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1 Purpose
This report has been prepared by Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd on behalf of Pierce Matthews Pty Ltd,
Buckingham Arms Hotel Pty Ltd, GBS Café Pty Ltd and Seymews Nominees Pty Ltd (the Designated
Entity) for consideration by the Minister for Planning and Local Government (the Minister) in adopting
the 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment (the Code Amendment).
The report details the engagement that has been undertaken, the outcomes of the engagement
including a summary of the feedback received, the response to the feedback and any changes made
to the Code Amendment. In addition, the report evaluates the effectiveness of the engagement and
considers whether the principles of the Community Engagement Charter have been achieved.
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2 Introduction
2.1

What is the Code Amendment?

The Code Amendment seeks to change the Planning and Design Code zone that has been spatially
applied to land at 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton (the Affected Area) from the Local Activity Centre
Zone to the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone, with associated changes to Overlays and Technical and
Numeric Variations (TNV).

2.2

Why was this Code Amendment Initiated?

2.2.1 Affected Area
The Affected Area, commonly known as the Buckingham Arms Hotel, comprises eleven (11) contiguous
Certificates of Title consisting of approximately 6,200m 2 bounded by Northcote Terrace and Walkerville
Terrace. The Buckingham Arms Hotel is listed as a Local Heritage Place, with the listing relating to the
external form, materials and detailing of the hotel, excluding later additions and alterations.
The land is currently located in the Local Activity Centre Zone, which envisages shops, offices,
business, health and community facilities that are small in scale; and residential development that does
not prejudice the operation of the envisaged non-residential uses. The current Technical and Numeric
Variation (TNV) over the land provides for a maximum building height of three (3) levels.
Figure 1.
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2.2.2 A Strategic ‘Gateway’ Site
The Affected Area has been identified as a strategic ‘gateway’ site by key State and Local Government
planning strategies, reflecting its location on a major intersection, at the entrance to the Town of
Walkerville Council area and on the edge of the Adelaide Park Lands.
The Inner Metro Rim Structure Plan prepared by the former Department of Planning, Transport and
Infrastructure (DPTI) in 2012 identifies the Affected Area as being within the ‘City Gateway (Robe
Terrace)’, which specifies the following key actions:





Develop the intersection at Northcote Terrace as a gateway to the city with an increased
concentration of activity, quality-built form and public realm, and achieve greater engagement
with the Park Lands
Encourage commercial and home office use at the street level with residential above (4-6
storeys)
Promote strong built form and parking provision at the rear or new infill development.
The current zoning does not reflect this strategic position and places considerable restrictions
of the development of the land as a gateway site.
Inner Metro Rim Structure Plan – Sector Plan 02_Medindie-St Peters

Figure 2.
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In 2020, the Town of Walkerville released ‘A Connected Community – The Town of Walkerville Urban
Masterplan’ (the Masterplan), which included a Structure Plan identifying the Affected Area as an
‘important arrival gateway to the town from the city’.
Figure 3.

Walkerville Structure Plan – relevant area highlighted in red
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The Masterplan provides a vision and direction for development of Walkerville over a 30 to 50-year
period; outlining a range of opportunities, directions and options that aim to reinforce, reinvigorate and
regenerate the town’s urban fabric, increase urban density and create an attractive and vibrant
environment for the community of Walkerville.
Key Objectives and Outcomes of the Masterplan are as follows:
Objectives


Progress the urban character of Walkerville, while recognising its unique history and culture



Increase pedestrian movement and safety, and create an accessible and connected community



Stimulate and encourage retail and economic growth potential



Develop identifiable gateways and entrances into Walkerville

Outcomes


An increased residential density to the southern edge of the Council areas that represents a
gross density of 23-45 dwelling per hectare



Wide range of dwelling types to meet the anticipated population growth, demographic changes
over the next 30 years, fostering the idea of ‘cradle to grave’ communities



Improved Streetscapes including stormwater collection, amenity and biodiversity



Creation of a dynamic urban realm that is focussed on creating a sustainable well connected
community
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2.2.3 Limitation of Current Zoning
It is considered that the ‘Local Activity Centre Zone’ does not reflect the important strategic position of
the Affected Area and places a constraint on future development of the land. An alternate policy
framework is required to facilitate the more appropriate development of the land in a manner that better
reflects the strategic vision for this important gateway site.

2.3

What does the Code Amendment hope to achieve?

The Code Amendment seeks to spatially apply the ‘Urban Corridor (Living) Zone’ to the Affected Area,
together with a Maximum Building Height (Levels) TNV of 6 levels, a Maximum Building Height (Metres)
TNV of 24.5 metres, a Minimum Primary Street Setback of zero (0) metres, and an Interface Height
provision that requires buildings be constructed within a building envelope provided by a 45 degree
plane (as measured from a height of 3 metres above natural ground level at the boundary of an allotment
used for residential purposes within a neighbourhood-type zone).
The proposed zone has been selected as it will facilitate infill development in a mixed-use configuration,
whereby medium density housing will be located above complementary non-residential uses at street
level.
The Code Amendment will facilitate future opportunities for increased residential densities, housing
choice and a revitalised urban realm to enhance the amenity of the locality, which is consistent with the
State and Local strategic visions for the site.
Any redevelopment of the Affected Area will be the subject a future development application, the merits
of which will be assessed by the relevant authority against the relevant provisions of the Planning and
Design Code.

2.4

What were the objectives of the engagement?

The objectives of the engagement were to:


Ensure the community and stakeholders were aware that changes are proposed to the zoning
of the Affected Area, specifically the shift from Local Activity Centre Zone to Urban Corridor
(Living) Zone.



Obtain community and stakeholder input and feedback concerning the proposed Code
Amendment.



Inform participants in the engagement process of the outcome and final decision concerning the
proposal.
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3 Engagement Approach
3.1. Overview
The process for amending a designated instrument (including the process to amend the Planning and
Design Code) is set out in the Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016 (the Act). The Act
requires public engagement to take place in accordance with the Community Engagement Charter.
The Designated Entity prepared an engagement plan (the Engagement Plan) to apply the principles of
the Community Engagement Charter. The purpose of this engagement was to:


Raise community awareness of the proposal to rezone the land.



Inform the community of the desired outcomes and guiding policies contained within the Urban
Corridor (Living) Zone, which has not been previously applied within the Town of Walkerville.



Provide information about the proposed changes and what they will enable/mean for the affected
locality.



Enable the community to seek clarification and provide their feedback regarding the proposal.



Ensure compliance with the Act and the associated Community Engagement Charter.



Establish pathways for communication with the community and stakeholders, including the Town
of Walkerville, State Agencies and Utility providers.



Close the loop for the community to understand the future decision made regarding the Code
Amendment proposal, including how feedback from the consultation process was considered
for incorporation.

The Engagement Plan was prepared in accordance with the Engagement Plan template created by
Holmes Dyer, which has been peer reviewed by an engagement expert.

3.2. Engagement Activities
Pre-engagement


A pre-engagement briefing was held with Town of Walkerville planning staff on 1 October 2021
ahead of the formal engagement period commencing.



The draft Code Amendment was distributed to the Town of Walkerville on 19 October 2021 to
provide the Council additional time to consider the proposal.

Engagement
The formal engagement period commenced on Friday 29 October 2021 and ran until Friday 10
December 2021 (6 weeks).
The engagement involved:


Letters being sent to the owners and occupiers of land considered to be specifically impacted
by the proposed Code Amendment (115 letters in total).



Letters/emails sent to the Mayor and CEO of the Town of Walkerville advising of the proposed
Code Amendment, the commencement of the engagement and offering the opportunity to
provide feedback.



Letters/emails sent to the relevant external stakeholders (LGA, local and federal MPs, State
government agencies and utility providers) advising of the proposed Code Amendment and
offering the opportunity to provide feedback.
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An advertisement in the digital edition of ‘The Advertiser’ for the duration of the consultation
period.



An article in the Town of Walkerville ‘About Town’ publication.



Signage installed on the Affected Area (A1 corflute signage attached at the car park entrance
on Walkerville Terrace and to the fence of the Buckingham Arms Hotel on Northcote Terrace).



Community drop-in sessions on Saturday 13th November 2021 between 10:00am and 12:00pm
and Tuesday 23rd November 2021 between 5:30pm and 7:30pm.



An Elected Member briefing was provided on 1 December 2021.



A Fact Sheet was made available at the Town of Walkerville municipal office, Walkerville Library
and at the community drop-In sessions.



A ‘Frequently Asked Questions’ was made available at the community drop-in sessions, to
provide information additional to the Fact Sheet.



The draft Code Amendment, mapping changes, consultation materials and Engagement Plan
was made available on the PlanSA website.



Hard copies of the Code Amendment were made available at no cost at the Town of Walkerville
municipal office and the Walkerville Library.

To assist interested parties in obtaining further information on the draft Code Amendment, all
documentation and correspondence included the name and direct contact details for the appointed
Holmes Dyer representative (acting for the Designated Entity), and links and QR Codes to the Code
Amendments page on the PlanSA website.
A copy of the engagement material is contained in Attachment 1.

3.3. Mandatory Engagement
The following mandatory engagement requirements have been met:
1. Notice and consultation with Council/s
2. Notice and consultation with the Local Government Association
3. Notice and consultation with Owners and Occupiers of Land which is Specifically Impacted
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4 Engagement Outcomes
4.1

Public Submissions

A total of 13 submissions were received from 10 members of the public.
All submissions were received through the SA Planning Portal, with no submissions received by post.
One submission was sent to the local MP in error and another to the Walkerville Council, with both
submissions subsequently lodged via the portal.

4.2

Other Submissions

In addition to the public submissions, submissions were also received from the following key
stakeholders:


Town of Walkerville



Local Member for Adelaide



APA Group



ElectraNet



Environment Protection Authority



SA Water

The submission received from the Local Member for Adelaide, Rachel Sanderson, also included
comments from 56 community members in response to a brief survey distributed by Ms Sanderson’s
office prior to the engagement commencing (July 2021) and again following commencement of the
engagement period (November 2021). A copy of the survey is included in the attachments. Ms
Sanderson’s office advised that the survey was distributed via a mailout to residents in the southeastern part of Medindie and western parts of Gilberton surrounding the site; and was emailed to all
residents in the electorate as well as targeted residents in Medindie and Gilberton.
The comments indicate that approximately one third of the respondents are supportive of the rezoning,
one third are opposed to the rezoning, and the balance are generally supportive of the Affected Area
being redeveloped but with some reservations about the form this will take and how it will impact the
local area.
Given the names and addresses of the survey respondents have been withheld from the Designated
Entity, it is difficult to ascertain whether the respondents are specifically impacted by the proposed Code
Amendment or more generally impacted, and whether they attended the community drop-in sessions
or lodged a formal submission on the proposal.

4.3

Summary of Key Matters

While there was general recognition that the Affected Area requires rejuvenation due to its ‘run down’
and underutilised state, there were concerns regarding what form this would take under the proposed
Urban Corridor (Living) Zone and the possible impacts on surrounding land.
A summary of the key matters raised in the submissions is provided below.
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Traffic, Access and Car Parking
The intersection between Northcote Terrace and Walkerville Terrace experiences traffic congestion
during peak travel times. There was concern that the scale of development that would result from the
rezoning would exacerbate the existing traffic congestion in the area.
Concern was also raised regarding the location of future access points into the site; as well as the
possibility that future development of the land may result in an over-reliance on local streets for onstreet parking due to the existing parking restrictions along Northcote Terrace and Walkerville Terrace.
Building Height
A number of submissions expressed concern regarding the proposed maximum building height TNVs
(6 levels / 24.5 metres), particularly the potential for the height to be further increased by virtue of the
‘Significant Development Site’ policy in the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone. It was suggested in a number
of submissions that a maximum building height of 3 or 4 levels is more appropriate given the local
context.
Overlooking / Overshadowing
A number of submissions were concerned about the impacts a potential 6+ level building would have
on adjoining residential land, particularly in terms of privacy (overlooking) and overshadowing.
Building Interface Envelope
A number of submissions were concerned that the draft Code Amendment is seeking to apply a building
envelope provided by a 45-degree plane rather than a 30-degree plane, which has the potential to have
a greater impact on surrounding land.
Primary Street Setback
There was some concern that the draft Code Amendment is proposing a 0-metre setback from the
primary streets, which may limit future road widening efforts and greening of the streetscape.
Impact on Heritage / Character
A number of submissions were concerned that the proposed rezoning would allow for a scale of
development that is not in keeping with the character of immediate and wider locality, which comprises
mainly one and two storey buildings, character homes and the local heritage listed Buckingham Arms
Hotel.
Affordable Housing
One submission questioned why the Affordable Housing Overlay hasn’t been applied.
Site Contamination
It was recommended in one submission that site contamination investigations are undertaken to ensure
the land is suitable for residential use.
Disorderly Re-zoning
It was suggested in two (2) submissions that the proposed rezoning is disorderly as it should have
included all land in the Local Activity Centre Zone rather than just the Buckingham Arms Hotel site.
Designated Entity
It has been queried whether the Designated Entity includes all of the owners of the Affected Area.
Zone Selection
A number of submissions felt that the Local Activity Centre Zone should be retained, while others were
generally supportive of the rezoning of the land to Urban Corridor (Living).
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Precedent Setting
Some submissions suggested that the proposed Code Amendment has the potential to set a precedent
for the rezoning of other Local Activity Centre Zones to Urban Corridor (Living).
Significant Trees
One submission expressed concern that the rezoning and subsequent development of the Affected
Area may result in the removal of Significant Trees from the land.
Recent change to Local Activity Centre Zone
It has been suggested that as the Planning and Design Code has only recently come into effect, it is
too soon to contemplate a change in zoning over the land.

A detailed summary of the issues raised in each submission, and the responses to the issues is provided
in Attachment 2.
A copy of the submissions in full is contained in the attachments as follows:
Attachment 3 – Submissions from the Community
Attachment 4 – Submission from MP Sanderson
Attachment 5 – Submission from the Town of Walkerville
Attachment 6 – Submissions from Other Stakeholders

4.4

Post Engagement Changes to the Code Amendment

In response to the matters raised in the submissions, Ekistics acting on behalf of the Designated Entity,
prepared a matrix that summarises the issues raised through the engagement.
No further investigations were required in response to the issues raised, as the Designated Entity
considered that the existing investigations appropriately addressed the matters.
Following review of the draft Engagement Report, the various written submissions received through
engagement, the Designated Entity has formed the view that no changes are required to the Code
Amendment in response to submissions that were received.
A copy of the Designated Entity’s response to written submissions is provided within Attachment 2.
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5 Evaluation of Engagement
To ensure the principles of the Community Engagement Charter (the Charter) are met, an evaluation
of the engagement process for the Code Amendment has occurred.

5.1

Performance Indicators for Evaluation

The minimum mandatory performance indicators have been used to evaluate engagement on the Code
Amendment. These measures help to gauge how successful the engagement has been in meeting the
Charter’s principles for good engagement.
Evaluation of Engagement by Community Members
The minimum mandatory performance indicators required an evaluation of responses from members of
the community on the engagement. This includes an evaluation of whether (or to what extent)
community members felt:
1. That the engagement genuinely sought their input to help shape the proposed Code
Amendment,
2. Confident their views were heard during the engagement.
3. They were given an adequate opportunity to be heard.
4. They were given sufficient information so that they could take an informed view.
5. Informed about why they were being asked for their view, and the way it would be considered.
Drop-In Sessions Overview
The first drop-in session was held on Saturday 13 November 2021 from 10am to 12pm in the Elk Room
of the Buckingham Arms Hotel. The room was set up to facilitate 1:1 and small group discussion, with
round tables with 3 or 4 chairs each spaced out around the room.
The session was attended by a total of 17 people, seven (7) of whom had pre-registered their intention
to attend the session. The majority of the attendees arrived together at 10am and rearranged the seating
in anticipation of a forum or formal presentation. The session was thus run in a question and answers
format, with a representative of Holmes Dyer and Ekistics responding to questions. Additional people
who arrived part way through (as per the intention of the drop-in session) either entered the room and
joined in the discussion or spoke separately to Holmes Dyer representatives in the foyer.
The second drop-in session was held on Tuesday 23 November 2021 from 5:30pm to 7:30pm, also in
the Elk Room of the Buckingham Arms Hotel. The room was again set up to facilitate 1:1 and small
group discussion.
The session was attended by a total of eight (8) people, four (4) of whom had pre-registered their
intention to attend. Of those in attendance, three (3) had also attended the first session. The session
was run as a ‘drop-in’ as intended, with attendees arriving across the 2-hour period and able to speak
1:1 or in small groups of 2 or 3 with an Ekistics or Holmes Dyer representative.
Post Drop-In Session Evaluation
After each community drop-in session, a follow up email was sent to all attendees providing an overview
of the session and including a link and QR Code to an online survey seeking opinions on the
effectiveness of the session and feedback on how future sessions could be improved. The emails were
sent to each attendee individually rather than as a group email to provide a more personalised approach
to the process.
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The first survey (sent after the session on Saturday 13 November 2021) elicited two responses (both
generally positive), while the second survey (sent after the session on Tuesday 23 November 2021)
resulted in no responses, despite reminder emails being sent for each. Due to the low number of
responses an analysis has not been undertaken in the body of this report, however a copy of the survey
responses is provided in the attachments for completeness.
Post-Engagement Letter
Following the close of the engagement period, a letter was sent to all community members (as well as
by email where email addresses had been provided) who had contacted the Designated Entity (via
Holmes Dyer) during the engagement period, attended a drop-in session and/or made a submission on
the proposed Code Amendment. The letter provided:


A ‘What We Have Heard’ summary of the submissions that had been received.



An overview of the next steps in the Code Amendment process.



A link and QR Code to access a survey on the engagement process.

A copy of the post-engagement letter is provided in Attachment 7.
Post-Engagement Survey
A final online engagement evaluation survey was sent to all community members who had attended a
drop-in session, contacted Holmes Dyer during the consultation period, and/or put in a submission. Of
the 21 people sent the survey, five (5) responded (24%).
The post-engagement survey (and the post-drop in session surveys) were created using ‘Survey
Monkey’ and utilised a survey template formulated by Holmes Dyer and peer reviewed by an
engagement expert. The surveys were specifically designed to link back to the Community Engagement
Charter principles.
The engagement surveys and results can be found in Attachment 8.
Evaluation of Engagement by the Town of Walkerville
As part of its written submission on the proposed Code Amendment, the Town of Walkerville provided
feedback on the engagement, summarised as follows:


The community engagement plan was, on balance, prepared in accordance with the Community
Engagement Charter.



Engagement was considered to be genuine by scheduling two community drop-in sessions at
appropriate times to maximise attendance from the community, whilst allowing sufficient time to
prepare a submission.



Engagement was inclusive, but the extent of owners and occupiers who were notified could have
been widened.



While finely balanced, engagement was fit for purpose. The engagement material was customer
focused and excluded overly complex planning jargon.



The lack of visual representation of the eight (8) building levels able to be achieved under the
‘significant development site’ criteria was a significant omission from the consultation
information. The Questions and Answers sheet available at the drop-in sessions and the Code
Amendment documentation does address this to some extent and allows compliance with this
principle of the Community Engagement Charter.



Engagement is somewhat informed and transparent. The material provided was presented in
an easy-to-understand format.



The follow up correspondence received by participants following their attendance at the
community drop-in session illustrated that the engagement was genuinely open to review and
improvement.
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Evaluation of Engagement by the Designated Entity
A further evaluation of the engagement process is required to be undertaken by (or on behalf of) the
Designated Entity. The minimum performance indicators require an evaluation by the Designated Entity
of whether (or to what extent) the engagement:
1. Occurred early enough for feedback to genuinely influence the planning policy, strategy or
scheme.
2. Contributed to the substance of the final draft Code Amendment.
3. Reached those identified as communities or stakeholders of interest.
4. Provided feedback to community about outcomes of engagement.
5. Was reviewed throughout the process and improvements put in place or recommended for
future engagement.
The evaluation of the engagement was undertaken by Nitsan Taylor, Principal Consultant, Holmes Dyer
Pty Ltd on behalf of the Designated Entity.
The results of the evaluation are contained in Attachment 9.

5.2

Evaluation against the Charter principles

The following is a summary of the evaluation of the engagement against the five principles of the
Charter.

Principle 1 – Engagement is genuine
Performance Outcome
People had faith and confidence in the engagement process
Action
A variety of opportunities were provided to participate to genuinely seek input.


Letters were sent to the owners and occupiers of land considered to be specifically impacted by the
Code Amendment.



Signage was placed on the land and notices placed in the ‘About Town’ Council newsletter and the
online edition of The Advertiser to capture people more generally impacted by the Code
Amendment.



Participants were able to view the draft Code Amendment online or in person at the Council office
and were able to seek more information online, in person, via email, or by telephone.



Two (2) community drop-in sessions were held across the engagement period, one on a Saturday
morning (10am-12pm) two weeks into consultation, and the other on a Tuesday evening (5:30pm7:30pm) two weeks before the close of the consultation.
The rationale behind the number and timing of the drop-in sessions was to provide a session early
on in the process to answer any initial questions that people might have, and to provide a second
session toward the end of the process to capture any ‘latecomers’ and to respond to any further
questions from people who had previously engaged in the process.
The sessions were held on different days and at different times to ensure the sessions were
accessible to as many people as possible.
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The sessions were held on-site at the Buckingham Arms Hotel in an informal, unintimidating setting.
Information was presented in an easy-to-understand and accessible language.


All engagement material was based on a suite of documents that had been peer reviewed by a
community engagement expert to ensure they were easy to understand.



A Fact Sheet providing a simplified version of the draft Code Amendment was made available at
the Council office and library.

Those engaging are open to considering change to a proposal as a result of engagement
feedback.


The Designated Entity has genuinely taken into consideration all of the matters raised in the
submissions.

Engagement allowed adequate notice and time for input.


Letters were sent to interested parties ahead of time to ensure they were received prior to the
commencement of engagement.



The engagement period ran for six (6) weeks, which was considered to be sufficient time to enable
people to obtain information on the Code Amendment, absorb it, and seek additional information
where needed.

Survey Results
Evaluation Statement
I feel that the consultation
genuinely sought my input.

Evaluation Statement
I believe I was given adequate
opportunity to provide my
feedback.

Strongly Agree

20%

Strongly Agree
20%

Agree

20%

Agree
80%

Neither Agree
nor Disagree
40%

Neither Agree
nor Disagree
0%

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

20%

0%

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

0%

0%

Summary:
The engagement sought to engage interested parties in a variety of ways and via a number of different
tools and methods. The engagement activities were well thought out and considered the likely needs
of the community. Information on the proposed Code Amendment was carefully designed and peer
reviewed to ensure it was written in simple language. A Fact Sheet and FAQ document were prepared
to provide a more accessible version of the Code Amendment and to pre-empt questions that the
community might ask.
The survey results indicate that the respondents generally felt as through their input had been genuinely
sought. The results strongly indicate (100%) that the respondents felt they were given adequate
opportunity to provide feedback.
It is considered that the engagement has complied with Principle 1 of the Community Engagement
Charter.
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Principle 2 – Engagement is inclusive and respectful
Performance Outcome
Affected and interested people had the opportunity to participate and be heard
Actions
Engagement was tailored to support people of different ages, backgrounds, abilities and
perspectives to participate.


Correspondence was sent via post and email.



A public notice was placed in the online edition of The Advertiser and the ‘About Town’ Council
newsletter to capture a wide range of interested parties.



Information regarding the Code Amendment was made available online and in hard copy at a
number of locations to ensure it was readily accessible to a range of people.



All engagement material was based on a suite of documents that had been peer reviewed by a
community engagement expert to ensure they were easy to understand.



A Fact Sheet providing a simplified version of the draft Code Amendment was made available at
the Council office and library.



Interested parties were invited to call Holmes Dyer directly if they wished to ask questions about
the Code Amendment.



Two community drop-in sessions were held to allow interested parties to speak to someone face to
face in an informal environment.

Effort was made to ensure that those affected or interested were aware of the proposal and
engaged through the most direct means possible.


Direct letters were sent to the owners and occupiers of land considered to be specifically impacted
by the proposal.



Signage was placed on the two road frontages of the Affected Area to capture foot traffic and people
generally impacted by the proposal.



Notices were placed in the ‘About Town’ Council newsletter and the online edition of The Advertiser
to capture people more generally impacted by the Code Amendment.

Comments and views are captured and considered.


All phone calls, emails and formal submissions were logged in a dedicated engagement register.



All phone calls and emails were responded to within 24 hours.



All formal submissions were acknowledged via return email.



All formal submissions were forwarded to the Designated Entity for consideration.
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Survey Results
Evaluation Statement

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

20%

40%

20%

20%

0%

I found it easy to obtain the
information I needed to help me
understand the Code Amendment.

Evaluation statement

Letter

Public Notice

‘About
Town’

Neighbour

Council

Signage

Other

I found out about the proposed
Code Amendment through… (pick
all that apply).

40%

0%

20%

0%

20%

0%

20%

Other

Local Member of Parliament

Evaluation statement

Portal

Telephone

Email

Neighbour

Council

Drop-In

I found out more information about
the proposed Code Amendment
via… (pick as many as apply)

60%

0%

20%

0%

40%

40%

Fact
Sheet

Other

0%

0%

Summary:
The engagement was tailored to capture as much of the community as possible, through the direct
notification of those considered to be specifically impacted by the development and through broader
means to capture the wider community.
All engagement material was carefully designed to be as accessible and easy to understand as
possible. Correspondence was sent by post and email where possible, to ensure information was
received. All correspondence was responded to personally by the Holmes Dyer engagement team
rather than via automated response, and within a timely manner.
The results of the survey indicate that the range of options available for the community to access
information on the Code Amendment were well utilised.
Although not reflected in the survey results, a number of people who attended the community drop-in
sessions advised that they had found out about the proposal through the signage on the land, which
suggests that the signage was an effective tool for capturing passing foot traffic.
It is considered that the engagement has complied with Principle 2 of the Community Engagement
Charter.
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Principle 3 – Engagement is fit for purpose
Performance Outcomes
People were effectively engaged and satisfied with the process
People were clear about the proposed change and how it would affect them
Action
The reach of the engagement was determined based on the extent of the impact of the proposal


Letters were sent to the owners and occupiers of land considered to be specifically impacted by the
proposal.



To reach people generally impacted by the proposal:
o
o
o
o

Suitably sized signage (A1) was placed in prominent locations on the two frontages of the
Affected Area for the duration of the consultation period
a public notice was placed in the online edition of The Advertiser
an article was placed in the online ‘About Town’ newsletter published quarterly by the Council.
Fact Sheets were made available at the Council Civic Centre, library and community drop-in
sessions.

Engagement activities were appropriate to the significance and likely impact of the proposal


Two (2) community drop-in sessions were held across the engagement period, one on a Saturday
morning (10am-12pm) two weeks into consultation, and the other on a Tuesday evening (5:30pm7:30pm) two weeks before the close of the consultation.



The rationale behind the number and timing of the drop-in sessions was to provide a session early
on in the process to answer any initial questions that people might have, and to provide a second
session toward the end of the process to capture any ‘latecomers’ and to respond to any further
questions from people who had previously engaged in the process.



The sessions were held on different days and at different times to ensure the sessions were
accessible to as many people as possible.



The sessions were held on-site at the Buckingham Arms Hotel, which was considered appropriate
in terms of it being the Affected Area, providing an informal non-threatening meeting space and its
accessibility to the community.

Survey Results
Evaluation Statement
The information that was
provided helped me form a
view on the proposal.

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

0%

80%

0%

20%

0%

Summary:
The engagement activities were determined by the extent of the impact of the proposed Code
Amendment. Those considered to be impacted were divided into two groups: specifically impacted
(primarily adjacent land owners/occupiers) and more generally impacted. The properties considered to
be specifically impacted were directly notified of the proposed Code Amendment via letter (copy
provided in Attachment 1), which was drafted in accessible language to ensure it provided a clear
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synopsis of the proposed Code Amendment. Clear advice was provided on how further information
could be obtained and how to lodge a submission, which included a QR Code providing a direct link to
the Code Amendments page of the SA Planning Portal.
To capture those more generally impacted, appropriately sized and designed signage was located on
both frontages of the Affected Area to capture passing traffic. A public notice was also placed in the
digital edition of The Advertiser and an article printed in the Council newsletter.
The two community drop-in sessions were attended by a combination of people specifically impacted
and those more generally impacted, which is a clear indication that the engagement successfully
captured both the immediate and the wider community.
The survey results overwhelmingly indicate that the information that was provided assisted them in
forming a view on the proposed Code Amendment.
It is considered that the engagement has complied with Principle 3 of the Community Engagement
Charter.

Principle 4 - Engagement is informed and transparent
Performance Outcomes
All relevant information was made available and people could access it
People understood how their views were considered, the reasons for the outcomes and the final
decision that was made
Actions
Information about the proposal was provided in a timely fashion and was readily available online
or at request.


Letters were sent to all interested parties in advance to ensure they were received by the start date
of the engagement period.



All information regarding the Code Amendment was available at the Town of Walkerville Municipal
Office, Walkerville Library and on the SA Planning Portal for the duration of the engagement.



Copies of the Code Amendment and Fact Sheet were made available ahead of the start date.

Information was presented in an easy-to-understand language and format.


All documentation was peer reviewed by an independent communication consultant to ensure the
information was presented appropriately.



A Fact Sheet providing a simplified version of the draft Code Amendment was made available at
the Council office and library.

Engagement materials and activities articulate the key drivers for the proposal.


The engagement materials and activities clearly articulated the intention of the proposed Code
Amendment and the possible outcomes for the Affected Area.

Feedback is provided to participants at the end of each stage of engagement and at the end of
the engagement process. Participants are advised how input will be used and the rationale
behind key decisions.
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After each community drop-in session, a follow up email was sent to all attendees providing an
overview of the session and including a link and QR Code to an online survey seeking opinions on
the effectiveness of the session and feedback on how future sessions could be improved.



At the close of consultation, a letter was sent to all community members who had contacted the
Designated Entity (via Holmes Dyer) during the engagement period, attended a drop-in session
and/or made a submission on the proposed Code Amendment. The letter provided a summary of
the submissions that had been received and the next steps in the Code Amendment process. A
copy of the letter is contaiced in Attachment 1.

Survey Results
Evaluation Statement
I understand how my views
will be considered in the
Code Amendment process.

Evaluation Statement
I think the proposed Code
Amendment has been
explained clearly.

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

0%

40%

40%

20%

0%

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

0%

40%

40%

20%

0%

Summary:
The engagement ensured that all information on the proposed Code Amendment was made available
in time for the start of the consultation period and could be obtained by interested parties via a range of
mediums and locations. The engagement material was written with the intended audience in mind, and
was peer reviewed to ensure it was easy to comprehend.
Feedback was provided to participants after each engagement activity, usually within two business days
of completion of the activity while it was still front of mind, and at the close of consultation.
The survey results indicate that the respondents generally felt as though the Code Amendment had
been clearly explained and that there was a fair understanding of how their views would be considered
in the Code Amendment process.
Additional commentary in the survey responses indicates that there is a perception that feedback
provided during the consultation will be largely ignored. It is considered that this perception is not
specific to this engagement process and reflects the more general view that the public has regarding
community consultation processes.
It is considered that the engagement has complied with Principle 4 of the Community Engagement
Charter.
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Principle 5 - Engagement processes are reviewed and improved
Performance Outcome
The engagement was reviewed and improvements recommended
Actions
Engagement plans contain measures of engagement success


The Engagement Plan was prepared in accordance with an approved template that had been peer
reveiwed by an engagement expert to ensure compliance with the Community Engagement
Charter.



The Engagement Plan contained measures of engagment success that have informed this
Engagement Report.

As the engagement plan was implemented, debriefs occur after each engagement activity to
determine if any changes are required.


A debrief was held at the conclusion of the first community drop-in session, which identified the
need to make a number of changes to ensure the second session ran more smoothly.



To reinforce the ‘drop-in’ nature of the second session, an email was sent to those who had
registered their attendance that outlining the purpose of the session and how it would be run.



Additional engagement staff were positioned at the entry to the meeting room to stagger admittance
into the room and explain how the session would be run. Verbal feedback provided from those who
attended indicated that they appreciated the personalised way in which the session was run.

At the conclusion of the engagement process, debriefs occur that identify lessons learned.
These lessons are shared with peers.
A debrief was held with the engagement team that identified the following key learnings from the
engagement process 

Further consideration needs to be given to how potential ‘on the ground’ outcomes of a proposed
Code Amendment can be better communicated to members of the public.



Informal drop-in sessions remain the preferred manner in which to engage the community rather
than a public forum, which can be intimidating and open to undue influence by a select few with
their own agenda.
That being said, it is evident that some people still prefer a more traditional forum where a
presentation is given and attendees are offered the opportunity to ask questions. It is therefore
considered that there might be value in offering both options during an engagement period, so
that people can attend a general presentation about what is proposed and hear what other
people have to say on the matter, and/or attend a drop-in session where they can ask specific
questions in a more informal environment.



It is considered that for a Code Amendment of this scale, a 6-week consultation period is optimal
as it allows enough time for the public to obtain and absorb the relevant information and prepare
a submission. A 6-week timeframe also allows for engagement activities to be staggered at
suitable intervals throughout the consultation period.



Holding two information sessions on different days/times and at different stages of the
engagement period is preferable and verbal feedback provided at the sessions indicated that
people appreciated being given two options.



The post-engagement survey sent after each drop-in session proved to be relatively fruitless.
Nevertheless, it is considered that there is still value in obtaining feedback while the engagement
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activity is still ‘fresh’ in the minds of the attendees. It is considered that further consideration
needs to be given to how this feedback can be captured.


The inclusion of a QR Code on all documentation and signage is a very effective way in which
to provide easy access to information regarding the proposal and associated surveys and will
continue to be included on all engagement materials.

Summary:
The engagement was undertaken in accordance with the Engagement Plan, with no changes made
during the course of the engagement period.
Regular debriefing occurred throughout the engagement period to identify any changes or
improvements that might be required, resulting in only minor refinements being made.
Key learnings from the process have been identified and will be shared with peers to ensure that future
engagement processes continue to be refined, improved and tailored to meet the needs to the specific
community.
It is considered that the engagement has complied with Principle 5 of the Community Engagement
Charter.
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6 Conclusion
6.1

Summary

The proposed Code Amendment seeks to change the zoning applied to the Affected Area at 1
Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton, from Local Activity Centre Zone to Urban Corridor (Living) Zone, with
associated changes to Overlays and Technical and Numeric Variations (TNV).
As part of the process for amending a designated instrument, community engagement has been
undertaken in accordance with the Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016 and the
Community Engagement Charter and a review of the effectiveness of the engagement has occurred.
The effectiveness of the engagement was measured via a post-enagement survey sent to all community
members who participated in the engagement; and an evaluation undertaken by the Holmes Dyer project
lead. In addition, the Town of Walkerville engaged a third party to undertake a complete review of the
engagement process, the findings from which were included in Council’s submission.
On balance, the review indicates that the engagement process was comprehensive, robust and
engaged a range of stakeholders. Each step of the process was designed to ensure that information
about the Code Amendment was readily available, accessible and easily understood by a wide
audience, and this was largely reflected in the survey results.
The submissions that were received were of a very high standard and well-informed, indicating that the
authors had been able to obtain the necessary information on the Code Amendment and - critically –
understand it to a sufficient degree to enable them to form a view and write a comprehensive
submission.
It has therefore been determined that the engagement was undertaken in accordance with the principles
of the Community Engagement Charter.

6.2

Response to Submissions

Acting on behalf of the Designated Entity, Ekistics has prepared a ‘matrix’ that provides a summary of
the various issues raised during engagement on the proposed Code Amendment together with a brief
response to each of the issues and how the Code Amendment has been modified.
The issues raised in the submissions have been reviewed and considered in relation to the zone selection
and scope of the Code Amendment. Responses have been provided where possible, however it is noted
that some concerns cannot be fully addressed at Code Amendment stage as they ultimately relate to the
future development of the land, which is yet to be determined.
The key matters raised in the submissions related to traffic and car parking impacts, the proposed
maximum building height TNVs and potential impact on surrounding land in terms of overshadowing
and overlooking, and the impact on heritage and character.
Following careful review of the draft Engagement Report as well as the various written submissions,
the Designated Entity has formed the view that no changes are required to the Code Amendment.
It is important to note that any future development of the land will require additional investigations and
careful design, and that a subsequent development application will be subject to a detailed assessment
against the relevant provisions of the Planning and Design Code.
Importantly, should the Design Overlay be applied to the land as proposed by the Code Amendment,
the procedural matters for the Overlay require any development over four (4) levels to be referred to
the Government Architect for the provision of expert design advice to the relevant authority on how the
development:
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responds to its surrounding context and contributes to the quality and character of a place;



contributes to inclusiveness, connectivity, and universal design of the built environment;



enables buildings and places that are fit for purpose, adaptable and long-lasting;



adds value by positively contributing to places and communities;



optimises performance and public benefit; and



supports sustainable and environmentally responsible development.

The Engagement Report and Code Amendment Report are finalised for consideration by the Minister.
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7 Refer to the Minister for Planning and Local Government
On 21 January 2022 the Designated Entity approved the Code Amendment and this Engagement
Report to be furnished on the Minister for Planning and Local Government.
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Attachment 1.

Engagement Documents
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{INSERT DATE}

~

w

6

{INSERT NAME}
{INSERT ADDRESS}
{INSERT SUBURB}

Dear Sir/Madam
NOTICE OF CONSULTATION: PROPOSED REZONING (DRAFT CODE AMENDMENT)

CF)

-

~

The landowner Pierce Matthews Pty Ltd, Buckingham Arms Hotel Pty Ltd, GBS Café Pty Ltd

w

...J

0
:::c

1 WALKERVILLE TERRACE, GILBERTON (BUCKINGHAM ARMS HOTEL)

and Seymews Nominees Pty Ltd has released a proposal to re-zone the Buckingham Arms
Hotel site at 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton, for residential and mixed-use purposes. This
rezoning (draft Code Amendment) has now been released for community feedback as
required under the Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016 (the Act).
To help you understand what is proposed and how you can have your say, please see the
attached Notice as required under Regulation 20 of the Planning, Development and
Infrastructure (General) Regulations 2017.
The Notice provides details of the land subject to the re-zoning (draft Code Amendment) and
the proposed zone change released for consultation. The Notice also provides details of
where you can inspect the draft Code Amendment, how you can seek further information
and how to lodge a submission.
Should you have any questions, please contact:
Nitsan Taylor, Principal, Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd
(08) 7231 1889
engagement@holmesdyer.com.au
The draft Code Amendment is on consultation from 29 October 2021 until 5:00pm 10
December 2021. We welcome your written feedback during this time.
Kind Regards,

Nitsan Taylor
Principal, Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd
(on behalf of Pierce Matthews Pty Ltd, Buckingham Arms Hotel Pty Ltd, GBS Café Pty Ltd and Seymews
Nominees Pty Ltd)
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Notice of Code Amendment to Owner or Occupier of Land
Regulation 20 of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure (General)
Regulations 2017
This notice is provided to you as an owner or occupier of land (or owner or occupier
of adjacent land) under section 73(6)(d) of the Planning, Development, and

0
(/)

w

2
...J
0
:c

Infrastructure Act 2016 (the Act) and Regulation 20 of the Planning Development
and Infrastructure (General) Regulations 2017. This Notice relates to land in a
particular zone or subzone which will have a specific impact by a draft amendment
to the Planning and Design Code (the Code Amendment).
What Land Is Impacted
The land proposed to be re-zoned (referred to in the draft Code Amendment as the
‘Affected Area’) has an area of 6200 square metres and is contained within 11
contiguous land parcels located at 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton (as shown in Figure
1 below) and is more commonly known as the Buckingham Arms Hotel.
Figure 1 – Affected Area

Strategic Gateway Site
The Affected Area is identified as a strategic ‘gateway’ site in State and Local
Government Strategies. This is due to it its prominent location at the entry to the Town
of Walkerville and it being on a primary road corridor with high frequency public
transport, and its close proximity to the Adelaide Park Lands.

