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Good Afternoon
Please find attached the Town of Gawler's submission RE : the Revised Planning and Design Code for Phase Three.
Please note Council have also provided feedback via the Code Feedback Tool, however there is some additional
feedback within this submission which could not be specifically allocated to a section of the Code.
If any questions arise please get in touch.
Kind Regards,

David Petruzzella I Senior Strategic Planner
Town of Gawler I PO Box 130 Gawler SA 5118
P~ I
www.gawler.sa.gov.au

The Town of Gawler is committed to providing our customers with excellent service. If we can assist you in any
way, please telephone (08) 8522 9211, email council@gawler.sa.gov.au or visit our website
httP-:llwww.gawler.sa.gov.au The information contained m this email is intended only for the named recipient only
and may be confidential, legally privileged or commercially sensitive. If you are not the intended recipient you must
not reproduce or distribute any part of this email, disclose its contents to any other party, or take any action in
reliance on it. If you have received this email in error, please contact the sender immediately. Please delete this
email from your computer. The Town of Gawler advises that, in order to comply with its obligations under the State
Records Act 1997 and the Freedom of Information Act 1991, email messages sent to or received by Council may
be monitored or accessed by Council staff other than the intended recipient. No representation is made that the
email or any attachment is free of viruses or other defects. Virus scanning is recommended and is the
responsibility of the recipient. THINK BEFORE YOU PRINT
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Dear~pman
RE:

Town of Gawler Submission - Draft Planning and Design Code - Phase Three
(Urban Areas)

The Town of Gawler (Council) wishes to thank the Department of Planning Transport and
Infrastructure (DPTI) for the opportunity to provide a second round of feedback on Phase 3 of
the draft Planning and Design Code (the Code).
Council acknowledges the mammoth undertaking of this task, recognising the potential of this
new system and the positive impact it could have upon the planning system in South Australia.
In particular Council sees the benefit of a single framework being applied state-wide, including
the creation of an online mapping tool and e-planning system .
Council particularly appreciate the additional round of consultation being undertaken in order
to review the amendments proposed following consideration of our previous submission. In
order for this new system to be truly successful and for it to reach its full potential, Council
believes that this ongoing consultation with Local Government and relevant Government
Agencies is an absolute necessity.
Although Council does acknowledges the work that has been undertaken to consolidate and
review the feedback provided as part of the previous public consultation period , it is noted that
not all of Council 's previously raised concerns have been adopted or addressed within the
amended Planning and Design Code. Additionally, new Zones and Overlays have been
proposed which will have an impact on the Town of Gawler.
In light of this , please find below Council's response in respect to the updated Phase 3
Planning and Design Code relative to the Town of Gawler. This feedback is in addition to the
commentary provided by the Town of Gawler in February 2020 during the first round of
community consultation:

Concern

Updated Consultation Comments

Loss of structure plans

•

•

Pleased and supportive with Plan SA's approach to insert
Concept Plans 100 Gawler East and 101 Evanston
Gardens, Evanston South, Hillier.
Concept Plans within are however less detailed than
structure lans current! within the Develo ment Plan.

•

Loss of Contributory
Items

•

Historic Area Statements

•

•

•

•

Lack of policy relating to
infrastructure delivery

•
•

•

•

Loss of localised policy
content

•

A number of structure plans within the Development Plan
have not been included in the latest iteration of the Code.
It is noted however that these Structure Plans are within
more established areas and some of the relevant detail
is located within overlays.
Pleased and supportive with Plan SA's approach to
specifically
recognise
Contributory
Items
as
Representative Buildings within the Code.
Pleased and supportive with Plan SA's approach to
include nine (9) Historic Area Statements directly
affecting the Town of Gawler into the Code.
These statements are largely a reflection of the Desired
Character Statements within Council's Development
Plan .
Council and the State Government worked very
constructively on this matter and the outcome is
considered valuable.
In terms of constructive feedback, the Historic Area
Statements would benefit from being selectable by
Council Area instead of being lumped together.
Reiterate below as per February submission:
A fair and equitable approach to the funding of
infrastructure was one of many issues to be tackled
through this reform process. Infrastructure Schemes
were to be imbedded into the Code to ensure critical
infrastructure be identified, committed to, costed and
funded before it is required to be in place. Although it is
appreciated that the nuances relating to Infrastructure
Schemes are still being worked through, the draft Code
does not appear to provide the necessary tools to identify
essential infrastructure, nor resolve details in relation to
its funding and delivery.
This is likely to leave Councils in a more precarious
position than with the existing platform, with Councils
negotiating with developers for appropriate infrastructure
however with far tighter timeframes to work within and an
as yet undefined path.
This is a disappointing outcome and something which
Council hopes will be further refined as the reforms
progress. The provision of critical and adequate
infrastructure is for the benefit of the community and
should be appropriately funded by the relevant
benefactors. It is unsatisfactory when local Councils and,
in essence, the greater community are left to fund the
voids created by inadequate infrastructure that should be
otherwise funded by state government or the private
sector (developers)
Whilst it is acknowledged that a number of positive
amendments have been made in this regard, it is not
considered that numerical TNVs can replace localised
policy that exists within the Development Plan.

Updated flood mapping

•

The current Desired Character Statements for individual
Zones and Policy Areas contain localised policy which
provide some context to development within these areas.
It is disappointing that this policy has not transitioned
over to the Planning and Design Code.

