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Hi team Planning SA
this is my personal submission on the updates for Phase 3 Code.
In summary - as best I can tell you have completely ignored my first
submission. The only changes I can detect are a reference to "historic
values" instead of "heritage values" in the landscape / street scape
component of the State Heritage Area Overlay.
We still need a requirement for the people preparing the planning rules
for Colonel Light Gardens and other State Heritage Areas to have an
understanding of why each area is listed, or to follow best practice in
gathering the appropriate information and people together to create
planning rules that preserve a heritage area. The current best practice
is described in a document called Australia ICOMOS Burra Charter, 2013
(the Burra Charter) process.
https://australia.icomos.org/publications/burra-charter-practice-notes/
Janet Scott
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harmonious. The Garden City Movement was very specific in how Harmony and Beauty
was to be achieved.
There have been some small changes to the State Heritage Area Overlay that have only
introduced more errors. Confusing “Historic Values” with “Heritage Values” in the tree
section. Also slums might be part of our history but we do not want to preserve them as
heritage.
The new “Established Neighbourhood Zone” is not appropriate for CLG. It should have
its own zone and separate instructions for residential in the 1000 homes area, the older
area at the Northern end, for shops, schools, churches, streetscapes and open spaces. The
proposed Heritage SA guidelines do not include any instructions for Open Spaces and
Street scapes and instead refer to the Colonel Light Gardens Conservation Management
Plan (CLGCMP) which is not a statutory document (it says so on the front) and is in
desperate need of an update based on the latest of the Garden City documentation found
since it was written and to reflect climate change in the selection of tree species for
avenues.
This is an extract from the new Guidelines prepared by Heritage SA without using the
Burra Charter Process. Each Open Space has a different purpose, and there should be
specific guidelines for each one. And if the statutory document refers to another
document – is that second document now statutory too? Mitcham Council says it isn’t
and the CLGCMP needs an update anyway.
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Every page of the document contains mistakes and shows a lack of understanding of the
components of the Heritage Significance Statement for Colonel Light Gardens.
5. Understanding the Changes in the Planning System
Most of the problems I pointed out in my first submission have not been addressed. It is
still impossible to figure out what the new planning rules are for Colonel Light Gardens
(CLG) and what the changes will be for places like Hawthorn and Westbourne Park.
There are a large number of beautiful old buildings there that are not protected but people
buy because they like the current look and feel and allowing development of modern two
story squared off flat roofed buildings devalues the surrounding homes. They look ugly
and out of place. I would refer you back to my original submission and suggest you start
again.
6. Accountability
There is still no transparency and accountability in the new planning assessment system
from how Heritage SA write their guidelines, how they get used and how the planning
code is used to assess plans. There is no way to know what development is going on –
there is no right of appeal when inappropriate development is done. There is no system
to hold Heritage SA or Mitcham Council to account when they do the wrong thing unless
one happens to have $500K to take them to court, and then they may still ignore the
judge’s ruling (based on what happened with Charles Sturt vs Coastal Ecology).
I want there to be a process for accountability that is affordable to ordinary citizens when
we see damage to our Heritage. We should be able to check planning applications are
preserving our Heritage Values before the mistakes get built in. Having extensions look
completely different to the original building that they are attached to – is against the
Garden City Movement principles of Harmony and Beauty and no Jarring Notes,
harmony of architecture not disharmony which is advocated by the Heritage Architects at
Heritage SA. They say “Garden City Movement” but they do not understand what the
components of that are or how to preserve them.
7. Broken Promises
Promises in the State Planning Commission Fact Sheet for Heritage and Character have
been broken.
The development plan principles for CLG have not been included in the Code. There is a
very vague statement in the Desired Outcome for a State Heritage Area which refers to
documents published by Heritage SA (or equivalent). It does not state what happens
when documents created by Heritage SA refer to documents created by Mitcham Council
such as the Colonel Light Gardens Conservation Management Plan (CLG CMP) – does
that mean that Mitcham Council is now required to comply with the CLG CMP? This is
not clear.
None of the other promises are being kept. The planning code is now twice as long as
before – it includes weird sub zones for places like Rundle Mall and yet there is no
specific zone or overlay or planning instructions for Colonel Light Gardens that someone
trying to design an extension or install solar panels can follow.
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8 Timing
Given the Heritage SA guidelines were only made available for consultation on 2nd
December 2020 – I have not had enough time to see how they fit within the code or ask
the right people how they work. As best I can tell there is no change control or
requirement to have public consultation or follow a process like the Burra Charter in
creating them. Heritage SA can change them any time they want to anything they want.
And there is a problem with them referring to documents that they have not published
which are not covered by the Planning Code.
There is not enough time between the end of the CLG Heritage Guidelines consultation
period 1st Feb 2021 for them to be updated and corrected before Phase 3 goes “live” on
19th Feb 2021. CLG and State Heritage items should be excluded from Phase 3 until
there are appropriate management documents for assessing planning applications created
according to the Burra Charter Process.
9. Risks of Slow assessment leading to automatic Approvals.
The new planning system was supposed to be consistent, clear, quicker, simpler and more
equitable. It might be quicker because if a planning application is not assessed quick
enough it will be automatically passed.
This is hugely risky in any heritage area – because Heritage SA do not have sufficient
appropriate skilled resources available to assess anything quickly. Most of their people
who review planning applications now – are only part time and cause considerable delay
in the planning process.
10 Conclusion
Going ahead with the planning code in its current form is going to cause considerable
damage to Heritage and Character Areas in South Australia.
In other areas – it is going to make for some unpleasant surprises for residents when
unexpected development happens next door to them and there will be no opportunity for
them to stop it under the current system.
The idea of saying they had plenty of opportunity for people of South Australia to have
their say now in the “Consultations” is unfair because most people have had no idea what
the changes are, or that there is a process of change underway, or how to make a
submission. For those of us who do know – our contributions have been largely ignored.
The Community Engagement Charter has not been met at all. The promises made have
not been kept. Many people will be upset by the changes included in this system and the
lack of accountability within it.
A one size fits all plan will never be appropriate – people live where they live because of
the character of each area. To take this away from the local people of each area for the
benefit of big property developers is unfair to most people who live in South Australia.
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