.

Retain and improve consistency
across dwelling types and building
forms.

Retained and improved
consistency.

Yes

12.9

Design in Urban
Areas

Waste Stora~e
The new criteria associated with the provision of bin
storage areas for all dwellings is strongly supported.

Retain.

Retained.

Yes

12.
10

Design in Urban
Areas

Earthworks
Excavation and filling is classed as a separate
element of development in Table 3. Does this refer to
the excavation and filling prescribed in Schedule 3,
or any earthworks that are incidental to the
construction of a building? It is notes that Design in
Urban Areas (Earthworks) PO 7.1 and DTS/DPF 7.1
are not applicable during the assessment of a
dwelling.

Clarify and ensure that earthworks
(and retaining wall) provisions are
called up in the assessment of all
buildings.

This has been reviewed,
the earthworks provision is
called up.

Yes

12.

Design in Urban
Areas

water sensitive Design
The Code includes a detention requirement for
developments comprising more than five dwellings,
however it has not been applied to more minor
developments. For developments comprising less
than five dwellings, the Code suggests that 2000SOOOL retention tanks connected to toilets or the
laundry and the provision of minimum pervious
areas is adequate to manage peak stormwater

Detention facilities to be made
available as deemed -to-satisfy
criteria and designated
performance features for
developments comprising less than
five dwellings in addition to
retention tanks.

Detention facilities have
now been included in the
Code.

Yes

11

P & D Code= Planning and Design Code // Dev Plan= Council's Development Plan // CTTG = City of Tea Tree Gully / / SPC = State Planning Commission
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No.

Overlay/Section

CTTG Comments
runoff flows and volumes. It is considered that
detention facilit ies reduce the immediate impacts on
natural waterways and drainage systems. Detention
systems should be available as a deemed-to-satisfy
criteria and designated performance features,
particularly in vulnerable catchments.

CTTG Recommendations

SPC Response

Resolved?

NEW

Design in Urban
Areas

Include guidelines and training
resources in t he Design Guidelines
which are proposed to supplement
the Planning and Design Code to
better promote best practice in
achieving access and inclusion
plann ing.

TBA

TBA

13

Infrastructure
and Renewable
Energies
Facilities

Universal Desi~n
One of the Principles of Good Design is inclusion as it
creates places for everyone to use and enjoy by
optimising social opportunity and equitable access.
Council has identified an opportunity to better
promote access and inclusion in the Planning and
Design Code as part of its Disability Access and
Inclusion Plan (DAIP).
The City ofTea Tee Gully encompasses urban areas
that are serviced by a Community Wastewater
Management Scheme, with on-site septic tanks on
standard residentia l allotments subject to infill. All
DTS and performance assessed development should
ensure there is an appropriate connection to meet
the needs of the development and the built form
should have rega rd to potential conflict with this
infrastructure.

Recommended that Infrastructure
and Renewable Energy Facilities
(Wastewater services) DTS 12.1 and
12.2 be added to the majority of
DTS and performance assessed
development, includ ing dwelling
additions.

No

14.1

Housing
Renewal

Renewable Energy
Facilit ies (Wastewater
services) DTS 12.1 and 12.2
been included as a
deemed to satisfy criteria
for many developments,
however not for DTS SAHT
housing in Neighbourhood
Zones. DTS 12.l should
also be added for ancillary
accommodation and
dwelling additions to
trigger wastewater
applications for new wet
areas.
PO 2.1 states that
development should not
exceed 3 building

Building heights
The Housing Renewal general policy for SA Housing
Trust and Community Housing developments

P & D Code = Planning and Design Code

II

Dev Plan = Council's Development Plan

II

Refer to all relevant TNVs in the
deemed to satisfy and

CTTG = City of Tea Tree Gully

II

SPC = State Planning Commission

Partly
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No.

Overlay/Section

CTTG Comments
provides for a range of housing options of medium
rise (up to 6 building levels) in any zone. This height
is contrary to t he heights in all zones in the CTTG
area. The interpretation of the Code is t hat a
building height TNV will trump a general policy,
however TNVs are usually called up in zone
provisions which do not apply to community
housing projects. Council believes t hat basic zoning
and policy should be applied.

CTTG Recommendations
performance assessed tables for
community housing.

SPC Response
levels/12m in height unless
located in close proximity
to public transport, centres
and/or open space.
No building height limit
suggested for
development within close
proxim ity to such places.
PO/DTS/DPF 12.1 provides
prescriptive landscaping
requirements.

Resolved?

14.2

Housing
Renewal

Landscapin~
These policies are strongly supported and provide
great potential to contribute to the d evelopment of
climate ready built form.

Retain.

14.3

Housing
Renewal

Emt:icQ □ rneo t al Qecfocrnaoce
There are no Performa nce Outcomes or Deemed-tosatisfy criteria relating to Environmental
Performance.

Include a replication of the
Environmental Performance
outcomes from Design in Urban
Areas.

No included.

No

15.1

Interface
Between Land
Uses

HQurs QfQperatiQn
DTS/DPF 2.1 includes acceptable hours of operation
between Monday-Friday and Saturday, but does not
include any hours for Sunday/public holidays.

Clarify whether there is an
intention to restrict shops etc. from
opening Sundays.

DTS/DPF 2.1 provides for
shops (other than a
restaura nt) to operate on
Sundays between 8am and
5pm. Does not provide for
consulting rooms and
offices to operate on
Sundays. No reference to
public holidays.