•

Pleased and supportive with Planning SA's approach to
insert more up to date flood data into the Code.
The Kudla area of Gawler is covered by the flood
mapping undertaken as part of the Smith Creek
Stormwater Management Plan. Council was of the
understanding that the City of Playford was providing this
data to the Department through the previous submission
process however this data seems to be absent from this
later iteration of the Code.
The overlays do not provide any attribute information (i.e.
unable to click on any flood area and receive existing
flood level and existing flood hazard category
information).
DIT to confirm if the Tonkin flood modelling is the existing
case 1 in 100-year event. It appears DIT may be showing
a long term development scenario as it appears there is
a wider extent of flooding than the Town of Gawler
existing case flood data showing in Council's ArcMap
system. Is DIT using the long term development
scenario? If so, they should only be referencing the
existing case 1 in 100 year scenario.
DIT appears to have combined two flood data sets into a
single layer. Combining data sets is not supported as
both data sets are based on different modelling and will
show different levels of flooding (and hazard categories)
on the same properties around the Gawler River
corridors (i.e. flooding due to the Gawler River is different
to localised flooding due to pits and pipes being at
capacity.) .

•

•

•

•

Creation of a more
convoluted system

•

From the outset, the terminology used within the
Planning and Design Code was intended to be in 'plain
English' for ease of understanding by every day users. It
is considered that the terminology used, in particular the
triggers for public notification, are not very user friendly.

Training

•

Whilst Implementation timeframes have since been
extended further, an official implementation date has still
not been committed to .
Quality training by the Department closer to
implementation needs to be an absolute priority.

•

Compliance

•
•

Reiterate below as per February submission:
The matter of compliance and Councils role in this regard
requires further dialogue and clarification . The Code
includes a considerable number of Deemed-To-Satisfy
(DTS) criteria, and, where an application proposes to
meet these criteria, a relevant authority is unable to

include these matters as part of their assessment. In this
instance and in a post approval scenario, if the DTS
criteria which were proposed to comply by the applicant
are not met, relevant authorities must firstly keep track of
these matters and secondly enforce them. This system
appears to have the potential of significantly increasing
Council's role in compliance.
Deemed Consent

•
•

Reiterate below as per February submission:
As reiterated via several of Council's planning reform
submissions, Council remains strongly opposed to the
concept of 'deemed consent'.
Council believes it will result in additional financial and
resourcing pressure on local government, with expected
increased legal fees and staff attendance caused by
court action if an applicant serves notice under Section
125 of the Act.
The current "deemed refusal" process works well ,
promoting negotiation with applicants to achieve good
outcomes. The new process will enable applicants to
easily serve a notice on the relevant authority, even if the
development is unsatisfactory, which will require relevant
authorities to defend their position.
Council is disappointed to see the State Government
remain steadfast on this matter and the concept remain
a part of the new system.

•

•

•

Zone
Dev

Plan
Zone
1st

consult
Zone
Updated
zone

Business and
Local Centre
Zone

Updated Consultation Comments

'

•

Suburban
Activity Centre
Employment
and Local
Activity Centre

•

•
Dev
Plan
Zone

Community

•

Per previous submission, concerns in relation to the
site located on the south-western corner of Main North
Road and Gordon!Tiver Road intersection. The Gawler
Development Plan contains very specific policy in
regards to this site due to a complex Development Plan
Amendment which took place to facilitate a car
dealership. This area originally formed part of Council's
Rural Zone and forms part of a buffer leading into the
Town of Gawler. Council this land is not simply sold off
and the benefits which were promised to our
community to be unrealised .
The Gawler Development Plan contains localised policy
in some instances where site contamination is
probable. Include policy which endeavours to
determine if site contamination issues exist and require
remediation particularly in instances where more
sensitive land uses are being proposed. Note current
consult on 'Site Contamination Assessment' Practice
Direction.
Welcome the increased focus on a centres 'hierarchy'
per current Development Plan intent, in particular the
new Local Activity Centre Zone
Per previous submission, concerns that 'shop' is the
only 'Restricted' class of development. Policy could be

Zone
1st

Updated Consultation Comments

Community
Facilities

consult
Zone
Updated
zone
Dev
Plan
Zone

Community
Facilities
Deferred Urban

1st

Deferred Urban

•

•

Per previous submission, include the following policy in
relation to land division "Land division should not be
undertaken, other than for the purposes of
consolidating allotments into larger allotments, or
undertaking minor boundary re-alignments that do not
result in the creating of allotments less than 4 hectares
in area".

Per previous submission, 'wrecking yard' is listed as
restricted, however there is no land use definition within
the Code. This needs to be defined in Part 7 to avoid
any confusion with categorisation of development.
Welcome the addition of public notification table detail
Whilst the introduction of the 'Interface Management
Overlay' is welcomed, it has not been applied to the
areas adjacent the proposed Employment or Strategic
Employment Zone. Recommend expansion of the
intent of this overlay to seek to mitigate impacts of
industry-type uses on adjoining sensitive uses, as well
as providing design requirements for new sensitive
uses.
Whilst the introduction of the 'Interface Management
Overlay' is welcomed, it has not been applied to the
areas adjacent the proposed Employment or Strategic
Employment Zone. Recommend expansion of the
intent of this overlay to seek to mitigate impacts of
industry-type uses on adjoining sensitive uses, as well
as providing design requirements for new sensitive
uses.

consult
Zone

Updated
zone

Deferred Urban

Dev
Plan
Zone

District
Commercial and
Light lndust[Y

•

1st

Suburban
Employment

•
•

consult
Zone

Updated
zone

Employment

Dev

General lndustrv

Plan
Zone
1st

•

Employment

consult
Zone

Updated
zone

Strategic
Employment

Dev
Plan
Zone

Neighbourhood
Centre and
Neighbourhood
Centre
(Evanston
Gardens}

strengthened to better safeguard this desire particularly
as the restricted list is essentially non-existent.
Current Development Plan zoning seeks to keep shops
in this zone under 250m2 however 1000sqm proposed.