REF # 0714
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What Change is Proposed

HOLMES DYER

It is proposed to change the zoning of the Affected Area from the Local Activity Centre
Zone to the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone.
The Urban Corridor (Living) Zone seeks to create a mixed-use area with a strong
residential focus and complementary non-residential activities such as shops,
consulting rooms and offices.
The zone allows for medium density housing and buildings of varying heights,
depending on the local context.
In this instance, the draft Code Amendment is seeking a maximum building height of 6
levels / 24.5 metres, which will be applied as a ‘Technical and Numeric Variation’ (TNV)
over the Affected Area.
The zone generally requires any future building(s) on the land to be consistent with this
maximum building height TNV, however the zone also allows the potential for increased
building height on large development sites such as the Affected Area where strict
design criteria relating to management of off-site impacts, design quality, affordable
housing or sustainability features can be met.
Where to Find Out More






Online – The draft Code Amendment documentation can be viewed on the
Plan SA website - please refer to the QR Code and/or website link on the
following page of this letter.
In Person - Hard copies of the draft Code Amendment will be available at no
cost at the City of Walkerville Council Office at 66 Walkerville Terrace,
Gilberton, and the Walkerville Library.
Community Information Sessions - Community drop-in information sessions
will be held on Saturday 13 November 2021 between 10:00am and 12:00pm
or Tuesday 23 November between 5:30pm and 7:30pm at the Buckingham
Arms Hotel.
You must register your interest prior to attending either session via email:
engagement@holmesdyer.com.au.

The Consultation Process
Consultation on the 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton draft Code Amendment will take
place in accordance with the Engagement Plan prepared by Pierce Matthews Pty Ltd,
Buckingham Arms Hotel Pty Ltd, GBS Café Pty Ltd and Seymews Nominees Pty Ltd as
required by the Community Engagement Charter in accordance with the Act.
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Have Your Say
The draft Code Amendment is on consultation from 29 October 2021 until 5:00pm 10
December 2021. We welcome your feedback during this time.
You can lodge a written submission about the changes proposed in this draft Code
Amendment through any of the options below:




Online: via the Plan SA website as per the below link or QR Code.
Email: engagement@holmesdyer.com.au - attention to 1 Walkerville Terrace,
Gilberton draft Code Amendment
In writing: c-/ Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd, Level 3, 15 Featherstone Place, Adelaide
SA 5000 - attention to 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton draft Code
Amendment

I I

HOLMES DYER

A copy of the Engagement Plan for this rezoning and the Community Engagement
Charter can be accessed on the Plan SA website, please refer to the QR Code and/or
website link below.

SUBMISSIONS ARE DUE BY 5:00PM FRIDAY 10 DECEMBER 2021
Useful Links
The Draft Code Amendment can be found via the below link or QR Code.
plan.sa.gov.au/have_your_say/general_consultations

The Engagement Charter that guides consultation on all Code Amendments under
(the Act) can be found via the below link or QR Code.
plan.sa.gov.au/resources/planning/community_engagement_charter

REF # 0714
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HOLMES DYER PTY LTD
ABN: 30 608 975 391
Telephone: 08 7231 1889
Level 3, 15 Featherstone Place
Adelaide SA 5000
<Insert date>

~

w

6
(/)

w

Unit 7, 326 Edgecliff Road
Woollahra NSW 2025

<NAME>
<TITLE>
<ADDRESS 1>
<ADDRESS 2>
<ADDRESS 3>

By Email: <EMAIL ADDRESS>
Dear <NAME>

~

Consultation by Pierce Matthews Pty Ltd, Buckingham Arms Hotel Pty Ltd, GBS Café
Pty Ltd and Seymews Nominees Pty Ltd on the 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton
(Buckingham Arms Hotel) draft Code Amendment

0

Pierce Matthews Pty Ltd, Buckingham Arms Hotel Pty Ltd, GBS Café Pty Ltd and
Seymews Nominees Pty Ltd (the Designated Entity) has now released the 1
Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton draft Code Amendment for consultation as required
under the Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016 (the Act). Consultation
will take place in accordance with the Engagement Plan prepared by the Designated
Entity, as required by the Community Engagement Charter under the Act.

...J

::I:

The draft Code Amendment and supporting information, including the site-specific
engagement plan, can be viewed at
plan.sa.gov.au/have_your_say/general_consultations
A copy of the Community Engagement Charter can be found via the below link/s,
which sets out the engagement principles required for all Code Amendments:
• plan.sa.gov.au/resources/planning/community_engagement_charter
As outlined in the approved ‘Proposal to Initiate the Code Amendment’, and as a
potentially interested party, XXX is invited to make a submission, or provide
comment, on the draft Code Amendment during the 6 week consultation period.
Therefore it is kindly requested that all submissions and comments be received no
later than 5:00pm on 10 December 2021 either through the SA Planning Portal (link
above) or by email to engagement@holmesdyer.com.au or by post to Holmes Dyer
Pty Ltd, Level 3, 15 Featherstone Place, Adelaide, attention to 1 Walkerville Terrace,
Gilberton draft Code Amendment.
Should you have any questions regarding the draft Code Amendment, please contact:
Nitsan Taylor, Principal, Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd
Phone: 7231 1889
Email: engagement@holmesdyer.com.au
Kind regards,

Nitsan Taylor
Principal
On behalf of Pierce Matthews Pty Ltd, Buckingham Arms Hotel Pty Ltd, GBS Café Pty
Ltd and Seymews Nominees Pty Ltd
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HOLMES DYER PTY LTD
ABN: 30 608 975 391
Telephone: 08 7231 1889
Level 3, 15 Featherstone Place
Adelaide SA 5000
Unit 7, 326 Edgecliff Road
Woollahra NSW 2025
19 October 2021

~

Reference: 0714
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Chief Executive
Town of Walkerville
66 Walkerville Terrace
GILBERTON SA 5081

LJ..J

Attention: Kiki Cristol

~

By Email: kcristol@walkerville.sa.gov.au

LJ..J

(./)

..J

0
I

Copy: efricker@walkerville.sa.gov.au

Dear Kiki,

CONSULTATION BY PIERCE MATTHEWS PTY LTD,
BUCKINGHAM ARMS HOTEL PTY LTD, GBS CAFÉ PTY LTD
AND SEYMEWS NOMINEES PTY LTD ON THE 1 WALKERVILLE
TERRACE, GILBERTON (BUCKINGHAM ARMS HOTEL) CODE
AMENDMENT
I write with respect to recent discussions between Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd and the Town
of Walkerville regarding the 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment.
As you are aware, the proponent has provided Council with an early opportunity to
be informed about the Code Amendment. This process commenced with a Council
staff briefing on 1 October 2021, followed with the early distribution of the Code
Amendment and supporting investigations, community engagement plan and fact
sheet to Council, as annexed to this letter.
The draft Code Amendment is provided ahead of the formal consultation period in
good faith and to ensure Council has a genuine opportunity to participate in the
engagement (factoring in matters such as Council agenda preparation and Council
reporting timeframes).
In accordance with sub section 44(6)(a) of the Act, please accept this correspondence
as written invitation for the Town of Walkerville to participate in the consultation on
the 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment.
Public Consultation Period
Pierce Matthews Pty Ltd, Buckingham Arms Hotel Pty Ltd, GBS Café’ Pty Ltd and
Seymews Nominees Pty Ltd will publicly release the 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton
Code Amendment for consultation on 29 October 2021 as required by the Planning,
Development and Infrastructure Act 2016 (the Act).
The consultation will occur for a period of six (6) calendar weeks, closing 10 December
2021.
We take this opportunity to thank Council staff for their interest in the Code
Amendment and assistance in engaging with the local community, including agreeing
to:
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HOLMES DYER

•

Provide the links on the Council website to redirect community members to
the engagement documents on the Plan SA Code Amendments web page;

•

Coordinate an article to be included in the next distributed edition of the
“About Town” newsletter;

•

Display public copies of the Code Amendment and consultation Fact Sheet
(copy attached) at the Council’s Principal Office and Library; and

•

Provide contact details for owners and occupiers of adjacent land.

As required by the Community Engagement Charter under the Act, a copy of the Code
Amendment, supporting information, Engagement Plan and Community Engagement
Charter will be available on the Plan SA website for the community from 29 October
2021 at:
•

https://plan.sa.gov.au/have_your_say/general_consultations

•

https://plan.sa.gov.au/resources/planning/community_engagement_charter

Submission Lodgement Details
Comments should be addressed, Attention to 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton,
Gilberton Code Amendment, and can be made:
•

Online via the Plan SA website (link above)

•

Email to engagement@holmesdyer.com.au - attention to 1 Walkerville
Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment

•

Mail to Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd, Level 3, 15 Featherstone Place, Adelaide, 5000,
attention to 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment.

Should you have any questions regarding the Code Amendment, please contact:
Nitsan Taylor, Principal, Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd
Phone: 7231 1889
Email: engagement@holmesdyer.com.au
Yours sincerely

Nitsan Taylor
Principal, Holmes Dyer
On behalf of Pierce Matthews Pty Ltd, Buckingham Arms Hotel Pty Ltd, GBS Café Pty
Ltd and Seymews Nominees Pty Ltd

Attachments:
1.

20211018_Draft Code Amendment_Buckingham Arms_FINAL (merged)

2.

Gilberton Code Amendment Community_Engagement_Plan-Final

3.

Gilberton Code Amendment_Fact Sheet
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RE-ZONING
(CODE AMENDMENT)
1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton

SUBMISSIONS DUE 5:00PM 10 December 2021

Designated Entity

Pierce Matthews Pty
Ltd, Buckingham
Arms Hotel Pty Ltd,
GBS Café Pty Ltd and
Seymews Nominees
Pty Ltd

Proposal

Re-zoning of land

From
LOCAL ACTIVITY
CENTRE

To
URBAN CORRIDOR
(LIVING)
.______,I

CADASTRE

Re-zoning Details

View the Code Amendment

Pierce Matthews Pty Ltd, Buckingham Arms Hotel Pty
Ltd, GBS Café Pty Ltd and Seymews Nominees Pty Ltd
proposes to re-zone 6,200m2of land at 1 Walkerville
Terrace, Gilberton.

Online

The re-zoning will not impact the Local Heritage listing of
the original Buckingham Arms Hotel.
The land is currently zoned Local Centre Zone. Re-zoning
the land to Urban Corridor (Living) allows for medium
density housing of up to 6 levels or higher where a future
planning application meets strict incentivie criteria. In
addition, the zone supports complementary non-residential
mixed-uses to reflect the site’s strategic gateway position,
e.g. shops, consulting rooms and offices.

Plan SA Website at:
plan.sa.gov.au/have_your_say/general_consultations

In person
Town of Walkerville, 66 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton
SA 5081, and Walkerville Library.

Make a Submission
Online
Plan SA Website at:

Get More Information

plan.sa.gov.au/have_your_say/general_consultations

Community Drop-in Information Sessions -

Email
engagement@holmesdyer.com.au

Buckingham Arms Hotel
Saturday 13 November 2021
10:00am - 12:00pm; and
Tuesday 23 November 2021
5:30pm - 7:30pm

Post
c-/ Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd, Level 3, Reid House, 15
Featherstone Place, Adelaide SA 5000

Register your interest via email:
engagement@holmesdyer.com.au

SUBMISSIONS MUST BE RECEIVED BY 5:00PM 10 DECEMBER 2021
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VATE PARKING AREA
( UNDER PRIVATE PARKING AREAS ACT 1986)

lHE BUCKINGHAM ARMS HOTEL
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HAVE YOUR SAY

1 WALKERVILLE TERRACE , GILBERTON
(BUCKINGHAM ARMS HOTEL) CODE
AMENDMENT

Pierce Matthews Pty Ltd, Buckingham
Arms Hotel Pty Ltd, GBS Cafe Pty Ltd
and Seymews Nominees Pty Ltd has
released the 1 Walkerville Terrace
Gilberton Code Amendment for
consultation as requ ired under the
Planning, Development and
Infrastructure Act 2016.
The Code Amendment proposes to
rezone land at 1 Walkervill e Terrace,
Gilberton from Local Centre to Urban
Corridor (Living) ,

Consultation will take place in
accordance with the Engagement Plan
prepared by Pierce Matthews Pty Ltd ,
Buckingham Arms Hotel Pty Ltd . GBS
Cafe Pty Ltd and Seymews Nominees Pty
Ltd.

The draft Code Amendment and
supporting information can be viewed:
Online

plan.sa.gov.au/have_your_say/general_consultation

In person
Town of Walkerville , 66 Walkerville
Terrace, G1lberton SA 5081 and

0123456ÿ8ÿ9 1

Community Drop-in Information Session
- Buckingham Arms Hotel
Saturday 13 November 2021
10:00am - 12:00pm
and
Tuesday 23 November 2021
5:30pm - 7:30pm

You must register your attendance via
email engagement@holmesdyer.com.au
Questions regarding the Code
Amendment can be directed to:

Nitsan Taylor, Principal, Holmes Dyer Pty
Ltd
Phone: 7231 ...
Email: engagement@holmesdyer.com.au

Submissions can be made:

Online via the Plan SA website ;
plan.sa.gov.au/have_your_say/general_consuttations

By Email:
engagement@holmesdyer.com.au

By Post:
c/- Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd, Level 3, 15
Featherstone Place, Adelaide SA 5000
SUBMISS IONS MUST BE RECEIVED BY
5:00PM 10 DECEMBER 2021
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1 WALKERVILLE TERRACE, GILBERTON CODE AMENDMENT
PROPOSED RE-ZONING OF THE BUCKINGHAM ARMS SITE, GILBERTON
This fact sheet provides information on the proposed
rezoning of the Buckingham Arms Hotel
What land is impacted?
The land proposed to be re-zoned comprises 11 allotments
collectively known as 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton, as
shown in the above photograph. The land has frontages to
Walkerville Terrace to the east and Northcote Terrace to the
west. The surrounding properties are zoned Established
Neighbourhood and Local Centre Zone.
What is being proposed?
The landowners, Pierce Matthews Pty Ltd, Buckingham
Arms Hotel Pty Ltd, GBS Café Pty Ltd and Seymews
Nominees Pty Ltd are undertaking a Code Amendment to
re-zone the land for residential and mixed-use purposes.
What is the current zone?
The land is currently in the Local Centre Zone under the
Planning and Design Code.
What can be built under the current zone?
The site can currently be developed for:
•
Small-scale shops
•
Offices
•
Business Premises
•
Health & Community Facilities
•
Service Providers
•
Consulting Rooms
•
Dwelling
•
Pre-School
The maximum allowable height is three (3) levels.

What zone is proposed?
The Code Amendment proposes to re-zone the land to
Urban Corridor (Living).
This zone is intended for medium density housing with
complementary non-residential uses such as shops,
consulting rooms and offices. The zone allows for a range
of building heights, depending on the local context.
The proposed Code Amendment intends to allow buildings
of between 3 and 6 levels to be built on the land. A maximum
building height TNV (technical and numeric variation) is
proposed of 6 levels / 24.5 metres. The zone allows for this
height to be increased where the development delivers
specific and measurable performance outcomes.
Why in a different zone being sought?
The Buckingham Arms Hotel is identified as a strategic
‘gateway’ site in State and Local Government Strategies,
reflecting its position at the entry to the Town of Walkerville
on a primary road corridor with high frequency public
transport and access to the significant open space provided
by the adjacent Adelaide Parks Lands.
Will re-zoning impact the Local Heritage Listing?
The re-zoning will not impact the Local Heritage Listing of
the external form, materials and detailing of the original
Buckingham Arms Hotel. The proposed zone will continue
to support the ongoing operation of the hotel or a future
adaptive re-use of the heritage buildings.

What would future development of the land look like?
The landowners’ vision is to provide medium-rise housing
and complementary non-residential uses on the site.
When are submissions due?
The closing date for submissions is:
5:00pm 10 December 2021
Where can I speak with someone to get further
information?
You can attend a community drop-in information session
on Saturday 13 November 2021 between 10:00am and
12:00pm or Tuesday 23 November between 5:30pm and
7:30pm at the Buckingham Arms Hotel. Please register
your interest in attending via email at
engagement@holmesdyer.com.au
Alternatively, you can call Holmes Dyer during the
engagement period on (08) 7231 1889 Monday to Friday
between 8:30am and 5:30pm.
Where can I view the proposed Code Amendment?
You can inspect the details of the Code Amendment on
the Plan SA website at:
plan.sa.gov.au/have_your_say/general_consultations

How can I stay up to date with the status of this
amendment?
• Any updates will be made available on the Plan SA
website at plan.sa.gov.au/have_your_say/general_
consultations
• Written updates will be provided on the outcome of the
consultation to anyone who makes a submission via
the details below.
How can I have a say?
You can make a submission on the proposed Code
Amendment online or via email, or post:
• Online: via the Plan SA website: plan.sa.gov.au/
have_your_say/general_consultations
• Email: engagement@holmesdyer.com.au - attention
to 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment
• In writing: c/ - Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd, Level 3, 15
Featherstone Place, Adelaide SA 5000 - attention to 1
Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment

Or via the QR Link below:

Hard copies are available at no cost at the Town of
Walkerville, 66 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton SA 5081
and the Walkerville Library.

Need further information?
If you require further information on the proposed Code Amendment, please contact:
Nitsan Taylor, Principal, Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd
via
Phone: (08) 7231 1889
Email: engagement@holmesdyer.com.au

FREQUENTLY ASKED
QUESTIONS
Designated Entity
Pierce Matthews Pty
Ltd, Buckingham Arms
Hotel Pty Ltd, GBS Café
Pty Ltd and Seymews
Nominees Pty Ltd
Proposal
Re-zoning of land
From
LOCAL ACTIVITY
CENTRE
To
URBAN CORRIDOR
(LIVING)
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1 WALKERVILLE TERRACE, GILBERTON DRAFT CODE AMENDMENT
WHY ISN’T THE CODE AMENDMENT BEING UNDERTAKEN BY
COUNCIL?
Under the old planning legislation (the Development Act 1993),
re-zoning could be funded by a private landowner but the rezoning process had to be undertaken by the relevant Council or
the Minister through the State Government Planning Department.

BUILDING HEIGHT
The current zoning allows for buildings of up to 3 levels. The
proposed rezoning seeks to increase this to 6 levels. This height
could be increased up to 8 levels if specific design criteria are
met, such as retaining and re-using the local heritage listed Hotel.

Under the new planning legislation (the Planning, Development and Due to the irregular shape of the land, any buildings over 6 levels
Infrastructure Act 2016), Code Amendments can be undertaken by would need to be limited in scale and carefully designed to limit
private landowners, but they need to engage a qualified planning the impact on other land.
consultant to run the process for them.
Any future building application over 4 levels will need to be
In this instance, the landowner has engaged Ekistics to write the referred to the Government Architect for expert design advice.
Code Amendment; and Ekistics has engaged Holmes Dyer to run
the engagement process.
Any future building application over 4 levels would be subject to
consultation as part of the planning assessment process.
The Town of Walkervile will be provided with an opportinty to
comment on the draft Code Amendment as part of the engagement HOW MANY HOUSES COULD BE BUILT ON THE LAND?
process.
The zone allows for 35 to 70 dwellings per hectare, which would
equate to between 22 and 44 dwelling units, subject to design
WILL THE HOTEL AND BOTTLE SHOP REMAIN OPEN?
criteria based on the size of the land.
The proposed zone will continue to support the ongoing operation
of the hotel and bottle shop in the future. It would also support the WILL I HAVE A SAY IN ANY FUTURE DEVELOPMENT ON THE
adaptive re-use of the heritage building for an alternate purpose. LAND?
Adjacent landowners will have an opportunity to comment on
WHAT KIND OF BUILDINGS ARE PROPOSED?
any future development of the land if it includes a building of 4
There are no buildings proposed as part of the rezoning. Any future or more levels or a shop, office or consulting room with a floor
buildings on the land would require a development application, area of over 500 square metres.
which would be submitted for assessment by the Walkerville
Council.

NEED FURTHER INFORMATION?
If you require further information on the proposed Code Amendment:
Please contact
Nitsan Taylor, Principal, Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd
via
Phone: (08) 7231 1889
Email: engagement@holmesdyer.com.au
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REF No.: 00567-002

Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd
3/15 Featherstone Place
Adelaide SA 5000

Attention: Nitsan Taylor
By Email: nitsan@holmesdyer.com.au
Dear Ms Taylor,

RE: SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION AND PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE CODE
AMENDMENT AT 1 WALKERVILLE TERRACE, GILBERTON
We act on behalf of the Designated Entity (Pierce Matthews Pty Ltd, Buckingham Arms Hotel Pty Ltd, GBS Café
Pty Ltd and Seymews Nominees Pty Ltd) for the Code Amendment at 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton.
We write to confirm that we have received and reviewed the Draft ‘Engagement Summary Report’ dated 21
January 2022 prepared in relation to the Code Amendment over the ‘Affected Area’ comprising 1 Walkerville
Terrace, Gilberton.
We are pleased with your confirmation that the engagement process for the proposed Code Amendment was
both bespoke and inclusive, garnering a strong level of responses from a range of stakeholders. In particular,
we are pleased with your summary and conclusions that:
•

The ‘survey results indicate that the respondents generally felt as though the Code Amendment had been
clearly explained and that there was a fair understanding of how their views would be considered in the
Code Amendment process.’ and that

•

‘The range of options available for the community to access information on the Code Amendment were
well utilised’.

Your tailored, comprehensive and meaningful engagement approach has also been acknowledged in the Town
of Walkerville’s submission on the proposed Code Amendment where it was noted that ‘the community
engagement plan was, on balance, prepared in accordance with the Community Engagement Charter’ and that
engagement ‘was fit for purpose’ and ‘appeared to be genuinely open to review and improvement’.
In addition, we note your conclusion that the ‘key matters raised in the submissions related to traffic and car
parking impacts, the proposed maximum building height TNVs and potential impact on surrounding land in terms of
overshadowing and overlooking, and the impact on heritage and character.

Def: E-KIS-TICS [noun] : The Science of Human Settlements …
Level 1/16 Vardon Ave, Adelaide SA 5000 p 08 7231 0286 e contact@ekistics.com.au w ekistics.com.au ABN 39 167 228 944

ekistics
As you noted in you conclusion ‘it is noted that some concerns cannot be fully addressed at Code Amendment stage
as they ultimately relate to the future development of the land, which is yet to be determined’.
Accordingly, on behalf of the Designated Entity, Ekistics have prepared a matrix that is attached in Appendix 1
that provides a summary of the various issues raised during engagement on the proposed Code Amendment
together with a brief response to the issue raised and confirmation that no changes are recommended or
proposed to the consultation version of the Code Amendment.
In conclusion, after reviewing and considering the Draft ‘Engagement Report’ and the various submissions
received in response to the engagement undertaken in relation to the proposed Code Amendment, it is our
view that no changes are required to the consultation version of the Code Amendment.
We request that this letter and associated attachments are appended to the final ‘Engagement Report’
confirming our position that no changes are required to the consultation version of the Code Amendment
arising from the engagement that has been undertaken.
We thank you in anticipation of your prompt finalisation of the ‘Engagement Report’ for submission to the
Attorney General’s Department – Planning and Land Use Services (AGD-PLUS) to seek a determination on the
proposed Code Amendment by the Minister for Planning and Local Government.
Yours Sincerely

Richard Dwyer
Managing Director

REF #00567-002 | 21 January 2022
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Matrix - Response to outcome of Engagement

3

Response to feedback | 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Amendment
Sub
No.

Author

Submission
Category

Comment

Designated Entity’s Response

Proposed Change to Code Amendment

1

C Wilkins

Public

• In favour of the development as it will lead to
activation of an underused area of Gilberton

Noted

No change

2

D Gamble

Public

• Redevelopment of the site for residential use is
reasonable

Noted

No change

• Vehicle entry and exit points may be dangerous on
two such busy roads

The Transport Impact Assessment concluded that:

No change

Direct access to the site can be maintained as per existing access
arrangements generally with minimal impact on the operation of Northcote
Terrace and Walkerville Terrace.
And further noted that:
Generally access points on Northcote Terrace and Walkerville Terrace should
be as far away from the adjacent intersection as possible however this will
need to be considered in the context of existing road infrastructure including
utility services, bus stops, street trees and existing traffic management on the
road network. This can be determined at the development application stage
for any site based on the available frontages on each road.
Consideration should be given to the design of access points to each site to
minimise need for right turns to or from Northcote Terrace where possible.
The site is already provided with access points to both Northcote Terrace and
Walkerville Terrace, which is considered as appropriate, and will have
minimal impact on the operation of both roads. Future development will
need to consider either utilising these existing access points, or alternatively,
shifting these further north (to the rear) within the Affected Area.
3

L Economos

Public

• Objects to the height of the proposed building
towers

In recognising the ‘gateway’ status of the Affected Area and to align with key
strategic drivers and the Inner Metro Rim Structure Plan, DPTI (2012), it is
recommended that the future policy framework accommodates building
heights of up to 6-storeys (approximately 24.5 metres).
It is noted that under the ‘Urban Corridor (Living) Zone’, the consolidation of
the parcels within the Affected Area may facilitate future development
achieving heights up to 30% greater than the proposed maximum building
heights under the Code Amendment (being either up to 6 storeys, and up to
24.5 metres). The application of this policy may arguably result in the ability
to achieve heights of up to 8 storeys, and up to 32 metres, however this
would still need to be considered in the context of the other policy within the
Code, and importantly, the ‘Interface Height’ Technical and Numeric
Variation being applied to the Affected Area.
Importantly the Affected Area is appropriately located to support medium
density residential development, given its proximity to transport linkages,
open space networks, retail, community facilities and other services.

No change

• Development will result in increased traffic at a very
restricted, busy intersection

The Transport Impact Assessment concluded that:

No change

Whilst a mixed-use outcome is sought by the Code Amendment, for the
purposes of this assessment a highly conservative assumption of medium
density residential and commercial development has been used for the
assessment as a worst-case scenario for the purposes of the traffic impact
assessment
Based on the land use assumption, the traffic demands of the anticipated
development outcome would likely be less than the existing use on the site
when considering the daily traffic volumes. A reduction in the daily traffic
volume from approximately 1,500 vehicles per day to 995 vehicles per day
has been calculated for the anticipated development outcome.
Similarly, peak hour traffic volumes will reduce in the PM peak hour (86 to 60
vehicles per hour) but may increase in the AM peak hour (18 vehicles per hour
to 60 vehicles per hour). The change in peak hour volumes will not be
noticeable in the context of the road network peak hour volumes
(approximately 3,000 vehicles per hour on Northcote Terrace).
Overall, the impact of the anticipated outcome on the adjacent road network
(including local road network in Medindie and Gilberton) will be very minor
with predicted traffic volumes typically less than the existing situation.
A future redevelopment of the site is therefore likely to have a reduction in
traffic volumes considering the current use of the entire Affected Area as a
hotel. In addition, the Department for Infrastructure and Transport (DIT)
have not objected to the proposed Urban Corridor (Living) Zone.

• Housing towers would not be in keeping with the
local heritage-type dwellings in Gilberton and would
detract from the charm of the neighbourhood

There are two (2) sites to the west of the Affected Area, on the opposite side
of Northcote Terrace (within the Medindie Historic Area) and one (1) site to
the south-east, on the opposite side of Walkerville Terrace (within the
Gilberton South Historic Area), listed as ‘Representative Buildings’ (formerly
referred to as Contributory Items).
These sites are located within the ‘Historic Area Overlay’, which includes
associated policies in the code to sensitively guide and manage development
within the two (2) distinct historic areas. The Affected Area is excluded from
the existing Historic Area Overlay, and therefore those associated policies do
not apply to future development across the Affected Area.
In any event, is anticipated that future development in the Affected Area, will
not have a physical or material impact on these Representative Buildings,
given they are located outside of the Affected Area and separated from the
Affected Area by both Walkerville Terrace and Northcote Terrace.
Notably, the Code Amendment supports the intent of the Inner Metro Rim
Structure Plan which identified specific ‘actions’ for ‘City Gateway (Robe
Terrace)’ as follows:
• Develop the intersection at Northcote Terrace as a gateway to the city
with an increased concentration of activity, quality-built form and
public realm, and achieve greater engagement with the Park Lands.
• Encourage commercial and home office use at the street level with
residential above (4-6 storeys).
• Promote strong built form and parking provision at the rear for new
infill development.

No change

4

M Cochran

Public

• Façade of the hotel should be retained

The Code Amendment retains the ‘Local Heritage Place Overlay’ and the
‘Heritage Adjacency Overlay’ within the Affected Area.

No change

It is anticipated that any future development associated with the Local
Heritage Place, will require Planning Consent, and can be appropriately and
sensitively managed and assessed by the Relevant Authority, utilising existing
Code policies, to ensure that the heritage value of the Hotel is retained and
integrated with future development.
Future development applications within the Heritage Adjacency Overlay will
need to ensure that development does not dominate, encroach within or
materially impact on the Local Heritage Place.

• Modify the rear of building (car park side) to flats,
not higher than the façade

• Community garden should be included

• No shops should be allowed as there are already
shops further along Walkerville Terrace

Noted.

No change

As stated above, the Code Amendment retains the ‘Local Heritage Place
Overlay’ and the ‘Heritage Adjacency Overlay’ within the Affected Area. It is
anticipated that any future development associated with the Local Heritage
Place, will require Planning Consent, and can be appropriately and sensitively
managed and assessed by the Relevant Authority, utilising existing Code
policies, to ensure that the heritage value of the Hotel is retained and
integrated with future development.

Noted. This is outside of the ambit of the current Code Amendment and
noting that the Affected Area is currently under private ownership (not
public land).

No change

The existing ‘Local Activity Centre Zone’ currently envisages shops and
commercial uses, as evident in the following Desired Outcome for future
development:

No change

DO1: A range of small-scale shops, offices, business, health and
community facilities to provide daily services to and support
walkable neighbourhoods.
The ‘Urban Corridor (Living) Zone’ is a mixed-use zone which accommodates
a range of compatible non-residential and medium to high-density residential
land uses, oriented towards a high frequency public transport corridor.
The non-residential land uses in the Zone seek to provide convenience-based
activities for the day to day needs for the local community. Importantly, the
Zone seeks to limit the extent of retail (shops) to a floor area of 500 square
metres or less, as follows:
PO 1.2: A range of small to medium scale non-residential uses,
services and facilities such as shops, offices and consulting
rooms that meet the day to day needs for the local
community.
and
DTS/DPF 1.2: Shop, office, or consulting room uses not exceeding a
maximum gross leasable floor area of 500m2
This is an appropriate outcome to ensure that future retail development
within the Affected Area supports the ongoing role and function of the
balance of land remaining within the ‘Local Activity Centre Zone’ (to the

north and south of the Affected Area) and to also ensure that it does not
compromise the role, function and primacy of the existing ‘Suburban Activity
Centre Zone’ located approximately 500 metres to the north-east of the
Affected Area, within the Walkerville Town Centre.

• Concern that poor design will downgrade the area

There is a significant amount of policy within the Planning and Design Code
including within the propose ‘Urban Corridor (Living) Zone’ that ensures the
future design of built form is responsive to its surrounding context and
provides for an appropriate transition to surrounding neighbourhood zones.

No change

Importantly, any future development within the Design Overlay that exceeds
four (4) buildings levels in height, will trigger a referral to the Government
Architect (or Associate Government Architect) for the provision of expert
design advice (as stipulated in the Procedural Matters table of the Design
Overlay) to the Relevant Authority on how the development:
• responds to its surrounding context and contributes to the quality and
character of a place
• contributes to inclusiveness, connectivity, and universal design of the
built environment
• enables buildings and places that are fit for purpose, adaptable and
long-lasting
• adds value by positively contributing to places and communities
• optimises performance and public benefit
• supports sustainable and environmentally responsible development.

5

K James

Adjoining
owner

• Building height should remain 3 levels

The Code Amendment supports the intent of the Inner Metro Rim Structure
Plan which identified specific ‘actions’ for ‘City Gateway (Robe Terrace)’ and
includes envisaged heights as follows:

No change

• Develop the intersection at Northcote Terrace as a gateway to the city
with an increased concentration of activity, quality-built form and
public realm, and achieve greater engagement with the Park Lands.
• Encourage commercial and home office use at the street level with
residential above (4-6 storeys).
• Promote strong built form and parking provision at the rear for new
infill development.
[our emphasis]
The maximum height of the existing Local Activity Centre Zone is well below
the envisaged heights within the Inner Metro Rim Structure Plan.

• Building interface envelope should be 30 degrees
rather than 45 degrees to address the residential
properties to the north

The 30-degree building envelope is specifically intended to address the
potential for development to overshadow residential properties along the
southern boundary.
Given that the adjoining residential properties are located to the north of the
Affected Area, it is considered that the proposed interface building height
(which requires a 45-degree plane) will satisfactorily address any potential
impacts on adjoining residential properties.

No change

• Concern about overlooking of neighbouring
properties

The proposed interface building height (which requires a 45 degree plane)
will assist to address any potential impacts on adjoining residential
properties, including in relation to overlooking.

No change

In addition, there are considerable provisions within the General
Development Policies of the Code which protect existing residential land uses
from overlooking.
Further, as stated above, future development within the Design Overlay that
exceeds four (4) buildings levels in height, will trigger a referral to the
Government Architect (or Associate Government Architect).

• Concern regarding any structural impacts (e.g.,
cracking) future construction would have on
adjoining homes and the need for a structural audit
to be carried out before and after

This is not a valid planning consideration.

No change

This submission does not provide any evidence of soil testing and
geotechnical investigations (or otherwise) that would support this assertion.
Provisions of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure (General)
Regulations, 2017 including Regulation 64 (Building work affecting other
land) and schedule 10 (works that affects the stability of other land or
premises) specifically manage building work affecting other land.
Future Development Applications for Building Consent will likely require a
degree of geotechnical investigations to be undertaken, in addition to the
implementation of a ‘Construction Environmental Management Plan’.
Therefore, any concerns relating to structural integrity and other issues
relating from construction impacts, can be appropriately addressed through
the development application process.

• Construction impacts in general

This is not a valid planning consideration.

No change

Noted. Construction impacts can be appropriately managed through a future
Development Application, such as through the implementation of a
‘Construction Environmental Management Plan’.
• Increased traffic

The Transport Impact Assessment concluded that:

No change

Overall, the impact of the anticipated outcome on the adjacent road network
(including local road network in Medindie and Gilberton) will be very minor
with predicted traffic volumes typically less than the existing situation.
A future redevelopment of the site is likely to have a reduction in traffic
volumes considering the current use of entire Affected Area as a hotel. In
addition, the Department for Infrastructure and Transport have not objected
to the proposed Urban Corridor (Living) Zone.
• Type and size of shops

The existing ‘Local Activity Centre Zone’ currently envisages shops and
commercial uses, as evident in the following Desired Outcome for future
development:

No change

DO1: A range of small-scale shops, offices, business, health and
community facilities to provide daily services to and support
walkable neighbourhoods.
The ‘Urban Corridor (Living) Zone’ is a mixed-use zone which accommodates
a range of compatible non-residential and medium to high-density residential
land uses, oriented towards a high frequency public transport corridor.
The non-residential land uses in the Zone seek to provide convenience-based
activities for the day to day needs for the local community. Importantly, the
Zone seeks to limit the extent of retail (shops) to a floor area of 500 square
metres or less, as follows:
PO 1.2: A range of small to medium scale non-residential uses,
services and facilities such as shops, offices and consulting
rooms that meet the day to day needs for the local
community.
and
DTS/DPF 1.2: Shop, office, or consulting room uses not exceeding a
maximum gross leasable floor area of 500m2
This is an appropriate outcome to ensure that future retail development
within the Affected Area supports the ongoing role and function of the
balance of land remaining within the ‘Local Activity Centre Zone’ (to the
north and south of the Affected Area) and to also ensure that it does not
compromise the role, function and primacy of the existing ‘Suburban Activity
Centre Zone’ located approximately 500 metres to the north-east of the
Affected Area, within the Walkerville Town Centre.
6

B Rainsford

Unknown

• Significant traffic planning will be required to
accommodate the increased demand

The Transport Impact Assessment concluded that:

No change

Overall, the impact of the anticipated outcome on the adjacent road network
(including local road network in Medindie and Gilberton) will be very minor
with predicted traffic volumes typically less than the existing situation.
A future redevelopment of the site is likely to have a reduction in traffic
volumes considering the current use of entire Affected Area as a hotel. In
addition, the Department for Infrastructure and Transport have not objected
to the proposed Urban Corridor (Living) Zone.

• Building height is a concern as it will impact privacy
for nearby residents

The proposed interface building height (which requires a 45-degree plane)
will satisfactorily address any potential impacts on adjoining residential
properties, including in relation to overlooking.
In addition, there are considerable provisions within the General
Development Policies of the Code which protect existing residential land uses
from overlooking.
Further, as stated above, future development within the Design Overlay that
exceeds four (4) buildings levels in height, will trigger a referral to the
Government Architect (or Associate Government Architect), which will likely
include review of amenity impacts and context of the proposed the
development adjacent to residential development.
Overlooking matters can therefore be addressed through future
Development Application(s).

No change

• The development will not compliment the area,
particularly given the heritage status of a number of
buildings

There are two (2) sites to the west of the Affected Area, on the opposite side
of Northcote Terrace (within the Medindie Historic Area) and one (1) site to
the south-east, on the opposite side of Walkerville Terrace (within the
Gilberton South Historic Area) listed as ‘Representative Buildings’ (formerly
referred to as Contributory Items).

No change

These sites are located within the Historic Area Overlay, which includes
associated policies in the code to sensitively guide and manage development
within the two (2) distinct historic areas. The Affected Area is excluded from
the existing Historic Area Overlay, and therefore those associated policies do
not apply to future development across the Affected Area.
In any event, is anticipated that future development in the Affected Area, will
not have a physical or material impact on these Representative Buildings,
given they are located outside of the Affected Area and separated from the
Affected Area by both Walkerville Terrace and Northcote Terrace.
The Code Amendment also retains the ‘Local Heritage Place Overlay’ and the
‘Heritage Adjacency Overlay’ within the Affected Area, in relation to the to
the existing ‘Buckingham Arms Hotel’.
It is anticipated that any future development associated with the Local
Heritage Place, will require Planning Consent, and can be appropriately and
sensitively managed and assessed by the Relevant Authority, utilising existing
Code policies, to ensure that the heritage value of the Hotel is retained and
integrated with future development.
Future development applications within the Heritage Adjacency Overlay will
need to ensure that development does not dominate, encroach within or
materially impact on the Local Heritage Place.
7

H Kneebone

Adjoining
Owner

• Seeks retention of existing zone, which preserves the
heritage and amenity of the area and allows
development of an appropriate height and scale

The Code Amendment specifically seeks to implement the intent of the Inner
Metro Rim Structure Plan which identified the Affected Area as a ‘City
Gateway (Robe Terrace)’.