Partly

15 .2

Interface
Between Land
Uses

Overshadowi n~
PO 3.3 needs clarification of what 'unduly reduce'
means, and a corresponding DTS criteria to ensure
the shading of solar facilities is considered for all two
storey or higher DTS development.

Clarify what is reasonable
overshadowing and include a
corresponding DTS in PO 3.3

No change.

No

P & D Code = Planning and Design Code

II

Dev Plan = Council's Development Plan

II

CTTG = City of Tea Tree Gully

II

SPC = State Planning Commission

Yes
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No.

Overlay/Section

CTTG Comments

CTTG Recommendations

SPC Response

Resolved?

16

Transport,
Access and
Parking

Parkin~ rates
In Table 2 - Off-Street Vehicle Parking Requirements
in Designated Areas, the Urban Activity Centre Zone
is listed with two differing parking rates for nonresidential development; one of which encourages a
lower maximum rate. The maximum parking rate
applied to the Urban Neighbourhood Zone is also
reduced.

The pa rking rates applied to the
Urban Activity Centre Zone and
Urban Neighbourhood Zones in

Min. 3 spaces and max. 6
spaces per 100m2 of gross
leasable floor area for nonresidential development in
both the Urban Activity
Centre and Suburban
Activity Centre.

Partly

New

Transport,
Access and
Parking

Parking rates for Residentia l Flat Buildings
Dwellings within residential flat bu ildings only
require 1 car park for dwellings of 1 or 2 bedrooms.
Visitor parking is 1 park per 3 dwellings, lower than
the current Development Plan.

Table 2 - Off-Street Vehicle Parking
Requirements in Designated Areas

to remain consistent with current
Development Plan parking rates for
designated areas.

Increase parking rates to align with
the Development Plan. Provide
exemptions where close to high
frequency public transport etc.

Not required to be in close
proximity to highfrequency public
transport.
TBA

TBA

Table 3 - Land Use and Administrative Definitions
No.
1

Defined Term
Ancillary
Accommodation

CTTG Comments
It is not clear how the definition interacts with the
definition of 'dwelling.' Ancillary accommodation is
not listed as being excluded from the definition of
dwelling. Ancillary accommodation which includes
a bathroom, kitchen and/or other elements of a
self-contained residents can also be defined as a
'dwelling.' This could cause difficulties in applying
deemed-to-satisfy criteria where "ancillary
accommodation" is deemed-to-satisfy but a
dwelling is not.

P & D Code= Planning and Design Code

II

Dev Plan= Council's Development Plan

II

CTTG Recommendations
The definitions of ancillary
accommodation and dwelling
could be amended so that they
exclude each other. Also need to
clarify whether the definition
includes or excludes portable tiny
houses and caravans used as living
areas

CTTG = City of Tea Tree Gully

II

SPC Response
The definitions of ancillary
accommodation and
dwelling have been
amended .

SPC = State Planning Commission

Resolved?
Yes
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No.

Defined Term

CTTG Comments

CTTG Recommendations

SPC Response

Resolved?

2

Detached
Dwelling
Semi-Detached
Dwelling Row
Dwelling

The phrase 'held exclusively' in the context of these
definitions has been determined by the Courts to
mean that the dwelling must occupy its own
allotment. The practical effect of this is that
applicants must create allotments prior to being
able to lodge applications for 'detached dwelli ngs,'
'semi-detached dwellings' and 'row-dwellings.'
From a pla nning perspective, it is often preferable
for the dwelling application to come first to ensure
the allotments are fit for purpose. The question of
tenue could also prevent any land division deemedto-satisfy pathway functioning as intended.

To ensure that detached dwellings,
row dwellings and semi-detached
dwellings have their own site and
do not share communal accesses,
etc., t he respective definitions
could be amended to read
' .. .comprising 1 dwelling on its own
site and has a frontage to a public
road.'

These definitions have
been amended to rectify
this issue.

Yes

3

Tourist
Accommodation

In areas where tourist accommodation is
encouraged but dwellings are not, a definition of
such w hich makes it clear that tourist
accommodation and dwelling are two distinct land
uses would be advantageous. This issue can arise
particularly with self-contained boutique-style
tourist accommodation which can have a similar
form to a dwelling.

Amend this definition to selfcontained tourist accommodation
comprising multiple bedrooms and
kitchen and laundry facilities, and
exclude 'dwelling' from the
definition of tou rist
accommodation and vice versa.

This has been clarified to
differentiate tourist
accommodation from
dwelling.

Yes

4

Building Level

For floors located underground, does the exclusion
apply where the entire floor is located 1.5 metres
below finished ground level or where the floor level
of the floor itself is 1.5 metres below ground level?

Clarify.
Use the familiar term 'storeys.'

Building level cla rified.
The Code does not use the
term 'storeys.'

Partly

New

Adjacent land v
adjacent

Public notification tables
The reference to development not located
"adjacent" to a site is problematic because
"adjacent" is not defined. Its dictionary defi nition is

Use the term adjacent land or
define adjacent.

TBA

TBA

P & D Code = Planning and Design Code

II

Dev Plan = Council's Development Plan

II

CTTG = City of Tea Tree Gully

II

SPC = State Planning Commission
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abutting or neighbouri ng. Whereas "adjacent land"
is a defined and clear term.

P & D Code = Planning and Design Code // Dev Plan = Council's Development Plan // CTTG = City of Tea Tree Gully / / SPC = State Planning Commission
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