•
•

Support the continuance of policy that only anticipates
housing in conjunction with non-residential
development has been retained for other centres and
main streets.
Welcome the increased focus on a centres 'hierarchy'
per current Development Plan intent.

Updated Consultation Comments

Zone
1st

consult
Zone

Suburban
Activity Centre
and Community
Facilities

Updated
zone

Suburban
Activity Centre
and Community
Facilities

Dev
Plan
Zone

O12en S12ace

1st

Open Space

consult
Zone

•

Whilst there are several Performance Outcomes which
seek to address previous concerns regarding
advertisement hoarding, building siting and design,
publ ic realm design outcomes and landscaping , it is
considered that the associated Deemed to Satisfy/
Designated Performance Features do not give
adequate guidance as to how these concerns
can/should be addressed.

•

Welcome inclusion of PO 2.3 regarding development
being sited and designed to be compatible with
conservation and enhancement of natural environment,
however recommend further policy which protects
existing and established natural features and native
flora and fauna.
Per previous submission, seek to include policy which
promotes active modes of travel to and from these
space as well as the creation and extension of linkages
across linear networks.

•

Updated
zone

Open Space

Dev
Plan
Zone

Recreation

1st
consult
Zone

Recreation

Updated
zone

Recreation

Dev
Plan
Zone

Residential

•
•
•

Evanston/ Evanston
Park,
Gawler East
Residential, Gawler
West Residential ,
Hillier Road
Residential,
Willaston
Residential Policy
Areas

1st
consult
Zone

General
Neighbourhood

Updated
zone

General
Neighbourhood

•

•

•

Welcome inclusion of 'racecourse and associated
activities' as an envisage land use within DTS/DPF 1.1
which is further elaborated upon in PO 1.5.
Welcome additional policy regarding landscaping to
achieve high visual amenity along public roads and
open spaces (PO 2.1)
However and per previous submission , seek to include
policy which seeks to utilise larger areas for valuable
environmental outcomes, particularly in relation to the
treatment and harvesting of stormwater.

Re-iterate concerns that land division is deemed-tosatisfy, and that the only overlay that excludes this
assessment pathway is the 'Environment and Food
Production Overlay' . Land division should not follow an
assessment pathway where the following overlays
apply as a minimum:
Historic Area
0
Heritage Adjacency
0
0
Historic Area
Local Heritage Place
0
State
Heritage Place
0
Hazards (all)
0
Native Vegetation
0
Concerns that 'shop' is the only listed restricted class of
development.
Welcome clarification regarding publ ic notification
triggers.
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Zone

I

Dev
Plan
Zone
1st

consult
Zone

Updated
zone

Residential
Evanston Gardens/
Evanston South/
Hillier

•

•

General
Neighbourhood

Master planned
Neighbourhood
Zone

•
Dev
Plan
Zone

1st

consult
Zone
Updated
zone

Residential
Gawler South
Residential ,
Wheatsheaf policy
Areas

•
•

Residential
Neighbourhood
Rural
Neighbourhood

•

Dev
Plan
Zone

Residential
(Gawler East}

1st

General
Neighbourhood

consult
Zone
Updated
zone

Master Planned
Neighbourhood

-

-

---- ---- ---~---

---

~

-----

Updated Consultation Comments

•

Concur with the proposed change in Zoning to Master
Planned Neighbourhood, given this one is proposed for
greenfield development areas.
Note the proposed Accepted assessment pathway for
dwellings which comply with an approved building
envelope plan. Code was marketed as a 'one-stopshop' for the planning system, however Building
Envelope Plans do not appear to be proposed to be
consolidated into the Code. Concerns that this will
result in uncertainty for applicants and relevant
authorities if these Building Envelope Plans are not
consolidated into the Code or mapped on SAPPA.
Welcome inclusion of Evanston Gardens/ Evanston
South/ Hillier Concept Plan
We welcome the inclusion of the TNV for minimum
allotment sizes which is consistent with the current
Development Plan policy.
However, Council has concerns with the Zone's new
title 'Rural Neighbourhood'. This new title is considered
misaligned with the true character of these areas,
which are entirely residential in nature. In order for a
Zone to include the term 'Rural' it should essentially
provide for hobby farming options within a rural setting.
It is however noted there is an emphasis on residential
amenity rather than farming activities.
In regards to 2000m2 allotments, it is the opinion of
Council that land division to this extent effectively
extinguishes 'Rural' style living by superseding it with
suburban style residential development. This view has
been informed by planning literature 'Understanding
Residential Densities: A pictorial Handbook of Adelaide
Examples' as well as by qualitative research.
Concern regarding a Deemed-to-Satisfy pathway for
dwellings in this Zone. This Zone has been applied in
the Residential (Gawler East) Zone which is subject to
undulating topography. Whilst Council's indicated
support for this Zone replacing the Residential (Gawler
East) Zone as per of its previous submission, this
commentary was made based on the existence of a
'Sloping Land Overlay' which would exclude dwellings
from being a Deemed-to-Satisfy form of development.