No change

Further, it is anticipated that any future development associated with the
Local Heritage Place, will require Planning Consent, and can be appropriately
and sensitively managed and assessed by the Relevant Authority, utilising
existing Code policies, to ensure that the heritage value of the Hotel is
retained and integrated with future development. Future development
applications within the Heritage Adjacency Overlay will need to ensure that
development does not dominate, encroach within or materially impact on
the Local Heritage Place.
• The existing 3 level height limit should be retained

The Code Amendment supports the intent of the Inner Metro Rim Structure
Plan which identified specific ‘actions’ for ‘City Gateway (Robe Terrace)’ and
includes envisaged heights as follows:
• Develop the intersection at Northcote Terrace as a gateway to the city
with an increased concentration of activity, quality-built form and
public realm, and achieve greater engagement with the Park Lands.
• Encourage commercial and home office use at the street level with
residential above (4-6 storeys).
• Promote strong built form and parking provision at the rear for new
infill development.
[our emphasis]

No change

The maximum height of the existing Local Activity Centre Zone is well below
the envisaged heights within the Inner Metro Rim Structure Plan.
• It is not possible for a 6-8 storey apartment
development to ‘seamlessly integrate’ with the 2
level Buckingham Arms and adjacent established
neighbourhood zones.

The proposed interface building height (which requires a 45-degree plane)
will ensure that upper levels of future development will be appropriately
setback from adjoining neighbourhood zones.

No change

• Rezoning of the land would create an ‘island’ of
Urban Corridor (Living) Zone in the middle of
established neighbourhood zones.

It is common planning practice to have key gateway locations and strategic
corridors zoned for commercial and mixed-use purposes (or other). This
allows for an active street frontage and provides a suitable and visible
frontage for uses that rely on passing vehicle, cycling and foot traffic.
It also provides a more appropriate transition from key busy road corridors
through to the intensity of neighbourhood type zones.

No change

• The rezoning would set a precedent for other Local
Activity Centre Zones to be rezoned Urban Corridor
(Living) Zone.

The Code Amendment specifically seeks to implement the intent of the Inner
Metro Rim Structure Plan which identified the Affected Area as a ‘City
Gateway (Robe Terrace)’. A review of the suitability of zoning of other areas
within the ‘Local Activity Centre Zone’ is outside of the ambit of this Code
Amendment.

No change

• Proposed 0m primary street setbacks are
inappropriate

The Urban Corridor (Living) Zone will encourage development to provide a
strong built form presence to the primary road corridor through a zero (0)
metre setback.
It is noted that the current Buckingham Arms Hotel has a 0-metre setback
along both its frontages, to Northcote Terrace and Walkerville Terrace. The
proposed setback not only reflects this existing condition, but also
acknowledges the intent of the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone, in locating nonresidential uses at ground level and provide a strong active frontage to the
street.

No change

• Revitalisation of the Buckingham Arms Hotel is not
dependent on high-rise development.

This comment is not relevant to this Code Amendment. The proposed Code
Amendment is not reliant on, or informed by, the current or ongoing
commercial viability of the existing hotel.
As stated, the Code Amendment specifically seeks to implement the intent of
the Inner Metro Rim Structure Plan which identified the Affected Area as a
‘City Gateway (Robe Terrace)’.

No change

The streetscapes of Northcote Terrace and Walkerville Terrace are not
recognised as being of specific heritage significance (such as being located
within a heritage type overlay or on a specific heritage register).

No change

• Uplift and revitalising the gateway should be
focussed on best community outcomes including
preservation of heritage streetscapes and minimising
overshadowing

There are two (2) sites to the west of the Affected Area, on the opposite side
of Northcote Terrace (within the Medindie Historic Area) and one (1) site to
the south-east, on the opposite side of Walkerville Terrace (within the
Gilberton South Historic Area) and listed as ‘Representative Buildings’.
These sites are located within the Historic Area Overlay, which includes
associated policies in the code to sensitively guide and manage development
within the two (2) distinct historic areas. The Affected Area is excluded from
the existing Historic Area Overlay, and therefore those associated policies do
not apply to future development across the Affected Area.

The impact of overshadowing of adjacent residential development in the
adjoining Established Neighbourhood Zone is likely to be successfully
managed through the orientation of the Affected Area relative to existing
residential development and the existing wide road reserve along both
Northcote Terrace and Walkerville Terrace.
Nonetheless, it is noted that any future Development Application would
need to demonstrate compliance with the code provisions relating to
overshadowing including General Development Policies – Interface between
Land Uses:
PO 3.2

Overshadowing of the primary area of private open space
or communal open space of adjacent residential land uses
in:
a. a neighbourhood type zone is minimised to maintain
access to direct winter sunlight
b. other zones is managed to enable access to direct
winter sunlight.
DTS/DPF 3.2 Development maintains 2 hours of direct sunlight between
9.00 am and 3.00 pm on 21 June to adjacent residential
land uses in a neighbourhood-type zone in accordance with
the following:
a. for ground level private open space, the smaller of the
following:
i. half the existing ground level open space
or
ii. 35m2 of the existing ground level open space (with
at least one of the area's dimensions measuring
2.5m)
b. for ground level communal open space, at least half of
the existing ground level open space.

• Development of the site with 44+ dwellings will
exacerbate existing traffic congestion

The Transport Impact Assessment concluded that:

No change

Overall, the impact of the anticipated outcome on the adjacent road network
(including local road network in Medindie and Gilberton) will be very minor
with predicted traffic volumes typically less than the existing situation.
A future redevelopment of the site is likely to have a reduction in traffic
volumes considering the current use of entire Affected Area as a hotel. In
addition, the Department for Infrastructure and Transport have not objected
to the proposed Urban Corridor (Living) Zone.

• Moving access points further north will impact local
residents

See above response. In addition, the Transport Impact Assessment also
concluded that:
Direct access to the site can be maintained as per existing access
arrangements generally with minimal impact on the operation of Northcote
Terrace and Walkerville Terrace.

It further noted that:
Generally access points on Northcote Terrace and Walkerville Terrace should
be as far away from the adjacent intersection as possible however this will
need to be considered in the context of existing road infrastructure including
utility services, bus stops, street trees and existing traffic management on the

No change

road network. This can be determined at the development application stage
for any site based on the available frontages on each road.
Consideration should be given to the design of access points to each site to
minimise need for right turns to or from Northcote Terrace where possible.

8

H Parsons

Public

• Urban Corridor (Living) Zone or the Urban Corridor
(Boulevard) Zone are appropriate for the site

No change

Noted.
The Code Amendment seeks to rezone the Affected Area to the Urban
Corridor (Living) Zone, that implements the intent of the Inner Metro Rim
Structure Plan which identified specific ‘actions’ for ‘City Gateway (Robe
Terrace)’ and as follows:
• Develop the intersection at Northcote Terrace as a gateway to the city
with an increased concentration of activity, quality-built form and
public realm, and achieve greater engagement with the Park Lands.
• Encourage commercial and home office use at the street level with
residential above (4-6 storeys).
• Promote strong built form and parking provision at the rear for new
infill development.

• The maximum building height TNV should take into
consideration the interface with 1 and 2 level
dwellings and proximity to the Park Lands – buildings
should not exceed the height of the tree canopies

The Code Amendment supports the intent of the Inner Metro Rim Structure
Plan which identified specific ‘actions’ for ‘City Gateway (Robe Terrace)’ and
includes envisaged heights as follows:

No change

• Develop the intersection at Northcote Terrace as a gateway to the city
with an increased concentration of activity, quality-built form and
public realm, and achieve greater engagement with the Park Lands.
• Encourage commercial and home office use at the street level with
residential above (4-6 storeys).
• Promote strong built form and parking provision at the rear for new
infill development.
[our emphasis]
The maximum height of the existing Local Activity Centre Zone is well below
the envisaged heights within the Inner Metro Rim Structure Plan.

• The proposed Code Amendment is not consistent
with State Planning Policy 5: Climate Change.

• A building of 6 levels will magnify the impact of
extreme heat events

The Code Amendment provides for a higher density residential development
in a highly walkable urban environment with strong connections to nearby
public transport routes, services and open space, thus promoting healthier
lifestyles and the use of alternative transport, thereby assisting to reduce car
dependency.

No change

The Code provides sufficient policy that requires future development to
consider climatic and heat urban effects, such as, minimising micro-climatic
impacts on adjacent land and buildings (PO 14.1 – Design in Urban Areas) and
ensuring development is design and comprised of materials that reduce heat
loading and micro-climatic impacts to adjacent buildings (PO 7.1 – Interface
between Land Uses).

No change

• A building of 3 or 4 levels is more appropriate.

• Setbacks should be included to allow for greening of
the area close to the street.

As stated, the Code Amendment seeks to rezone the Affected Area to the
Urban Corridor (Living) Zone, that implements the intent of the Inner Metro
Rim Structure Plan which identified specific ‘actions’ for ‘City Gateway (Robe
Terrace)’ and includes ‘commercial and home office use at the street level
with residential above (4-6 storeys).’ [our emphasis]

No change

The Urban Corridor (Living) Zone will encourage development to provide a
strong built form presence to the primary road corridor through a zero (0)
metre setback.

No change

It is noted that the current Buckingham Arms Hotel has a 0-metre setback
along both its frontages, to Northcote Terrace and Walkerville Terrace. The
proposed setback not only reflects this existing condition, but also
acknowledges the intent of the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone, in locating nonresidential uses at ground level and provide a strong active frontage to the
street.
It is noted that Walkerville Terrace and Northcote Terrace both comprise
existing canopy street trees with the road reserve.
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J Barbara

Adjoining
owner

• Redevelopment of the site under the existing
provisions would already pose problems in relation
to off-street parking, privacy of nearby residents and
noise pollution.

The submission appears to object to potential future redevelopment of the
site in general, including under the existing Local Activity Centre Zone.

No change

The Transport Impact Assessment confirmed that:
It is proposed that the site be rezoned as an Urban Corridor (Living) Zone. The
site is located in a location with public transport which will meet the
requirements to be considered as a Designated Area. Hence, the parking
requirements of Table 2 - Off-Street Car Parking Requirements in Designated
Areas from Part 4 – General Development Policies - Transport, Access and
Parking of the Planning & Design Code would be applicable to the site.
These rates are appropriate to promote sustainable transport for living and
business through reduced reliance on private vehicles.
Further, there are existing policy provisions within the General Development
Policies of the Code which protect existing residential land uses from
overlooking and other amenity impacts relating to interfaces between land
uses including noise pollution.

• 6 storeys or higher would amplify these issues and
the vista would be irrevocably changed for the
worse.
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J Commons

Public

The Code Amendment seeks to rezone the Affected Area to the Urban
Corridor (Living) Zone, that implements the intent of the Inner Metro Rim
Structure Plan which identified specific ‘actions’ for ‘City Gateway (Robe
Terrace)’ and includes ‘commercial and home office use at the street level
with residential above (4-6 storeys).’ [our emphasis]

No change

• Building height should be limited to 4 levels

See above response.

No change

• The proposal does not compliment the streetscape
and is not sympathetic to adjacent residences

See above response.

No change

The proposed interface building height (which requires a 45-degree plane)
will satisfactorily address any potential impacts on adjoining residential
properties, including in relation to visual impact and overlooking.

In addition, there are considerable provisions within the General
Development Policies of the Code which protect existing residential land uses
from overlooking.
Future development under the proposed Design Overlay that exceeds four
(4) buildings levels in height, will trigger a referral to the Government
Architect (or Associate Government Architect), which will likely include
review of amenity impacts and context of the proposed the development
adjacent to residential development.
• 6 levels would result in overshadowing and
overlooking

The impact of overshadowing of adjacent residential development in the
adjoining Established Neighbourhood Zone is likely to be successfully
managed through the orientation of the Affected Area relative to existing
residential development and the existing wide road reserve along both
Northcote Terrace and Walkerville Terrace.

No change

Nonetheless, it is noted that any future Development Application would
need to demonstrate compliance with the code provisions relating to
overshadowing including:
PO 3.2

Overshadowing of the primary area of private open space
or communal open space of adjacent residential land uses
in:
a. a neighbourhood type zone is minimised to maintain
access to direct winter sunlight
b. other zones is managed to enable access to direct
winter sunlight.
DTS/DPF 3.2 Development maintains 2 hours of direct sunlight between
9.00 am and 3.00 pm on 21 June to adjacent residential
land uses in a neighbourhood-type zone in accordance with
the following:
a. for ground level private open space, the smaller of the
following:
i. half the existing ground level open space
or
ii. 35m2 of the existing ground level open space (with
at least one of the area's dimensions measuring
2.5m)
b. for ground level communal open space, at least half of
the existing ground level open space.
The General Development Provisions – Design in Urban Areas also include
several provisions that ensures future development of the Affected Area
mitigates direct overlooking from upper-level windows and balconies, into
the habitable rooms and private open space of adjoining residential uses.
Overlooking matters can therefore be addressed through the assessment of
future Development Application(s).
• There will be a significant increase in vehicle
movements

The Transport Impact Assessment concluded that:
Overall, the impact of the anticipated outcome on the adjacent road network
(including local road network in Medindie and Gilberton) will be very minor
with predicted traffic volumes typically less than the existing situation.
A future redevelopment of the site is likely to have a reduction in traffic
volumes considering the current use of entire Affected Area as a hotel. In

No change

addition, the Department for Infrastructure and Transport have not objected
to the proposed Urban Corridor (Living) Zone.
• While existing road networks have the capacity to
absorb more vehicle movements, the issue will be
the conflicts created by people trying to get in and
out of the site
• Any right-hand turn into the Affected Area during
peak periods will impact on through traffic
movements along Northcote Terrace

See above response.

No change

The Transport Impact Assessment also concluded that:

No change

Direct access to the site can be maintained as per existing access
arrangements generally with minimal impact on the operation of Northcote
Terrace and Walkerville Terrace.
It further noted that:
Generally access points on Northcote Terrace and Walkerville Terrace should
be as far away from the adjacent intersection as possible however this will
need to be considered in the context of existing road infrastructure including
utility services, bus stops, street trees and existing traffic management on the
road network. This can be determined at the development application stage
for any site based on the available frontages on each road.
Consideration should be given to the design of access points to each site to
minimise need for right turns to or from Northcote Terrace where possible.
Future development of the site will need to consider the location of access
into the Affected Area which would be assessed against applied Code
provisions during the development application stage.

• There is insufficient road width in sections of
Walkerville Terrace and Northcote Terrace to
accommodate a raised median strip

• There should be no on street parking adjacent the
Affected Area

• Building to the boundary will limit/prevent future
opportunities for road widening.
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Town of Walkerville

Council

• Not all of the owners of the Affected Area are
identified as the Designated Entity, which may have
legal implications

The submission has not provided any evidence to support this claim.

No change

Notably the Department for Infrastructure and Transport have not objected
to the proposed Urban Corridor (Living) Zone, nor has Council raised issue
with the current width of Walkerville Terrace to accommodate and traffic
control treatments (if required).
This is outside of the ambit of the Code Amendment.

No change

Currently on-street parking is limited along Walkerville Terrace and
Northcote Terrace, adjacent to the Affected Area. Along Walkerville Terrace

The Code Amendment does not propose to remove or amend the spatial
application of the existing Road Widening Overlay within the Affected Area.
The existing Road Widening Overlay applies to the western most parcels
within the Affected Area that abut Northcote Terrace.

No change

Incorrect.

No change

It is acknowledged that the Certificate of Titles provided within the ‘Proposal
to Initiate’ and the Draft Code Amendment (with Certificate of Titles
provided within the Appendices to each) referenced two (2) historic entity
names. These being the Pierce Matthews Ltd (now Pierce Matthews Pty Ltd)
and Home Supplies Pty Ltd (now GBS Cafe Pty Ltd).
The ‘Proposal to Initiate’ outlined the Designated Entity as follows:

Pierce Matthews Pty Ltd, Buckingham Arms Hotel Pty Ltd, GBS Café Pty Ltd
and Seymews Nominees Pty Ltd
Current titles have been provided at Appendix 2 to this letter from the
Designated Entity, to confirm that the Designated Entity includes all relevant
landowners and have been appropriately identified on both the Proposal to
Initiate and the Code Amendment.
• Council questions why the other properties within
the Local Activity Centre Zone were not invited to
participate in the Code Amendment

Pursuant to Section 73(2)((b)(iv) of the PDI Act a proposal to amend the
Planning and Design Code may only be initiated by a person who has an
interest in land and who is seeking to alter the way in which the Planning and
Design Code affects that land.
On this basis, as a proponent-initiated Code Amendment, it is not possible
for the Designated Entity to seek to rezone land outside of the Affected Area.
The balance of land within the current Local Activity Centre Zone will
therefore remain within two (2) separate segments including:
• One contiguous zone fronting Robe Terrace comprising part of Robe
Terrace as well as:
• Four (4) land parcels adjacent the intersection of Robe Terrace and
Northcote Street measuring approximately 2,150m2 comprising
detached dwellings, offices and a photography Studio; and
• Two (2) land parcels occupied by the SA Water Gilberton Pump
Station, occupying an area of approximately 1,650 m2; and
• A single triangular shaped land parcel to the north of the Affected
Area fronting Northcote Terrace which measures approximately
630m2 and is presently occupied by a consulting room (Rose Family
Chiropractic).
The existing use of land within the remaining Local Activity Centre Zone
(including offices, consulting rooms and dwellings) are all land uses
contemplated within this Zone. Whilst the balance of the remaining Local
Activity Centre Zone fronting Northcote Street is relatively small in size and
comprises only a single land parcel, it will still maintain an appropriate
transition between the proposed Urban Corridor (Living) Zone and the
existing Established Neighbourhood Zone to the north by accommodating
retail, office, health and community facilities, services and other businesses
to services to the local community to a maximum height of three (3) storeys.
Notwithstanding, and as addressed in the approved ‘Proposal to Initiate’ the
Proponent discussed the proposed Code Amendment with the owners of
land at 14 Northcote Terrace, Gilberton (currently occupied by Rose Family
Chiropractic) which is also located within the Local Activity Centre Zone and
adjoins the Affected Area to the north. This included:
• Email correspondence from the Proponent dated 16 March 2021 to
establish the appropriate contact for the adjoining land owners;
• Liaison by the Proponent with Rebecca Rose (daughter of land owner
Robert Rose) regarding a possible Code Amendment (rezoning); and
• Written email correspondence between the Proponent and Rebecca
Rose dated 18 March 2021, 25 March 2021 and 26 March 2021
discussing possible implications of a Code Amendment (rezoning)
including the possibility of a commercial transaction (sale of land)
between parties amongst other matters.

No change

Based on these discussions, it is understood that the adjoining owners at 14
Northcote Terrace, Gilberton do not have a firm opinion in relation to the
proposed Code Amendment – i.e., they neither support nor oppose the Code
Amendment. Notwithstanding, the adjoining owner did state that the Rose
Family Chiropractic consulting rooms currently rely on the Buckingham Arms
carpark for their practice and have done so for many years. Concern was
raised by the adjoining owner that the consulting business may suffer if the
Buckingham Arms Hotel was sold or redeveloped following a Code
Amendment (rezoning), as they would not be able to rely on carparking on
the Buckingham Arms site. It is noted that there is currently no Right of Way,
deed or formal agreement in place enabling Rose Family Chiropractic to
access or utilise the Buckingham Arms site for staff or customer car parking.
• Limiting the Code Amendment to the Affected Area
is not an appropriate planning outcome as it will not
achieve the strategic intent of this ‘key gateway’.

• Council supports the application of the Urban
Corridor (Living) Zone given its strong residential
focus
• Council objects to the proposed maximum building
height of 6 levels / 24.5m being applied and seeks a
height TNV of 4 building levels and 16.5 metres.

See above response.

No change

In addition, given the Affected Area represents the largest portion of the
existing Local Activity Centre Zone, it warrants itself to be the focus of the
most significant development site and focus for this ‘key gateway’.
Noted.

No change

The Code Amendment seeks to rezone the Affected Area to the Urban
Corridor (Living) Zone, that implements the intent of the Inner Metro Rim
Structure Plan which identified specific ‘actions’ for ‘City Gateway (Robe
Terrace)’ and as follows:

No change

• Develop the intersection at Northcote Terrace as a gateway to the city
with an increased concentration of activity, quality-built form and
public realm, and achieve greater engagement with the Park Lands.
• Encourage commercial and home office use at the street level with
residential above (4-6 storeys).
• Promote strong built form and parking provision at the rear for new
infill development.
• Council requests that the policy incorporates
DTS/DPF 4.1 of the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone as it
relates to the 30-degree plane in relation to a
southern boundary, given the southern side of
Walkerville Terrace is likely to be impacted by
overshadowing.

There are two components to consider in this issue.
Firstly, whether the southern side of Walkerville Terrace is considered a
‘southern’ boundary, including where future development parallel with the
boundary would be considered ‘southern facing’.
Secondly, whether the overshadowing created by future development (up to
the Maximum TNV height of 24.5 metres, and including additional heights up
to 30% higher, for designation as a potential ‘significant development’ site)
would unreasonably overshadow residential properties to the east of
Walkerville Terrace.
In regard to the Council’s classification of what is considered ‘southern’
under the Planning and Design Code, it is important to review Part 8 –
‘Administrative Terms and Definitions’ of the Code. Within the
‘Administrative Terms and Definitions Table’ of Part 8, ‘south facing’ is
described as being:

No change

‘In relation to building orientation, a side wall is south facing if the wall is
orientated anywhere between E20°N/W20°S and E30°S/W30°N.’
A diagram is also provided:

s

On our review of the Affected Area, should future development of the site
include a wall that is generally parallel with Walkerville Terrace, then the
orientation of this wall would clearly not fall within the Code’s definition of
‘south facing’.
Notwithstanding the above definition of what is ‘southern’ Council have
provided an overshadowing analysis within their submission, which in their
view demonstrates a level of overshadowing impacts.
Council’s submission included massing diagrams (within its ‘Attachment B’)
that incorporates a shadow analysis. As part of this response, it is noted we
have not validated the accuracy of this analysis, but for purposes of
responding, have assumed it to be mostly accurate, as it demonstrates a
general consistency with our own analysis.
Council’s shadow analysis demonstrates that even at full development of the
Affected Area (up to 8 levels with no setback to Walkerville Terrace), the
overshadowing is minimal and achieves compliance with the following
General Development Policies – Interface between Land Uses:
PO 3.2
Overshadowing of the primary area of private open space
or communal open space of adjacent residential land uses
in:
a. a neighbourhood type zone is minimised to maintain
access to direct winter sunlight
b. other zones is managed to enable access to direct
winter sunlight.
DTS/DPF 3.2 Development maintains 2 hours of direct sunlight between
9.00 am and 3.00 pm on 21 June to adjacent residential
land uses in a neighbourhood-type zone in accordance with
the following:
a. for ground level private open space, the smaller of the
following:
i. half the existing ground level open space
or
ii. 35m2 of the existing ground level open space (with
at least one of the area's dimensions measuring
2.5m)
b. for ground level communal open space, at least half of
the existing ground level open space.

The impact of overshadowing of adjacent residential development in the
adjoining Established Neighbourhood Zone is therefore likely to be
successfully managed through the adoption and application of applicable
Code provisions relating to overshadowing combined with the orientation of
the Affected Area relative to existing residential development and the
existing wide road reserve along both Northcote Terrace and Walkerville
Terrace.
It is noted that any future Development Application would need to
demonstrate compliance with the relevant Code provisions relating to
overshadowing and can be appropriately assessed at a later stage.
• Council seeks the preparation of additional
supporting heritage investigations that explore the
possible development scenarios on the site and
demonstrates how the medium density yield can be
achieved whilst adhering to the Heritage Place and
Heritage Adjacency Overlay. Council raised concern
that the presence of a local heritage place within the
Affected Area, limits the ability to achieve a ‘medium
density’ outcome.
• Council seeks a frontage setback of 3 metres to
Walkerville Terrace and Northcote Terrace to enable
deep planting zones to be established.

This is outside the ambit of a Code Amendment and should be addressed at
the Development Application stage.

No change

The calculated yield for lowest end of the ‘medium density’ scale equates to
22 dwellings, and 44 dwellings at the highest end of the scale. At the lowest
end, a minimum of 22 dwellings could easily be accommodated in a building
of 3-4 storeys, which aligns with the heights that Council have sought
through their submission.

The Urban Corridor (Living) Zone will encourage development to provide a
strong built form presence to the primary road corridor through a zero (0)
metre setback.

No change

It is noted that the current Buckingham Arms Hotel has a 0-metre setback
along both its frontages, to Northcote Terrace and Walkerville Terrace. The
proposed setback not only reflects this existing condition, but also
acknowledges the intent of the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone, in locating nonresidential uses at ground level and provide a strong active frontage to the
street.
It is noted that Walkerville Terrace and Northcote Terrace both comprise
existing canopy street trees within the road reserve.
• Council is concerned that the Urban Corridor (Living)
Zone does not provide sufficient policy to minimise
overlooking, however considers that the
Government Architect would likely provide guidance
around this.

Noted. The General Development Provisions – Design in Urban Areas
includes several provisions that ensures future development of the Affected
Area mitigates direct overlooking from upper-level windows and balconies,
into the habitable rooms and private open space of adjoining residential
uses.
Future development within the Design Overlay that exceeds four (4)
buildings levels in height, will trigger a referral to the Government Architect
(or Associate Government Architect), which will likely include a review of
amenity impacts and context of the proposed the development adjacent to
residential development.
Overlooking matters can therefore be addressed through future
Development Application(s) and as Council alluded to, this can be
appropriately managed through a referral and assessment by the
Government Architect.

No change

• Council refutes the claim made by Greenhill that the
internal 150mm sewer pipe is redundant and
recommends further investigations.

Council have misinterpreted what the Greenhill report is saying in regard to
the sewer main.

No change

The report indicates that under future redevelopment of the Affected Area,
the 150mm sewer pipe will need to be abandoned and removed to make way
for new private internal sewer infrastructure. This is confirmed on Page 10 of
the Preliminary Infrastructure & Services Report (Rev E), in which Greenhill
states:
There is an existing 150 mm diameter pipe located within the affected
area, with an accompanying maintenance hole and inspection opening
that connects into the existing Walkerville Terrace sewer main.
There are seven existing property connections to this pipe. This existing
pipe and connections are anticipated to be redundant.
The existing 150 mm diameter water main off Walkerville Terrace will
need to be abandoned and removed for the proposed redevelopment
within the affected area. A new 150 mm diameter private internal gravity
sewer system will be required to service proposed residential dwellings.
The existing connection to the Buckingham’s Arms may be retained for
the existing hotel as required.

• Further consideration should be given to estimating
traffic generation and parking based on a variety of
realistic development scenarios.

The Transport Impact Assessment took a conservative approach in assessing
the demands and traffic movements resulting from full development of the
Affected Area. This included anticipating a potential yield of up to 90
dwellings and inclusion of 500 sqm of gross leasable floor area for purposes
of shops/offices and consulting rooms.

No change

In reality, it is anticipated that the yield is likely to be much lower than this,
and within the a ‘medium density’ yield scale of between 35-70 dwellings per
hectares. This equates to a calculated yield of between 22 and 44 dwellings.
The report concluded that:
Overall, the impact of the anticipated outcome on the adjacent road network
(including local road network in Medindie and Gilberton) will be very minor
with predicted traffic volumes typically less than the existing situation.
A future redevelopment of the site is likely to have a reduction in traffic
volumes considering the current use of entire Affected Area as a hotel. In
addition, the Department for Infrastructure and Transport have not objected
to the proposed Urban Corridor (Living) Zone.
• The existing 3.35m wide right of way would be
insufficient to service the likely refuse and heavy
vehicle demands for the future development of the
site and suggests the preparation of a concept
plan/structure plan.

Outside of the ambit of this Code Amendment.

No change

The 3.35 metre right of way exists under the current zone and would be
subject to an assessment in association with a future development
application.
Future redevelopment of the site will need to demonstrate internal traffic
movements, including the provision of suitable access and movement for
waste collection vehicles (and other larger delivery vehicles, if required).

• Council requests clarification from the State Planning
Commission about the reasons why the Affordable

Noted.
On review of other areas where the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone has been
applied, it appears most (if not all) have the Affordable Housing Overlay

No change

Housing Overlay has been omitted from the Code
Amendment package.

applied across this zone. It is noted the Affordable Housing Overlay is also
applied to other zones, not just the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone.
The Designated Entity seeks the confirmation from the Minister as to
whether this overlay needs to apply in an approved Code Amendment and
would accept adoption of this overlay in any respect.

• Council requests the State Planning Commission is
provided with suitable site contamination
investigations to ensure the Affected Area is suitable
for sensitive use.

• Potential loss of significant trees on the site

The EPA made no objection to the Code Amendment in their response (see
Submission 15 below).
A future Development Application will be subject to an assessment with the
provisions of the Code relating to site contamination, particularly where
future redevelopment includes a more sensitive use (such residential uses).
As a minimum, it is expected that a preliminary site investigation will be
required to assess the history of uses and activities within the Affected Area,
and any potential contamination that may result from these activities.

The Code Amendment does not seek approval to remove Regulated or
Significant Trees from the site, with a future application subject to the
assessment of any proposed removal or ‘tree damaging activity’.
It is anticipated that if Regulated Trees are unable to be integrated within
future development, development approval for their removal could possibly
be granted in accordance with the ‘Regulated and Significant Tree Overlay’
which includes the following Desired Outcome and Performance Objectives:
DO 1

Conservation of regulated and significant trees to provide
aesthetic and environmental benefits and mitigate tree loss.
and

PO 1.1 Regulated trees are retained where they:
(a)

make an important visual contribution to local character
and amenity

(b)

are indigenous to the local area and listed under the
National Parks and Wildlife Act 1972 as a rare or
endangered native species

and / or
(c)

provide an important habitat for native fauna.

PO 1.2 Significant trees are retained where they:
(a)

make an important contribution to the character or
amenity of the local area

(b)

are indigenous to the local area and are listed under the
National Parks and Wildlife Act 1972 as a rare or
endangered native species

(c)

represent an important habitat for native fauna

(d)

are part of a wildlife corridor of a remnant area of
native vegetation

(e)

are important to the maintenance of biodiversity in the
local environment

and / or

No change

(f)

form a notable visual element to the landscape of the
local area

PO 1.4 A tree-damaging activity in connection with other
development satisfies all the following:
(a)

it accommodates the reasonable development of land in
accordance with the relevant zone or subzone where
such development might not otherwise be possible

(b)

in the case of a significant tree, all reasonable
development options and design solutions have been
considered to prevent substantial tree-damaging
activity occurring.

The Code policy framework within the Regulated and Significant Tree Overlay
does include provisions to accommodate the possible removal of a Regulated
and Significant tree subject to detailed assessment.
It is recommended that a suitably qualified Arborist be engaged at the
Development Application stage to report on the status of each tree, and to
assess the impact of future development on each tree.
Please refer to Section 4.3.10 of the Consultation version of the Code
Amendment for further assessment of regulated Trees within the Affected
Area.

12

Rachel Sanderson MP

Other
stakeholders

• Concerns about impacts on existing traffic
congestion

The Transport Impact Assessment concluded that:

No change

Overall, the impact of the anticipated outcome on the adjacent road network
(including local road network in Medindie and Gilberton) will be very minor
with predicted traffic volumes typically less than the existing situation.
A future redevelopment of the site is likely to have a reduction in traffic
volumes considering the current use of entire Affected Area as a hotel. In
addition, the Department for Infrastructure and Transport have not objected
to the proposed Urban Corridor (Living) Zone.

• Concerns about on-street car parking extending to
side streets

See above response.

No change

• Concerns regarding the proposed height limit,
particularly in terms of overshadowing, loss of
privacy

The proposed interface building height (which requires a 45-degree plane)
will satisfactorily address any potential impacts on adjoining residential
properties, including in relation to overlooking.

No change

In addition, there are considerable provisions within the General
Development Policies of the Code which protect existing residential land uses
from overlooking.
Further, as stated above, future development within the Design Overlay that
exceeds four (4) buildings levels in height, will trigger a referral to the
Government Architect (or Associate Government Architect), which will likely
include review of amenity impacts and context of the proposed the
development adjacent to residential development.
Overlooking matters can therefore be addressed through future
Development Application(s).
In analysing a full development scenario of the Affected Area (up to 8 levels
with no setback to Walkerville Terrace), the overshadowing is minimised and

is consistent with the following General Development Policies – Interface
between Land Uses:
DTS/DPF 3.1 Conservation of regulated and significant trees to provide
aesthetic and environmental benefits and mitigate tree loss
DTS/DPF 3.2 Development maintains 2 hours of direct sunlight between
9.00 am and 3.00 pm on 21 June to adjacent residential
land uses in a neighbourhood-type zone in accordance with
the following:
a. for ground level private open space, the smaller of the
following:
i. half the existing ground level open space
or
ii. 35m2 of the existing ground level open space (with
at least one of the area's dimensions measuring
2.5m)
b. for ground level communal open space, at least half of
the existing ground level open space.
Any unreasonable overshadowing of adjacent residential dwellings is
appropriately managed through the orientation of the Affected Area,
location of residential property to be to the east, north and west of the
Affected Area, and through the existing wide road reserve along Walkerville
Terrace.
Nonetheless, it is noted that any future Development Application would
need to demonstrate compliance with the code provisions relating to
overshadowing and can be appropriately assessed at a later stage.
If required, please refer to Council’s submission (within its ‘Attachment B’)
which includes an appropriate shadow analysis prepared by a third party.
• Current height limit of three storeys is appropriate

The Code Amendment seeks to rezone the Affected Area to the Urban
Corridor (Living) Zone, that implements the intent of the Inner Metro Rim
Structure Plan which identified specific ‘actions’ for ‘City Gateway (Robe
Terrace)’ and as follows:

No change

• Develop the intersection at Northcote Terrace as a gateway to the city
with an increased concentration of activity, quality-built form and
public realm, and achieve greater engagement with the Park Lands.
• Encourage commercial and home office use at the street level with
residential above (4-6 storeys).
• Promote strong built form and parking provision at the rear for new
infill development.
The existing zoning within the Affected Area does not facilitate a
redevelopment (particularly height) outcome that aligns with the direction
provided through the Inner Rim Structure Plan.
• Concern that the Aircraft Noise Exposure Overlay
will affect saleability of future residences in the
higher levels of a 6-8 storey building

The EPA is satisfied that the proposed Noise and Air Emissions Overlay and
the Aircraft Noise Exposure (ANEF 20) Overlay and Ministerial Building
Standard 010 would provide a suitable policy mix in order to properly assess
the potential impact of road and aircraft noise on sensitive residential
development at the Development Application stage.

No change

• Concerns that a tall building will not complement the
existing character of the area and will detract from
the many heritage homes in the suburb

This Code Amendment has been proposed on the basis that there is clear
strategic justification through the Inner Rim Structure Plan for future
redevelopment and intensification, through designation of the Affected Area
as a ‘gateway’.

No change

There is a significant amount of policy with the Code and the proposed Urban
Corridor (Living) Zone that ensures the future design of built form is
responsive to its surrounding context and provides for an appropriate
transition to surrounding neighbourhood zones.
Importantly, any future development within the Design Overlay that exceeds
four (4) buildings levels in height, will trigger a referral to the Government
Architect (or Associate Government Architect) for the provision of expert
design advice (as stipulated in the Procedural Matters table of the Design
Overlay) to the Relevant Authority on how the development:
• responds to its surrounding context and contributes to the quality and
character of a place
• contributes to inclusiveness, connectivity, and universal design of the
built environment
• enables buildings and places that are fit for purpose, adaptable and
long-lasting
• adds value by positively contributing to places and communities
• optimises performance and public benefit
• supports sustainable and environmentally responsible development.
• Concerns about the impact on the Local Heritage
listed hotel

The Code Amendment will retain the ‘Local Heritage Place Overlay’ and the
‘Heritage Adjacency Overlay’ within the Affected Area.

No change

It is anticipated that any future development associated with the Local
Heritage Place, will require Planning Consent, and can be appropriately and
sensitively managed and assessed by the Relevant Authority, utilising existing
Code policies, to ensure that the heritage value of the Hotel is retained and
integrated with future development.
Future development applications within the Heritage Adjacency Overlay will
need to ensure that development does not dominate, encroach within or
materially impact on the Local Heritage Place.

• Loss of significant trees on the site

The Code Amendment does not seek approval to remove Regulated or
Significant Trees from the site, with a future application subject to the merit
of such a proposal. It is noted that the existing Local Activity Centre Zone has
the same potential for the redevelopment of the Affected Area, and
subsequent removal of trees.
It is anticipated that if these trees are unable to be integrated within future
development, development approval for their removal could be granted in
accordance with the ‘Regulated and Significant Tree Overlay’ which includes
the following Desired Outcome and Performance Objectives:
DO 1

Conservation of regulated and significant trees to provide
aesthetic and environmental benefits and mitigate tree loss.
and

No change

PO 1.1 Regulated trees are retained where they:
(a)

make an important visual contribution to local character
and amenity

(b)

are indigenous to the local area and listed under the
National Parks and Wildlife Act 1972 as a rare or
endangered native species

and / or
(c)

provide an important habitat for native fauna.

PO 1.2 Significant trees are retained where they:
(a)

make an important contribution to the character or
amenity of the local area

(b)

are indigenous to the local area and are listed under the
National Parks and Wildlife Act 1972 as a rare or
endangered native species

(c)

represent an important habitat for native fauna

(d)

are part of a wildlife corridor of a remnant area of
native vegetation

(e)

are important to the maintenance of biodiversity in the
local environment

and / or
(f)

form a notable visual element to the landscape of the
local area

PO 1.4 A tree-damaging activity in connection with other
development satisfies all the following:
(a)

it accommodates the reasonable development of land in
accordance with the relevant zone or subzone where
such development might not otherwise be possible

(b)

in the case of a significant tree, all reasonable
development options and design solutions have been
considered to prevent substantial tree-damaging
activity occurring.

It is anticipated that their removal could be supported in accordance with the
existing policy framework within the Regulated and Significant Tree Overlay.
On this basis, it is anticipated that the presence of Regulated Trees, will not
preclude future development of the Affected Area. Notwithstanding, it is
recommended that a suitably qualified Arborist be engaged at the
Development Application stage to report on the status of each tree, and to
assess the impact of future development on each tree.

• Concern that the rezoning will set a precedent

It is not clear on why the submission maintains a view that a precedent will
form.
This Code Amendment has been proposed on the basis that there is clear
strategic justification through the Inner Rim Structure Plan, and its
designation of the Affected Area as a ‘gateway’.
The submission does not provide any further detail as to how the precedent
would materialise in the future. Future Code Amendments are assessed on

No change

their individual merit, detailed investigations and the strategic basis to which
they are proposed.

• The current Local Activity Centre zoning has only
recently come into effect.

The infancy of the Planning and Design Code is not a sufficient reason to
withhold all current and future amendments.

No change

Whilst we acknowledge the Planning and Design Code has been adopted in
early 2021, the Affected Area has been zoned under the former ‘Local Centre
Zone’ within Walkerville Development Plan for many years, which performed
in a similar manner to the updated ‘Local Activity Centre Zone’.

13

APA Group

State Agency

• No objection

Noted

No change

14

ElectraNet

State Agency

• No comment to make

Noted

No change

15

EPA

State Agency

• No objection

Noted

No change

• The EPA is satisfied that the proposed Noise and Air
Emissions Overlay and the Aircraft Noise Exposure
(ANEF 20) Overlay and Ministerial Building Standard
010 would provide a suitable policy mix in order to
properly assess the potential impact of road and
aircraft noise on sensitive residential development
at the DA stage.

Noted

No change

•

Noted. See below response.

No change

Agree.

No change

The EPA notes that there were no preliminary site
investigations undertaken to inform the Code
Amendment.