-

--------

I

Zone

l

-

-

-

------

---

•

•

•

Dev
Plan
Zone

Residential
(Gawler East}

•
•

Local Centre Policy
Area

1st
consult
Zone
Updated
zone

General
Neighbourhood

Dev
Plan
Zone

Residential
(Gawler East}

1st
consult
Zone

Suburban
Activity Centre

- ----

-

-

-
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-
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-

Updated Consultation Comments
The policy contained within this Overlay has been
deleted from the current consultation version of the
Code and included within the Design in Urban Areas
general development policies. Under a Deemed to
Satisfy of Accepted assessment pathway, these
policies are not called in by the relevant assessment
tables .
The removal of the Sloping Land Overlay is of concern .
Previous submission sough for this overlay to apply
across the entire area currently identified as the
Residential (Gawler East) Zone within the Gawler
Development Plan. This is in order to promote better
design outcomes and encourage development to work
with the lay of the land.
Irrespective of the above, the Code was marketed as a
'one-stop-shop' for the planning system, however
Building Envelope Plans do not appear to be proposed
to be consolidated into the Code. Concerns that this will
result in uncertainty for applicants and relevant
authorities if these Building Envelope Plans are not
consolidated into the Code or mapped on SAPPA.
Currently retaining walls and fences exceeding 2.8m
(i.e. 1m high retaining wall and 1.8m fence) trigger
Category 2 public notification within the Residential
(Gawler East) Zone. However retaining walls to a
height of 1.5m are proposed to be Accepted (no
planning assessment) within this Zone. Concerns are
raised regarding the potential amenity impacts of
retaining wall of this height on neighbouring properties.
A planning assessment is considered to be warranted,
and thus retaining walls should not have a deemed tosatisy pathway.
Welcome inclusion of Gawler East Concept Plan
Welcome re-introduction of the new Local Activity
Centre Zone, noting that both the current Local Centre
Policy Area and proposed Local Centre Zone envisage
residential development in conjunction with nonresidential development.

Local Activity
Centre

Mixed Use Centre
Policy Area

•

The intent of the Emerging Activity Centre Sub Zone is
acknowledged, and it is considered that the proposed
sub-=zone is a better fit than the previously proposed
Suburban Activity Zone. However there are concerns
that the development of dwellings within this sub-zone
may be limited due to the working of the Policy.

-

Zone
Updated
zone

Master Planned
Neighbourhood

Updated Consultation Comments

•

Emerging Activity
Centre Sub Zone

•

Dev
Plan
Zone

Residential
(Hills)

1st

General
Neighbourhood

consult
Zone

•
•

Updated
zone

Hills
Neighbourhood

Dev
Plan
Zone

Residential
Historic
(Conservation)
Zone

•

•

Gawler East
Residential Historic
(Conservation)
Policy Area
1st

consult
Zone
Updated
zone

Suburban
Neighbourhood

Established
Neighbourhood

•
•

It is unclear whether in all cases where the term
"Activity Centre" is referenced, whether this is defined
as "in relation to the Emerging Activity Centre Subzone
in the Master Planned Neighbourhood Zone, either:
0
an allotment identified for the purposes of an
activity centre on an authorised land division
application under the Planning, Development and
Infrastructure Act 2016
an activity centre nominated on a Concept Plan in
0
Part 12 of the Code "
The current intent of the policy area seeks for "a
functional and diverse zone accommodating a mix of
commercial, retail, recreation, community, residential,
office, consulting rooms and education uses". However
the proposed Desired Outcome is listed as "Activity
centres, employment, and community services make
neighbourhoods a healthy and convenient place to
live." There is concern that the overarching residential
nature of the zone may be lost.
Welcome the re-introduction of a Zone with inherent
policy which considered sloping land.
However, the minimum allotment size TNV proposed
for this Zone should be reconsidered given the
topography of the land. Further, the proposed 300-sqm
minimum allotment sizes is at variance with the Desired
Outcome for the Zone which seeks for low density
housing.
Additionally, this minimum allotment size is not
currently contained within the Residential (Hills) Zone
delineated within the Gawler (CT) Development Plan.
Request removal of these TNVs per previous
submission .
Welcome inclusion of Gawler East Concept Plan
Welcome the introduction of a zone which seeks for
new development to be sympathetic to existing patterns
of development.
Recommend the following amendments to the Historic
Area Statement:
Architectural styles , detailing and build form
0
features:
• Smaller scale early cottage hipped and
gable roof forms with ridge parallel to the
street.
Setting , landscaping, streetscape and public realm
0
features:
• Unique angled street layout north of Lyndoch
Road, which rises to the east, with Edith

Zone

Updated Consultation Comments

I

•

and Blanch Street connected by Short
Street.
Concerns that proposed TNVs do not align with existing
policy. Recommend the following TNVs for the part of
the area north of Lyndoch Road per current Gawler
East Residential Historic (Conservation) Policy Area
..
prov1s1ons:
0
Max building height: 1 level
0
Side and rear setbacks: 1.5m
Specific TNVs for Detached dwellings:
0
Min site area 750sqm
Min frontage 15m
Max site coverage 40%
0
Specific TNVs for Semi-D, Row or Group
dwellings:
■
Min area 400sqm
Min frontage 9m
■
Max site coverage 30%
■
■
■

■

Dev
Plan
Zone

Residential
Historic
(Conservation}
Zone
Gawler South
Residential Historic
(Conservation)
Policy Area

1st
consult
Zone
Updated
zone

•
•

Suburban
Neighbourhood
Established
Neighbourhood

Welcome the introduction of a zone which seeks for
new development to be sympathetic to existing patterns
of development.
Recommend the following amendments to the Historic
Area Statement:
0
Architectural styles , detailing and build form
features:
■
Semi-detached and row cottages with
simple floor plans and symmetrical
frontage.
■
Simple, small span cottage style roofs
generally evident with ridges parallel to the
street. Parapets to cottages.
Setting, landscaping, streetscape and public
0
realm features:
Wide tree lined streets particularly
Eighteenth Street, which incorporates gravel
verges and remnant bluestone/slate kerbing
to define bitumen. Night Cart lanes
alignment and widths are of significance.
Concerns that proposed TNVs do not align with existing
policy. Recommend the following TNVs per Council's
previous submission and per current Gawler South
Residential Historic (Conservation) Policy Area
Max building height 2 storeys - only to apply in Railway
Station Precinct. This precinct is mapped in the Gawler
(CT) Development Plan as Figure ResH(C)/3
Max building height 1 storey for balance of Policy Area
■

•

•
•

Zone
Dev
Plan
Zone

Residential
Historic
(Conservation)
Zone
Light Residential
Historic
(Conservation)
Policy Area

1st

consult
Zone
Updated
zone

Updated Consultation Comments

•
•

Suburban
Neighbourhood

Established
Neighbourhood

•

Dev
Plan
Zone

Residential
Historic
(Conservation)
Zone
Willaston
Residential Historic
(Conservation)
Policy Area

1 st

consult
Zone
Updated
zone

Suburban
Neighbourhood

Established
Neighbourhood

•
•
•

Welcome the introduction of a zone which seeks for
new development to be sympathetic to existing patterns
of development.
Recommend the following amendments to the Historic
Area Statement:
Eras, themes and context:
0
■
Residential, commercial, public and
ecclesiastical buildings developed
predominantly between 1839 to 1940, with
some later Federation and Bungalows
(Jerningham Street).
Architectural
styles , detailing and build form
0
features:
■
Simple symmetrical double fronted cottages
and villas, constructed to suit the sloping
land surrounding the Church Hill State
Heritage Area.
■
Roof pitches in the order of 27 degrees to 35
degrees. Variety of roof forms including
simple small span gable and hipped to early
cottages; 'M' roof forms with ridges parallel
to the street; villa with typical projecting
gable; larger span and higher Gambrel roof
Concerns that proposed TNVs do not align with existing
policy. Recommend the following TNVs per Council's
previous submission and per current Light Residential
Historic (Conservation) Policy Area
Maximum single storey dwellings unless lower
0
level constructed into the hill face
Welcome the introduction of a zone which seeks for
new development to be sympathetic to existing patterns
of development.
Welcome the reduction in the building height TNV from
two storeys to single storey per Council's previous
submission
Per Council's previous submission, Limited Land
Division Overlay or Minimum Allotment Size TNV could
apply to reflect current policy that no division of
allotments (creation of new allotments or substantial
realignment) should occur

Updated Consultation Comments

Zone
Dev
Plan
Zone

Residential
Historic
(Conservation)
Zone
Willaston (Redbanks
Road) Residential
Historic

(Conservation)

•
•

•

Policy Area
1st

consult
Zone
Updated
zone

Suburban
Neighbourhood

Established
Neighbourhood

Dev
Plan
Zone

Residential Park
& S12ecial Uses

1st

Caravan and
Tourist Park

consult
Zone

•

Welcome updated spatial application of Residential
Park Zone in line with Council's submission

•

Welcome the introduction of TNVs which identify the
Affected Area per Council's previous submission
Whilst the removal of the Limited Land Division Overlay
is in line with Council's previous submission (which had
concerns that all land division would become
Restricted) there are concerns that current policy is not
strong enough to discourage land divisions which do
not satisfy the minimum allotment size TNVs. Currently
such development would be assessed as a NonComplying form of development.
Per previous submission, recommend the inclusion of
policy which provides appropriate guidance in terms of
frontage minimums. The Gawler Development Plan
seeks for frontages to be not less than 33 1/3 percent
of the average depth of an allotment, this approach
should be considered. This could be achieved through
the Minimum Frontage TNV.
Whilst the Fact Street regarding 'Rural Value Adding
Developments' is acknowledged, per previous
submission, further guidance around the concept of
'Value Adding' is requested.

Caravan and Tourist
Park Precinct

Updated
zone

Residential
Park & Caravan
and Tourist
Park

Dev
Plan
Zone

Rural

1st

Rural

•

consult
Zone

Updated
zone

Welcome the introduction of a zone which seeks for
new development to be sympathetic to existing patterns
of development.
Welcome the reduction in the building height TNV from
two storeys to single storey per Council 's previous
submission
Per Council's previous submission, Limited Land
Division Overlay or Minimum Allotment Size TNV could
apply to reflect current policy that no division of
allotments (creation of new allotments or substantial
realignment) should occur

Rural

•

•

Updated Consultation Comments

Zone
Dev
Plan
Zone

Rural Living

1st

Rural Living

•

Per previous submission, recommend the inclusion of
policy which provides appropriate guidance in terms of
frontage minimums. The Gawler Development Plan
seeks for frontages to be not less than 33 1/3 percent
of the average depth of an allotment, this approach
should be considered. This could be achieved through
the Minimum Frontage TNV.

•

Council is supportive of the Zone's revised spatial
application. This is considered more aligned with
current zoning provisions as well as with current land
uses.
Wish to reiterate for the removal of consulting room as
an envisaged use for the Zone. This is currently noncomplying within the Special Use Zone in the Gawler
Development Plan. Although it is appreciated that
health care facilities may morally align with a
community facilities Zone it may in fact be contrary to
the zones desires and objectives.
Seek to include additional adverse land uses to the list
of Restricted Development. At present the Desired
Outcome seeks for the zone to be predominantly used
for community use, however policy could be
strengthened to better safeguard this desire particularly
as the restricted list is essentially non-existent.
Include policy which seeks to promote inclusion of
greenspaces and appropriate landscaping to
complement community facilities.
Although located within the Historic Area Overlay,
Council is supportive of the work which has taken place
in terms of Historic Area Statements to support areas
such as the Gawler Town Centre.
Per previous submission, seek to include a Technical
and Numeric Variation to limit building heights to 2
storeys or 9 metres to further align with existing policy
(Current Objective 10(d) of the Town Centre Historic
Conservation Zone). Council have previously
undertaken an impact analysis regarding potential uplift
which has identified significant infrastructure
augmentation to support any significant uplift. Hence
Council seek support for a like-for-like transition, with
any further uplift proposal undertaken via a code
amendment which considers the provision of
infrastructure to support such an uplift.
Supportive of Land Division being removed from the
Deemed-To-Satisfy table.
Supportive of the Deemed to Satisfy exception being
included for advertisements within the zone where a
Historic Area Overlay applies.
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Zone