• Collectively, the Planning, Development, and
Infrastructure (General) Regulations 2017, State
Planning Commission Practice Direction 14 (Site
Contamination Assessment) 2021 and the Planning
and Design Code contain processes for site
contamination assessment when land use changes
to a more sensitive use. Any future DAs at the
affected area may be subject to the site
contamination assessment scheme provisions.
16

SA Water

State Agency

A future Development Application will be subject to an assessment with the
provisions of the Code relating to site contamination, particularly where
future redevelopment includes a more sensitive use (such residential uses).
As a minimum, it is expected that a preliminary site investigation will be
required to assess the history of uses and activities within the Affected Area,
and any potential contamination that may result from these activities.

• No objection

Noted.

No change

• Water and sewer networks augmentation may be
required should the proposed rezoning generate an
increase in existing demands.

Noted.

No change
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Product

LAND
SERVICES
SA

Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

Register Search Plus
(CT 5164/460)
17/12/2021 02:06PM
567
20211217005775

The Registrar-General certifies that this Title Register Search displays the records
maintained in the Register Book and other notations at the time of searching.

Certificate of Title - Volume 5164 Folio 460
Parent Title(s)

CT 4230/393

Creating Dealing(s)

CONVERTED TITLE

Title Issued

17/01/1994

Edition

6

Edition Issued

10/09/2020

Estate Type
FEE SIMPLE

Registered Proprietor
BUCKINGHAM ARMS HOTEL PTY. LTD. (ACN: 007 518 112)
OF LEVEL 1/71-73 FULLARTON ROAD KENT TOWN SA 5067
999 / 1000 SHARE
SEYMEWS NOMINEES PTY. LTD. (ACN: 007 759 033)
OF LEVEL 1/71-73 FULLARTON ROAD KENT TOWN SA 5067
1 / 1000 SHARE

Description of Land
ALLOTMENT 6 DEPOSITED PLAN 1458
IN THE AREA NAMED GILBERTON
HUNDRED OF YATALA

Easements
TOGETHER WITH RIGHT(S) OF WAY OVER ALLOTMENT 9 IN DP 1458 (T 262671)

Schedule of Dealings
Dealing Number

Description

13366500

MORTGAGE TO WESTPAC BANKING CORPORATION (ACN: 007 457 141)

Notations
Dealings Affecting Title

NIL

Priority Notices

NIL

Notations on Plan

NIL

Registrar-General's Notes

NIL

Administrative Interests

NIL

Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use

Page 1 of 2

Product

LAND

Register Search Plus
(CT 5164/460)
17/12/2021 02:06PM
567
20211217005775

Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

SERVICES

SA

17

3
65• 30

-·,-·
5·~5

ZG·-32

WALKERVILLE

0

7·5

14•02

--

15

TERRACE

22·5 30 Metres

Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use

Page 2 of 2

Product
Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

LAND

SERVICES

SA

Historical Search
17/12/2021 02:06PM
567
20211217005775

Certificate of Title
Title Reference:

CT 5164/460

Status:

CURRENT

Parent Title(s):

CT 4230/393

Dealing(s) Creating
Title:

CONVERTED TITLE

Title Issued:

17/01/1994

Edition:

6

Dealings
Lodgement
Date

Completion
Date

Dealing
Number

Dealing Type

Dealing
Status

Details

07/09/2020

10/09/2020

13366500

MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

WESTPAC BANKING
CORPORATION (ACN: 007 457
141)

07/09/2020

10/09/2020

13366494

DISCHARGE
OF
MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

12040465

20/11/2013

09/12/2013

12040465

MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

NATIONAL AUSTRALIA BANK
LTD.

07/03/1996

22/03/1996

8078586

AMENDMENT
TO
PROPRIETORS
HIP DETAILS

REGISTERE
D

VICKI ELIZABETH BOWNDS
WEBSTER,
ROBYN ELIZABETH JAY

04/03/1996

26/03/1996

8076720

TRANSFER

REGISTERE
D

BUCKINGHAM ARMS HOTEL
PTY. LTD. (ACN: 007 518 112),
SEYMEWS NOMINEES PTY.
LTD. (ACN: 007 759 033)

21/12/1993

20/01/1994

7633712

TRANSFER

REGISTERE
D

VICKI ELIZABETH BOWNDS
WEBSTER,
ROBYN ELIZABETH JAY

Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use
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Product

LAND
SERVICES
SA

Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

Register Search Plus
(CT 5219/297)
17/12/2021 02:03PM
567
20211217005732

The Registrar-General certifies that this Title Register Search displays the records
maintained in the Register Book and other notations at the time of searching.

Certificate of Title - Volume 5219 Folio 297
Parent Title(s)

CT 1221/162

Creating Dealing(s)

CONVERTED TITLE

Title Issued

10/10/1994

Edition

3

Edition Issued

10/09/2020

Estate Type
FEE SIMPLE

Registered Proprietor
BUCKINGHAM ARMS HOTEL PTY. LTD. (ACN: 007 518 112)
OF LEVEL 1/71-73 FULLARTON ROAD KENT TOWN SA 5067

Description of Land
ALLOTMENT 5 DEPOSITED PLAN 1458
IN THE AREA NAMED GILBERTON
HUNDRED OF YATALA

Easements
TOGETHER WITH RIGHT(S) OF WAY OVER ALLOTMENT 9 IN DP 1458 (T 262671)

Schedule of Dealings
Dealing Number

Description

13366499

MORTGAGE TO WESTPAC BANKING CORPORATION (ACN: 007 457 141)

Notations
Dealings Affecting Title

NIL

Priority Notices

NIL

Notations on Plan

NIL

Registrar-General's Notes

NIL

Administrative Interests

NIL

Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use

Page 1 of 2

Product

LAND

Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

SERVICES

SA

Register Search Plus
(CT 5219/297)
17/12/2021 02:03PM
567
20211217005732

/

4

50

0
_1

L

DISTANCES ARE IN FEET AND INCHES
FOR METRIC CONVERSION
1 FOOT
1 INCH

=

0·3048 metres
0·0254 metres

Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use

Page 2 of 2

Product
Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

LAND

SERVICES

SA

Historical Search
17/12/2021 02:03PM
567
20211217005732

Certificate of Title
Title Reference:

CT 5219/297

Status:

CURRENT

Parent Title(s):

CT 1221/162

Dealing(s) Creating
Title:

CONVERTED TITLE

Title Issued:

10/10/1994

Edition:

3

Dealings
Lodgement
Date

Completion
Date

Dealing
Number

Dealing Type

Dealing
Status

Details

07/09/2020

10/09/2020

13366499

MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

WESTPAC BANKING
CORPORATION (ACN: 007 457
141)

07/09/2020

10/09/2020

13366495

DISCHARGE
OF
MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

7773914

16/08/1994

13/10/1994

7773914

MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

NATIONAL AUSTRALIA BANK
LTD.

Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use
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Product

LAND
SERVICES
SA

Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

Register Search Plus
(CT 5611/691)
17/12/2021 01:53PM
567
20211217005533

The Registrar-General certifies that this Title Register Search displays the records
maintained in the Register Book and other notations at the time of searching.

Certificate of Title - Volume 5611 Folio 691
Parent Title(s)

CT 3030/182

Creating Dealing(s)

CONVERTED TITLE

Title Issued

06/01/1999

Edition

2

Edition Issued

10/09/2020

Estate Type
FEE SIMPLE

Registered Proprietor
PIERCE MATTHEWS PTY. LTD. (ACN: 007 535 748)
OF L 1 67 PHILLIS STREET MAYLANDS SA 5069

Description of Land
ALLOTMENTS 1 AND 2 DEPOSITED PLAN 1458
IN THE AREA NAMED GILBERTON
HUNDRED OF YATALA

Easements
NIL

Schedule of Dealings
Dealing Number

Description

13366503

MORTGAGE TO WESTPAC BANKING CORPORATION (ACN: 007 457 141)

Notations
Dealings Affecting Title

NIL

Priority Notices

NIL

Notations on Plan

NIL

Registrar-General's Notes

NIL

Administrative Interests

NIL

Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use

Page 1 of 2

Product

LAND

Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

SERVICES

SA

Register Search Plus
(CT 5611/691)
17/12/2021 01:53PM
567
20211217005533

~
ID
(J1

50

25

0

DISTANCES ARE IN FEET AND INCHES
FOR METRIC CONVERSION
1 FOOT
1 INCH

= 0·3048 METRES
= 0·0254 METRES

Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use
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Product
Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

LAND

SERVICES

SA

Historical Search
17/12/2021 01:53PM
567
20211217005533

Certificate of Title
Title Reference:

CT 5611/691

Status:

CURRENT

Parent Title(s):

CT 3030/182

Dealing(s) Creating
Title:

CONVERTED TITLE

Title Issued:

06/01/1999

Edition:

2

Dealings
Lodgement
Date

Completion
Date

Dealing
Number

Dealing Type

Dealing
Status

Details

07/09/2020

10/09/2020

13366503

MORTGAGE
(CHANGE OF
PROPRIETOR
NAME)

REGISTERE
D

WESTPAC BANKING
CORPORATION (ACN: 007 457
141),
New Proprietor Name: PIERCE
MATTHEWS PTY. LTD. (ACN:
007 535 748)

07/09/2020

10/09/2020

13366492

DISCHARGE
OF
MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

7773916

16/08/1994

29/08/1994

7773916

MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use

Page 1 of 1

PLAN NUMBER

S.A. LANDS TITLES OFFICE RE-IDENTIFICATION PLAN

FP 137107
AREA
LGA
HUNDRED
SECTION

ACCEPTED FOR FILING
02/02/1995

: GILBERTON
: CORP OF THE TOWN OF WALKERVILLE
: YATALA
: P S 475

REGISTRAR-GENERAL

THIS PLAN IS SCANNED FOR CERTIFICATE OF TITLE 3030/183

LAST PLAN REF: DP 1458
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Product

LAND
SERVICES
SA

Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

Register Search Plus
(CT 5782/220)
17/12/2021 02:08PM
567
20211217005818

The Registrar-General certifies that this Title Register Search displays the records
maintained in the Register Book and other notations at the time of searching.

Certificate of Title - Volume 5782 Folio 220
Parent Title(s)

CT 3030/183

Creating Dealing(s)

CONVERTED TITLE

Title Issued

14/06/2000

Edition

2

Edition Issued

10/09/2020

Estate Type
FEE SIMPLE

Registered Proprietor
PIERCE MATTHEWS PTY. LTD. (ACN: 007 535 748)
OF L 1 67 PHILLIS STREET MAYLANDS SA 5069

Description of Land
ALLOTMENT 56 FILED PLAN 137107
IN THE AREA NAMED GILBERTON
HUNDRED OF YATALA

Easements
NIL

Schedule of Dealings
Dealing Number

Description

13366502

MORTGAGE TO WESTPAC BANKING CORPORATION (ACN: 007 457 141)

Notations
Dealings Affecting Title

NIL

Priority Notices

NIL

Notations on Plan

NIL

Registrar-General's Notes

NIL

Administrative Interests

NIL

Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use

Page 1 of 2

Product

LAND

Register Search Plus
(CT 5782/220)
17/12/2021 02:08PM
567
20211217005818

Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

SERVICES

SA

THIS PLAN IS SCANNED FOR CERTIFICATE OF TITLE 3030/183

LAST PLAN REF: DP 1458

ENLARGEMENT
(NOT TO SCALE)
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NOTE: SUBJECT TO ALL LAWFULLY EXISTING PLANS OF DIVISION

Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use

Page 2 of 2

Product
Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

LAND

SERVICES

SA

Historical Search
17/12/2021 02:08PM
567
20211217005818

Certificate of Title
Title Reference:

CT 5782/220

Status:

CURRENT

Parent Title(s):

CT 3030/183

Dealing(s) Creating
Title:

CONVERTED TITLE

Title Issued:

14/06/2000

Edition:

2

Dealings
Lodgement
Date

Completion
Date

Dealing
Number

Dealing Type

Dealing
Status

Details

07/09/2020

10/09/2020

13366502

MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

WESTPAC BANKING
CORPORATION (ACN: 007 457
141)

07/09/2020

10/09/2020

13366492

DISCHARGE
OF
MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

7773916

16/08/1994

29/08/1994

7773916

MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use

Page 1 of 1

PLAN NUMBER

S.A. LANDS TITLES OFFICE RE-IDENTIFICATION PLAN

FP137113
AREA
LGA
HUNDRED
SECTION

ACCEPTED FOR FILING
02/02/1995

: GILBERTON
: CORP OF THE TOWN OF WALKERVILLE
: YATALA
: P S 475

REGISTRAR-GENERAL

THIS PLAN IS SCANNED FOR CERTIFICATE OF TITLE 1027/140

LAST PLAN REF: DP 1458

.... ......

DP
62

.... .....

9 Perches

..... .....

...

1458

\

30

15

0

30 FEET

FOR METRIC CONVERSION
1 FOOT = 0·3048 METRES
1 INCH = 0·0254 METRES
1 ACRE = 0·404686 HECTARES
1 ROOD = 1011•7m2
1 PERCH = 25·29 m2
NOTE: SUBJECT TO ALL LAWFULLY EXISTING PLANS OF DIVISION

Product

LAND
SERVICES
SA

Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

Register Search Plus
(CT 5782/735)
20/12/2021 09:51AM
567
20211220001594

The Registrar-General certifies that this Title Register Search displays the records
maintained in the Register Book and other notations at the time of searching.

Certificate of Title - Volume 5782 Folio 735
Parent Title(s)

CT 1027/140

Creating Dealing(s)

CONVERTED TITLE

Title Issued

16/06/2000

Edition

2

Edition Issued

10/09/2020

Estate Type
FEE SIMPLE

Registered Proprietor
PIERCE MATTHEWS PTY. LTD. (ACN: 007 535 748)
OF L 1 67 PHILLIS STREET MAYLANDS SA 5069

Description of Land
ALLOTMENT 62 FILED PLAN 137113
IN THE AREA NAMED GILBERTON
HUNDRED OF YATALA

Easements
NIL

Schedule of Dealings
Dealing Number

Description

13366503

MORTGAGE TO WESTPAC BANKING CORPORATION (ACN: 007 457 141)

Notations
Dealings Affecting Title

NIL

Priority Notices

NIL

Notations on Plan

NIL

Registrar-General's Notes

NIL

Administrative Interests

NIL

Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use

Page 1 of 2

Product

LAND

Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

SERVICES

SA

THIS PLAN IS SCANNED FOR CERTIFICATE OF TITLE 1027/140

Register Search Plus
(CT 5782/735)
20/12/2021 09:51AM
567
20211220001594

LAST PLAN REF: DP 1458

.... ......

DP

62

.... .....

9 Perches

..... .....

1458

30

15

0

30 FEET

FOR METRIC CONVERSION
1 FOOT = 0·3048 METRES
1 INCH = 0·0254 METRES
1 ACRE = 0·404686 HECTARES
1 ROOD = 1011•7m2
1 PERCH = 25·29 m2
NOTE: SUBJECT TO ALL LAWFULLY EXISTING PLANS OF DIVISION

Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use

Page 2 of 2

Product
Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

LAND

SERVICES

SA

Historical Search
20/12/2021 09:51AM
567
20211220001594

Certificate of Title
Title Reference:

CT 5782/735

Status:

CURRENT

Parent Title(s):

CT 1027/140

Dealing(s) Creating
Title:

CONVERTED TITLE

Title Issued:

16/06/2000

Edition:

2

Dealings
Lodgement
Date

Completion
Date

Dealing
Number

Dealing Type

Dealing
Status

Details

07/09/2020

10/09/2020

13366503

MORTGAGE
(CHANGE OF
PROPRIETOR
NAME)

REGISTERE
D

WESTPAC BANKING
CORPORATION (ACN: 007 457
141),
New Proprietor Name: PIERCE
MATTHEWS PTY. LTD. (ACN:
007 535 748)

07/09/2020

10/09/2020

13366492

DISCHARGE
OF
MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

7773916

16/08/1994

29/08/1994

7773916

MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use

Page 1 of 1

PLAN NUMBER

S.A. LANDS TITLES OFFICE RE-IDENTIFICATION PLAN

FP 137111
AREA
LGA
HUNDRED
SECTION

ACCEPTED FOR FILING
02/02/1995

: GILBERTON
: CORP OF THE TOWN OF WALKERVILLE
: YATALA
: P S 475

REGISTRAR-GENERAL

THIS PLAN IS SCANNED FOR CERTIFICATE OF TITLE 3714/56
SEE TITLE TEXT FOR EASEMENT DETAILS

LAST PLAN REF: DP 1458

ENLARGEMENT
(NOT TO SCALE)
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20 Metres

FP
137113

Product

LAND
SERVICES
SA

Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

Register Search Plus
(CT 5878/606)
20/12/2021 09:54AM
567
20211220001639

The Registrar-General certifies that this Title Register Search displays the records
maintained in the Register Book and other notations at the time of searching.

Certificate of Title - Volume 5878 Folio 606
Parent Title(s)

CT 3714/56

Creating Dealing(s)

CONVERTED TITLE

Title Issued

30/08/2002

Edition

3

Edition Issued

10/09/2020

Estate Type
FEE SIMPLE

Registered Proprietor
G.B.S. CAFE PTY. LTD. (ACN: 007 527 906)
OF LEVEL 1/71-73 FULLARTON ROAD KENT TOWN SA 5067

Description of Land
ALLOTMENT 60 FILED PLAN 137111
IN THE AREA NAMED GILBERTON
HUNDRED OF YATALA

Easements
TOGETHER WITH RIGHT(S) OF WAY OVER THE LAND MARKED A AND B (T 630951)

Schedule of Dealings
Dealing Number

Description

13366498

MORTGAGE TO WESTPAC BANKING CORPORATION (ACN: 007 457 141)

Notations
Dealings Affecting Title

NIL

Priority Notices

NIL

Notations on Plan

NIL

Registrar-General's Notes

NIL

Administrative Interests

NIL

Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use

Page 1 of 2

Product

LAND

Register Search Plus
(CT 5878/606)
20/12/2021 09:54AM
567
20211220001639

Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

SERVICES

SA

THIS PLAN IS SCANNED FOR CERTIFICATE OF TITLE 3714/56
SEE TITLE TEXT FOR EASEMENT DETAILS

LAST PLAN REF: DP 1458

ENLARGEMENT
(NOT TO SCALE)
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NOTE: SUBJECT TO ALL LAWFULLY EXISTING PLANS OF DIVISION

Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use

Page 2 of 2

Product
Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

LAND

SERVICES

SA

Historical Search
20/12/2021 09:54AM
567
20211220001639

Certificate of Title
Title Reference:

CT 5878/606

Status:

CURRENT

Parent Title(s):

CT 3714/56

Dealing(s) Creating
Title:

CONVERTED TITLE

Title Issued:

30/08/2002

Edition:

3

Dealings
Lodgement
Date

Completion
Date

Dealing
Number

Dealing Type

Dealing
Status

Details

07/09/2020

10/09/2020

13366498

MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

WESTPAC BANKING
CORPORATION (ACN: 007 457
141)

07/09/2020

10/09/2020

13366493

DISCHARGE
OF
MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

12040471

20/11/2013

09/12/2013

12040471

MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

NATIONAL AUSTRALIA BANK
LTD.

20/11/2013

09/12/2013

12040467

CHANGE OF
NAME

REGISTERE
D

G.B.S. CAFE PTY. LTD. (ACN:
007 527 906)

Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use

Page 1 of 1
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Product

LAND
SERVICES
SA

Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

Register Search Plus
(CT 5878/617)
17/12/2021 01:58PM
567
20211217005612

The Registrar-General certifies that this Title Register Search displays the records
maintained in the Register Book and other notations at the time of searching.

Certificate of Title - Volume 5878 Folio 617
Parent Title(s)

CT 2191/12

Creating Dealing(s)

CONVERTED TITLE

Title Issued

30/08/2002

Edition

2

Edition Issued

10/09/2020

Estate Type
FEE SIMPLE

Registered Proprietor
PIERCE MATTHEWS PTY. LTD. (ACN: 007 535 748)
OF L 1 67 PHILLIS STREET MAYLANDS SA 5069

Description of Land
ALLOTMENTS 3 AND 9 DEPOSITED PLAN 1458
IN THE AREA NAMED GILBERTON
HUNDRED OF YATALA

Easements
SUBJECT TO THE EASEMENT(S) OVER THE WITHIN ALLOTMENT 9 TO THE MINISTER FOR INFRASTRUCTURE
(T 310502)
SUBJECT TO RIGHT(S) OF WAY OVER THE WITHIN ALLOTMENT 9 (T 262671 T 262672 T 630951 T631589 AND T
637071)

Schedule of Dealings
Dealing Number

Description

13366503

MORTGAGE TO WESTPAC BANKING CORPORATION (ACN: 007 457 141)

Notations
Dealings Affecting Title

NIL

Priority Notices

NIL

Notations on Plan

NIL

Registrar-General's Notes

NIL

Administrative Interests

NIL

Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use

Page 1 of 2

Product

LAND

Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

SERVICES

SA

Register Search Plus
(CT 5878/617)
17/12/2021 01:58PM
567
20211217005612
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Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use

Page 2 of 2

Product
Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

LAND

SERVICES

SA

Historical Search
17/12/2021 01:58PM
567
20211217005612

Certificate of Title
Title Reference:

CT 5878/617

Status:

CURRENT

Parent Title(s):

CT 2191/12

Dealing(s) Creating
Title:

CONVERTED TITLE

Title Issued:

30/08/2002

Edition:

2

Dealings
Lodgement
Date

Completion
Date

Dealing
Number

Dealing Type

Dealing
Status

Details

07/09/2020

10/09/2020

13366503

MORTGAGE
(CHANGE OF
PROPRIETOR
NAME)

REGISTERE
D

WESTPAC BANKING
CORPORATION (ACN: 007 457
141),
New Proprietor Name: PIERCE
MATTHEWS PTY. LTD. (ACN:
007 535 748)

07/09/2020

10/09/2020

13366492

DISCHARGE
OF
MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

7773916

16/08/1994

29/08/1994

7773916

MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use

Page 1 of 1

PLAN NUMBER

S.A. LANDS TITLES OFFICE RE-IDENTIFICATION PLAN

FP 137108
AREA
LGA
HUNDRED
SECTION

ACCEPTED FOR FILING
02/02/1995

: GILBERTON
: CORP OF THE TOWN OF WALKERVILLE
: YATALA
: P S 475

REGISTRAR-GENERAL

THIS PLAN IS SCANNED FOR CERTIFICATE OF TITLE 1024/24
SEE TITLE TEXT FOR EASEMENT DETAILS

LAST PLAN REF: DP 1458
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0

FOR METRIC CONVERSION
1 FOOT = 0·3048 METRES
1 INCH = 0·0254 METRES
1 ACRE = 0·404686 HECTARES
1 ROOD = 1011•7m2
1 PERCH = 25·29 m2
NOTE: SUBJECT TO ALL LAWFULLY EXISTING PLANS OF DIVISION

50 Ft

Product

LAND
SERVICES
SA

Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

Register Search Plus
(CT 5878/618)
20/12/2021 09:43AM
567
20211220001435

The Registrar-General certifies that this Title Register Search displays the records
maintained in the Register Book and other notations at the time of searching.

Certificate of Title - Volume 5878 Folio 618
Parent Title(s)

CT 1024/24

Creating Dealing(s)

CONVERTED TITLE

Title Issued

30/08/2002

Edition

2

Edition Issued

10/09/2020

Estate Type
FEE SIMPLE

Registered Proprietor
PIERCE MATTHEWS PTY. LTD. (ACN: 007 535 748)
OF L 1 67 PHILLIS STREET MAYLANDS SA 5069

Description of Land
ALLOTMENT 57 FILED PLAN 137108
IN THE AREA NAMED GILBERTON
HUNDRED OF YATALA

Easements
TOGETHER WITH RIGHT(S) OF WAY OVER THE LAND MARKED A (T 631589)

Schedule of Dealings
Dealing Number

Description

13366502

MORTGAGE TO WESTPAC BANKING CORPORATION (ACN: 007 457 141)

Notations
Dealings Affecting Title

NIL

Priority Notices

NIL

Notations on Plan

NIL

Registrar-General's Notes

NIL

Administrative Interests

NIL

Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use

Page 1 of 2

Product

LAND

Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

SERVICES

SA

THIS PLAN IS SCANNED FOR CERTIFICATE OF TITLE 1024/24
SEE TITLE TEXT FOR EASEMENT DETAILS

Register Search Plus
(CT 5878/618)
20/12/2021 09:43AM
567
20211220001435

LAST PLAN REF: DP 1458
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DP 1458
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DP 1458

DP 1458

50

25

0

50 Ft

FOR METRIC CONVERSION
1 FOOT = 0·3048 METRES
1 INCH = 0·0254 METRES
1 ACRE = 0·404686 HECTARES
1 ROOD = 1011•7m2
1 PERCH = 25·29 m2
NOTE: SUBJECT TO ALL LAWFULLY EXISTING PLANS OF DIVISION

Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use

Page 2 of 2

Product
Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

LAND

SERVICES

SA

Historical Search
20/12/2021 09:43AM
567
20211220001435

Certificate of Title
Title Reference:

CT 5878/618

Status:

CURRENT

Parent Title(s):

CT 1024/24

Dealing(s) Creating
Title:

CONVERTED TITLE

Title Issued:

30/08/2002

Edition:

2

Dealings
Lodgement
Date

Completion
Date

Dealing
Number

Dealing Type

Dealing
Status

Details

07/09/2020

10/09/2020

13366502

MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

WESTPAC BANKING
CORPORATION (ACN: 007 457
141)

07/09/2020

10/09/2020

13366492

DISCHARGE
OF
MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

7773916

16/08/1994

29/08/1994

7773916

MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

Land Services SA
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PLAN NUMBER

S.A. LANDS TITLES OFFICE RE-IDENTIFICATION PLAN

FP137110
AREA
LGA
HUNDRED
SECTION

ACCEPTED FOR FILING
02/02/1995

: GILBERTON
: CORP OF THE TOWN OF WALKERVILLE
: YATALA
: P S 475

REGISTRAR-GENERAL

THIS PLAN IS SCANNED FOR CERTIFICATE OF TITLE 1310/179
SEE TITLE TEXT FOR EASEMENT DETAILS
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Product

LAND
SERVICES
SA

Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

Register Search Plus
(CT 5878/620)
20/12/2021 09:49AM
567
20211220001548

The Registrar-General certifies that this Title Register Search displays the records
maintained in the Register Book and other notations at the time of searching.

Certificate of Title - Volume 5878 Folio 620
Parent Title(s)

CT 1310/179

Creating Dealing(s)

CONVERTED TITLE

Title Issued

30/08/2002

Edition

3

Edition Issued

10/09/2020

Estate Type
FEE SIMPLE

Registered Proprietor
BUCKINGHAM ARMS HOTEL PTY. LTD. (ACN: 007 518 112)
OF LEVEL 1/71-73 FULLARTON ROAD KENT TOWN SA 5067

Description of Land
ALLOTMENT 59 FILED PLAN 137110
IN THE AREA NAMED GILBERTON
HUNDRED OF YATALA

Easements
TOGETHER WITH RIGHT(S) OF WAY OVER THE LAND MARKED A (T 637071)
TOGETHER WITH FREE AND UNRESTRICTED RIGHT(S) OF WAY OVER THE LAND MARKED B

Schedule of Dealings
Dealing Number

Description

13366499

MORTGAGE TO WESTPAC BANKING CORPORATION (ACN: 007 457 141)

Notations
Dealings Affecting Title

NIL

Priority Notices

NIL

Notations on Plan

NIL

Registrar-General's Notes

NIL

Administrative Interests

NIL

Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use
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Product

LAND

Register Search Plus
(CT 5878/620)
20/12/2021 09:49AM
567
20211220001548

Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

SERVICES

SA

THIS PLAN IS SCANNED FOR CERTIFICATE OF TITLE 1310/179
SEE TITLE TEXT FOR EASEMENT DETAILS
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Product
Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

LAND

SERVICES

SA

Historical Search
20/12/2021 09:49AM
567
20211220001548

Certificate of Title
Title Reference:

CT 5878/620

Status:

CURRENT

Parent Title(s):

CT 1310/179

Dealing(s) Creating
Title:

CONVERTED TITLE

Title Issued:

30/08/2002

Edition:

3

Dealings
Lodgement
Date

Completion
Date

Dealing
Number

Dealing Type

Dealing
Status

Details

07/09/2020

10/09/2020

13366499

MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

WESTPAC BANKING
CORPORATION (ACN: 007 457
141)

07/09/2020

10/09/2020

13366496

DISCHARGE
OF
MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

12039989

19/11/2013

05/12/2013

12039989

MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

NATIONAL AUSTRALIA BANK
LTD.

Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use
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Product

LAND
SERVICES
SA

Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

Register Search Plus
(CT 5879/724)
17/12/2021 02:01PM
567
20211217005676

The Registrar-General certifies that this Title Register Search displays the records
maintained in the Register Book and other notations at the time of searching.

Certificate of Title - Volume 5879 Folio 724
Parent Title(s)

CT 5776/866

Creating Dealing(s)

DDA 9415591

Title Issued

13/09/2002

Edition

2

Edition Issued

10/09/2020

Estate Type
FEE SIMPLE

Registered Proprietor
PIERCE MATTHEWS PTY. LTD. (ACN: 007 535 748)
OF L 1 67 PHILLIS STREET MAYLANDS SA 5069

Description of Land
ALLOTMENT 4 DEPOSITED PLAN 1458
IN THE AREA NAMED GILBERTON
HUNDRED OF YATALA

Easements
TOGETHER WITH RIGHT(S) OF WAY OVER THE LAND MARKED A (T 262671)

Schedule of Dealings
Dealing Number

Description

13366503

MORTGAGE TO WESTPAC BANKING CORPORATION (ACN: 007 457 141)

Notations
Dealings Affecting Title

NIL

Priority Notices

NIL

Notations on Plan

NIL

Registrar-General's Notes

NIL

Administrative Interests

NIL

Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use
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Product

LAND

Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

SERVICES

SA

Register Search Plus
(CT 5879/724)
17/12/2021 02:01PM
567
20211217005676
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Product
Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

LAND

SERVICES

SA

Historical Search
17/12/2021 02:01PM
567
20211217005676

Certificate of Title
Title Reference:

CT 5879/724

Status:

CURRENT

Parent Title(s):

CT 5776/866

Dealing(s) Creating
Title:

DDA 9415591

Title Issued:

13/09/2002

Edition:

2

Dealings
Lodgement
Date

Completion
Date

Dealing
Number

Dealing Type

Dealing
Status

Details

07/09/2020

10/09/2020

13366503

MORTGAGE
(CHANGE OF
PROPRIETOR
NAME)

REGISTERE
D

WESTPAC BANKING
CORPORATION (ACN: 007 457
141),
New Proprietor Name: PIERCE
MATTHEWS PTY. LTD. (ACN:
007 535 748)

07/09/2020

10/09/2020

13366492

DISCHARGE
OF
MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

7773916

16/08/1994

29/08/1994

7773916

MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use
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PLAN NUMBER

S.A. LANDS TITLES OFFICE RE-IDENTIFICATION PLAN

FP 137109
AREA
LGA
HUNDRED
SECTION

ACCEPTED FOR FILING
02/02/1995

: GILBERTON
: CORP OF THE TOWN OF WALKERVILLE
: YATALA
: P S 475

REGISTRAR-GENERAL

fHIS PLAN IS SCANNED FOR CERTIFICATE OF TITLE 1229/67
SEE TITLE TEXT FOR EASEMENT DETAILS

SCHEDULE OF PIECES COMPRISED IN ONE ALLOTMENT
PIECES COMPRISED IN
ONE ALLOTMENT

TOT AL AREA

58 & 59

ENLARGEMENT

* Asterisk

(NOT TO SCALE)

580m2 approx

denotes PIECE identifier only.
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Product

LAND
SERVICES
SA

Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

Register Search Plus
(CT 5952/326)
20/12/2021 09:46AM
567
20211220001502

The Registrar-General certifies that this Title Register Search displays the records
maintained in the Register Book and other notations at the time of searching.

Certificate of Title - Volume 5952 Folio 326
Parent Title(s)

CT 5878/605

Creating Dealing(s)

DDA 10328188

Title Issued

28/10/2005

Edition

3

Edition Issued

10/09/2020

Estate Type
FEE SIMPLE

Registered Proprietor
BUCKINGHAM ARMS HOTEL PTY. LTD. (ACN: 007 518 112)
OF LEVEL 1/71-73 FULLARTON ROAD KENT TOWN SA 5067

Description of Land
ALLOTMENT COMPRISING PIECES 58 AND 59 FILED PLAN 137109
IN THE AREA NAMED GILBERTON
HUNDRED OF YATALA

Easements
SUBJECT TO RIGHT(S) OF WAY OVER THE WITHIN PIECE 59 (T 630951)
SUBJECT TO FREE AND UNRESTRICTED RIGHT(S) OF WAY OVER THE WITHIN PIECE 59

Schedule of Dealings
Dealing Number

Description

13366499

MORTGAGE TO WESTPAC BANKING CORPORATION (ACN: 007 457 141)

Notations
Dealings Affecting Title

NIL

Priority Notices

NIL

Notations on Plan

NIL

Registrar-General's Notes

NIL

Administrative Interests

NIL

Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use
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Product

LAND

Register Search Plus
(CT 5952/326)
20/12/2021 09:46AM
567
20211220001502

Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

SERVICES

SA

fHIS PLAN IS SCANNED FOR CERTIFICATE OF TITLE 1229/67
SEE TITLE TEXT FOR EASEMENT DETAILS

SCHEDULE OF PIECES COMPRISED IN ONE ALLOTMENT
PIECES COMPRISED IN
ONE ALLOTMENT

TOTAL AREA

580m2 approx

58 & 59

ENLARGEMENT

* Asterisk

(NOT TO SCALE)

FP
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137113

~10°~2· ·

137110

denotes PIECE identifier only.
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Product
Date/Time
Customer Reference
Order ID

LAND

SERVICES

SA

Historical Search
20/12/2021 09:46AM
567
20211220001502

Certificate of Title
Title Reference:

CT 5952/326

Status:

CURRENT

Parent Title(s):

CT 5878/605

Dealing(s) Creating
Title:

DDA 10328188

Title Issued:

28/10/2005

Edition:

3

Dealings
Lodgement
Date

Completion
Date

Dealing
Number

Dealing Type

Dealing
Status

Details

07/09/2020

10/09/2020

13366499

MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

WESTPAC BANKING
CORPORATION (ACN: 007 457
141)

07/09/2020

10/09/2020

13366496

DISCHARGE
OF
MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

12039989

19/11/2013

05/12/2013

12039989

MORTGAGE

REGISTERE
D

NATIONAL AUSTRALIA BANK
LTD.

Land Services SA
Copyright: www.landservices.com.au/copyright | Privacy: www.landservices.com.au/privacy | Terms of Use: www.landservices.com.au/sailis-terms-of-use
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Attachment 3.

Submissions from the Community

Page |3

Nitsan Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Adelaide EO <Adelaide@parliament.sa.gov.au>
Tuesday, 2 November 2021 10:00 AM
Engagement
FW: Rezoning Proposal for Buckingham Arms Site

Categories:

Buckingham Arms Hotel Code Amendment, Saved To File

Good morning
Please see below submission from M Cochran, resident of Gilberton, in relation to the Draft Code Amendment
Consultation for 1 Walkerville Terrace.
We believe he has sent it to our office in error.
Kind regards
Claire Hale
Electorate Assistant to Rachel Sanderson MP
Working Days: Monday - Thursday
____________________________________________________________________

Office of Rachel Sanderson MP
State Member for Adelaide
Minister for Child Protection

84 Prospect Road PROSPECT SA 5082
Ph: (08) 8269 1838 | Fax: (08) 8269 4233
Email: adelaide@parliament.sa.gov.au
Web: www.rachelsanderson.com.au

 please consider the environment before printing this email

From: Malcolm Cochran <
>
Sent: Tuesday, 2 November 2021 7:47 AM
To: Adelaide EO <Adelaide@parliament.sa.gov.au>
Subject: Re: Rezoning Proposal for Buckingham Arms Site

To engagement/holmes dwyer
1

Sent:
Hello:
1) Keep facade and a portion of dining area of the Pub. It could still function.
2) Modify rear of building (car park side) to Flats, not higher than the facade.
3) Add housing, tasteful, not above level of roofs in the area. Not current fashion which will go out of date.
(I can make suggestions if you ask).
4) Include generous community garden.
5) Absolutely no shops ‐ Walkerville has its shopping area elsewhere. Already a very dangerous road
junction nearby.
Please consider my comments sympathetically
M Cochran (Gilberton)

The information in this e-mail may be confidential and/or legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient,
access to it is unauthorised and any disclosure, copying, distribution or action taken or omitted to be taken in reliance
on it is prohibited and may be unlawful.