Updated Consultation Comments
•

•

•

•

•

Consideration must be given to how the Car Parking
Fund will be implemented under the Code. There is no
mention of it under Assessment Provisions and how it
is considered as part of a Code-based assessment.
Whilst both the Town Centre Light Policy Area and the
Town Centre Gawler South Policy Area are currently
both within the Town Centre Zone, the current
objectives within the Zone identify the Town Centre
Gawler South Policy Area as being of a scale and
intensity with is secondary to and complements the
Town Centre Light Policy Area due to its proximity to
residential zones. Additionally, the Mixed Use Zone is
currently identified as being of subordinate to the Town
Centre, and of smaller scale. This localised policy is
lost with all three proposed to transition to Township
Main Street Zone . There is concern that the scale and
intensity of development can now be consistently be
applied across both Policy Areas.
Recommend the following amendments to the Mixed
Use Historic Area Statement:
o Architectural styles , detailing and build form
features :
■
Early symmetrical cottages, generally
elevated from the street frontage with
minimal to generous setbacks, parapet end
walls and small span simple hipped or
gable roof forms with parapet ends and
ridge parallel to the street.
Recommend the following amendments to the Town
Centre Gawler South Historic Area Statement:
o Architectural styles , detailing and build form
features :
■
Other semi-detached dwellings, cottages
and detached villas incorporate modest
detailing.
■
Semi-detached residential buildings with
short span hipped or gable roof forms and
rear lean-to roofs; ridge typically parallel to
Adelaide Road with many projecting gables
as paired bookends to each building.
Decorative parapets facing the street and
end gable parapets.
Recommend the following amendments to the Light
Town Centre Historic Area Statement:
o Setting, landscaping, streetscape and public
realm features:
■
The topography and natural features of the
locality including the rising ground at Church
Hill and Gaw/er East {which flank either side
of the Town Centre), Julian Terrace with
the park setting to the west and the form
of the North and South Para Rivers and their
confluence.

Overlay
Advertising Near
Signalised
Intersections Overlay
Airport Building Height
(Aircraft Landing
Areas) Overlay

Updated Consultation Comments

•

No further comment

•

Per previous submission, recommend this overlay be
applied to areas surrounding Gawler Hospital Helipad (as
per current Development Plan provisions) and the
Adelaide Soaring Club.

Airport Building
Heights (Regulated)
Overlay

•

Per previous submission, recommend this overlay be
applied to areas surrounding Gawler Hospital Helipad (as
per current Development Plan provisions) and the
Adelaide Soaring Club.

Affordable Housing
Overlay

•

Welcome the application of the Affordable Housing
Overlay in the Master Planned Neighbourhood Zone and
Residential Park Zones in line with current policy within
the Development Plan
Concerns regarding DTS/DPT 4.1 which allows of O car
parking spaces to be provided in the following
circumstances: "dwelling within a building which
incorporates dwellings located above ground level within
400m of a public transport stop, bus interchange, O-Bahn
interchange, passenger rail station or tram station
measured from the closest point of the relevant building
and the closest stop or any platform(s), shelter(s) or
stop(s) where people congregate for the purpose of
waiting to board a bus, tram or train, but does not include
areas used for the parking of vehicles". It is considered
that this could result in off-street parking congestion if
there is no requirement for the provision of any car
parking in these circumstances .

•

Defence Aviation Area
Overlay
Future Road Widening
Overlay
Hazards (Bushfire General Risk) Overlay

•

No further comment

•

No further comment

•

There appears to have been a like for like transition for
bushfire and planning issues in the new Planning Design
Code and overlays.
There have been no major or structural changes to the
Planning Design Code regarding clarification of the
different types of bushfire zoning (planning zones,
bushfire management zones including defendable space,
asset protection, bushfire buffer and strategic risk
management zone. Council's comments per its previous
submission still stand.
With climate change already causing major bushfire
impacts to landscapes and community vulnerability, there
is an urgent need to review the role of planning and how it
impacts with, zoning subsequent fire management zones
and community expectations.

•

•

Overlay

Updated Consultation Comments

•

•

•

•

It is strongly recommended that there be a structured
timeframe to prepare a detailed Practice Guideline for
Bushfire and Planning that will include consultation with
councils and community.
Post 2000 examples of land divisions in and adjacent to
native vegetation and high fire risk locations demonstrate
the need to tackle the bushfire and planning issue as a
matter of priority.
The guide: Bushfire Protection in South Australia for the
1970s recognised the risk of bushfire on small townships,
on the outskirts of large townships and to urbanised
communities in forested environments. described that "the
preparation of a typical township protection plan involves:
Defining a major perimeter fuel break around
0
the town . Existing natural features may be
incorporated into the plan and where
necessary, improved upon and linked by
construction of special breaks. And
Reducing Fuel outside the perimeter break but
0
adjacent to it"
These recommendations from the thinking 50 years ago
recognise the need for what we now identify as an asset
protection zone or strategic risk management zone close
to the built assets with further fuel reduced bushfire buffer
extending beyond.

Hazards (Bushfire Medium Risk) Overlay

•

As above

Hazards (Bushfire High Risk) Overlay

•

As above

Hazards (Bushfire Urban Interface)
Overlay

•

As above

Hazards (Flooding)
Overlay

•
•

•

The overlays do not provide any attribute information (i.e .
unable to click on any flood area and receive existing flood
level and existing flood hazard category information).
Given this lack of attribute info (including predicted flood
depths) it is unclear how development could achieve the
minimum 300mm above the predicted flood level Deemedto-Satisfy criteria outlined within DTZ/DPT 2.1 without
undergoing a performance assessment and internal
referral to Council engineering departments.
Confirm requested as to whether the Tonkin flood
modelling is the existing case 1 in 100-year event. It
appears the flood mapping may be showing a long term
development scenario as appears there is a wider extent
of flooding than the Town of Gawler existing case flood
data. If the map is using data from the long term
development scenario, the data should only be referencing
the existing case 1 in 100 year scenario.

Overlay

Updated Consultation Comments
•

•

•

Historic Area Overlay

•
•
•

•

The mapping appears to have combined two flood data
sets into a single layer. Combining data sets is not
supported as both data sets are based on different
modelling and will show different levels of flooding (and
hazard categories) on the same properties around the
Gawler River corridors (i.e. flooding due to the Gawler
River is different to localised flooding due to pits and pipes
being at capacity.).
Concerns that where the flood data has not explicitly been
provided by Council flood modelling, the Hazards
(Flooding - General) Overlay has been applied, This has
resulted in this overlay being applied in areas proposed to
be zoned as Master Planned Neighbourhood Zone and
may have the unintended consequence of pushing
common development into a Performance Assessed
pathway.
Query whether the modelling for the Smith Creek flood
area will be incorporated into the flood mapping.
Welcome transition of Contributory Items into the Code as
Representative Buildings
Guidance required around the "beyond reasonable repair"
test that is proposed to provide demolition control
Per previous submission, recommend the inclusion of
illustrations to support policy and definitions to provide
greater guidance to planners.
Recommend the following changes to the wording of the
below policy:
o DO 1: Historic themes and characteristics are
retained and reinforced through conservation and
contextually responsive development, design and
adaptive reuse that responds to existing coherent
patterns of land division, site configuration,
streetscapes, representative building siting and
built scale, form and features as exhibited in the
Historic Area and expressed in the Historic Area
Statement.
o DTSIDPF 3.1 : Alterations and additions are fully
contained within the roof space of an existing
building with no external alterations made to the
building elevation and form facing the primary
street.
o PO 4.2: Ancillary development, including carports,
outbuildings and garages, is located behind the
building line of the principal building(s), employ a
contextual design approach and are sited to
ensure they do not dominate the primary fafade
and building or its setting.
o PO 4. 3: Advertising and advertising hoardings are
located and designed to complement the building,
be unobtrusive, be below and within the parapet
line, be integrated with and not conceal or

Overlay

Updated Consultation Comments

0

0

0

Key Railway Crossings
Overlay
Limited Land Division
Overlay

•

No further comment

•

Removal of Limited Land Division overlay will result in
land division which does not satisfy the minimum
allotment size TNV being Performance Assessed
Welcome inclusion of TNVs which reflect the "Affected
Area"

•
Local Heritage Place
Overlay

obstruct significant architectural elements and
detailing, or dominate the building or its setting.
PO 4. 4 Fencing and gates closer to a street
boundary (other than a laneway) than the elevation
of the associated building are consistent with the
traditional period, materials, height, style and form
of the associated building and designed not to
obscure views of the associated building.
PO 5. 1 Land division creates allotments that are:
compatible with the surrounding pattern of
subdivision in the historic area of a dimension to
accommodate buildings and ancillary
development, including carports, outbuildings
and garages, of a bulk and scale that reflect
existing buildings and setbacks in the historic area
PO 6. 1 The width of driveways and other vehicle
access ways are consistent with the prevailing
width and number of existing driveways per
allotment of the historic area.

•

•
•

•

Welcome introduction of Heritage Adjacency Overlay
which addresses concerns previously raised in Councils
submission regarding development in proximity to a Local
Heritage Place.
Per previous submission, need to define the qualifications
of a 'suitably qualified heritage expert'.
Per previous submission, request to include illustrations
to support policy and definitions to provide greater
guidance to planners.
Recommend the following changes to the wording of the
below policy:
PO1.1 The form of new buildings, additions and
0
structures maintains the heritage values of the Local
Heritage Place.
PO 1.3 Design and architectural detailing (including
0
but not limited to roof pitch and form, openings,
chimneys, materials and verandahs) maintains the
heritage values of the Local Heritage Place, without
replication.
PO 1.6 New buildings and structures are not placed
0
or erected between the primary or secondary street
boundaries and the fac;ade and return side walls
and verandahs visible from the street of a Local
Heritaqe Place.

Overlay

Updated Consultation Comments
0

0

0

0

PO 2.2 Adaptive reuse and revitalisation of Local
Heritage Places to support their retention in a
manner that respects and references the original
use of the Local Heritage Place.
PO 3. 1 Ancillary development, including carports,
outbuildings and garages, complements the heritage
values of the Local Heritage Place, and employ a
contextual design approach.
PO 3. 3 Advertising and advertising hoardings are
located and designed to complement the Local
Heritage Place, be unobtrusive, be below and within
the parapet line, be integrated with and not conceal
or obstruct significant architectural elements and
detailing, or dominate the building or its setting.
PO 4. 1 Land division creates allotments that:
(a) maintain the heritage values of the Local Heritage
Place, including setting
(b) are of a dimension and shape to accommodate
new development that reinforces and is compatible
with the heritage values of the Local Heritage Place.