2

Nitsan Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Tuesday, 16 November 2021 10:55 AM
Engagement
Public Consultation submission for 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment

Categories:

Saved To File

Nitsan Taylor, Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd,
Submission Details
Amendment: 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment
Customer type: Member of the public
Given name:
Malcolm
Family name: Cochran
Organisation:
Email address:
Phone number:
More people leads to higher costs, in excess of revenue. (That is why Councils, LGAs, never have
enough money). Someone makes a quick buck at others' expense. Now, there is to be a significant
housing scheme at Scotties Corner. I hope it has Affordable Houses. But that will do. It puts
Comments:
pressure on the suburb, and treating the Buckingham Arms site as another housing development
will down grade Walkerville. Can we estimate the change in value, and sue if unsatisfactory
development goes ahead?
Attachment:
No file uploaded
Attachment 2: No file uploaded
Attachment 3: No file uploaded
Attachment 4: No file uploaded
Attachment 5: No file uploaded
sent to
proponent
engagement@holmesdyer.com.au
email:

-

1

Nitsan Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Tuesday, 16 November 2021 10:47 AM
Engagement
Public Consultation submission for 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment

Categories:

Saved To File

Nitsan Taylor, Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd,
Submission Details
Amendment: 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment
Customer type: Member of the public
Given name:
Malcolm
Family name: Cochran
Organisation:
Email address:
Phone number:
It is no longer acceptable to see redevelopment as an opportunity to maximise $$$ return. The
"Gateway to Walkerville" should reflect the values upward, not downward. There are beautiful
houses, not to be diluted away. (I do not live in one such but value their presence). Now, the island
in question has only one exit because of the traffic system which tends towards the city. The exit
Comments:
goes down Walkerville Terrace. Homes and shops? Exiting onto the Terrace? Shops: these don't
make money except for the Landlord. They are never attractive, just functional & ugly, however
much the tenant tries. But the shops are One km down towards Woolworths. Put in new ones and
others go out of business. Outside the remnant of the Pub, there should be **No Shops**. Overall,
this redevelopment should aim for beauty, not compromise, and not short term profit.
Attachment:
No file uploaded
Attachment 2: No file uploaded
Attachment 3: No file uploaded
Attachment 4: No file uploaded
Attachment 5: No file uploaded
sent to
proponent
engagement@holmesdyer.com.au
email:

-

1

Nitsan Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Monday, 1 November 2021 5:16 PM
Engagement
Public Consultation submission for 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment

Categories:

Saved To File, Buckingham Arms Hotel Code Amendment

Nitsan Taylor, Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd,
Submission Details
Amendment:
1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment
Customer type: Member of the public
Given name:
Conrad
Family name:
Wilkins
Organisation:
Email address:
Phone number:
I am in favour of the development plan or code amendment for this parcel of land. It will lead to
Comments:
activation of a long underused area of Gilberton. I have interest in land adjacent and have no
issues with the proposed changes.
Attachment:
No file uploaded
Attachment 2: No file uploaded
Attachment 3: No file uploaded
Attachment 4: No file uploaded
Attachment 5: No file uploaded
sent to
proponent
engagement@holmesdyer.com.au
email:

-

1

Nitsan Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Wednesday, 3 November 2021 12:38 PM
Engagement
Public Consultation submission for 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment

Categories:

Saved To File, Buckingham Arms Hotel Code Amendment

Nitsan Taylor, Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd,
Submission Details
Amendment:
1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment
Customer type: Member of the public
Given name:
Denise
Family name:
Gamble
Organisation:
Email address:
Phone number:
Ive lived in Walkerville 20 years. Redevelopment of 1 Walkerville Trc site as residential seems
Comments:
reasonable, though vehicle entry and exits may be dangerous on two such busy roads.
Attachment:
No file uploaded
Attachment 2:
No file uploaded
Attachment 3:
No file uploaded
Attachment 4:
No file uploaded
Attachment 5:
No file uploaded
sent to proponent
engagement@holmesdyer.com.au
email:

-
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Nitsan Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Wednesday, 3 November 2021 1:26 PM
Engagement
Public Consultation submission for 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment

Categories:

Buckingham Arms Hotel Code Amendment, Saved To File

Nitsan Taylor, Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd,
Submission Details
Amendment: 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment
Customer type: Member of the public
Given name:
Leschele
Family name: Economos
Organisation:
Email address:
Phone number:
I object to the height of the proposed building towers. It would create traffic chaos at a very
restricted and busy intersection given 6 storey high buildings would house a significant number of
people and their cars. Housing towers would not be in keeping with the local heritage type
Comments:
dwellings that surround it in Gilberton and would detract from the charm of the neighbourhood,
while at the same time feeding off that charm for profits, devaluing the significant effort and
investment that families have put into renovating these period homes, our family included.
Attachment:
No file uploaded
Attachment 2: No file uploaded
Attachment 3: No file uploaded
Attachment 4: No file uploaded
Attachment 5: No file uploaded
sent to
proponent
engagement@holmesdyer.com.au
email:

-
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Nitsan Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Wednesday, 24 November 2021 8:02 AM
Engagement
Public Consultation submission for 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment
Feedback_Submission_-_1_Walkerville_Tce,_Gilberton_November_2021.docx

Categories:

Saved To File, Buckingham Arms Hotel Code Amendment

Nitsan Taylor, Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd,
Submission Details
Amendment: 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment
Customer
Member of the public
type:
Given name: Kelly
Family name: James
Organisation:
Email address:
Phone
number:
The proposal of a multi‐story building is of great concern, to be developed on the gateway entrance
to Walkerville. We don’t even know what the new building will contain at this point. What future
development of the Buckingham Arms site will look like and how the design will reflect the
character of the surrounding area. There is a very narrow walkway between my home and the hotel
boundary, one metre. There would have to be for any new development only a 30‐degree building
envelope not a 45‐degree which the applicant is seeking, with strict rules around the distance from
Comments:
residential areas. The current height of 3 levels should not be changed. The urban corridor living
code amendment that is being sought should not be approved, as to allow up to 6 levels and the
ability up to 8 levels does not fit with the current residential town of Walkerville and will have a
major impact on the Buckingham Close homes. The Pierce Mathews PTY LTD have let The
Buckingham Hotel run‐down and continue to this day, this should be called out and they should be
directed to maintain the historic heritage building. Further Feedback attached Kelly James
Feedback_Submission_‐_1_Walkerville_Tce,_Gilberton_November_2021.docx, type
Attachment:
application/vnd.openxmlformats‐officedocument.wordprocessingml.document, 15.8 KB
Attachment 2: No file uploaded
Attachment 3: No file uploaded
Attachment 4: No file uploaded
Attachment 5: No file uploaded
sent to
proponent
engagement@holmesdyer.com.au
email:

-
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Feedback Submission – 1 Walkerville Tce, Gilberton ‐ 24th of November 2021
From –
The proposal of a multi‐story building is of great concern, to be developed on the gateway entrance
to Walkerville.
We don’t even know what the new building will contain at this point. What future development of
the Buckingham Arms site will look like and how the design will reflect the character of the
surrounding area.
There is a very narrow walkway between my home and the hotel boundary, one metre. There would
have to be for any new development only a 30‐degree building envelope not a 45‐degree which the
applicant is seeking, with strict rules around the distance from residential areas. The current height
of 3 levels should not be changed.
The urban corridor living code amendment that is being sought should not be approved, as to allow
up to 6 levels and the ability up to 8 levels does not fit with the current residential town of
Walkerville and will have a major impact on the Buckingham Close homes.
The Pierce Mathews PTY LTD have let The Buckingham Hotel run‐down and continue to this day, this
should be called out and they should be directed to maintain the historic heritage building.
Unanswered Questions











A multi‐story with windows and not to mention balconies would be too intrusive.
Is there going to be a driveway next to my place?
Will there be a car park next to my place?
If there are apartments how many people will now reside very nearby or peering into my
backyard.
If there is a development of a multi‐story complex there would have to be a pre and post
audit of the close set residential homes to assess what a major construction would impact to
these homes e.g. cracks, dust other movements that would impact the homes.
(Compensation would potentially need to be sought)
Impact of a major construction to residential homes e.g. work times would only have a small
window as people need to sleep.
Increased traffic in an area where traffic congestion is already an issue.
Building height, particularly along the boundary with the neighbouring single storey units at
17 Walkerville Terrace.
The type and size of shops that might be developed on the site, noting that the current Local
Activity Centre Zone also allows for shops.

I have attended both community drop‐in information sessions on Saturday 13th of November and
Tuesday 23rd of November. There is limited information of the future of this site and based on the
feedback of residents on the re‐zoning request it should be declined.

-

Nitsan Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Thursday, 25 November 2021 10:13 AM
Engagement
Public Consultation submission for 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment

Categories:

Saved To File, Buckingham Arms Hotel Code Amendment

Nitsan Taylor, Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd,
Submission Details
Amendment: 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment
Customer type: Member of the public
Given name:
Ben
Family name: Rainsford
Organisation:
Email address:
Phone number:
The development will require significant traffic planning to accommodate the increased demand.
The build height is a significant concern with reduction in privacy for the impacted residents. I am
Comments:
not convinced the development will complement the area, particularly given the Heritage status of
a number of the buildings.
Attachment:
No file uploaded
Attachment 2: No file uploaded
Attachment 3: No file uploaded
Attachment 4: No file uploaded
Attachment 5: No file uploaded
sent to
proponent
engagement@holmesdyer.com.au
email:
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Nitsan Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Tuesday, 7 December 2021 3:34 PM
Engagement
Public Consultation submission for 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment
Submission_KneeboneHA.pdf

Nitsan Taylor, Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd,
Submission Details
Amendment:
1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment
Customer type:
Member of the public
Given name:
Heidi
Family name:
Kneebone
Organisation:
Email address:
Phone number:
Comments:
Please find attached submission document ‐ A & H Kneebone (and family)
Attachment:
Submission_KneeboneHA.pdf, type application/pdf, 615.0 KB
Attachment 2:
No file uploaded
Attachment 3:
No file uploaded
Attachment 4:
No file uploaded
Attachment 5:
No file uploaded
sent to proponent email: engagement@holmesdyer.com.au

-
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H. and A. Kneebone

7th December 2021
Submission Regarding:
1 Walkerville Tce - Buckingham Arms Re-Zoning Proposal/draft code amendment to

rezone 6,200m2 of land at 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton.
I support retention of the current Local Activity Centre zoning for 1 Walkerville
Tce, which promotes contextual and appropriate land use and height and
density limits for the Buckingham Hotel site and reject the DF-DPA argument
for re-zoning to urban corridor (living).
Is the rezoning actually required?
Although many residents will not have waded through the 85-page developer
funded proposal and consultation document, they can ask themselves the
simple question: Why is the rezoning actually required?
The land is currently zoned as Local Activity Centre Zone. The current zoning
allows for mixed use and height limits of 3 storeys.
The stated aim of the developer-funded rezoning proposal is ‘to facilitate
development of the site for residential and complementary mixed-use
purposes’ – this is already allowed with no change of zoning required.
Indeed, the actual aim of the rezoning proposal is to access incentives under
Urban Corridor (Living) Zone that allow at least double the currently
permissible building heights for the site, and it is this that would produce poor
planning outcomes.
The Gateway
The site is identified as a strategic 'gateway' site (by Local and State
Government) at the entry to the Town of Walkerville. It is surrounded by
established neighbourhood zones and terrace streetscapes characterised by
their heritage. The site is therefore sensitive to negative planning implications
of the current rezoning proposal.
The site cannot be characterised as a corridor, and its gateway status does
not necessitate high-rise development, but rather development in keeping with
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the context and character of the surrounding established neighbourhood
zones.
The application claims ‘A key objective of the draft Code Amendment is to
facilitate opportunities for medium density residential development, which will
seamlessly integrate with surrounding residential areas’(p38) – I can see no
way that 6-8 storey apartment development could ‘seamlessly integrate’ with
the 2-storey heritage-listed Bucking Arms, the adjacent established
neighbourhood zones and the meeting place of three quite unique intact
heritage terraces.
In applying for 6 storeys plus potentially 30% additional height, this Developer
Funded Rezoning Proposal seeks to set benchmark heights towards the
upper boundary of the Urban Corridor (Living) zoning. This would frame
expectations at those heights and densities and more, in effect facilitating
unsympathetic future development applications for up to 8-storeys. (p40 and
see below)
Clearly the time to establish what is permissible and desirable for this
heritage-sensitive site, bounded by residential areas, is now – and I can see
no compelling reason for the current 3-storey limits to be changed.
Context and Precedent
The current application seeks to establish an ‘island’ of urban corridor (living)
zone in the middle of established neighbourhood zones with heritage overlays
(see SAPPA map below). This would be an anomaly compared to similar sites
abutting major roads in College Park and Medindie where there are Business
precincts but no UC zones abutting entirely EN zones.
"'7-•
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This would form a dangerous precedent for established neighbourhoods and
further incompatible development and erosion of heritage streetscapes.
Further parcels of land at Robe Tce/Northcote Tce currently under Local
Activity Centre zoning (see p37) would have immediate potential for rezoning
applications using this precedent.
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As Urban Corridor zoning policy foreshadows site amalgamation of
development sites with a frontage of over 25m to a primary road corridor and
over 2500m2 (PO5.1p40), there are clear implications for Park, Robe,
Northcote and Walkerville terraces with their large blocks and heritage homes,
which are often not individually heritage-listed.
Urban corridor zone development policy regarding setbacks is likewise
inappropriate to the context of the site. In accordance with the proposed UCL
zoning for the site the greatest height, mass and intensity [will be] focused at
the main road frontage and there will be strong built form presence to the
primary road corridor (0 metre setback). As Northcote Tce is subject to
encumbrance to allow for possible future road widening, the 0-setback would
be applied to Walkerville Tce, exacerbating the negative impact of high-rise
development oriented to the low-rise heritage terrace streetscape.
Allowing high-rise, high density development (via the proposed rezoning) in
the middle of low-rise established neighbourhoods with heritage overlays is
incompatible with the intent of the Planning and Design Code policy for
contextual development: ‘considering, recognising and carefully responding to
its natural surroundings or built environment and positively contributing to the
character of the locality’ (DO1: p.39)
Uplift and revitalisation
The Buckingham Arms Hotel has been a study in neglect and decline ahead
of this proposal – from a once vibrant institution it has become an almost
abandoned placeholder for future development.
The disuse and neglect of this site is, however, no reason to accept
unsympathetic development. We should not bargain away our ability to protect
the character and amenity of the area.
Revitalisation of the hotel precinct is not dependent on high-rise development.
The retention of the front section of the Bucking Arms Hotel is also not
contingent on allowing high-rise development – this is rightly required under its
Local Heritage status.
Positive contextual planning could draw on the Maid and Magpie corner with
its heritage hotel or the redevelopment of the Kent Town Hotel and its
surrounding townhouses, giving a range of low-rise built forms such as on the
former Channel 7 site with setbacks and plantings. This scale and density of
development would clearly be much more contextual to the surrounding
established residential neighbourhoods and the directly adjacent Buckingham
Close.
Arguments about uplift and revitalizing the gateway should be focussed on
best community outcomes including preservation of heritage streetscapes,
3

minimising overshadowing and not exacerbating existing serious traffic
management issues at the site.
With the protection and parameters afforded by the current Local Activity
Centre zoning, development would be welcomed by our community.
Numbers of dwellings envisaged – impacts on amenity
The rezoning application aims to deliver medium density (as defined by the
Planning and Design Code) ‘35 to 70 dwelling units per hectare’ and therefore
some 44 dwelling units on the ‘Affected area’, but leaves the door open that it
’could potentially accommodate more than a ‘medium density’ (p38).
It is clearly foreshadowed that the rezoning ‘may arguably result in the ability
to achieve heights of up to 8 storeys, and up to 32 metres’ (p40) so potentially
many more dwellings – using a suite of available justifications available under
UC zoning to argue for increased development yield.
The current application’s traffic analysis assumes a ‘highest intensity’ outcome
at the upper end of the anticipated density range under the proposed Code
Amendment, of 90 dwellings and estimates future traffic generation of 995
vehicle trips per day; with approximately 60 trips per hour during peak AM and
PM periods (p45).
Traffic at the site is already extremely difficult, one can only imagine the
addition of 44 dwellings, and many more likely, each with presumably at least
one vehicle, visitors, service vehicles including rubbish removal on top of
traffic associated with the envisaged business tenancies (employees,
deliveries, rubbish removal).
In addition, the question of access to the site is crucial for adjacent and local
residents. The intersection is already congested and difficult to navigate and
while the current proposal minimises impacts on the road network, it does
propose shifting access points further up Walkerville Tce and Northcote Tce
closer to neighbouring residences.
Clearly adjacent and local residents will be significantly impacted, and the
claim that increases to traffic volumes ‘would not be noticeable’ (p45/46)
makes no sense.
The proposed rezoning (via significantly increased density) would facilitate
bad planning on amenity and traffic grounds.
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Summary
Gilberton and Walkerville residents are not opposed to development, what is
unacceptable is the attempt to replace current zoning that preserves the
heritage and amenity of the area and allows appropriate height and scale
development, with a zone that allows high-density, high rise development
incompatible with its surrounding context.
The site is currently properly characterised as Local Activity Centre zone. A
rezoning is not needed to facilitate positive redevelopment of the site, but
rather attempt to exploit the site via doubling the currently allowable building
heights and vastly increasing dwelling numbers. This would be contrary to
good planning practice and negatively impact the surrounding established
neighbourhoods, through traffic, noise and overshadowing, and all of us
through the threat to the ‘terrace precinct’. Walkerville Terrace, Northcote
Terrace, Park Terrace and Robe Terrace together are characterised by largely
intact streetscapes of significant heritage homes and gardens, which are an
invaluable part of Adelaide’s heritage.
Any rezoning to allow development with 6-8 storeys would not only disregard
the heritage of the surrounding areas but be completely out of keeping with
the surrounding established neighbourhoods.
I support retention of the current Local Activity Centre zoning for 1 Walkerville
Terrace, which promotes contextual and appropriate land use and height and
density limits for the Buckingham Hotel site and reject the DF-DPA argument
for re-zoning to urban corridor (living).

Cc
Hon Josh Teague, Minister for Planning and Local Government
Hon Rachel Sanderson MP, Member for Adelaide
Ms Elizabeth Fricker, Mayor of The Town of Walkerville
Ms Marylou Bishop, Councillor for The Town Walkerville
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Community Representations have been sought concerning the Zone Amendiment
application concerning the Buckingham Arms Hotel and adjacent car park.
The crucial issues
• Is the proposed 'Urban Corridor (Living) Zone' the most appropriate zone?
• Is the proposed maximum height of up to 6 building levels, and up to 24.5 metres
in height appropriate for the Affected Area and surrounding context?
• Is the proposed no minimum primary street setback appropriate?
The Zone
It is my submission that the "Urban Corridor (Living) Zone or the Urban Corridor
(Boulevard) Zone are appropriate Zone An1endments for the Affected Area.
However in either case variations should be applied to reflect the built and natural
environment of the location. Allowable Local Technical and Numeric Variations,
namely Maximum Building Height, Minimum Street Primary Setback and Inteirface
Impacts should be applied.
Reasons for Variations

Height and Interface Impact
These variations should be applied in order to ensure a sensitive interface with the
predominantly residential nature of the location comprising dwellings of I or 2 levels
and its position on the edge of the Parklands. A building or buildings of 6 levels
would overlook surrounding properties affecting the privacy, enjoy1nent and
amenity of a large part of Gilberton and parts of Medindie in the immediate vicinity
of the Affected Area.
Much of the abutting or adjoining residential area is identified in the Inner Metro Rim
Structure Plan 2012 as "Historic Conservation " and as such any adjacent plarnning
zone requires sensitivity to the interface with such heritage values.
The allowable maximum height and the possibility of declaration of the Affected area
as a Significant Development Site together with the impact of likely noise,
overshadowing and the visual impact militates against the Zone Amendment uinless
accompanied by relevant and allowable variations.
The height which might apply to the Zone Amendment should also reflect its
proximity to the parklands and a limitation of the maximum height to a level
equivalent to the height of the tree canopy would be more in keeping with the
aesthetic of the natural environment.

The Zone Amendment is said to be supported by the fact that the Affected Area is
located on a transport corridor such that high density living can be supported by
existing infrastructure. The local road network surrounding the Affected Area is said
to be a dominant visual and spatial element. I agree that the Affected Area is situated
on a very busy intersection. The Inner Metro Rim Structure Plan of 2012 describes
Robe Terrace as a "Strategic Route and Primary Freight Route and Northcote Teirrace
as a "Strategic Route.". Robe terrace is described as a city gateway.
However the concept of "gateway status" is not static and of singular application.
By way of example the entrance to Adelaide at the Southeastern Freeway, Glen
Osmond, Cross roads and Portrush Road is a "Gateway." So is the Main North Road,
Grand Junction Road, Port Wakefield Road intersection to name just 2. The Planning
Code nominates zones differently for such "gateways" because location is the
predominant consideration and the local road network is only one aspect of the
location.
In addition the Zone Amendment is said to be supported by Walkerville Council's
reference to the Robe Terrace, Northcote Terrace and Walkerville Terrace
Intersection as the "Gateway" to Walkerville but that description has difforent
connotations for council planning than it does for a longtenn Metropolitan planning
aid such as the Rim plan. So that in itself does not support the Zone Amendment.
State Planning Policy

There are a number of factors associated with The State Planning Policy which do not
support the Zone Amendment unless height, interface and setback variations are
applied.
The State Planning Policies of South Australia ( Gazetted 23/5/19) made pursuant to
the Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016 define South Australia's
planning priorities, goals and interests. They are the overarching policies defining the
state's interests in land use. There are 16 State Planning Policies and six special
legislative State Planning Policies. These policies are given effect through the
Planning Design Code 2021.
Policy 5 has relevance to the Code as it applies to this Zone Amendment applicatilon.
"Climate change will impact all areas of our society. Our future prosperity,, the
livability of our cities and towns, the health and wellbeing of our communities: and
the resilience of our built and natural environment all depend on how well we adapt
to and mitigate the impacts of climate change".
Parliament has also seen fit to pass legislation for the reduction of greenhouse gasses
in the Climate Change and Greenhouse Emissions Reduction Act 2007

The Landscape Act has set up various regions in South Australia including Green
Adelaide which is charged with the responsibility, amongst other things, of increasing
and improving the urban greening of the city and metropolitan area.
These Acts of the South Australian Parliament are not specifically relevant to
consideration of this Zone Amendment except that the existence of this legislation
serves to emphasise the importance of climate change in the application of planining
policy.
The point here is that it is well known that heavy weight construction materials of the
kind, which may be used for any development within the various Urban Living Zones
will absorb, store and release heat. Green Adelaide has commented on the need for
Urban Greening and the protection of the conm1unity in the public realm and
streetscape in the face of a warming urban environn1ent.
A zoning system which permits tall buildings which have the capacity to create heat
islands does not protect the natural environment or enhance community livability. A
building of 6 levels will magnify the impact of extreme heat events much more that a
building of 3 for 4 levels . This Zone Amendment should reflect the climate change
consequences of mid to high density development by lin1iting the allowable h1eight
and requiring a minimum setback consistent with greening of an area adjacent to the
public street.
Unless these matters are taken into account by variations to the Zoning Code the
legislative scheme in place to reduce the effects of climate change on the community
and to improve the natural environment to make communities more liveable will be
emasculated by planning legislation, codes and practices which do not take such
matters into account.

Nitsan Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Helen Parsons <biddy1@internode.on.net>
Thursday, 9 December 2021 8:54 PM
Engagement
Submission re 1 Walkerville terrace Zone Amendment
Buckingham Arms Submission.pages

Please see the attached submission.
I understand that I will receive email confirmation of its receipt for your organisation.
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10th December 2021

REZONING OF THE BUCKINGHAM ARMS HOTEL SITE
1 WALKERVILLE TERRACE GILBERTON

Dear Sir/Madam,

As I reside within 100 metres of the Buckingham Arms Hotel Site I feel obliged to express my opinion
on the application for Code Amendment for this Site.
The current zone category is Local Activity Centre Zone and the intention is to re‐zone to Urban
Corridor (Living) Zoning.
The current zoning (Local Activity Centre Zone) already allows for 3 stories and development of even
3 stories across the 6,200 m2 site would pose problems in relation to off‐street parking, privacy of
nearby residents and noise pollution.
If 6 stories or higher were approved for the Site these issues would be amplified as there would be
hundreds of new residents and the vista would be irrevocably changed for the worse. There are
effectively no parking spots on Northcote Terrace unless you want your street‐parked car damaged.
There are already significant traffic congestion and parking concerns on Northcote Terrace
pertaining to Wilderness school.
What is the acceptable justification for this Site to be re‐zoned?
According to a sign at the Site, the Buckingham Arms Hotel Site has Pokies “till 4 AM. How does this
impact on the application for increased residential tenancies or any residential tenancies for that
matter?
Thank you for considering my views.

Yours sincerely,
Jeffrey Barbara

10 December 2021

To: Engagement@holmesdyer.com.au

Re: Feedback on the 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment
Whilst I accept the strategic location of the subject site and the notion of a “Gateway”, I object to
the height of the building(s) proposed in the Code Amendment relating to the Buckingham Hotel
site.

My objections can be summarised as follows:1. The Site is a Gateway to “The Town of Walkerville” – The height of the building should be
commensurate with its location and the adjacent streetscape. A building of 4 stories would
be appropriate. A height of 6 stories (potentially 8 stories) is “excessive, inappropriate and
unacceptable”.
2. The proposed development does not compliment the streetscape, nor is it ‘sympathetic’ to
the residential dwellings adjacent.
3. A building height of 6 stories will result in loss of privacy in adjacent dwellings. The building
will look straight into my backyard, as well as many other neighbouring properties.
4. A building height of 6 stories will result in over shadowing of adjacent dwellings.
5. My property (32 Robe Terrace) is on the immediately boundary of the Urban Corridor
(Living) Zone. Despite this, I have received no direct notification/correspondence from the
developers/consultants doing the engagement regarding the proposed development. I
question how effective the consultation has been when a neighbour directly affected
receives no notification of proposed code amendment.
6. At the scale proposed, these will be a significant increase in vehicle movements into/out of
the subject site. Whilst the number of car movements is insignificant given the volume of
traffic already using Nottage Terrace and Walkerville Terrace, the movement of vehicles
into/out of this site, particularly during peak period will create significant conflicts. (see
below for more comments re traffic). Walkerville and Nottage Terraces are gridlocked every
day during peak periods and we see witness accidents every fortnight at least. We are
extremely concerned regarding the safety of all road users in this locality.
7. Many of the comments in various consultants investigations confirm that issues identified at
this stage will need to be attended to at development assessment stage. Why would you
allow a change on the Code to “enable” larger scale development when clearly there are a
number of issues that will be created (and arguably unable to be resolved) at a later stage?

Re Traffic Implications
Bold text added for emphasis. My Comments in RED
The GTA Traffic Assessment concluded:“Northcote Terrace and Walkerville Terrace both have sufficient capacity available to cater for the
anticipated traffic demands of the sites, with access to the Affected Area not requiring any specific

infrastructure upgrades or changes.” Comment: Yes, both Terraces have capacity to cater for
addional volume of cars generated by the subject site, The issue will be the conflicts created with
people trying to get into/out of the subject site onto the Terraces, particularly during peak periods.
Further
Preliminary Consultation with Department of Planning, Transport and Infrastructure
GTA have undertaken preliminary consultation with DIT representatives, given DIT are responsible for
the care and control of Northcote Terrace. A summary of their preliminary consultation with the
Department is provided below:
 Opportunities for right turn movements into the Affected Area should be assessed (at the
development application stage) to ensure they do not impact on through traffic movements along
Northcote Terrace. Comment: Any right hand turn into Affected Area during peak periods will
impact on through traffic movements along Northcote Terrace
 Left in/out to and from each site may be the most appropriate outcome for Northcote Terrace from
a road network perspective, and this could be controlled through provision of a central raised
median. Comment: There is insufficient road width in sections of Walkerville Terrace and
Northcoat Terrace to accommodate a raised median strip
 Future development should consider provision of parking access from both Walkerville Terrace and
Northcote Terrace. This would allow for the better distribution of traffic flows to and from the site.
 On-street parking restrictions around the Affected Area should be considered at the development
application stage to improve sight distance from the access points. Comment: There should be no
onstreet parking adjacent the Affected Area as Walkerville Terrace and Northcoat Terrace are at
satuarion point during peak periods.
 A traffic impact assessment should be completed at the development application stage, which
should include traffic modelling of the adjacent signalised intersection at Walkerville Terrace /
Northcote Terrace.
 A review of the Metropolitan Adelaide Road Widening Plan indicates a road widening
requirement for the Northcote Terrace / Walkerville Terrace / Robe Terrace intersection. Some
upgrade works were completed in 2019 and there are no further short to medium term upgrades
planned at present. This may be subject to change in the future and should be further assessed at
the development application stage. Comment: There is a reason why this intersection was
included in the Metropolitan Adelaide Road Widening Plan. Building to boundary will
limit/prevent future opportunity for road widening.
The Planning and Design Code contains several policies regarding the provision of safe and
integrated transport networks; safe and functional access and egress arrangements; management of
access points adjacent intersections, as well as minimising the impact of development on arterial
roads.
In addition, it is anticipated that future development and proposal to provide access/egress to
Northcote Terrace will trigger a referral to the Commissioner of Highways (via DIT) given the western
portion of the Affected Area is encompassed by the Major Urban Transport Route Overlay, who will
then further assess the impact of the development from a road network perspective. The
Commissioner of Highways has power of ‘direction’ under this referral.

Further, as stated earlier, any development which encroaches into the Future Road Widening Overlay
would also trigger a referral to the Commissioner of Highways (via DPTI), who again have a power of
‘direction’ under this referral.
Having regard to the technical advice provided by GTA and DIT, it is anticipated that access/egress
and road network matters can be appropriately addressed at the development application stage,
with an appropriate level of policy guidance contained within the Planning and Design Code.

I am happy to provide additional clarification/comments as required.

Thankyou

Justin Commons

-

Cc Town of Walkerville

Attachment 4.

Submission from MP Sanderson
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Electorate Office:

8 December 2021

84 Prospect Road, Prospect, SA 5082
Phone: (08) 8269 1838
Email: adelaide@parliament.sa.gov.au

www.rachelsanderson.com.au
f facebook.com/MemberAdelaide
W @AdelaideMP

SUBMISSION TO CONSULTATION BY PIERCE MATTHEWS PTY LTD,
BUCKINGHAM ARMS PTY LTD, GBS CAFE PTY LTD AND SEYMEWS
NOMINEES PTY LTD (WALKERVILLE) ON THE 1 WALKERVILLE
TERRACE, GILBERTON CODE AMENDMENT
As the State Member for Adelaide, I write on behalf of my constituents in the area
surrounding the proposed re-zoning site, including Gilberton, Medindie and
Walkerville. I conducted a survey of my constituency via mailout and email along
with directly meeting at the Public Meetings held on 13 and 23 November. I have
also spoken to residents over the phone and whilst doorknocking the local area.
Over 70 local residents have contacted myself and my office with their concerns and
comments in relation to the proposed re-zoning . Almost 70% of these responses
indicated that the re-zoning proposal was not supported. It is overwhelmingly clear
that the local community is against changing the current zoning to become zoned as
Urban Corridor (Living) Zone.
Below are the concerns raised by the residents to me through the abovementioned
engagement.
Concerns about traffic impact

Due to the location of the site being at a complex major intersection which is often
congested, there are concerns that densely packed housing will exponentially
increase the congestion. More accidents may occur with additional cars trying to
enter both Northcote Terrace and Walkerville Terrace during busy periods from a
densely-packed development envisioned under Urban Corridor (Living) zoning.
There are also additional concerns about parking congestion on local roads. At
present, Walkerville Terrace and Northcote Terrace have parking controls to prevent
parking during peak hours but also have other varying levels of parking restrictions
due to proximity to a major intersection. The only other places that people going to
the site could park if they do not have enough parking available on site are local
roads in Gilberton and Medindie.
These areas are already experiencing issues with parking and traffic congestion.
One road of note that was consistently raised by constituents was Gilbert Street
which is the nearest local road to the site. Gilbert Street is used cu rrently to access
parts of Gilberton and while it has traffic calming devices installed on the street, still
sees a lot of traffic. There are concerns that parking congestion will be quite bad on
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this side street along with Buckingham Street in Gilberton. Buckingham Street also
has issues with safe parking due to the 's-bend' that is located in the middle of the
stretch of road between Walkerville and Northcote Terraces.
Concerns with Height Limit of Urban Corridor (Living) Zoning

Many residents emphasised their concerns with the height limit of the proposed
zoning. A large proportion expressed concerns with overshadowing, particularly
residents who live adjacent the site in parts of Gilberton. Potential issues raised in
relation to overshadowing were decreased efficiency of already installed solar
systems, impact on established greenery surrounding the site and mental health
impacts on local residents.
Further, concerns about overlooking into the backyards of existing residential
allotments were raised by many residents. There are concerns that this will severely
impact the amenity of local residents with loss of their privacy in their homes and
yards if future development went to the limits of the Urban Corridor (Living) Zoning.
In addition, there were many responses that highlighted concerns with losing privacy
will mean that there will be a large impact on the valuation of their houses.
The current height limit of three storeys and zoning of the site is overwhelmingly
supported by residents who responded. Present zoning height limits across the local
area are only for two storeys in height under Established Neighbourhood zoning.
While the present Local Activity Centre zoning does allow three storeys, the majority
of respondents are happy with this zoning staying and a future development meeting
that height restriction.
Concerns were also raised about the flight path as all the parcels of land are
currently subject to an Aircraft Noise Exposure Overlay in the Planning and Design
Code and there are concerns about the effect this will have on the future potential
occupants and the ability to sell the proposed residences. It has been raised that the
higher residences in a tall building will have trouble being sold due to concerns with
the proximity to the flight path.
Concerns about the balance of a tall building within the character of Gilberton
and Medindie, heritage and loss of greenery concerns.

The Town of Walkerville is a unique area with many character homes on large blocks
or smaller character worker's cottages and residents have raised concerns that a
future development that is of the scale proposed in height and area does not
complement or fit within the unique character of Gilberton and Medindie. The parcels
of land in the proposed re-zoning have Heritage Adjacency overlays. There are
concerns that a tall building will be extremely uncharacteristic within the area and will
detract from the many heritage homes in the suburb.
Many concerns were raised that the main building on the site is a historical public
house and is a Local Heritage Listed place.
Several constituents also raised that a taller building would detract from the 'village'
feel of Walkerville Terrace and the surrounds. Many drew comparisons to The
Watson building. While this has been built for several decades, many stated that
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they feel that a tall building like The Watson does not complement the area and more
buildings should not be built like this.
There were some concerns in relation to potential loss of significant trees on the site
as part of future development on the site if it was to be re-zoned .
Concerns about precedent
Many residents were very concerned about the precedent that a zoning change will
set particularly so soon after the new Planning and Design Code has come into
force.
Comments were made that the majority of the surrounding area is essentially all
residential houses, Park Lands or the height-limited zoning of Local Activity Centre.
A particular comment that was made highlighted that the Zones were only recently
introduced after much consultation under the process of getting the new Planning
and Design Code enforced.
I would request on behalf of all residents who have raised their concerns with me
that these comments and concerns be considered and addressed as part of the
consultation process.
Yours sincerely