Major Urban Transport
Routes Overlay

•

Per previous submission, given many of the Deemed-ToSatisfy criteria relate to the speed of the road (i.e. to
determine spacing for crossovers etc.) the online
Planning Atlas should be updated to identify the speed
limits for DPTI controlled roads.

Native Vegetation
Overlay

•

Per previous submission:
Concern regarding the spatial application of the
0
Native Vegetation Overlay as it captures built up
residential areas and existing town centre areas.
This will restrict a lot of development from being
Deemed-To-Satisfy where it is very unlikely that
there are areas of remnant Native Vegetation .
Conflict still exists between the Regulated Trees
0
Overlay and the Native Vegetation Overlay.
Clarification required as to when each overlay would
prevail over the other.
There should be a more stringent requirement to
0
locate land divisions, tourism facilities occupied
developments and critical vulnerable infrastructure
on land that is substantially already cleared. The
bushfire measures including the 20 metre
defendable space, potential need for an asset
protection zone and bushfire buffer zone to be
incorporated into the assessment.

Noise and Air
Emissions Overlay
Non-stop Corridors
Overlay

•

No further comment

•

No further comment

Overlay
Prescribed Water
Resource Areas
Overlay
Prescribed
Watercourses Overlay
Prescribed Wells Area
Overlay
Regulated Tree Overlay

Updated Consultation Comments

•

No further comment

•

No further comment

•

No further comment

•

Welcome the reintroduction of the flowing provisions per
Council's previous submission:
Protection of Regulated trees with the following
0
attributes:
■
Whether the tree is indigenous to the locality
■
Whether the tree provides an important
habitat for native fauna
Protection of Significant trees with the following
0
attributes:
■
Whether the tree is part of a wildlife corridor
or a remnant area of native vegetation
■
Whether the tree is important to the
maintenance of biodiversity in the local
environment.
Note the introduction of the Urban Tree Canopy Overlay
which seeks to address Council's previous comments
regarding the climate change adaption role of trees
Per previous submission, recommend that 'all reasonable
development options and design solutions' should be
considered for tree damaging activity to Regulated as well
as Significant trees.
PO 1.3 should apply to Regulated Trees, not just
Significant Trees.

•

•

•
Sloping Land Overlay

•
•

State Heritage Area
Overlay

•

•
•

Concern that this overlay has been removed. This overlay
provided key design criteria for the management of
development on topographically challenging sites.
Recommend the re-introduction of this Overlay, noting
that is spatial application requires detailed consideration.
Welcome introduction of Heritage Adjacency Overlay
which addresses concerns previously raised in Councils
submission regarding development in proximity to a State
Heritage Place.
Per previous submission, request to include illustrations
to support policy and definitions to provide greater
guidance to planners.
Per previous submission, where a Draft Practice Direction
has been developed to assist with the interpretation of the
Local Heritage Places, Overlay Historic Area Overlay and
Character Area Overlay, no such Practice Direction
appears to have been drafted for the State Heritage Area
or State Heritage Places Overlay. This should be
investigated.

Overlay
State Heritage Place
Overlay
Strategic Infrastructure
Gas Pipeline Overlay

Updated Consultation Comments

•

See above

•

Welcome with the introduction of referral triggers to
Department of Energy and Mining per Council's previous
submission.
The proposed references to up-to-date Safety
Management Studies within the Code is in line with
Council's previous submission
Agree with the proposal so split the overlay to make
reference to pipeline vent facilities

•
•
Traffic Generating
Development Overlay
Urban Transport
Routes Overlay

•

No further comment

•

Per previous submission, given many of the Deemed-ToSatisfy criteria relate to the speed of the road (i.e. to
determine spacing for crossovers etc.) the online
Planning Atlas should be updated to identify the speed
limits for DPTI controlled roads.

Water Resources
Overlay

•

Per previous submission, seek to include policy within the
Overlay which promotes the retention of onsite
stormwater to reduce negative effects on biodiversity,
erosion and issues for downstream properties.

NEW
Heritage Adjacency
Overlay

•

Recommend the following changes to the wording of the
below policy:
0
P02. 1 Land division adjacent to a State or Local
Heritage Place creates allotments that are of a
size, dimension and shape that enables the siting
and setbacks of new buildings from allotment
boundaries so that they do not dominate, encroach
or unduly impact or intrude on the setting of the
Place or diminish its Heritage Value.

NEW
Interface Management
Overlay

•

Potential for this overlay to be applied to the areas
surrounding industrial areas (new Strategic Employment
Zone)

NEW
Stormwater
Management Overlay

•

Recommend that this overlay also apply to properties
within the Rural Living Zone and Rural Neighbourhood
Zone.
Concern that the word 'pervious' is vague. There are
different levels of perviousness (run-off coefficients) for
different surfaces. This will make determining the
percentage of perviousness complicated and may require
an engineering assessment. Given this is a deemed-tosatisfy provision, it appear to be counter-intuitive.

•

NEW
Urban Tree Canopy
Overlay

•

Recommend that this overlay also apply to properties
within the Rural Living Zone and Rural Neighbourhood
Zone.

Overlay

Updated Consultation Comments
•

More detail regarding the proposed offset scheme is
required in order to provide feedback on the suitability of
such a scheme (i.e. would the offset be paid to Council or
SCAP, what is the quantitative amount of the financial
offset, etc.)

The opportunity to comment on matters relating to the State Planning Reforms is greatly
appreciated by Council.
The enormity of this comprehensive undertaking is understood and Council is committed to
supporting a planning system which delivers good planning and design outcomes and , in
addition , preserves the inherent heritage which makes this state unique.
Yours faithfully

Karen Redman
Mayor
Direct l ine: _ _
Email:
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