Hon Rachel Sanderson MP
State Member for Adelaide

Encl. Appendix: Responses sent into my survey with identifying information of
respondents removed.
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Happy to see this rezone and re-purposed. We have 6 other Hotels in the area and l think they are
struggling even before Corvid.
I have no objection to re-zoning of the site.
Walkerville / Gilberton needs growth both of businesses and accomodation.
Future planning decisions must take into account both traffic increase and maintaining green
space.
Thanks
Not clear to me if the historical hotel will be demolished or not - but it would be a shame if it is. It
is a historical building and would benefit from a face lift. Six stories is too high and not in keeping
with the area.
Progress is essential and change is sometimes difficult for some people. The Buckingham Arms
Hotel and the car park are an eyesore and should be demolished for other development. A
development on that site might bring much needed life to the Walkerville shopping precinct. I
have no issue with development of that site. Go ahead!
I would like to see development of residential and commercial property on the Buckingham Arms
Hotel site. The building and surrounds are an eyesore. The pub itself is outdated and requires too
much work to present as a nice place to visit. I’m surprised it’s still in business. The people
opposing this have their own agenda which does not reflect the entire community.
I have massive concerns with potential overshadowing from a 6 storey development. I live on the
next street over and have solar panels on my roof which will be rendered useless in the afternoon
by such a development.
Gilberton is very well known for its heritage character and whilst the current Buckingham Arms
carpark isn't exactly pleasant on the eye something with less storeys, say 3 levels makes a lot more
sense. Anyone who lives near the Watson in Walkerville can tell you how much it sticks out, is an
eyesore and isn't in keeping with anything in the vicinity. I would honestly be happy with 3 storeys.
It would keep increased traffic levels down to an acceptable level, wouldn't be an absolute eyesore
that isn't in keeping with anything in the area and wouldn't create overshadowing issues.
I recently had to jump through hoops just to replace my old fence with a new picket fence to meet
all the requirements from council to maintain the heritage look of my property and yet a proposal
like this 6 storey redevelopment of the Buckingham Arms is given serious consideration? Just
because big developers are cashed up and the council want the extra revenue, we shouldn't just
give in and let this eventuate.
The Buckinham Arms does not have particularly "impressive look". But is better than what is
evidently being considered.
The facade and some entertainment area should be retained - BUT, apartments could be built into
"The Arms" - 4 storey max.
Another block could be built. See below.
There must be equal ground area as garden and a gardener must be paid for.
There must be NO SHOPS OF ANY KIND.
Some buildings should reflect those in the area, and not look like urban flats. I would say "DEEP
ACRES" (Melbourne St) should be copied. It is classic design.
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Remember, Gilberton has the highest density of social housing premises in Adelaide.
I approve of social housing but it should be fairly spread.
Clearly the impact of the Rezoning has a much greater affect on the broader community within the
suburb. The broader area is l materially affected as this site (and the other boundary sites nearby)
will restrict future expansion options for intersection improvements, stress utility services,
eliminating public open spaces and result in needlessly heavy traffic.
In addition, allowing the rezoning will set a precedent for the inevitable amalgamation of other
residential dwellings all along the boundary roads of Gilberton and Medindie to high rises. This is a
real and present possibility noting those suburbs will ultimately be no different than Fullarton or
Parkside. This is wholly inappropriate noting that Gilberton and Medindie should properly be
recognised as a historic conservation areas with developments complimentary, not completely
destructive, to the constitution of those suburbs.
The deterioration of this area by allowing multi-storey developments will significantly detract away
from the gateway to the CBD famously known for its iconic parklands and noted recently by the
Economist as the most liveable city in Australia.
Residents can only trust that governments will take their social responsibilities seriously and work
with Councils to maintain the existing character of the city as a whole. We believe such
developments on the outskirts of Gilberton and Medindie may be short term financial gain for the
very few at the expense of the vast majority.
The site is under-utilised and is an eyesore + attracts unsocial behaviour. All in favour of
considered, architecturally appealing + appropriate development and scale, including mized use
medium density housing with commercial (ground floor).
I object to
(a) doing away with the old streetscape
(b) building anything that does not have a good mix of heritage elements such as stone exterior.
(c) a structure more than a couple stories/levels high
(d) anything without adequate parking. There is ample room on the parking lot area to build
parking/residential/office without destroying the older/heritage style of the whole
neighbourhood.
Thanks for the opportunity to comment.
Hi Rachel, I am so sick of fighting to keep our historic character areas from greedy developers and
Governments that allow them to do what they want against the will of residents. The thought of 6
stories fills me with horror and fear of where it will lead. 'Urban Corridor' will set a precedent for
similar developments along Walkerville and Northcote Terrace. The lifestyle and house value of
the residents of the beautiful homes adjoining will be severely impacted. The issues of high density
living are many.
(1) The number of people in close proximity (think Pandemic) (2) Traffic congestion. (3) Parking (4)
Rubbish collection (5) Finally they are ugly and not in keeping with a Heritage/character area. I am
totally against this re-zoning proposal, I just hope we can succeed against those who appear to
have more say than the residents who pay the rates and vote in these areas.
The rezoning of the Buckingham Arms site is the correct proposal that should be supported by
Council and other informed parties or stakeholders. The usual chestnuts will be aired :
overshadowing, increased traffic, noise, parking, heritage issues etc
2
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None of these are applicable here with a development that meets the strict zoning requirements.
It will be desirable to further prescribe more detailed controls such as the major part of the
building is residential,eg 80 %, and the commercial part be limited to the ground floor and all
carparking located away from street boundaries unless placed at basement level. The type of
commercial occupation should not include uses that are traffic generators such as fast food
outlets. Vehicular access to the site from Northcote Terrace is a problem requiring careful traffic
planning possibly road alterations.
Walkerville Council should take this opportunity to propose similar rezoning for the corresponding
site on the other side of Northcote Terrace. Some State initiative might be needed! A larger built
form on both sites would form a portal entrance to the LGA.
The heritage status of the Hotel needs a fresh critical assessment as what are now on the site are
mostly unsympathetic and low quality architectural additions The original building has been
compromised by tacky alterations. An inspired architectural great replacement would in time
become our new heritage. Because something is old should not necessarily make it worthy of
stymying a new excited proposal
Please save The Buckingham Arms Hotel. It is an important part of Walkerville. The pump station
on the other side destroyed an attractive residence near the corner.
The traffic on the intersection of Northcote Tce and Robe Tce with Walkerville Tce would become
a nightmare.
1) Any change must be in character preferably maintaining/retaining the old building on both
street frontage.
2) Maximum height of 2/3 storeys NOT 8
As a long-term resident I object to the proposal to re-zone the Buckingham Arms site to Urban
Corridor (Living) Zoning.
My main concern is the increase in traffic congestion at that corner. This is caused by the single
lane traffic flow along Walkerville Terrace.
I am also concerned about the loss of historic character caused by multi-storey developments.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Rachel,
All of the above reasons and more.
My concern is traffic - as you well know - development is great for local councils/government.
$$$$. Builders. But it's the locals who lose out. I know all about so called progress but the
infrastructure than is not keeping up with the increase population.
Take "Scotty's Corner" - wanting that rezoned to - 7 stories - $$$. Then Main North Road next - the
old Stillwell Ford site - next I am sure I could get all my neighbours on Robe Tce to sell to a
developer also.
- LeCornu site - now no one wants to live there.
Fix the infrastructure - think about locals not $$$$.
Traffic Management Plan for Greater Area - Churchill Road is the first developed Road under the
new zoning act and it is a TOTAL DISASTER. Surely the State Government should do a post mortem
of Churchill Road before proceeding with any other rezoning.
Main North Road is currently manageable now but with rezoning it will turn into another South
Road!
Lesson - Fix the Road Rail Infrastructure up FIRST prior to rezoning as the costs to the STATE
COMMUNITY of day this after REZONING is catastrophic.
This corner as its a traffic BLACK SPOT should be turned into a PARK in keeping with the Medindie /
Gilberton / North Park lands historic area,
3
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Loss of open space
Loss of historic character to Gilberton
Eyesore - height, appearance of new builds
Loss of community / public venue
Future traffic concerns - dense traffic area already.
Car park space could potentially be used more wisely (market?) or effort to increase events /
popularity of Buck Arms.
This looks to be a very large site.
The Buckingham Arms Hotel is now very old and dated however it would be sad to see it
demolished and many high story living accommodation buildings put in its place.
Walkerville Terrace and Northcote Terrace are both busy roads intersections. However currently
except for a few shops and the school the housing is residential with some attractive houses NOT
high rise buildings.
It is sad to see in North Adelaide a house demolished except for the façade - like the Hackney
Hotel - a high rise building being built.
Having lived here for over 20 years I seldom see anyone in the parklands diagonally adjacent to the
proposed site. Being at the bottom of the hill I see every reason to allow this approval. The visual
impact will be low and the benefits of a 21 century build to a standard I would expect to be very
high would only add to the area.
We support the development.
In regards to the changing state of "the Buck", it is essential to consider the fact that once a
decision is actioned; it can be near impossible to reverse the effects.
"The Buck" is a communal asset.
It is possible that the space subsiding around "the Buck" is utilised to greater potential. ie.
community markets, fates etc.
Privatisation is and always will be the heart break of a community.
Please respect the native flora + fauna of this beautiful land. Always.
The proposal of a multi story building is of great concern. We don't even know what the new
building will contain at this point. There is a very narrow walkway between houses and the Hotel
boundary, one metre! A multi story with windows is too intrusive. Not to mention balconies. Is
there going to be a driveway next to my place. Will there be a car park next to my place. If there
are apartments how many people will now reside very nearby or peering into my backyard.
I will look forward to seeing the plans as the next step.
Does it mean when there are plans that's the end of consultation for residents?
I support this project 100%. It would be better for the area to have a living zone instead of what
we have now - bar with pokies and also store.
I do not want anything taller than two stories high to be built on the Buckingham Arms site.
Possible traffic issues are my main concern. That block is right on the corner of a busy intersection.
What plans are there to ensure vehicles entering and exiting the property do not impact on the
flow of traffic?
I think really I just have a lot of questions.
What exactly are they wanting to build and how would that fit in with the area?
How busy might this multi-level, mixed use development be?
How many units/ apartments are they proposing?
What sorts of businesses and how busy will they be?
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Will there be noise issues?
thank you :)
I am not in favour of the Re-Zoning of the Buckingham Arms site. Built in 1849 by Joseph Gilbert,
the lot licensee was William Stephens, it has always been regarded as the "Gateway" to
Walkerville. It was owned by the Simpson family until 1950's, and now, since then the SeymoreMathews family. All these families have been Walkerville families.
This is such a busy corner now, I cannot see a development of this size or nature, the number of
cars etc, coming and going and levels of up to six storeys would do little to keep the "Heritage
Value" of Walkerville. The re-zoning would make it open to the destruction of the Walkerville area,
with any development being considered.
Overshadowing, traffic, loss of open space
I support the project. I think, Walkerville will definitely benefit from a residential property
development with shops, cafes or anything else for families with children.
Rezone to the Urban Corridor and allow owners to sell.
Dear Hon Rachel Sanderson MP,
I disapprove of the proposed code amendment that would result in a six story development rather
than 3 story.
My disapproval is along the same lines as the Scotties Motel proposal. However, the impact on
local constituents/residents at the "Buckingham Site" would be greater than the Scotties Motel
site.
It is also closely located to the Wilderness school.
Several years ago the owners of the Buckingham Hotel sought approval for extension of
trading/gambling hours to 3am each day. Several of the local residents, including myself, opposed
this through the liquor licensing commission with limited hours on most nights. However, you will
notice that current approved hours are until 3am - we were not involved in this "process" of
approval. It seems to have been approved through alternate means.
We support the rezoning of the Buckingham Arms Site to Urban Corridor (Living) Zone.
Looking a the potential overshadowing, the health centre business on Northcote Terrace, would
only have minor shadowing in the early mornings. Next to the carpark number 17, Walkerville Tce,
a group of small homes only affected late afternoon/sunset.
The traffic on a busy day at the Hotel would see the carpark full, sometimes overflowing, changing
the zone to Urban Living Zone would have less vehicles and movement.
The demolition of the Buckingham Arms Hotel is not a loss to the historic character, only small
amount of the current building is original, added on over the years. The original is old and
decaying, as most of the buildings of this age.
Potential loss of open space, no one complained about the old heritage homes/cottages bulldozed
to make way for the current carpark, in essence a new development will be replacing the old
homes. Much better than a carpark with litter everywhere.
As concerned Gilberton residents we would have to be kept informed on this issue, having lived in
Gilberton for 36 years.
Our concern if there is a high density development - the added volume of traffic on Walkerville Rce
and Northcote Tce will be far too large to cope with existing roads. (Already there is too much
traffic at peak times)
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I am strongly against this rezoning of the Buckingham Arms corner for the following reasons:
1) Vehicles trying to join long lines of traffic on Northcote and Walkerville Terraces.
2) Visitors' carparking even if there is planning for residents' cars.
3) Heritage Hotel. It is an icon.
4) Eventually this intersection will be bulldozed and we will have something like the Britannia
roundabout.
Our main concerns are the loss of character- we would be agitated if the building was too tall and
if they demolished the whole existing building.
"I am very concerned about this proposal:
1) Traffic issues (already Walkerville + Stephen Tce, not to mention Hackney Rd, are very slow at
peak hour + this will add to congestion.) Gilbert St is already used as a through road + despite the 6
bumps, traffic flow on Gilbert St will increase.
2) Open space. Large trees + gardens are under intense pressure from in-fill, building + large blocks
being sold + developed for multiple dwellings. Council can plant more trees on their land but have
little control over private land (+ Walkerville has limited open space). If this development went
ahead I would like to see strict conditions + penalties on retaining mature trees, the
amount/percentage of land for gardens/non-paved areas. Some developments in North Adelaide
have no unpaved area at all + few if any trees.
3) Overshadowing. I believe every block has a right to a minimum number of hours of sunlight/day
to generate solar power. So any permission for tall buildings needs to be cognizant of neighbours'
existing + future rights to sunlight.
As to overshadowing + overlooking neighbours' dwellings + backyards, also issues that need to be
addressed."
"Morning and afternoon traffic is already extremely congested with Park Rd becoming a virtual car
park at times.
Vehicle emissions during lengthy delays and stoppages which result from traffic disruption during
construction work will increase dramatically.
The volume of traffic around this intersection, if high density housing or business premises are
erected, will increase causing further congestion."
My concerns are :
- a multi-storey modern building is out of keeping with the character of buldings in the area.
- this is a very busy intersection and I fail to see how trafic could be moved in and out of a large
development without there being a negative effect on traffic at the corner. Walkerville Terrace
narrows to two lanes in that area which causes a bottleneck of traffc at peak times.
- the adjacent owners would be negatively affected by this type of development. Even those two
houses away would be overshadowed.
- we already have the unattractive obtrusive development , the multi storey apartment building
comprising The Watson and apartments and I do not wish to see any further development of this
type in Walkerville.
- I do not like the idea of the village atmosphere of area being changed.
Thankyou for the opportunity to provide comment.
As a resident in the area, Walkerville Tce and Melbourne St could significantly benefit from new
development, greater mixed uses (less medical offices which do nothing for the community in
terms of culture and entertainment), increased foot traffic and vibrancy.
The site of the Buckingham is on a major road with ample capacity for traffic flow and the existing
car park is not valuable ‘open space’.
I’d encourage a more open view on what might be feasible and beneficial to the community 6

APPENDIX – SUBMISSIONS MADE TO HON RACHEL SANDERSON MP
RE BUCKINGHAM ARMS CODE AMENDMENT
progressive while sympathetic to the character of the suburb.
We would love some new retail and/or cafes/restaurants in our area as part of a potential
residential development.
To read and understand development policy and plans is beyond all but a few who specialise in
that area of work.
In discussions with family, friends and neighbours, we all agree that the approvals given to
development that are many storeys higher than any buildings near them should not be approved.
This includes the application of Scotty's Motel, Buckingham Arms, Le Cornu site and the
Melbourne Street east project which has already started. All of these impact with serious
negativity on surrounding houses. Be it the big increase in traffic, parking, that are now lovely
quiet living suburban areas. The imposing buildings will create shade over these houses and take
away much cherished privacy into their homes and yards.
While we support progress, modernisation and upgrading, it should not be at the cost of residents'
lifestyle. So we disagree with rezoning for the Buckingham Arms site. A larger increase in traffic on
all roads and terraces at the intersections would be diabolical.
I support the development for the following reasons:
1. Increasing safety for residence - current hotel and sale of alcohol results in people drinking or
being intoxicated near the venue outside.
2. Increasing housing supply near the city and schools.
Main concerns I have that are critical for the support of the redevelopment:
1. Government does not acquire or use apartments or housing for people that put the community
at risk. Existing high risk people with mental health issues in the area make walking around
Walkerville Terrace a high risk to school aged children.
2. Traffic management is considered with changes made:
- Getting in and out of the development during peak time will be difficult with traffic banking up.
- Extra cars turning onto Melbourne Street to access city will result in too much traffic and bank up
traffic causing issues for traffic from outer suburbs
3. Pedestrian lights on Walkerville Terrace halfway between Buckingham Arms and Stephen
Terrace to allow students to cross Walkerville Terrace during peak times and provide students with
a safe corridor.
4. Support a high end development with good aesthetics.
Thank you for the opportunity of commenting.
This seems a good idea. However, could you insist that at least 1/3 of the space be open ground NOT PAVING OR CAR PARKING - with grass and some tall trees to help alleviate climate change.
The site is big enough not to need developers to occupy the footpath while building.
Dear Ms Sanderson,
Please note that I strongly object to the proposed height of 6 storey development for the
Buckingham Arms site. If allowed, it will be too too imposing, ugly and entirely not in keeping with
the cultural appeal of Gilberton and its environs.
I am in favour of maintaining current building heights for the site, being a maximum of 3 storeys,
at the very most!
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Thank you for considering my concerns.
The hotel is past its use by date but if there was a way to utilise the old facade in any development
I think that would be good. What ever mix of housing and business is developed ( including height)
it must enable ready access to and from the site without adding to an already traffic congested
intersection.
This proposal does not concern me at all.
I have no objections to the proposed re-zoning of this project as long as it is stepped back from the
main road and there is ample parking and clear in and out driveways
I agree with all of the above.
I would also like to add that if the zoning change was to "urban corridor" then that could be the
"thin end of the wedge" for opening up to developers Northcote Tce and Walkerville Tce".
I am very much against this proposal.
We believe any multi storey building will spoil the amenity of the area. It certainly will cause
shadow and block the sun.
We would anticipate traffic upheaval throughout any construction and on completion.
Let's not make the mistakes as in Morphett St/Whitmore Square, where an ugly building blocked
city skyline views and caused traffic/walking problems.
Keep the 'village feel' of this area!
I am in support. Please allow shops and restaurants as this will provide some vibrancy and life.
Very much in support. There is no issue with loss of historic character as the Buckingham Arms as
it is currently looks terrible. Please let it happen ASAP.
Hi Rachel, thanks for the information regarding the proposal to change the Buckingham Arms.
My concerns are the increased traffic relating to the site. The corner is already congested. Also I
don't think there should be buildings over 3 stories high there. When walking around Walkerville
I'm struck by the amount of units and flats that have dated rather poorly and detract from the
neighbourhood. I wouldn't like to see another Motor Court ghetto. I encourage the development
of buildings that are well built, designed and environmentally sustainable with 'green' areas, trees,
plants and wetlands and energy efficient.
I would be against this. No doubt that the Buck needs an upgrade but it should remain a hotel
As you would be aware the Hackney Hotel has been demolished and a significant number of
apartments and townhouses are under construction where it used to be. The Hackney hotel will
now be reduced to a small ‘wine bar’ and now the Buckingham Arms is to suffer the same fate. My
concern is that this is the start of a trend that will mean that people will be stacked into
apartments with less access to entertainment and community connection via pubs and clubs.
There needs to be serious consideration of all aspects of this proposal - not just the economic
opportunity for developers. The six am flight curfew has already made our area less attractive as
a residential area. Removing our pubs and eating venues just adds to the issue.
Main concerns is the development height of 6 storeys and possibly even 8 storeys with some
exemptions.
This is far to overbearing for the adjacent residential properties.
The development height should be limited in line with the newly developed medium density
housing along Park Terrance and Mersey St ( Hackney Road ).
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The immediate residential area is represented by high quality historic character homes which
would be overshadowed by a 6 storey development, irrespective of the 45 deg angle set back
proposed. From the 3rd level upward you will be able to overlook into the neighbouring private
residential spaces for quite some distance.
Traffic is already quite congested on this main intersection.
New entry / exit crossovers from the corner site onto Walkerville Tce and Northcote Tce will create
more congestion with a much higher population density emerging form this corner site.
Buckingham Arms is currently visited by those who want to gamble till 4:00 am! They leave a mess
on the road and around the bus stop. Do whatever but we don't need a gambling center in a
residential area!
I object to the proposal on the basis of the height of the development. In addition, often
developers will push to increase the height to several stories higher then allowed. In this area
there are no other multi-story buildings and the location is at a site which already suffers from
traffic overload at peak hour. 2-3 stories maximum should be allowed.
The development will require significant traffic planning to accommodate the increased demand.
The build height is a significant concern with reduction in privacy for the impacted residents.
I am not convinced the development will complement the area, particularly given the Heritage
status of a number of the buildings.
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6 October 2021

«AddressBarCode»
«SalutationEnvelope»
«AddressLine1»
«AddressLine2»
«AddressLine3»

Dear «SalutationLetter»
I have been contacted by several residents in relation to the proposal to re-zone the Buckingham Arms
site to Urban Corridor (Living) Zoning.
By way of update, the current status of this proposal is that the approval for initiating a Code Amendment
has been given. Through the Code Amendment process, there are several steps that need to be
undertaken, the first being that the owners of the site need to consult with particular stakeholders before
consultation. In this instance these are:
• The Department for Infrastructure and Transport;
• The Attorney-General’s Department (Planning and Land Use Services), Office for Design
and Architecture South Australia;
• Utility providers including SA Power Networks, ElectraNet Pty Ltd, APA Group,
SA Water, EPIC Energy, NBN and other telecommunications providers; and
• Me, as the State Member of Parliament.
I have not yet received any formal request for consultation from the owners of the site in relation to their
proposal.
In anticipation of this, I write to ask you to please fill out the survey included with this letter and return it to
me using the enclosed reply-paid envelope, emailing, or dropping it into my office. Alternatively, you can
complete it online via the QR Code or link below.
If you are seeking further information before completing the survey, the proposal documents are available
online at: www.plan.sa.gov.au/have_your_say/general_consultations and under the ‘1 Walkerville Terrace,
Gilberton’ section.
My intention is to represent the views of residents in the area, in my role as the State Member of
Parliament, when the owners seek my input.
The next step after this initial consultation will be public consultation. The Town of Walkerville and owners
or occupiers of the land adjacent the sites proposed to be rezoned must be included in this stage.
I look forward to receiving your feedback.
Yours sincerely

Hon Rachel Sanderson MP
State Member for Adelaide

Scan this QR Code to access the online version
of the survey. Alternatively go to:
www.rachelsanderson.com.au/buckinghamarms

• Your Full Narre •

2. Your Residential Address •

3. Your Email Address
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Nitsan Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Adelaide EO <Adelaide@parliament.sa.gov.au>
Wednesday, 12 January 2022 11:04 AM
Nitsan Taylor
RE: Submission to Consultation: 1 Walkerville Terrace Draft Code Amendment

Hi Nitsan
The following was sent to those who had responded to the survey:
Good afternoon
Thank you for returning the survey I distributed earlier this year in preparation for the consultation on the
draft Code Amendment for the Buckingham Arms Site (also known as 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton).
I have been advised that public consultation has now opened. Please see the detail below about the
consultation process:
Pierce Matthews Pty Ltd, Buckingham Arms Hotel Pty Ltd, GBS Café Pty Ltd and Seymews Nominees
Pty Ltd (the Designated Entity) has now released the 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton draft Code
Amendment for consultation as required under the Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act
2016 (the Act).
Consultation will take place in accordance with the Engagement Plan prepared by the Designated
Entity, and as required by the Community Engagement Charter under the Act.
The draft Code Amendment and supporting information, including the site‐specific engagement plan,
can be viewed at www.plan.sa.gov.au/have_your_say/general_consultations .
A copy of the Community Engagement Charter can be found via the below link, which sets out the
engagement principles required for all Code Amendments ‐
www.plan.sa.gov.au/resources/planning/community_engagement_charter .
The re‐zoning (Code Amendment) can be inspected on the Plan SA website ‐
www.plan.sa.gov.au/have_your_say/general_consultations.
Hard copies of the Code Amendment will be available at no cost from the City of Walkerville Council
Office at 66 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton, and the Walkerville Library.
Two community information drop‐in sessions will be held at the Buckingham Arms Hotel on Saturday
13th of November between 10am and 12pm and on Tuesday 23rd November between 5:30pm and
7:30pm. These sessions are an opportunity for the community to speak directly with the engagement
team and seek clarification and information to assist them to understand the proposal and make a
submission.
The re‐zoning (Code Amendment) is under consultation from 29 October 2021 until 5:00pm 10
December 2021. During the consultation period, feedback is being sought on the proposal. You can
lodge a written submission about any of the changes proposed in this Code Amendment through any
of the options below:
• Email: engagement@holmesdyer.com.au
‐ attention to 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment
• In writing: c‐/ Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd, Level 3, 15 Featherstone Place, Adelaide SA 5000
‐ attention to 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment
1

• Online: via the Plan SA website ‐
www.plan.sa.gov.au/have_your_say/general_consultations.
Based on your responses to my survey, I will be putting in a submission that reflects the comments and
concerns raised to me. I am still accepting responses to my survey which can be undertaken online at:
http://www.rachelsanderson.com.au/buckinghamarms.
I encourage you to also participate in the consultation using the various means listed above.
Kind regards
Rachel Sanderson MP

Then this email was also sent to those who live in the Town of Walkerville council area that we have contact details
for:

Buckingham Arms
Re-zoning Proposal
Consultation Now Open

You may be aware that a re-zoning proposal has been put forward by the owners of the Buckingham Arms
site at 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton.
I am writing to let you know that public consultation is now open until 5pm 10 December 2021.
Pierce Matthews Pty Ltd, Buckingham Arms Hotel Pty Ltd, GBS Café Pty Ltd and Seymews Nominees Pty Ltd
(the Designated Entity) has now released the 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton draft Code Amendment for
consultation as required under the Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016 (the Act).
Consultation will take place in accordance with the Engagement Plan prepared by the Designated Entity, and
as required by the Community Engagement Charter under the Act.

The draft Code Amendment and supporting information, including the site-specific engagement plan, can be
viewed at www.plan.sa.gov.au/have_your_say/general_consultations.
A copy of the Community Engagement Charter can be found via the below link, which sets out the
engagement principles required for all Code Amendments www.plan.sa.gov.au/resources/planning/community_engagement_charter.
The re-zoning (Code Amendment) can be inspected on the Plan SA website www.plan.sa.gov.au/have_your_say/general_consultations.
Hard copies of the Code Amendment will be available at no cost from the City of Walkerville Council Office
at 66 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton, and the Walkerville Library.
Two community information drop-in sessions will be held at the Buckingham Arms Hotel on Saturday 13th
of November between 10am and 12pm and on Tuesday 23rd November between 5:30pm and 7:30pm.
These sessions are an opportunity for the community to speak directly with the engagement team and seek
2

clarification and information to assist them to understand the proposal and make a submission. I will be
present at these sessions to listen to your concerns and comments.
The re-zoning (Code Amendment) is under consultation from 29 October 2021 until 5:00pm 10 December
2021. During the consultation period, feedback is being sought on the proposal. You can lodge a written
submission about any of the changes proposed in this Code Amendment through any of the options below:


Email: engagement@holmesdyer.com.au

- attention to 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment


In writing: c-/ Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd, Level 3, 15 Featherstone Place, Adelaide SA 5000

- attention to 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment


Online: via the Plan SA website - www.plan.sa.gov.au/have_your_say/general_consultations.

You may be aware that I have been conducting a survey for a few months since the proposal was first
announced.
Based on the responses to my survey, I will be putting in a submission that reflects the comments and
concerns raised to me. I am still accepting responses to my survey which can be undertaken online at:
http://www.rachelsanderson.com.au/buckinghamarms.
I encourage you to also participate in the consultation using the various means listed above.

Kind regards
Hon Rachel Sanderson MP
Kind regards
Claire Hale
Electorate Assistant to Rachel Sanderson MP
Working Days: Monday - Thursday
____________________________________________________________________

Office of Rachel Sanderson MP
State Member for Adelaide
Minister for Child Protection

84 Prospect Road PROSPECT SA 5082
Ph: (08) 8269 1838 | Fax: (08) 8269 4233
Email:
Web:

adelaide@parliament.sa.gov.au
www.rachelsanderson.com.au
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 please consider the environment before printing this email

From: Nitsan Taylor <nitsan@holmesdyer.com.au>
Sent: Wednesday, 12 January 2022 10:53 AM
To: Adelaide EO <Adelaide@parliament.sa.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Submission to Consultation: 1 Walkerville Terrace Draft Code Amendment
Hi Claire,
Thank you for this, it’s really helpful.
Could I have a copy of the November letter/email as well that advises people how they can be involved in the
consultation process?
Kind regards,
Nitsan Taylor | Principal

HOLMES DYER

Level 3, Reid House, 15 Featherstone Place Adelaide SA 5000
Unit 7, 326 Edgecliff Road Woollahra NSW 2025
T +61 8 7231 1889 | M 0457 700 131
nitsan@holmesdyer.com.au | www.holmesdyer.com.au

DISCLAIMER
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they
are addressed. If you are not the intended recipient you are hereby notified that you must not disseminate, copy or take action
in reliance up it. If you receive this communication in error, please contact the sender immediately and delete this email and
associated material from any computer. No warranty is made that this email or any attachments are free from viruses. It is the
recipient’s responsibility to establish its own protection against viruses and other damage.

From: Adelaide EO <Adelaide@parliament.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Tuesday, 11 January 2022 1:03 PM
To: Nitsan Taylor <nitsan@holmesdyer.com.au>
Subject: RE: Submission to Consultation: 1 Walkerville Terrace Draft Code Amendment
Dear Nitsan
The timeline for the survey is as follows:
Late July : Sent via post to residents located near the site (please note that while the consultation hadn’t opened, we
were notified that initial consent to undergo the process was approved by then Minister Chapman – to ensure
4

enough time to compile responses, we sent at this time.) The letter that was sent is attached – please ignore the
date, it automatically updates. The survey was an open response survey.
November : Re-sent via email to local residents once the consultation began with additional directions about how to
be involved with the consultation directly.
Kind regards
Claire Hale
Electorate Assistant to Rachel Sanderson MP
Working Days: Monday - Thursday
____________________________________________________________________

Office of Rachel Sanderson MP
State Member for Adelaide
Minister for Child Protection

84 Prospect Road PROSPECT SA 5082
Ph: (08) 8269 1838 | Fax: (08) 8269 4233
Email:
Web:

adelaide@parliament.sa.gov.au
www.rachelsanderson.com.au

 please consider the environment before printing this email

From: Nitsan Taylor <nitsan@holmesdyer.com.au>
Sent: Tuesday, 11 January 2022 12:10 PM
To: Adelaide EO <Adelaide@parliament.sa.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Submission to Consultation: 1 Walkerville Terrace Draft Code Amendment
Importance: High
Hi Claire,
Just another quick point of clarification please – what date/s was the survey distributed? And would it be possible to
have a copy of what was sent?
Kind regards,
Nitsan Taylor | Principal

HOLMES DYER
Level 3, Reid House, 15 Featherstone Place Adelaide SA 5000
Unit 7, 326 Edgecliff Road Woollahra NSW 2025
T +61 8 7231 1889 | M 0457 700 131
5

nitsan@holmesdyer.com.au | www.holmesdyer.com.au
DISCLAIMER
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they
are addressed. If you are not the intended recipient you are hereby notified that you must not disseminate, copy or take action
in reliance up it. If you receive this communication in error, please contact the sender immediately and delete this email and
associated material from any computer. No warranty is made that this email or any attachments are free from viruses. It is the
recipient’s responsibility to establish its own protection against viruses and other damage.

From: Engagement
Sent: Thursday, 16 December 2021 3:15 PM
To: 'Adelaide EO' <Adelaide@parliament.sa.gov.au>; Engagement <engagement@holmesdyer.com.au>
Subject: RE: Submission to Consultation: 1 Walkerville Terrace Draft Code Amendment
Hi Claire
Thank you for your email, much appreciated.
Kind regards,
Nitsan Taylor | Principal

HOLMES DYER

Level 3, Reid House, 15 Featherstone Place Adelaide SA 5000
Unit 7, 326 Edgecliff Road Woollahra NSW 2025
T +61 8 7231 1889 | M 0457 700 131
nitsan@holmesdyer.com.au | www.holmesdyer.com.au

♦ · ~
HAPPY HOLIDAYS

HOLMES DYER
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DISCLAIMER
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they
are addressed. If you are not the intended recipient you are hereby notified that you must not disseminate, copy or take action
in reliance up it. If you receive this communication in error, please contact the sender immediately and delete this email and
associated material from any computer. No warranty is made that this email or any attachments are free from viruses. It is the
recipient’s responsibility to establish its own protection against viruses and other damage.

From: Adelaide EO <Adelaide@parliament.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Tuesday, 14 December 2021 9:33 AM
To: Engagement <engagement@holmesdyer.com.au>
Subject: RE: Submission to Consultation: 1 Walkerville Terrace Draft Code Amendment
6

Dear Nitsan
The survey was distributed via a mailout to residents in the south-eastern part of Medindie and western parts of
Gilberton surrounding the site. It was also sent via email to all residents in the electorate (it was advertised in a
section of a bigger e-newsletter) as well as a targeted email to residents in Medindie and Gilberton.
Kind regards
Claire Hale
Electorate Assistant to Rachel Sanderson MP
Working Days: Monday - Thursday
____________________________________________________________________

Office of Rachel Sanderson MP
State Member for Adelaide
Minister for Child Protection

84 Prospect Road PROSPECT SA 5082
Ph: (08) 8269 1838 | Fax: (08) 8269 4233
Email:
Web:

adelaide@parliament.sa.gov.au
www.rachelsanderson.com.au

 please consider the environment before printing this email

From: Engagement <engagement@holmesdyer.com.au>
Sent: Friday, 10 December 2021 4:43 PM
To: Adelaide EO <Adelaide@parliament.sa.gov.au>; Engagement <engagement@holmesdyer.com.au>
Subject: RE: Submission to Consultation: 1 Walkerville Terrace Draft Code Amendment
Importance: High
Good afternoon,
To assist us in analysing the survey responses received by Rachel on the Buckingham Arms Code Amendment, can
you please advise how the survey was distributed to constituents and how widespread the circulation of the survey
was.
Thanks in advance.
Kind regards,
Nitsan Taylor | Principal
7

HOLMES DYER

Level 3, Reid House, 15 Featherstone Place Adelaide SA 5000
Unit 7, 326 Edgecliff Road Woollahra NSW 2025
T +61 8 7231 1889 | M 0457 700 131
nitsan@holmesdyer.com.au | www.holmesdyer.com.au
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DISCLAIMER
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they
are addressed. If you are not the intended recipient you are hereby notified that you must not disseminate, copy or take action
in reliance up it. If you receive this communication in error, please contact the sender immediately and delete this email and
associated material from any computer. No warranty is made that this email or any attachments are free from viruses. It is the
recipient’s responsibility to establish its own protection against viruses and other damage.

From: Adelaide EO <Adelaide@parliament.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Thursday, 9 December 2021 2:10 PM
To: Engagement <engagement@holmesdyer.com.au>
Subject: Submission to Consultation: 1 Walkerville Terrace Draft Code Amendment
ATTENTION: 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Draft Code Amendment
Good afternoon
Please find attached the submission to the Consultation on the 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Draft Code
Amendment from the Hon Rachel Sanderson MP, State Member for Adelaide.
Kind regards

Office of Rachel Sanderson MP
State Member for Adelaide
Minister for Child Protection

84 Prospect Road PROSPECT SA 5082
Ph: (08) 8269 1838 | Fax: (08) 8269 4233
Email:
Web:

adelaide@parliament.sa.gov.au
www.rachelsanderson.com.au
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 please consider the environment before printing this email

The information in this e-mail may be confidential and/or legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient,
access to it is unauthorised and any disclosure, copying, distribution or action taken or omitted to be taken in reliance
on it is prohibited and may be unlawful.

The information in this e-mail may be confidential and/or legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient,
access to it is unauthorised and any disclosure, copying, distribution or action taken or omitted to be taken in reliance
on it is prohibited and may be unlawful.

The information in this e-mail may be confidential and/or legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient,
access to it is unauthorised and any disclosure, copying, distribution or action taken or omitted to be taken in reliance
on it is prohibited and may be unlawful.

The information in this e-mail may be confidential and/or legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient,
access to it is unauthorised and any disclosure, copying, distribution or action taken or omitted to be taken in reliance
on it is prohibited and may be unlawful.
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Attachment 5.

Submission from the Town of Walkerville

Page |5

T O WN O F

The Corporation of the Town of Walkerville
ABN 49 190 949 882

66 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton SA 5081
PO Box 55, Walkerville SA 5081

WA LK E RV I L L E
File Number: 40.78.2.7
Please Quote Ref: OLT202151 402
Contact Officer: Chief Executive Officer, Kiki Cristo!

Telephone: (08) 8342 7100
Facsimile: (08) 8269 7820
Email: walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au
www.walkerville.sa.gov.au

8 December 2021

Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd,
Level 3/15 Featherstone Place
ADELAIDE SA 5000
Via Email: engagement@holmesdyer.com.au

Dear Ms Taylor,
Re: Submission on Code Amendment - 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton

Reference is made to the Code Amendment proposed over 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton, which
commenced public consultation on 29 October 2021. We thank you for your written notification and
welcome the opportunity to consider this policy change over the site at 1 Walkerville Terrace,
Gilberton.
Please find contained herein a copy of an independent planning review, prepared by Julie Jansen of
Masterplan, an independent traffic opinion prepared by Paul Simons of Tonkins Consulting and an
independent heritage opinion, prepared by Douglas Alexander of Flightpath Heritage.
Also find enclosed an objection to the Code Amendment. Council requests that this be taken into
consideration when considering the proposed zoning change.
The Town of Walkerville is the smallest Council in inner metropolitan Adelaide and covers a land
area of 3.5km 2 • The Township is home to almost 8000 residents and remains the only Council in
inner metropolitan Adelaide to have retained its 'Town ' status.
The tree lined streets, historic built form and human scale are the aspects that make the Walkerville
Main Street an attractive place to live, visit and do business. It is our hope that the introduction of
the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone can be implemented in a manner that will safeguard this character.
This Council is not opposed to increasing population density, however such progress should not be
made at the cost of livability and amenity of the area - it is this Council's view that a careful balance
needs to be achieved.
On the advice of the independent consultants, the following points are raised with respect to the
Code Amendment documentation prepared by Ekistics on behalf of the Designated Entity Pierce
Matthews Pty Ltd, Buckingham Arms Hotel Pty Ltd, GBS Cafe Pty Ltd and Seymews Nominees Pty
Ltd.

Procedural Matters

Section 73(2)(b )(vii) of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016 permits a person who
has an interest in a parcel of land can seek to alter the way in which the Planning and Design Code
affects that land. Practice Direction 2 outlines that on the advice of the State Planning Commission,
the Minister for Planning will appoint a "Designated Entity' to prepare an amendment to the
Designated Instrument. A Designated Entity is defined as:

"... a person or entity authorized or approved to prepare a draft of a proposal to prepare or
amend a designated instrument under section 73 of the Act."
The front cover of the Proposal to Initiate was signed by Andrew Kemp, Chief Executive Officer,
Pierce Matthews Pty Ltd. The front cover of the Code Amendment indicates that the Designated
Entity is Pierce Matthews Pty Ltd, Buckingham Arms Hotel Pty Ltd, GBS Cafe Pty Ltd and Seymews
Nominees Pty Ltd. It is evident that not all of the owners of the Affected Area, as set out in the
Certificates of Title set out in the Code Amendment documentation, are identified as the Designated
Entity. For instance, Pierce Matthews Ltd nor Home Supplies Pty Ltd are identified as the Designated
Entity. As identified by Ms Jansen, this discrepancy may be attributed to the use of outdated
Certificates of Title, which according to the documentation in the Code Amendment appeared to date
back to 2013.
The legal implications of this omission are unclear and in line with the recommendations made by
Ms Jansen:
Council requests clarification from the State Planning Commission that all "persons with
interest in the land" were included in the Proposal to Initiate and hence the "Designated
Entity" is appropriately defined.
Disorderly

By virtue of the history of the intersection of Walkerville Terrace and Northcote Terrace, the adjoining
site at 14 Northcote Terrace has a long standing association with the Affected Area. As pointed out
by Ms Jansen, the Code Amendment over 1 Walkerville Terrace Gilberton will result in 14 Northcote
Terrace, being isolated from other similarly zoned properties, which is an inappropriate planning
outcome.
We are of the view that more effort should have been made to widen the scope of properties included
within the Affected Area. Whilst we understand that 14 Northcote Terrace was invited to participate
within the Code Amendment, we wonder why the other property owners at 1 and 5 Northcote Terrace
and 33 and 34 Robe Terrace as well as 2-4 Walkerville Terrace were not immediately consulted.
Council wholly concurs with the independent opinion presented by Ms Jansen and wish to advise
the State Planning Commission that:
•

Limiting the Code Amendment to the Affected Area rather than the Local Activity Centre Zone
as it applies to the immediate locality is not considered to be an appropriate planning
outcome. All land within the Local Activity Centre Zone should have been included in the
Code Amendment, with further analysis undertaken to the capacity of all parcels within the
zone to achieve the strategic intent of this "key gateway."

•

Whilst the capacity for a 'proponent lead' Code Amendment is acknowledged; the lack of
wider investigation illustrates that the process may not achieve the identified strategic
planning policies.

•

The outcome of the Code Amendment to leave one isolated parcel of land within the Local
Activity Centre Zone. north of the Affected Area (14 Northcote Terrace) is not considered an
appropriate planning outcome.

Urban Corridor (Living) Zone

The Desired Outcome for the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone is described as:
DO 1 - A mixed use area with a strong residential focus that provides a diverse range of
medium density housing options primarily in mu/ti-level medium rise buildings supported by
compatible non-residential land uses oriented towards a primary road corridor, high
frequency public transport route, activity centre or significant open space.
DO 2 - Non-residential activities that enhance convenient day to day living for nearby
residents and encourage small group and intimate social gatherings that is contextually
appropriate to a compact residential amenity.

As highlighted in the attached report from Masterplan, Ms Jansen suggests that the Urban Corridor
(Living) Zone, excluded from the Retail Subzone, is a suitable fit for the site even though it does not
align with the "suburban" intensity, which is reflective of the other zones in the Area. The reasons
underpinning this include that the Zone envisages a greater proportion of housing than retail and
commercial activities. The zone also seeks to limit shops, offices and consulting rooms to a maximum
floor area of 500m 2 • By virtue of the size of the site and the existing floor space of the existing Local
Heritage Place (>200m 2 ) it is likely that a future mixed use development on the site will result in a
non-residential floor area that exceeds 500m 2 • Such a proposal would be assessable against the
performance criteria which envisages" ... small to medium scale non-residential uses." At the highest
end, the Zone encourages non-residential activities that would be of a scale that would not compete
with the Suburban Activity Centre further to the north-east of the site along Walkerville Terrace.
In line with Ms Jansen's recommendation:
Council supports the application of the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone given its emphasis
towards a strong residential focus.
Density

Performance outcome 1.3 of the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone envisages:
Development of diverse medium density accommodation options as part of a mixed use
development or wholly residential.

Part 8 of the Planning and Design Code defines Medium net residential density as between 35 to 70
dwelling units per hectare.
The development scenario provided to Stantec (formerly GTA) envisages that up to 90 dwellings
could be developed on the site, which equates to a net residential density of 145 dwellings per
hectare, which would fall within a high density form of development. As pointed out by Ms Jansen,
the density envisaged by the Zone does not need building heights greater than six (6) levels in order
to be achieved and as such the appropriateness of the proposed height TNV needs to be questioned.
Height

Council is aware of the 'key gateway' status of the site, assigned by "The Inner Rim Structure Plan
- September 2012" and the four (4) to six (6) storeys envisaged for a mixed use development.
In the application of the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone, the allowable building heights that apply to the
Affected Area are between three (3) and eight (8) building levels and/or 11.5m and 29m maximum.
It is noted that the Buckingham Arms Hotel is a two storey building with an estimated building height
of 11.5m, measured to the highest point of the ridge.
As stated by Ekistics, the Affected Area consists of 11 contiguous allotments that range in area from
approximately 165m 2 to 1200m 2 ; the combined site area is serviced by a 3.35m wide right of way.
The application of a maximum building height Technical Numeric Variation (TNV) of six (6) building
levels and 24.5m is not considered to be an appropriate default building height for individual
allotments of this size. Whilst one can assume that a single developer will purchase all 11 allotments
and apply for one large scale proposal, this may not be reality if all 11 individual allotments went to

market and were purchased by different developers seeking six (6) building levels on each parcel.
On this basis alone, Council objects to the TNV of six (6) building levels (DTS/DPF 3.1) proposed
across all 11 allotments.
In line with the other Urban Corridor Zones, the application of the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone
affords a 30 per cent height bonus for "significant development sites" with a site area exceeding
2500m 2 , a frontage exceeding 25m to a primary road corridor and satisfying one of a range of
outcomes that delivers a "community benefit." One such "community benefit" includes the retention,
conservation and reuse of a heritage place. As the site has a total area of 6200m 2 , a frontage
exceeding 25m and an opportunity to retain and reuse the Buckingham Arms Hotel as part of the
future redevelopment, it is highly likely that the 30 per cent height bonus will be afforded to a future
development on this site. A building height of 31.65m and eight (8) building levels or more could be
realized on the site.
The Urban Corridor (Living) Zone promotes medium rise development, which is defined by Part 8 of
the Planning and Design Code as " ... 3 to 6 building levels." Whilst the TNV proposed within the
Code Amendment package is within the remit of Medium Rise development, the outcome achievable
through the application of the Significant Development Site criteria is considered to be High Rise (7+
building levels) beyond the vision for the Zone in this instance.
The Town of Walkerville Urban Masterplan identifies the intersection of Walkerville Terrace and
Northcote Terrace as a key entrance and landmark site that provides an opportunity to express the
identity of the township. An eight (8) storey building positioned at the intersection of Northcote
Terrace and Walkerville Terrace, isolated from the main township, will not reinforce the village
identify that this Council are looking for. Through good design, the four to six storeys originally
envisaged by the Inner Rim Structure Plan will not compete with the building heights contained with
the main township and will frame the entrance to Walkerville without detracting from the village feel.
Based on the findings presented by Ms Jansen:
Council opposes the application of a height TNV of six (6) building levels and 24.5m and
instead seeks a height TNV of four (4) building levels and 16.5m for the Affected Area. The
application of this maximum building height will ensure that once the 30% 'significant
development site' incentive is afforded that the 'medium rise' form of development sought by
the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone is achieved.
Interface building envelope
The Code Amendment package seeks to apply the 45 degree plane test with respect to the northern,
eastern and western boundaries. We note that the proponent has carried out an analysis of the
setbacks that would apply with the 45 degree plane test and a six (6) storey development on the site,
not an eight (8) storey development, which is achievable under the Code. This omission is
disingenuous and has the ability to mislead the community during the consultation process.
Based on the analysis carried out by Ms Jansen, the following setbacks from the northern boundary
will be achieved for an eight (8) storey development on the site with the 45 degree plane test in
place:
•

3 levels - 9.3m

•

4 levels - 14.2m

•

6 levels - 22.1 m

•

8 levels - 32.0m

Council would like to voice their concern with the lack of supporting information that accompanied
the proposed Code Amendment package, with specific reference made to the lack of massing and
shadow diagrams. Whilst we understand that the Code Amendment does not seek to assess a future
development application over the site, some basic level of information is required so that the
community can understand the full range of impacts that could occur as a result of the Code

Amendment and build an informed view of the change. The onus is on the proponent, not Council,
to provide this information and we are of the view that a detailed analysis of massing and shadow
should have been undertaken before releasing the Code Amendment for public consultation.
In the absence of this information, Council has commissioned Masterplan to prepare both massing
and shadow diagrams demonstrating both a six (6) storey and eight (8) storey development on the
site, with both the 45 degree plane test and 30 degree plane test in place.
Contrary to the Code Amendment package, the failure to include the 30 degree plane test for the
building interface with the southern boundary (intersection and Walkerville Terrace) is considered to
be an error. As highlighted by Ms Jansen, Performance Outcome 4.1 and the associated DTS/DPF
4.1 does not disregard zone boundaries separated by road. Without the 30 degree plane test, an
eight (8) storey development constructed on the site with a Om front setback will result in a separation
of approximately 25m to the nearest dwelling fa9ades. From a visual impact perspective, this will be
overwhelming for these residents and should not be permitted.
Masterplan have prepared shadow diagrams prepared at 9am, 12 noon and 3pm on 21 st June, which
demonstrates the worst case scenario for shadowing of an eight (8) storey development. Those
properties located on the western side Northcote Terrace, including Units 1 - 4 11A, 9, 7, 5 and 1
Northcote Terrace as well as 33 and 34 Robe Terrace will be worst affected on the morning of winter
solstice. Those properties located at 6, 8 and 10 Walkerville Terrace and 2 Park Terrace Gilberton
will be the worst affected in the late afternoon on the same day.
Council requests that the policy applicable to the Affected Area incorporates DTS/DPF 4.1 of
the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone as it relates to the 30 degree plane in relation to a southern
boundary, given the location of residential properties within the Established Neighbourhood
Zone on the southern side of Walkerville Terrace being potentially impacted by
overshadowing of development on the Affected Area and to reduce potential visual bulk of
future development.
Impact on the Local Heritage Place

As suggested by Mr Alexander, the Code Amendment package does not provide sufficient
consideration of the impact of the Code Amendment on the existing Local Heritage Place, with
specific reference to how the interface between the new development and the Local Heritage Place
will be managed. At the very least, massing diagrams, taking into consideration the relevant design
principles, should have been provided.
Council requests a Heritage Impact Assessment, prepared by the proponent, with sufficient
justification for the Code Amendment. Concept design sketches are also requested demonstrating
how the values of the Local Heritage Place will be preserved, how heights will be manages across
the site, particularly at the interface with the Local Heritage Place and demonstrating how
permeability and visual connectivity could be achieved. These investigations should look at both
development scenarios including the development of the individual allotments that currently exist
and an amalgamated site option. This information is not required to pre-determine a future
application on the site but to inform stakeholders that the intent of the Overlays and the Urban
Corridor (Living) Zone can be achieved with the new zoning in place.
To be clear, Council does not agree with Mr Alexander's view that the Local Activity Centre Zoning
should be preserved on Lots 1 and 2 on Deposited Plan 1458, with the zone connecting to 14
Northcote Terrace as per image 1.

Image 1 - Proposed
We are of the view that the Local Heritage Place Overlay and Heritage Adjacency Overlay need to
be allowed to do the work that they are designed to do and rely on the strength of the policies to
prevent perverse development outcomes i.e. six (6) or eight (8) storeys abutting the two storey Local
Heritage built form.
In light of the above points:
Council requests that the Designated Entity prepare additional supporting heritage
investigations, including concept plans, exploring the possible development scenarios on the
site demonstrating how the medium density yield can be achieved whilst adhering to the
Heritage Place and Heritage Adjacency Overlay.
Loss of existing canopy cover

Council would like to question why a professional tree survey, prepared by a level 5 qualified arborist,
was not prepared for this Code Amendment. It is our understanding that such information has been
provided in relation to other Code Amendments currently on consultation. With all due respect to the
author of the Code Amendment documentation, if there is any doubt about the status of a tree, a
qualified arborists report should have been procured. Whilst we respect the work that the Regulated
and Significant Trees Overlays performs with respect to the proposed future development, an
arborist report detailing the status and condition of all of the trees on the site is central to determining
whether the proposed rezoning is appropriate in this instance or not. Without this information it is
unclear whether a future development in line with the proposed zone could be realized.
Further to the above, it seems that the 30 Year Plan for Greater Adelaide and the Walkerville Urban
Forest Strategy has not been taken into consideration in the drafting of the Code Amendment. A key
target of both of these plans is to increase the total tree canopy cover in Walkerville by 20% by the
year 2045. At the current rate of loss caused by urban infill within the area, it is unlikely that this
target will be met unless there is a more concerted effort made by policy makers to strengthen the
level of protection afforded to existing mature stands of trees and to explore options for increasing

this coverage. Council requests a tree survey and arborist report detailing the species, protection
status and condition of all of the existing trees across the site and further analysis of opportunities
for how the site can contribute to the canopy coverage targets set out in the Walkerville Urban Forest
Strategy and the Adelaide 30 Year Plan.
Front setback and Road Widening

The Urban Corridor (Living) Zone offers the following suite of TNV's for a primary street setback:
Om;
2m;
3m;
4m;
6m.
As highlighted by Stantec, the Future Road Widening Overlay identifies a 4.5m wide future road
widening framing both the Northcote Terrace and Walkerville Terrace frontages for a length of 200m
back from the intersection. However, it is worth noting that Lots 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 9 on Walkerville
Terrace were not included within the Future Road Widening Overlay currently available on the Plan
SA mapping. The necessity of the provision of this widening will be left to the Department of
Infrastructure and Transport (DIT) to comment on, however contrary to Stantec's report, DIT will
likely require that the future road widening remain clear of development. To the extent of any
inconsistencies, the Future Road Widening Overlay will prevail in the assessment, which leads
Council to question whether the Om primary front setback sought under DTS/DPF 2.2 will be able to
be achieved. If the road widening on Walkerville Terrace is not required, Council request an
increased setback.
Both Walkerville Terrace and Northcote Terrace exhibit a strong streetscape character that is
attributed to a combination of both the public and private landscape context. Council would like to
see a future development on this site further contribute to this setting through the provision of wide
deep planting zones.
The 4.5m wide road widening strip along both road frontages offers an opportunity to retain some of
the Regulated Trees identified in the Code Amendment package and to increase the canopy
coverage on the site in line with the Walkerville Urban Forest Strategy and 30 Year Plan for Greater
Adelaide. A setback of 3m is considered to be appropriate to achieve such a deep planting zone.
Overlooking

The following performance outcome will be applicable to any future building on the site:
Development mitigates direct overlooking of habitable rooms and private open
spaces of adjacent residential uses in neighbourhood-type zones through measures
such as:
e

•

e

El

appropriate site layout and building orientation
off-setting the location of balconies and windows of habitable rooms or areas
with those of other buildings so that views are oblique rather than direct to
avoid direct line of sight
building setbacks from boundaries (including building boundary to boundary
where appropriate) that interrupt views or that provide a spatial separation
between balconies or windows of habitable rooms
screening devices that are integrated into the building design and have
minimal negative effect on residents' or neighbours' amenity.

It is this Council's view that this test, which does not provide a Designated Performance Feature
(DPF), outlines a very wide purview for minimising overlooking. This is unlikely to provide confidence
to adjoining property owners and is the subject of strong opposition from the community. We
understand that the Government Architect would guide the developer with respect to compliance
with the above criteria.

Sewer
Council commissioned an independent opinion on the removal of the existing 150mm sewer line that
runs within 1 Walkerville Terrace. As set out in the attached report prepared by Tonkins, SA Water
do not have any record of a drainage plan for 14 Northcote Terrace and there is no evidence that a
combine drain servicing 14, 12 and 7 Northcote Terrace has been broken and redirected. On this
basis, Walkerville Council refute the claim made by Greenhill that the internal 150mm sewer pipe is
redundant and urge Greenhill and Ekistics to investigate this matter further. Should Greenhill find
that 14 Northcote Terrace is still utilising the existing 150mm diameter pipe then they must either
retain the infrastructure or work with the owner to negotiate an alternative servicing options prior to
removing the infrastructure.
Transport, Access, Traffic and Parking
Council has commissioned an independent traffic and transport review by Tonkins Consulting. As
set out in the report, Mr Simons identifies that the site is well connected to local and regional walking
and cycling facilities. By virtue of the site's close proximity to the Adelaide CBD, walking and cycling
will be a feasible means of daily transport for future residents.
Four bus stops are also located immediately in front of the site on both Walkerville Terrace and
Northcote Terrace.
Stop 7 on the inbound and outbound side of Northcote Terrace is serviced by Go Zone routes 202,
203, 271, 273 and N202:
•
•

every 15 minutes between 7.30am and 6.30pm, Monday-Friday
every 30 minutes between 6.30pm and 10pm, Monday-Friday
every 30 minutes on Saturday, Sunday and South Australian public holidays.

Stop 7 on the inbound and outbound sides of Walkerville Terrace are serviced by routes 206, 208,
281 and 975, which are not defined Go Zones but are still considered to be well serviced bus routes.
If these alternative modes of transport are taken up by future residents and the services meet real
demand, the site will perform well as a Transit Orientated Development.
Stantec outline that the intersection of Northcote Terrace, Walkerville Terrace, Robe Terrace and
Mann Road, which is under the care and control of the Department of Infrastructure and Transport
(DIT), was recently upgraded in April 2020. Traffic volumes marginally decreased as a result of this
work. The assessment assumes a 50:50 distribution of trips north and south of the site and an equal
distribution of trips across both road frontages (Northcote Terrace and Walkerville Terrace). As
echoed by Mr Simons, we question why an assessment of the operational capacity of the Robe
Terrace/ Northcote Terrace and Walkerville Terrace intersection was not provided.
Stantec have advised that the existing site generates approximately 1500 trips per day, which was
observed by Mr Simons as excessive for the site. When asked where these figures came from, Mr
Morris of Stantec advised that the daily traffic figures were estimates only based on the likely trading
demands of a hotel (outside of COVID restrictions).
Based on an assumption of 90 dwelling units and up to 500m 2 of commercial uses, Stantec have
advised that a reduction to 995 vehicles per day is likely for a future development. Mr Simons
questioned the assumptions behind this low figure and was advised that these figures did not
account for the continuation of the existing Hotel. In any event, the current estimates are considered
to be overly conservative and Council shares Mr Simon's view that further consideration should be
given to estimating traffic generation and parking based on a variety of realistic development
scenarios.
Mr Simons cautions that the actual traffic generation rates will depend on the nature of future
developments and the balance of commercial and residential developments. Noting that the current
Hotel (to be retained) has a floor area of approximately 200m 2 , it seems likely that a much larger
commercial floor area will be sought with a future proposal and that this will affect demand for
permanent and short term parking, which could affect overflow parking for visitors etc.

There is limited on street parking along Walkerville Terrace and extended clearway hours apply
along Northcote Terrace, namely 7-10am citybound and 3-7pm outbound. The surrounding local
streets (Gilbert Street and Buckingham Street) also have recently introduced 3 hour parking
restrictions. Any future development proposal on the site will not be able to rely on on-street parking
to support overflow parking demand.
As a final observation, the existing 3.35m wide right of way would be insufficient to service the refuse
and heavy vehicle demands for the future development of the site and the need for a concept
plan/structure plan is evident.
Affordable Housing

In light of the ever increasing cost of housing, the importance of providing suitable accommodation
for all income levels is apparent. Council questions why the Affordable Housing Overlay has been
omitted from the Code Amendment package. It is our understanding that this Overlay generally
accompanies all rezoning proposals involving any one of the Urban Corridor suite of zones. Council
questions whether this was intentional or just overlooked.
Council requests clarification from the State Planning Commission about the reasons why
the Affordable Housing Overlay has been omitted from the Code Amendment package.
Contamination

Council shares Ms Jansen's concerns with the lack of a site contamination investigation. Such an
investigation is required to determine whether the Affected Area is suitable for future residential
development. It is difficult to see how the Minister can be satisfied that the Affected Area is suitable
and capable of achieving the Desired Outcome of the Zone without this information.
Council requests the State Planning Commission be provided with a suitable site
contamination investigations to ensure that the Affected Area is suitable and capable of
achieving the Desired Outcome of the Zone, that is, future residential development.
Community Engagement

Based on Ms Jansen's assessment, the community engagement plan was, on balance, prepared in
accordance with the Community Engagement Charter. Engagement was considered to be genuine
by scheduling two community drop-in sessions at appropriate times that maximized attendance from
the community, whilst allowing sufficient time to prepare a submission. Engagement was inclusive,
to some extent, but could have been improved by widening the extent of owners and occupiers being
notified. The catchment of people who are likely to experience the impacts (i.e. traffic, noise, visual
impact) of a future development on the site far exceeds 60m measured from the boundaries of the
Affected Area. To date, Council is only aware of six (6) submissions that have been received from
members of the community. Whilst this tells us that there may be some level of support from the
community, it also may indicate that the consultation area may have been underestimated. Council
has been advised that a number of property owners on Walkerville Terrace, who were identified
within the consultation area, never received written notification of the proposed Code Amendment.
Whilst finely balanced, engagement was fit for purpose. The engagement material was customer
focused and excluded overly complex planning jargon. However, as pointed out by Ms Jansen, a
lack of visual representation of the eight (8) building levels able to be achieved under the 'significant
development site' criteria was a significant omission from the consultation information. Overall, the
Questions and Answers Sheet available at the Community Drop-In Session and the substantive
Code Amendment documentation does address this to some extent and allows compliance with this
principle of the Community Engagement Charter.
Engagement is somewhat informed and transparent. The material provided was presented in an
easy to understand format. However, as previously mentioned, the lack of graphic illustration of the
eight (8) storey height and mass could be viewed as deliberately opaque. As illustrated by the follow
up correspondence received by participants following their attendance at the Community Drop In
Session, engagement appeared to be genuinely open to review and improvement and this is
considered to have satisfied the final principle of the engagement charter.

We thank you for considering our submission and ask that we be permitted to be heard on the
matters raised above; should the Code Amendment proceed without amendment, we seek to be
heard by the ERDC.
I invite you to contact Kiki Cristal, Chief Executive Officer on 8342-7100 should you have any
questions.
Yours sincerely

Elizabeth Fricker
Mayor
Enc.
Masterplan, independent planning review, prepared by Julie Jansen
Tonkin Consulting, independent traffic review, prepared by Paul Simons
Flightpath Heritage, independent heritage opinion, prepared by Douglas Alexander
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1.0

SCOPE OF CODE AMENDMENT ANALYSIS

MasterPlan SA Pty Ltd have been engaged by the Town of Walkerville to undertake an independent
review of the proponent-initiated Code Amendment referred to as 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton

Code Amendment.

This report addresses the first stage of the independent review, incorporating the following tasks:
Stage 1 – Code Amendment Review

2.0

•

Review of the Code Amendment Documentation Package and critical analysis of
the investigations undertaken.

•

Review of the existing Planning and Design Code and analysis of adjacent zones
surrounding the area affected by the Code Amendment.

•

Preparation of Independent Review Report including recommendations and options
for Council consideration (this report).

•

Preparation of 3d Massing Model identifying the height and extent of sun shadows
cast by a 24.5-metre-high building.

INTRODUCTION

The overview of the Code Amendment (as available on the PlanSA portal) describes the amendment as
follows:

Pierce Matthews Pty Ltd, Buckingham Arms Hotel Pty Ltd, GBS Café Pty Ltd and
Seymews Nominees Pty Ltd is proposing to rezone 6,200m2 of land at 1 Walkerville
Terrace, Gilberton, to facilitate development of the site for residential and complementary
mixed-use purposes.
The land is identified as a strategic 'gateway' site in state and local government strategies,
reflecting its position at the entry to the Town of Walkerville on a primary road corridor
with high frequency public transport and access to the significant open space provided by
the adjacent Adelaide Park Lands.
The land is currently zoned as Local Activity Centre Zone. It is proposed to rezone the land
to the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone, which envisages medium density housing of up to six
levels in height and complementary non-residential activities. The Urban Corridor (Living)
Zone includes incentives that support increased development yield / building height where
a future development application can meet strict design criteria relating to the
management of off-site impacts, design quality, affordable housing or sustainability
features.
This overview provides sufficient information to identify the current and proposed future zones and

development opportunities. It is considered important that this overview acknowledges that the proposed

zoning provides for “incentives”.
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The Code Amendment has been prepared for the Designated Entity by Ekistics Planning & Design, as
noted in the Proposal to Initiate, with Holmes Dyer consultants responsible for undertaking the
community engagement.

It is noted that the Proposal to Initiate outlines that the ‘proponent’ (now the Designated Entity)

previously engaged with Council regarding the preparation of the privately funded Local Centre Zone

Review Development Plan Amendment (DPA), under the Development Act, 1993. It is understood that the
DPA was drafted in consultation with Council and whilst Council was initially supportive of the DPA, this

support was subsequently withdrawn due to the Council's concerns about the proposed policy framework

which was based on then (incoming) Planning and Design Code.

Whilst information on the previous DPA was included in the discussion of the Proposal to Initiate
(a public document) the Code Amendment on consultation does not discuss the DPA, other than

reference in Section 5.1 of the Traffic Impact Assessment report by Stantec (GTA Consultants). As a matter

of context and background, reference to the previously proposed DPA in the Code Amendment would

have been appropriate.
3.0

DESIGNATED ENTITY

Practice Direction 2 – “Preparation and Amendment of Designated Instruments” (by the State Planning

Commission dated 27 May 2021) outlines procedural requirements or steps in relation to the amendment
of a designated instrument. In the case of a Code Amendment, the Designated Instrument is the

Planning and Design Code. With the approval of the Minister for Planning (acting on the advice of the

State Planning Commission) a “person who has an interest in land” may propose an amendment to a

Designated Instrument.

A person or entity authorised or approved to prepare an amendment to a Designated Instrument is then

referred to as the “Designated Entity”, which is defined in the practice direction as:

Designated Entity means a person or entity authorised or approved to prepare a draft of a
proposal to prepare or amend a designated instrument under section 73 of the Act.
The front cover of the Proposal to Initiate was signed by Andrew Kemp, Chief Executive Officer,

Pierce Matthew Pty Ltd. There are no other signatures for the other parties listed as the ‘proponent’.
The front cover of the Code Amendment indicates that the “Designated Entity” is Pierce Matthews Pty Ltd,

Buckingham Arms Hotel Pty Ltd, GBS Café Pty Ltd and Seymews Nominees Pty Ltd. Not all of the owners
of the land within the Affected Area (as contained in the Certificates of Title accompanying the

Code Amendment) are listed as part of the “Designated Entity”.

The Designated Entity does not include “Pierce Matthews Ltd”. It is noted that the Proposal to Initiate

indicates that GBS Café Pty Ltd was formerly Home Supplies Pty Ltd.
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The following table illustrates the ownership of the land as contained in the Certificates of Title included
within the Code Amendment documentation:

Table 1: Certificates of Titles Data in Code Amendment

ALLOTMENT

CERTIFICATE OF TITLE

REGISTERED PROPRIETOR ON CT

INCLUDED AS PART OF
DESIGNATED ENTITY
YES/NO

1&2

5611/691

Pierce Matthews Ltd

No

56

5782/220

Pierce Matthews Pty Ltd

Yes

62

5782/735

Pierce Matthews Ltd

No

3&9

5878/617

Pierce Matthews Ltd

No

60

5878/606

Home Supplies Pty Ltd

No

57

5878/618

Pierce Matthews Pty Ltd

Yes

4

5879/724

Pierce Matthews Ltd

No

59

5878/620

Buckingham Arms Hotel Pty Ltd

Yes

Pieces 58 & 59

5952/605

Buckingham Arms Hotel Pty Ltd

Yes

6

5164/460

Buckingham Arms Hotel Pty Ltd and
Seymews Nominees Pty Ltd

Yes

5

5219/297

Buckingham Arms Hotel Pty Ltd

Yes

GBS Café Pty Ltd is included as part of the Designated Entity, but they are not listed on the

Certificates of Title included in the Code Amendment documentation. It is noted that the date of the
Certificates of Title included in the Code Amendment documentation are dated (searched) in 2013.

The age of these Certificates of Title may explain the discrepancy between the entities includes as the
“Designated Entity” and those identified above as the Registered Proprietor.

The Affected Area as included in Code Amendment and described in Section 2.2 of that document on

consultation is accurate in relation to the allotments and Certificates of Title. The identified discrepancy
relates to “ownership” and the entities listed as being the “Designated Entity”.

The legal implications of the “Designated Entity” not including all land owners within the Affected Area is
unclear, however it is a matter that should be raised with the State Planning Commission and hence the

following recommendation.
Recommendation:

Council request clarification from the State Planning Commission that all “persons
with interest in the land” were included in the Proposal to Initiate and hence the

“Designated Entity” is appropriately defined.
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4.0

SUBJECT LAND – AFFECTED AREA

The Affected Area map contained in the Code Amendment as Figure 1.1 is shown below:

Figure 1.1 Affected Area
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The allotments included in the description of the Affected Area and shown on the image above are

accurately described in the Code Amendment in relation to their legal description of land.
Figure 1.3 Existing Zones
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It is noted from Figure 1.3 above that there would be one (1) allotment to the north of the Affected Area
that would be retained within the Local Activity Centre Zone, along with a number of properties

adjacent the intersection of Robe Terrace, Northcote Terrace and Walkerville Terrace. The property

to the north is 14 Northcote Terrace, Gilberton is understood to currently comprise consulting rooms

(Rose Family Chiropractic). Should the Code Amendment be approved the property will remain in the

Local Activity Centre Zone, but isolated from other similarly zoned properties.

The Proposal to Initiate indicates that discussions were held with representatives of the owner of the

property at 14 Northcote Terrace, Gilberton prior to the submission of the Proposal to Initiate to the

Minister for Planning. Discussion included in the Proposal to Initiate indicates that the owners did not

support or oppose the Code Amendment. It is unclear if they were invited/requested to be included in
the proposed Code Amendment.

In relation to the retention of the property at 14 Northcote Terrace within the Local Activity Zone, the
Code Amendment states that the property: “is relatively small in size and comprises only a single land

parcel, it will still maintain an appropriate transition between the proposed Urban Corridor (Living) Zone

and the existing Established Neighbourhood Zone to the north by accommodating retail, office, health and

community facilities, services and other businesses to services to the local community to a maximum height
of three (3) storeys”. There is no further discussion regarding the desirability of having this property
isolated from other like land uses within the Local Activity Zone.
Recommendation:
Council advise the State Planning Commission that:
•

•

•
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Limiting the Code Amendment to the Affected Area rather than the Local
Activity Centre Zone as it applies to the immediate locality is not considered
an appropriate planning outcome. All land within the Local Activity Centre
Zone should have been included in the Code Amendment, with further
analysis undertaken to the capacity of all parcels within the zone to achieve
the strategic intent of this “key gateway”
Whilst the capacity for a ‘proponent lead’ Code Amendment is
acknowledged; the lack of wider investigation illustrates that the process
may not achieve the identified strategic planning policies.
The outcome of the Code Amendment to leave one isolated parcel of land
within the Local Activity Centre Zone, north of the Affected Area (14
Northcote Terrace) is not considered an appropriate planning outcome.

5

5.0

ANALYSIS OF ZONING OPTIONS

5.1

Zone Options

The Code Amendment proposes to amend the zoning of the Affected Area to the Urban Corridor (Living)
Zone. Discussion within the Analysis section of the Code Amendment indicates that the following zones
were considered in the analysis:
•

Urban Neighbourhood Zone.

•

Suburban Main Street Zone.

•

Urban Corridor (Boulevard) Zone.

•

Urban Corridor (Business) Zone.

•

Urban Corridor (Main Street) Zone.

Following the analysis of these zones, “the Code Amendment concludes that: the ‘Urban Corridor

(Living Zone) Zone’ is considered most appropriate for the Affected Area as it supports the development of

a higher intensity, vibrant, mixed use corridor with a greater proportion of housing than retail or commercial
activities, with non-residential forms of development typically located on ground and lower building levels”
(page 35).

An independent analysis of potential zones suitable for the Affected Area has been undertaken. In
undertaking this analysis reference has been made to the “Guide to the Phase Three (Urban Areas)

Planning and Design Code by the Attorney-General’s Department, March 2021” (the Guide). This Guide was

utilised by the consultants preparing the Code Amendment but did not include a discussion about the

zone name convention or the intensity/application of zones spatially. It is considered appropriate to note

the following in terminology from the Guide:
•

“neighbourhood” means residential areas primarily envisaging housing;

•

“activity centre” means centres providing shopping, business, entertainment and recreation
facilities (depending on intensity/location of the centre);

•

“main street” means a centre in a main street or high street context, providing a mix of land uses

such as retail, office, commercial and community facilities (depending on intensity/location of the
main street);
•

“corridor” seeks higher density development focussed along a particular road, typically mixed-use
development with active ground-floor uses;

•

Strategic – areas of state-level importance;

•

Urban – redeveloping areas serving a broad urban catchment within South Australia; and

•

Suburban – lower density areas within an urban area.
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Currently all zones applicable within the Town of Walkerville are at the “suburban” intensity level zones

and not the more intensive “urban” zones. The zones currently applied within the Town of Walkerville

include:
•

Suburban Activity Centre Zone.

•

Suburban Business Zone.

•

Suburban Neighbourhood Zone.

It is evident from the discussion within the Code Amendment, that the subject land has been identified in
strategic documents as a “key gateway”. Particular reference is made to “The Inner Rim Structure Plan –

September 2012 by Department of Planning, Transport and Infrastructure”, which identifies Robe Terrace

and Northcote Terrace as a “gateway to the city with an increased concentration of activity, quality built

form and public realm and achieve greater engagement with the Park Lands”. The Structure Plan promotes

“commercial and home office use at the street level with residential accommodation above (four to six
storeys). Promote strong built form and parking provision at the rear for new infill development”. It is

understood that against this background various zones were analysed to facilitate mixed use development

with residential accommodation up to six storeys.

The following table incorporates a simplified comparative analysis of the intent of the zones considered

in the Code Amendment, namely the Urban Neighbourhood Zone, Suburban Main Street Zone,

Urban Corridor (Boulevard) Zone, Urban Corridor (Business) Zone and Urban Corridor (Main Street) Zone.
In addition, a number of the ‘suburban” level zones are included for comparative analysis. The intent of
these zones has been extracted from the Guide to the Phase Three (Urban Areas) Planning and Design

Code. A further comparative analysis of the zones, including reference to various Desired Outcomes and

Performance Outcomes of the Planning and Design Code are included in Attachment A.
Urban Corridor (Main Street) Zone

This zone supports a mix of medium and high-density urban development along main road
corridors, which display main street qualities (typified by highly activated, fine-grain,
narrow building frontages with frequent pedestrian entry points) and provide both daytime
and night-time activation.
The zone has been used along established commercial and retail precincts that have a main
street character; e.g., Unley, Prospect, Henley Beach and Magill roads.
The Affected Area does not comprise a “main street” character or qualities. The intent of the

Code Amendment to incorporate residential land uses, rather than land uses that provide night-time

activation does not align to the zone’s intent. Furthermore, the intent is for medium density form, rather

than potential high density form anticipated along these corridors.
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Urban Corridor (Boulevard) Zone
This zone supports a mix of medium and high-density urban development framing strategic
main road corridors and areas of significant open space. The primary aim of the zone is to
create a uniform streetscape edge set back from the main road boundary to allow for
generous landscaping and to frame the corridor with tall, articulated building facades and
highly activated frontages. A greater variety and mix of land uses is sought in this zone, in
particular mixed-use buildings that contain offices, small-scale shops, and mixed-use
business development at lower floors with dwellings above.
The zone applies along some of Adelaide’s major road corridors; e.g., Greenhill Road,
Anzac Highway, Hackney Road and Churchill Road.
The zone applies to major road corridors and envisages development at a higher intensity than that

sought for the Affected Area.

Urban Corridor (Business) Zone
This zone supports a mix of medium and high-density urban development along established
strategic or mixed-use road corridors. The primary aim of the zone is to provide for a broad
range of non-residential development typical of existing mixed-use zones on main road
corridors.
Non-residential development will be located at ground level in mixed-use or individual
buildings and will be supported by a diverse range of dwellings at ground or upper floor
levels (in either mixed-use or stand-alone buildings).
The key difference between this zone and the other Urban Corridor Zones is the larger
range of non-residential land uses envisaged (including petrol stations, light / service
industries, service trade premises and warehouses).
The zone generally applies to existing commercial areas typically along main roads;
e.g., Main North Road, Lower North East Road, adjacent Port Road – Thebarton and
Anzac Highway - Keswick.
As stated in the intent for the zone, the Urban Corridor (Business) Zone anticipates a larger range of

non-residential land uses and a higher intensity of development, which is not the intent of
Code Amendment.

Urban Neighbourhood Zone
This zone envisages a mixed-use area comprising residential, retail, office, commercial and
civic land uses in compact and higher-density growth or regeneration areas.
The zone has been applied in urban areas to support significant opportunities to
increase the density of development around a major public transit node, corridor, or a
significant place of interest (e.g. West Lakes, Bowden, Seaton, Tonsley, Bedford Park
and the Paradise Interchange).
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The Urban Neighbourhood Zone generally satisfies the intent of the Code Amendment to promote
mix-use development and increase density on a transport corridor. The policies of the

Urban Neighbourhood Zone promotes a range of medium and high-density accommodation types

either as part of a mixed use development or wholly residential development. Land uses anticipated
include a hotel should the existing use be proposed to continue of the site in a redeveloped form.

Other anticipated land uses include supported accommodation, student accommodation, consulting
rooms, educational establishments, office, pre-school, shops and tourist accommodation.

Policies of the Urban Neighbourhood Zone envisage larger scale shops, offices and consulting rooms

clustered together. As a guide, DTS/DPF 1.6 envisages shops, offices or consulting rooms with a maximum
gross leasable area of 500 square metres for individual tenancies and 1,000 square metres in a single
building. The capacity to develop this amount of non-residential floor area on the site may adversely

impact on the Suburban Activity Centre. Whilst it is acknowledged that the subject land currently contains
a non-residential land use of significant size, this is considered different to the broader non-residential
uses envisaged by the zone.

The potential of 1,000 square metres of shop, office or consulting rooms being developed on the site and
its implications for the existing activity centre land uses is considered a suitable reason for not applying

the Urban Neighbourhood Zone to the Area Affected.
Suburban Main Street Zone

This zone envisages a mix of land uses including retail, office, commercial, community, civic
and medium-density residential development that supports the local area. It encourages a
high degree of pedestrian activity and main street activity with well-lit and visually
engaging shop fronts and business displays including alfresco seating and dining facilities.
The Suburban Main Street Zone envisages a mix of retail, office, commercial, community, civic and

medium density residential development with a high degree of pedestrian activity. Retail activity other

than bulky goods is sought to be limited to 500 square metres. Dwellings are anticipated in conjunction

with and supporting business activity. The policy framework for this zone enables building height between
one (1) and 12 levels, depending on the criteria selected and applied spatially.

Application of the Suburban Main Street Zone could be applied to the Area Affected as it would facilitate
a mix of land uses and potentially encourage additional activity on this “key gateway” site.
Suburban Activity Centre Zone
This zone encourages active retail precincts that includes neighbourhood-scale shopping,
business, entertainment and recreation facilities. It is a focus for business and community
life and provides for most daily and weekly shopping needs of the community
The Suburban Activity Centre Zone supports neighbourhood scale retail, commercial and entertainment
facilities. Given the proximity of the existing Suburban Activity Centre Zone on Walkerville Terrace, the

creation of another Suburban Activity Centre zone is not considered appropriate for the Affected Area.
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Urban Corridor (Living) Zone
This zone supports the development of high-intensity, vibrant, mixed use corridors, which
include a variety of new housing choices along with a range of complementary retail and
commercial activities. Development will generally have a greater proportion of housing
than retail or commercial activities. Non-residential forms of development will typically be
located on ground and lower building levels.
The zone appears adjacent to a number of main road corridors; e.g., Fullarton Road,
Anzac Highway, Henley Beach Road, Prospect Road and Lower North East Road.
The Urban Corridor (Living) Zone is intended to have a greater proportion of housing than retail or
commercial activities, albeit mix use development is envisaged and non-residential land uses are

envisaged at ground and lower building levels. The zone anticipates a mix of non-residential land uses,

but seeks to limit shops, offices or consulting rooms to a maximum of 500 square metres.
The policy intent of this zone is clearly articulated in the Desired Outcomes of the Zone:
DO 1

A mixed use area with a strong residential focus that provides a diverse range of
medium density housing options primarily in multi-level medium rise buildings
supported by compatible non-residential land uses oriented towards a primary road
corridor, high frequency public transport route, activity centre or significant open
space.

DO 2

Non-residential activities that enhance convenient day to day living for nearby
residents and encourage small group and intimate social gatherings that is
contextually appropriate to a compact residential amenity.

Building height for this zone can be applied to the Affected Area between three and eight levels and/or

11.5 metres to 29 metres maximum. Currently the Local Activity Centre Zone applying to the Affected

Area anticipates development of three levels. It is also noted that the current Buckingham Arms Hotel is a

two-storey building with an estimated building height of 11.5 metres, or similar to the height anticipated
for a three-level form of development.

Application of the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone to the Affected Area would allow the application of

the “significant development sites” policy, which applies to sites over 2,500 square metres with a site

frontage exceeding 25 metres to a primary road corridor. The Affected Area has a site area exceeding

6,000 square metres and extensive frontage (exceeding 25 metres) to Northcote Terrace, a primary road
corridor. Satisfaction of this criteria enables an increased development yield to be applied, subject to

design, community benefit or sustainability features. A 30 per cent increase in the maximum building

height can be achieved if one or more criteria is satisfied. One such criteria is the retention, conservation
and reuse of a heritage place.

Retention and reuse of the Buckingham Arms Hotel as part of the future redevelopment of the
Affected Area would enable the increased development yield.
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Based on the assumption that the local heritage place is retained and reused as part of any future
redevelopment, (and/or other criteria are satisfied such as the provision of affordable housing), the
increase in building height could result in:
•

3 levels at 11.5m becoming 4 levels and 15 metres.

•

4 levels at 16.5m becoming 5 levels and 22 metres.

•

6 levels at 24.5m becoming 8 levels and 32 metres.

Based on the potential increased development yield, the assessment of the context of the locality and
implications on residential land uses within the adjoining Established Neighbourhood Zone is an
important consideration and further discussed below.
Whilst the majority of zones applied to the Town of Walkerville are a “suburban” level zone, the selection
of the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone is supported, for the following reasons:
•

the zone has an emphasis on residential development;

•

medium rise development is anticipated which will assist in achieving the strategic aims for this

key gateway site;
•

mixed use development is anticipated to provide for an activated site;

•

non-residential activities are limited in scale so as not to compete with the Suburban Activity
Centre on Walkerville Terrace;

•

the application of the significant development site policy encourages and supports the retention
of a local heritage place; and

•

appropriate building interface policies can be applied.
Recommendation:
Council support the application of the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone given its
emphasis towards a strong residential focus.

5.2

Density

The Code Amendment indicates that the Affected Area is approximately 6,200 square metres in area.
The proposed Urban Corridor (Living) Zone promotes “a diverse range of medium density housing
options primarily in multi-level medium rise buildings”. Medium density is defined by the
Planning and Design Code, as “medium net residential density means 35 to 70 dwelling units per hectare”.
Net residential density is calculated by dividing the total number of dwellings by the area of residential
land that they occupy (excluding other land uses, roads, public open space and services) and expressed as
dwelling units per hectare (du/ha). On the basis of 35 dwellings per hectare, the Affected Area could
accommodate 22 dwellings or 43 dwellings at 70 dwellings per hectare. Given the size of the site and its
capacity to incorporate medium rise development (up to six levels), it is anticipated a future development
could readily achieve the greater of the anticipated densities, if not exceed this figure.
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The Code Amendment does not foreshadow a future development concept, nor the anticipated mix of

residential built forms that could be accommodated on the site. However, it is noted that residential flat

buildings accommodating apartments can be developed on relatively small footprints, for example,

in the vicinity of 600 square metres. On this basis, one or more buildings of four to six levels may be
accommodated on the site readily achieving four to six dwellings per level (depending on design).

Alternatively, the site could be developed with a mix of residential flat buildings and group dwelling
(e.g., row dwellings, terraces or similar).

Should the site be developed incorporating residential flat buildings, the dwelling densities achieved
could readily exceed that defined as “medium density”, particularly with the proposed maximum of

eight building levels (six levels plus incentives).

The built form and density of development anticipated within the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone could be
achieved in many forms but given the size of the site does not need to rely on building height greater
than a maximum of six building levels (including incentives).
5.3

Building Envelope Assessment

The Urban Corridor (Living) Zone contain policies relating to interface height, as quoted below. Effectively

these policies establish a building envelope of 45 degrees from a northern, eastern or western boundary

of an allotment used for residential purposes within a neighbourhood zone. A 30-degree plane grading

north applies to an allotment used for residential purposes within a neighbourhood zone on a southern
boundary. The Affected Area adjoins an Established Neighbourhood Zone.
PO 4.1

Buildings mitigate impacts of building massing on residential development
within a neighbourhood-type zone.

DTS/DPF 4.1

Interface Height

Buildings constructed within a building envelope provided by a:
a)
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45 degree plane measured from a height of 3 metres above natural ground level at
the boundary of an allotment used for residential purposes within a
neighbourhood-type zone as shown in the following diagram (except where this
boundary is a southern boundary):
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(a)

in relation to a southern boundary, 30 degree plane grading north, measured from
a height of 3m above natural ground at the boundary of an allotment used for
residential purposes within a neighbourhood-type zone as shown in the following
diagram:

□ --

---_,

--

......

r
PO 4.2

I

Buildings on an allotment fronting a road that is not the primary corridor

(ie a State maintained road) and where land on the opposite side of the road is

within a neighbourhood-type zone, provides an orderly transition to the built form

scale envisaged in the adjacent zone to complement the streetscape character.

Analysis within the Code Amendment seeks only to apply a 45 degree plane from the northern boundary

of the site which immediately adjoins the Established Neighbourhood Zone, that is the boundary with the
residential dwellings known as Buckingham Close. The Code Amendment indicates that this interface

policy has been selected but does not seek to apply the 30 degree plane for interface for development to

the south. The analysis in the Code Amendment states (page 59):

The key policy contained with PO 4.1 and DTS/DPF 4.1 of the Zone relates to ‘Interface
Height’, and ultimately seeks to mitigate impacts such as visual bulk, scale and

overshadowing on existing residential development outside the Zone. In the context of the
Affected Area, this is referring to the land adjacent the northern boundary….

There is an alternative option to utilise both a 45 degree plane (for buildings constructed

adjacent a ‘northern, eastern and western boundary’) and a 30 degree plane (for buildings
constructed adjacent a ’southern boundary’). The 30 degree plane is not intended to apply
to development at a road boundary zone interface and would therefore not apply to the

southernmost boundary of the Affected Area. (which comprises only a very small boundary).
Despite this, given the location and orientation of the Affected Area, and the spatial

separation afforded by the surrounding road network, there are not anticipated to be

any unreasonable overshadowing impacts associated with future development on the
Affected Area and an appropriate transition along these interfaces can be achieved.
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Adoption of a 45 degree plane is considered the most appropriate policy outcome as it seeks
to address visual impacts and building massing, by establishing a 45 degree setback angle

from the interfacing zone boundary, measured from a height of three metres above natural
ground level (which is a standard single storey wall height) - as illustrated in the diagram

above.

As this policy is not intended to apply to development at a road boundary zone interface, or
at an interface with Zones other than ‘neighbourhood-type zones’ (i.e. the Local Activity
Zone is not included) the policy would therefore only apply to the northern boundary of the
Affected Area where it interfaces with the existing Established Neighbourhood Zone.
Figure 1.15 below provides a graphical illustration of the effect of this policy, as it relates to
upper-level building setbacks from the northern zone boundary of the Affected Area (i.e.
where it abuts ‘Buckingham Close’).
Based on this existing policy framework within the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone, Figure 1.15
demonstrates that:
•

The four-storey component of a building, measuring approximately 16.5 metres in
height, would deliver a setback of approximately 13.5 metres.

•

The five-storey component of a building, measuring approximately 20.5 metres in
height, would deliver a setback of approximately 17.5 metres.

•

The six-storey component of a building, measuring approximately 24.5 metres in
height, would deliver a setback of approximately 21.5 metres.

In this way, application of the ’45-degree’ policy, delivers a significant spatial buffer at the
zone boundary interface, which will appropriately guide and manage visual massing
matters associated with future built form on the Affected Area.
Figure 1.15 Representation of 45 Degree Building Envelope I Setback Provision
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The setbacks quoted for the separation of a building from the northern boundary of the

Established Neighbourhood Zone adjacent boundary of the dwellings contained Buckingham Close
outlined above vary from those calculated by MasterPlan. The estimated setbacks to the northern

boundary have been calculated as:
•

3 levels – 9.3metres.

•

4 levels – 14.2 metres.

•

6 levels – 22.1 metres.

•

8 levels – 32.0 metres.

It is noted that the analysis contained in the Code Amendment did not include the potential eight level

building that is possible within the policy framework being proposed.

The lack of application of the 30 degree plane for the building interface is considered to be an error in the

proposed policy. The wording of Performance Outcome 4.1 and associated DTS/DPF 4.1 does not exclude
the application of the policy on a neighbourhood zone boundary which is separated by a road. Given the
potential for an eight level building, (that is six level with 30 per cent bonuses) on the Affected Area a

detailed analysis of potential overshadowing within the Code Amendment should have been undertaken.
MasterPlan has undertaken an analysis of the building envelope that may be applied to the Affected Area

utilising the proposed six level building height and the potential eight levels, with the application of only
the 45 degree interface policy. In addition, an analysis has been undertaken of the variation that would
occur to the building envelope if the 30 degree interface policy was applied.

The following figures (and as attached in Attachment B) provide an illustration of the potential building

heights and setbacks associated with the interface policies, that is, 45 degree plane from northern and
western boundaries of the Established Neighbourhood Zone. The building mass within the 30 degree

plane from the boundary of the residential allotments within the Established Neighbourhood zone on the

southern side of Walkerville Terrace is also illustrated. These figures have been prepared to show a worst

case scenario, that is massing of a building envelope with 8 building levels. The figures do not account for
other design policy such as street setbacks, setback/separation from the local heritage place, building

articulation, vehicle access and parking, landscaping etc, which would substantially alter the form of any

proposed building. However, these figures provide an illustration of the application of the interface policy
and overshadowing.
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Figure 2: Plan illustrating interface setbacks to northern boundary and shadowing at 12noon on 21 June (by MasterPlan)
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The shadowing diagrams illustrate that the properties to the west on Northcote Terrace would be most

impacted by morning shadows of a building of 8 levels (worst case scenario) in both summer and winter.

At the time of the winter solstice, the properties on the southern side of Walkerville Terrace would be
impacted by shadowing in the afternoon.

As illustrated on the shadow diagrams, all adjacent properties that are impacted by overshadowing would
be provided with suitable periods of natural light (or not overshadowed) during the day, even during the
winter solstice, with the application of the interface policies.

Recommendation:
The policy applicable to Affected Area incorporates DTS/DPF 4.1 of the Urban
Corridor (Living) Zone as it relates to the 30 degree plane in relation to a southern
boundary, given the location of residential properties within the Established
Neighbourhood zone on the southern side of Walkerville Terrace being potentially
impacted by overshadowing of development on the Affected Area and to reduce
potential visual bulk of future development.
5.4

Building Height

Development within the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone promotes medium rise development, which is

defined by the Planning and Design Code as:

“Medium rise: in relation to development, means 3 to 6 building levels”
The Code Amendment has sought policy which promotes six building levels, which is within the intent of
the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone Desired Outcomes. However, the application of the development

incentive of up to 30 per cent would facilitate development up to eight building levels, which maybe

considered outside of the intent of the zone.

Should Council wish to ensure that future development on the Affected Area maintains the intended

“medium rise” (up to six levels), the Technical and Numerical Variation applied to the subject land should
be four building levels. This would then allow an additional building level, that is five building levels. The

alternate approach is not to specify a building height in levels and apply a building height in metres.

Application of a building height of 16.5 metres would then allow an additional 5.0 metres of height to be

development utilising the 30 per cent incentive, providing for a maximum height of 21.45 metres. Based
on floor levels of 3.5 metres, this would provide opportunity for a six level building to be developed on

the site.

Recommendation:
Council seeks the variation of the Technical and Numerical Variation applied to the
Affected Area. Specifically, the maximum number of building levels capable of
being developed in 6, including those achieved via the maximum 30 per cent
incentive as a “significant development site”. It is considered that this is best
achieved by the application of a 16.5 metre building height for the Affected Area.
The application of this maximum building height would then ensure future
development maintains a ”medium rise” form of development as sought by the
Urban Corridor (Living) Zone.

52563REP01

17

6.0

SUMMARY OF INVESTIGATIONS UNDERTAKEN

Investigations undertaken to inform the Code Amendment include the following technical reports:
•

Preliminary Infrastructure and Servicing Report by Greenhill Engineers Pty Ltd

(Ref: 19.2294 Revision E dated 18 October 2021); and
•

Transport Impact Assessment by Stantec (GTA Consultants) Ref 3014001263 Issue VO1
dated 18 October 2021).

In addition to these technical reports, the Code Amendment incorporated:
•

Contextual analysis.

•

Review the suitability of the application of the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone.

•

Review of the desired urban form and densities.

•

Transport Impact Assessment.

•

Heritage Considerations.

•

Infrastructure and Servicing Investigations.

•

Interface / Integration with Surrounding Land.

•

Building Performance & Amenity.

•

Mature Trees.

•

Waste Management.

As part of the approval issued to the Proposal to Initiate the Code Amendment, the Minister for Planning
and Local Government sought that the investigations incorporate the spatial application of the
Design Overlay and the Noise and Air Emissions Overlay to the Affected Area.

The policy proposed by the Code Amendment incorporates the application of both of these overlays, and

this is considered an appropriate policy response. Application of the Design Overlay to the Affected Area

would require that future development of four storeys and above would be referred to the

Government Architect as part of the assessment process.

The inclusion of the Affected Area within the Noise and Air Emissions Overlay would trigger for

application of Ministerial Building Standard MBS 010 – Construction requirements for the control of

external noise for residential development given the location on a major road.

Analysis of infrastructure provision undertaken by Greenhill Engineers appears to be sound and does not
identify any constraints to the rezoning of the land.
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The Traffic Impact Assessment report has taken a conservative approach to traffic generation in

considering the potential impacts of rezoning the land. That is, the traffic assessment applied a higher
density of development (90 dwelling units) than that anticipated for medium density development
(43-44 dwelling units). The report appropriately illustrated the location of access for future

development. Discussion on parking provision is based on appropriate policy contained in the
Planning and Design Code.

Whilst the discussion within the Code Amendment included reference to the local heritage listing of the

Buckingham Arms hotel, it did not include a clear definition of the extent of listing of the local heritage

place. The analysis may have benefited from a report from a heritage consultant that more clearly defined
the extent of listing of the local heritage place. Definition of the extent of listing may have assisted in
understanding the ‘development area’ of the Affected Area.

Discussion is incorporated in the Code Amendment in relation to site contamination. Specifically, the
analysis states (Page 52):

“Greenhill did not undertake geotechnical or environmental (contamination) analysis
of the Affected Area. However, recognising the long-standing and generally ‘benign’
nature of existing land uses within the Affected Area, it is anticipated that any future
required remediation works are likely to be minor and could be undertaken during the
site demolition/clearance phase associated with a future ‘Development Application’.
In this regard, the existing General Development Policies of the Code provide specific

guidance on site contamination matters, primarily under the ‘Site Contamination’

section, including DO 1, PO 1.1 and DTS/DPF 1.1. These provisions, together with

‘Practice Direction 14 – Site Contamination Assessment 2021’, require that further

assessment be undertaken where a change in the use of land to a more sensitive use is
proposed. On this basis, if a more sensitive land use is proposed over the Affected Area

(i.e. Residential) once the Affected Area has been rezoned to the Urban Corridor (Living)

Zone, further investigation of soil conditions may be required in order to satisfy the relevant
site contamination provisions of the Planning and Design Code”.

References in the above discussion to the general site contamination policies of the Planning and Design
Code are acknowledged and would apply at a development application phase. However, the discussion

provides no background on previous land uses or further defines the ‘benign nature’ of the existing use.
The premise of the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone is for additional residential development, and it is

therefore considered appropriate that the Code Amendment be informed by initial site contamination
investigations to provide a level of certainty that the Affected Area would in fact be suitable for future
residential development. Stated differently, it is considered appropriate that in determining the

Code Amendment the Minister is satisfied that the Area Affected is suitable and capable of achieving
the Desired Outcome of the Zone.
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Recommendation:
Council requests the State Planning Commission be provided with suitable site
contamination investigations to ensure that the Affected Area is suitable and capable
of achieving the Desired Outcome of the Zone, that is, future residential development.
7.0

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The strategic policy framework supporting the Code Amendment envisages development up to six storeys
on this ‘key gateway’ site. Adoption of the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone which envisages ‘medium rise
(three to six level development) is an appropriate policy response.

The inclusion of the Design Overlay and Noise and Air Emission Overlay as applicable to the Affected Area
is also considered to be appropriate planning policy.

The technical and numerical variations proposed to incorporate 6 building levels is not considered

appropriate. Application of incentives, given the Affected Area is likely to satisfy the criteria to achieve up
to 30 per cent increase in building height as a “significant development site”, could result in a building

height of eight levels. A building of eight levels is not required to achieve the medium density form of

development supported in the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone but has the potential to result in high density
development.

The application of technical and numerical variations that would result in a maximum development of 6

levels is considered appropriate. Similarly, to ensure visual bulk of future development has a suitable
interface with existing residential development within the Established Neighbourhood Zone, it is

appropriate to adopt both the 45 degree plane and 30 degree plane (for southern boundary) for future

development of the Affected Area.

As outlined in this report, the recommendations of this independent review of the Code Amendment for
the consideration of Council are:
1.

Council request clarification from the State Planning Commission that all “persons with interest in
the land” were included in the Proposal to Initiate and hence the “Designated Entity” is
appropriately defined.

2.

Council support the application of the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone given its emphasis towards a

strong residential focus.

52563REP01

20

3.

Council seeks the variation of the Technical and Numerical Variation applied to the Affected Area.
Specifically, the maximum number of building levels capable of being developed is six, including

those achieved via the maximum 30 per cent incentive as a “significant development site”. It is

considered that this is best achieved by the application of a 16.5 metre building height for the
Affected Area. The application of this maximum building height would then ensure future

development maintains a ”medium rise” form of development as sought by the Urban Corridor
(Living) Zone.
4.

Council requests the State Planning Commission be provided a suitable site contamination

investigations to ensure that the Affected Area is suitable and capable of achieving the
Desired Outcome of the Zone, that is, future residential development.

MasterPlan would be pleased to discuss the findings of this analysis with Council officers and Elected
Members, at future workshop to inform Council’s submission on the Code Amendment.

Julie Jansen,

PIA (Fellow), Level 1 Accredited Planner

BA, BA(Hons), GDURP
19 November 2021
enc:

Attachment A:
Attachment B:
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ATTACHMENT A

Desired Outcomes and Performance Outcomes
of the Planning and Design Code

Urban Corridor (Living) Zone
Intent 1

This zone supports the development of high-intensity, vibrant, mixed use corridors, which include a variety of new housing choices along with a range of
complementary retail and commercial activities. Development will generally have a greater proportion of housing than retail or commercial activities.
Non-residential forms of development will typically be located on ground and lower building levels.
The zone appears adjacent to a number of main road corridors; e.g., Fullarton Road, Anzac Highway, Henley Beach Road, Prospect Road and
Lower North East Road.

Desired Outcome

DO1
A mixed use area with a strong residential focus that provides a diverse range of medium density housing options primarily in multi-level medium rise
buildings supported by compatible non-residential land uses oriented towards a primary road corridor, high frequency public transport route, activity centre or
significant open space.
DO2
Non-residential activities that enhance convenient day to day living for nearby residents and encourage small group and intimate social gatherings that is
contextually appropriate to a compact residential amenity.

Performance Outcome – Land Use and Intensity

PO 1.1
A vibrant mix of land uses adding to the vitality of the area and extend activities outside shop hours including restaurants, educational, community and cultural
facilities and visitor and residential accommodation.
PO 1.2
A range of small to medium scale non-residential uses, services and facilities such as shops, offices and consulting rooms that meet the day to day needs
for the local community.
DTS/DPF 1.2
Shop, office, or consulting room uses not exceeding a maximum gross leasable floor area of 500m2.
PO 1.3
Development of diverse medium density accommodation options either as part of a mixed use development or wholly residential development.

Performance Outcome – Building Height

PO 3.1
Building height consistent with the form expressed in the Maximum Building Height (Levels) Technical and Numeric Variation layer and the
Maximum Building Height (Metres) Technical and Numeric Variation layer and positively responds to the local context including the site's frontage, depth,
and adjacent primary corridor or street width.
DTS/DPF 3.1
Except where a Concept Plan specifies otherwise, development does not exceed the following building height(s):
Maximum Building Height (Levels)
Maximum building height is 3 levels
Maximum building height is 4 levels
Maximum building height is 6 levels
Maximum building height is 8 levels

1

The “Intent” Statement is sourced from the “Guide to the Phase Three (Urban Areas) Planning and Design Code March 2021 by Attorney General’s Department

Maximum Building Height (Metres)
Maximum building height is 11.5m
Maximum building height is 12.5m
Maximum building height is 15m
Maximum building height is 16.5m
Maximum building height is 22m
Maximum building height is 24.5m
Maximum building height is 29m
In relation to DTS/DPF 3.1, in instances where:

Performance Outcome – Interface Height

a)

more than one value is returned, refer to the Maximum Building Height (Levels) Technical and Numeric Variation layer or
Maximum Building Height (Metres) Technical and Numeric Variation layer in the SA planning database to determine the applicable value relevant to the
site of the proposed development

b)

only one value is returned (i.e. there is one blank field), then the relevant height in metres or building levels applies with no criteria for the other

c)

no value is returned (i.e. there are blank fields for both maximum building height (metres) and maximum building height (levels)), then none are
applicable and the relevant development cannot be classified as deemed-to-satisfy.

PO 4.1
Buildings mitigate impacts of building massing on residential development within a neighbourhood-type zone.
DTS/DPF 4.1
Interface Height
Buildings constructed within a building envelope provided by a:
a)

45 degree plane measured from a height of 3 metres above natural ground level at the boundary of an allotment used for residential purposes within a
neighbourhood-type zone as shown in the following diagram (except where this boundary is a southern boundary):

a)

in relation to a southern boundary, 30 degree plane grading north, measured from a height of 3m above natural ground at the boundary of an allotment
used for residential purposes within a neighbourhood-type zone as shown in the following diagram:

PO 4.2
Buildings on an allotment fronting a road that is not the primary corridor (ie a State maintained road) and where land on the opposite side of the road is within a
neighbourhood-type zone, provides an orderly transition to the built form scale envisaged in the adjacent zone to complement the streetscape character.
Performance Outcome - Significant Development Sites

PO 5.1
Consolidation of significant development sites (a site with a frontage over 25m to a primary road corridor and over 2500m2 in area, which may include one or
more allotments) to achieve increased development yield provided that off-site impacts can be managed and broader community benefit is achieved in terms of
design quality, community services, affordable housing provision, or sustainability features.
DTS/DPF 5.1
Development on significant development sites up to 30% above the maximum building height specified in DTS/DPF 3.1 (rounded to the nearest whole number)
where it:
a)
b)
c)

incorporates the retention, conservation and reuse of a building which is a listed heritage place or an existing built form and context that positively
contributes to the character of the local area
includes more than 15% of dwellings as affordable housing
or
includes at least:
i.
three of the following:
A.
high quality open space that is universally accessible and is directly connected to, and well integrated with, public realm areas of the
street
B.
high quality, safe and secure, universally accessible pedestrian linkages that connect through the development site
C.
active uses are located on the public street frontages of the building, with any above ground car parking located behind
D.
a range of dwelling types that includes at least 10% of 3+ bedroom apartments
E.
a child care centre.
ii.
three of the following:
A.
a communal useable garden integrated with the design of the building that covers the majority of a rooftop area supported by services
that ensure ongoing maintenance;

B.
C.
D.

living landscaped vertical surfaces of at least 50m2 supported by services that ensure ongoing maintenance;
passive heating and cooling design elements including solar shading integrated into the building;
higher amenity through provision of private open space in excess of minimum requirements by 25% for at least 50% of dwellings.

PO 5.2
Development on a significant development site designed to minimise impacts on residential uses in adjacent zones with regard to intensity of use, overshadowing,
massing and building proportions.
DTS/DPF 5.2
Development that:
a)

is constructed within zone's Interface Building Height provision as specified DTS/DPF 4.1

b)

locates non-residential activities and higher density elements towards the primary road corridor

c)

locates taller building elements towards the primary road corridor.

Urban Corridor (Main Street) Zone
Intent

This zone supports a mix of medium and high-density urban development along main road corridors, which display main street qualities (typified by highly
activated, fine-grain, narrow building frontages with frequent pedestrian entry points) and provide both daytime and night-time activation.
The zone has been used along established commercial and retail precincts that have a main street character; e.g., Unley, Prospect, Henley Beach and Magill roads.

Desired Outcome

D0 1
A safe, walkable and vibrant shopping, entertainment and commercial main street precinct with an active day and evening economy supported by medium
density residential development.

Performance Outcome

PO 1.1
A vibrant mix of land uses adding to the vitality of the area and extending activities outside shop hours including restaurants, educational, community and
cultural facilities and visitor and residential accommodation.
PO 1.4
Dwellings developed in conjunction with non-residential uses to support business, entertainment and recreational activities that contribute to making the main
street locality and pedestrian thoroughfares safe, walkable, comfortable, pleasant and vibrant places.
PO 1.5
Development of diverse medium density accommodation options either as part of a mixed use development or wholly residential development.

Urban Corridor (Boulevard) Zone
Intent

This zone supports a mix of medium and high-density urban development framing strategic main road corridors and areas of significant open space. The
primary aim of the zone is to create a uniform streetscape edge set back from the main road boundary to allow for generous landscaping and to frame the
corridor with tall, articulated building facades and highly activated frontages. A greater variety and mix of land uses is sought in this zone, in particular mixed-use
buildings that contain offices, small-scale shops, and mixed-use business development at lower floors with dwellings above.
The zone applies along some of Adelaide’s major road corridors; e.g., Greenhill Road, Anzac Highway, Hackney Road and Churchill Road.

Desired Outcome

DO1

Buildings that achieve a consistent, tall, uniform facade to frame the primary road corridor that are consistently well set back with areas of significant open space
in front, other than in specified areas where a lesser or no setback is desired. Buildings accommodate a mix of compatible residential and non-residential uses
including shops and other business activities at ground and lower floor levels with residential land uses above.
Performance Outcome – Land Use & Intensity

PO 1.1
A vibrant mix of land uses adding to the vitality of the area and extend activities outside shop hours including restaurants, educational, community and
cultural facilities and visitor and residential accommodation.
PO 1.2
Shops, offices and consulting rooms that provide a range of goods and services to the local community and the surrounding district.
DTS/DPF 1.2
Shop, office or consulting room uses not exceeding a maximum gross leasable floor area of 2,000m2 in a single building.
PO 1.3
Dwellings developed in conjunction with non-residential uses that positively contribute to making the public realm of the primary road corridor, open space
frontage and pedestrian thoroughfares safe, walkable, comfortable, pleasant and vibrant places.
PO 1.4
Development of medium to high density accommodation options either as part of a mixed use development or wholly residential development.

Urban Corridor (Business) Zone
Intent

This zone supports a mix of medium and high-density urban development along established strategic or mixed-use road corridors. The primary aim of the zone
is to provide for a broad range of non-residential development typical of existing mixed-use zones on main road corridors. Non-residential development will
be located at ground level in mixed-use or individual buildings and will be supported by a diverse range of dwellings at ground or upper floor levels (in either
mixed-use or stand-alone buildings).
The key difference between this zone and the other Urban Corridor Zones is the larger range of non-residential land uses envisaged (including petrol stations,
light / service industries, service trade premises and warehouses).
The zone generally applies to existing commercial areas typically along main roads; e.g., Main North Road, Lower North East Road, adjacent
Port Road – Thebarton and Anzac Highway - Keswick.

Desired Outcome

DO1
A medium rise mixed use zone with a strong focus on employment, which accommodates a diverse range of commercial and light industrial land uses together
with compatible medium density residential development oriented towards a primary road corridor.
DO 2
Residential development that provides a pleasant amenity for residents without diminishing business opportunities on adjacent land.

Performance Outcome – Land Use and Intensity

PO 1.1
A diverse range of employment land uses, educational and community facilities in conjunction with residential accommodation.
PO 1.2
A range of small- to medium- scale non-residential uses, services and facilities such as shops, offices and consulting rooms that meet the day to day needs
of the local community.
DTS/DPF 1.2
Shop, office or consulting room uses not exceeding a maximum gross leasable floor area of 500m2 in a single building.

PO 1.4
Dwellings primarily developed in conjunction with non-residential uses to support local business, activities and contribute to making the primary road corridor
and pedestrian thoroughfares safe, walkable, comfortable, pleasant and vibrant places.
Urban Neighbourhood Zone
Intent

This zone envisages a mixed-use area comprising residential, retail, office, commercial and civic land uses in compact and higher-density growth or
regeneration areas.
The zone has been applied in urban areas to support significant opportunities to increase the density of development around a major public transit node,
corridor, or a significant place of interest (e.g. West Lakes, Bowden, Seaton, Tonsley, Bedford Park and the Paradise Interchange).

Desired Outcome

DO1
A mixed use area that:

Performance Outcome

a)

provides a flexible policy framework for the redevelopment of urban areas in close proximity to high frequency public transport corridors or
adjacent primary road corridors that have the potential to become activity generators

b)

provides for the high-quality design and integration of buildings and public realm in mixed use areas with walkable urban form, excellent provision
for walking and cycling and active street frontages that encourage social interaction, positively contribute to public safety and vibrancy and promote
active movement and public transport use

c)

provides a concentration of mixed use activity close to community focal points, such as a high frequency fixed transit stop, activity centre or high quality
open space

d)

provides adaptable and flexible buildings that can accommodate changes in land use and respond to changing economic and social conditions and
advances in technology

e)

transitions to a reduced scale and intensity at the zone boundary to maintain the amenity of residential properties located within adjoining zones.

PO 1.1
Development of medium and high density accommodation types for living, including dwellings, supported accommodation, student accommodation, short term
accommodation, either as part of a mixed use development or wholly residential development.
PO 1.2
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 wholly residential development.
PO 1.3
Light industrial and commercial uses (including high technology and research based activity) where compatible with adjoining uses.
PO 1.6
Shops, offices and consulting rooms services and facilities to meet the needs of the local community.
DTS/DPF 1.6
Except where a Main Street Subzone or Urban Neighbourhood Retail Subzone applies, shops, offices or consulting room uses not exceeding a maximum
gross leasable floor area of 500m2 for individual tenancies and 1000m2 in a single building.
PO 1.7

Larger scale shops, offices, and consulting rooms primarily clustered together to provide a focus for services and facilities.

Suburban Main Street Zone
Intent

This zone envisages a mix of land uses including retail, office, commercial, community, civic and medium-density residential development that supports the
local area. It encourages a high degree of pedestrian activity and main street activity with well-lit and visually engaging shop fronts and business displays
including alfresco seating and dining facilities.

Desired Outcome

DO1

A mix of land uses including retail, office, commercial, community, civic and medium density residential development that supports the local area.
DO 2

A high degree of pedestrian activity and main street activity with well-lit and visually engaging shop fronts and business displays including alfresco seating
and dining facilities.
Performance Outcome

PO 1.1

Retail, office, entertainment and recreation uses are supplemented by other businesses that provide a range of goods and services to the local community.
PO 1.2

Land uses promote movement and activity during daylight and evening hours, including restaurants, educational, community and cultural facilities, and
accommodation for visitors and residents.
PO 1.3

Ground floor uses contribute to an active and vibrant main street.
PO 1.4

Dwellings developed in conjunction with non-residential uses to support business, entertainment and recreational activities contribute to making the
main street precinct and pedestrian thoroughfares pleasant and lively places.
PO 1.6

Development is sited and designed to achieve or maintain a vibrant and interesting streetscape within retail areas.
Suburban Activity Centre Zone
Intent

This zone encourages active retail precincts that includes neighbourhood-scale shopping, business, entertainment and recreation facilities. It is a focus for
business and community life and provides for most daily and weekly shopping needs of the community

Desired Outcome

DO1

Performance Outcome

An active commercial precinct supporting neighbourhood-scale shopping, business, entertainment and recreation facilities to provide a focus for business
and community life and most daily and weekly shopping needs of the community. Buildings and pedestrian areas create a high quality, activated public realm
that is integrated with pedestrian and cycle networks and establish well-defined connections to available public transport services.
PO 1.1

Shops, office, entertainment, health and recreation related uses and other businesses that provide a range of goods and services to the surrounding
neighbourhood and district.
PO 1.2

Residential development does not prejudice the operation of existing non-residential development and the long-term provision of services and facilities for
wider community benefit.

PO 1.3

Dwellings are developed only in conjunction with non-residential uses to support business, entertainment and recreational activities.
Suburban Business Zone
Intent

This zone provides for a mixture of commercial, light industrial, shop and residential land uses. Development will be designed and sited to minimise impacts on
adjoining land uses.

Desired Outcome

DO1
A business and innovation precinct that includes a range of emerging businesses which have low level off-site impacts. Residential development within the area is
subordinate to employment uses and generally includes medium-density housing designed to complement and not prejudice the operation of existing businesses.
DO2
A zone characterised by low-rise buildings with additional height in well serviced and accessible locations.

Performance Outcome

PO 1.1
Shops, office, consulting room, low-impact industry and other non-residential uses are supported by a variety of compact, medium density housing and
accommodation types.
PO 1.2
Retail, business and commercial development is of a scale that provides a local convenience service without undermining the vibrancy and function of zones
primarily intended to accommodate such development.
DTS/DPF 1.2
Shops, offices and consulting rooms do not exceed 500m2 in gross leasable floor area.
PO 1.3
Compact, medium density residential development does not prejudice the operation of non-residential activity within the zone.
PO 2.1
Building scale and design complement surrounding built form, streetscapes and local character.
PO 2.2
Development with high visual and environmental amenity, particularly along arterial roads and the boundaries of adjoining zones is primarily intended to
accommodate sensitive receivers.
PO 3.1
Buildings are generally of low-rise construction, with taller buildings positioned towards the centre of the zone and away from any adjoining neighbourhood-type
zone to positively contribute to the built form character of a locality.
DTS/DPF 3.1
Building height (excluding garages, carports and outbuildings) is no greater than the following:
Maximum Building Height (Metres)
Maximum building height is 6m
Maximum building height is 8.5m
Maximum building height is 9m

Maximum building height is 15m

Maximum Building Height (Levels)

Maximum building height is 1 level
Maximum building height is 2 levels
Maximum building height is 3 levels
Maximum building height is 4 levels
in all other cases (i.e. there is a blank field for both values):
2 building levels or 9m where the development is located adjoining a different zone that primarily envisages residential development
3 building levels or 12m in all other cases.
PO 3.8
Buildings on an allotment fronting a road that is not a State maintained road, and where land on the opposite side of the road is within a neighbourhood-type
zone, provides an orderly transition to the built form scale envisaged in the adjacent zone to complement the streetscape character.
Suburban Neighbourhood Zone
Intent

This zone envisages low density housing consistent with the existing local context and development pattern. Services and community facilities contribute to
making the neighbourhood a convenient place to live without compromising residential amenity and character.

Desired Outcome

DO1
Low density housing is consistent with the existing local context and development pattern. Services and community facilities contribute to making the
neighbourhood a convenient place to live without compromising residential amenity and character.

Performance Outcome

PO 1.1

Predominantly low density residential development with complementary non-residential uses compatible with a low density residential character.
PO 1.2
Commercial activities improve community access to services are of a scale and type to maintain residential amenity.
DTS/DPF 1.2
A shop, consulting room or office (or any combination thereof) satisfies any one of the following:
a)
it is located on the same allotment and in conjunction with a dwelling where all the following are satisfied:
i.
does not exceed 50m2 gross leasable floor area
ii.
does not involve the display of goods in a window or about the dwelling or its curtilage …
c)
is located more than 500m from an Activity Centre and satisfies one of the following:
i.
does not exceed 100m2 gross leasable floor area (individually or combined, in a single building) where the site does not have a frontage to a
State Maintained Road
ii.
does not exceed 200m2 gross leasable floor area (individually or combined, in a single building) where the site has a frontage to a State
Maintained Road
PO 1.3
Non-residential development located and designed to improve community accessibility to services, primarily in the form of:
a)
small-scale commercial uses such as offices, shops and consulting rooms
b)
community services such as educational establishments, community centres, places of worship, pre-schools, childcare and other health and welfare
services
c)
services and facilities ancillary to the function or operation of supported accommodation or retirement facilities
d)
open space and recreation facilities.
PO 1.5
Non-residential development sited and designed to complement the residential character and amenity of the neighbourhood.
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1.0

SCOPE OF CODE AMENDMENT ANALYSIS

MasterPlan SA Pty Ltd have been engaged by the Town of Walkerville to undertake an independent

review of the Community Engagement proposed as part of the proponent-initiated Code Amendment

referred to as 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment.

This report addresses the second stage of the independent review, incorporating the following tasks:
Stage 2 – Community Engagement Review
•

Review of the Community Engagement Plan against the Community Engagement
Charter.

•

Attendance at Community Consultation Event. and

•

Preparation of Observational Summary Report discussing the effectiveness of
consultation plan and observed consultation, as measured against the principles of
the Community Engagement Charter.

This report is complementary to the MasterPlan – Independent Review of 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton

Code Amendment (November 2021).
2.0

INTRODUCTION

The Code Amendment is on consultation for a six-week period from 29 October 2021 to

10 December 2021 (5:00 pm).

Engagement on the Code Amendment must occur in accordance with the Community Engagement

Charter (the Charter) principles, which require that:
•

engagement is genuine;

•

engagement is inclusive and respectful;

•

engagement is fit for purpose;

•

engagement is informed and transparent; and

•

engagement processes are reviewed and improved.

An Engagement Plan has been prepared by Holmes Dyer Consultants for the Code Amendment, which

outlines the proposed methods of engagement and how these are measured against the principles of the

Charter.
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3.0

CONSULTATION PROPOSED TO BE UNDERTAKEN

The Code Amendment includes a summary of the engagement that is proposed as part of the

Code Amendment. The methods of engagement proposed are summarised below, along with a

comment confirming if the activity has been undertaken and/or information found:
•

A copy of the draft Code Amendment, mapping changes, consultation materials
(and Engagement Plan) will be available on the Plan SA website at
www.plan.sa.gov.au

The Code Amendment and supporting documentation is available via the PlanSA website, albeit the direct
link for code amendment documents is https://plan.sa.gov.au/have_your_say/general_consultations. It is

noted that the Fact Sheet and Frequently Asked Question documents prepared incorporate this web link.
•

Advertisement in the digital edition of “The Advertiser” across the consultation
period.

Copy of advertisement located within the classified section of The Advertiser online.
•

Article in the Town of Walkerville “Around Town” Publication.

A copy of the ‘spring’ edition of Around Town is available on the Council website and contains an article

on the Code Amendment. In addition, an article of the Code Amendment is included on the Council
website under the “latest news’ tab.
•

Signage installed on the affected area.

One sign on subject land adjacent Northcote Terrace noted.
•

Hard copies of the Code Amendment made available at no cost at the
Town of Walkerville municipal office at 66 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton SA 5081
and the Walkerville Library.

This has not been sited, but Council could confirm availability.
•

Community Drop-in Sessions being held Saturday 13th November between
10am and 12pm and Tuesday 23th November between 5:30pm and 7:30pm at
the Buckingham Arms Hotel.

MasterPlan staff attended the Community Drop-in Session on Saturday 13th November 2021.
•

Owners and occupiers of the land and owners and occupiers of adjacent land
will received written correspondence providing information about the proposed
Code Amendment and opportunities to provide feedback.

No evidence is readily available to MasterPlan that this has occurred, but there is no reason to doubt this
correspondence was sent and received by adjacent land owners and occupiers given their attendance at

the Community Drop-in Session on the 13th November 2021.
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•

The following organisations and agencies will receive written correspondence
providing information about the proposed Code Amendment and opportunities to
provide feedback:
-

Town of Walkerville (Council)
Adelaide City Council
Attorney General’s Department – Planning and Land Use Services
Local Government Association of South Australia (LGA)
Office of Design and Architecture South Australia (ODASA)
Environment Protection Authority (EPA)

A copy of the correspondence to the Town of Walkerville has been provided to MasterPlan and there is

no reason to doubt that similar correspondence was sent to the other listed organisations.

During the engagement period on the Code Amendment, the following methods are provided for
interested parties to gather information and make a written submission:
•

Online: via the Plan SA website.

•

Email: engagement@holmesdyer.com.au - attention to 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton
Code Amendment.

•

In writing: c-/ Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd, Level 3, 15 Featherstone Place, Adelaide SA 5000 - attention

to 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment.
•

Personal contact with Holmes Dyer on (08) 7231 1889 between 8:30 am and 5:30 pm
Monday to Friday.

•

Community drop-in information sessions will be held at the Buckingham Arms Hotel on:
-

Saturday 13 November 2021 between 10.00 am and 12.00 pm
Tuesday 23 November 2021 between 5:30 pm and 7:30 pm.

These range of methods for people to gather information and make submissions is considered
appropriate.
4.0

ENGAGEMENT PLAN

The Engagement Plan, (prepared by Holmes Dyer consultants) has utilised the Planning and Land Use

Services - Attorney General’s Department (PLUS-AGD) template for the preparation of an Engagement

Report. It is apparent that the Engagement Plan has been prepared in accordance with the template and
the PlanSA ‘Community engagement charter toolkit’ and the Community Engagement Charter. In

addition, Practice Direction 2 – Preparation and Amendment of Designated Instruments is referenced for

compliance in preparing a Code Amendment and undertaking community engagement.
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It is considered that the Engagement Plan adequately and appropriately:
•

Provides background on why the Code Amendment is being initiated and what is hoped to be
achieved.

•

The engagement purpose is appropriate, that is:
-

•

to raise community awareness of the proposal to rezone the land;
inform the community of the outcomes and policies of the Urban Corridor
(Living) Zone;
provide information to the community;
provide the opportunity for the community to seek clarification and provide
feedback;

the engagement objectives are appropriate, including the community and stakeholders being

aware of the changes proposed to the zoning of the Affected Area;
•

the scope of influence, that is aspects of the project which community and stakeholders can

influence are generally appropriately identified. There is reference to the “incentive policies that
could allow for taller buildings”, but it does not specify the extent of those incentives. It may be

appropriate to specify the maximum incentive of 30 per cent to building height and therefore the

capacity for an eight-level development to be achieved via the proposed Code Amendment;
•

the key messages that underpin the engagement:
-

•

appropriately identifies the change of zoning proposed by the Code Amendment and the
potential land uses envisaged within the zone;
appropriately identifies development may occur up to six levels and that the
Urban Corridor (Living) Zone incorporates the potential for incentives to facilitate
increased development yield, subject to satisfying design criteria. As stated above, the
plan does not specifically reference the maximum incentive that may be achieved
and the potential for the development site to facilitate eight building levels based on the
policy proposed.

stakeholders have been appropriately identified and the level of engagement with those
stakeholders is considered appropriate.

•

generally, apply suitable and appropriate engagement techniques, including:
-

briefing to Council staff;
written correspondence to Council, government agencies, members of parliament and
utility providers;
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-

-

written correspondence to “owners and occupiers of the land and owners and occupiers of
adjacent land owners within an adjusted 60 metres buffer of Affected Area to ‘specifically
impacted’ properties as per the definition with Section 73(6)(d) of the Act” (page 6 of the
Engagement Report). This correspondence identified the Affected Area, the availability of
documents and where to make submissions and an invitation to the Community Drop-in
sessions;
publication of Code Amendment on SA Planning Portal;
a public notice in the digital edition of the Advertiser;

-

information sign installed only one road frontage (Northcote Terrace) and not

-

Provision of hard copy of information (Code Amendment) at Council office and

-

publication and invitation to attend a community drop-in session.

both frontage of the Affected Area;

library;

Community Drop-in sessions held at the Buckingham Arms Hotel on

Saturday 13th November 2021 (10.00 am to 12.00 pm) and scheduled for
Tuesday 23rd November 2021 (5.30 pm – 7.30 pm);

-

•

preparation and distribution of a “Fact Sheet”;

-

preparation and availability of a “Frequently Asked Questions” brochure available

-

Holmes Dyer staff being available during business hours to discuss the Code

at the Community Information Session; and

Amendment.

appropriately identifies the staging of engagement.

The engagement techniques employed provided information directly to “adjacent land owners
and occupiers” (as an adjusted 60 metre buffer). As shown on the Affected Area aerial image
(prepared by MasterPlan below and included in Attachment A) the 60 metre radius is relatively
small. If this has been strictly applied, it may be that not all of the dwellings within Buckingham Close
immediately adjoining the land were directly notified. It may have been more appropriate to widen the
area of those directly notified to 100 or 200 metres, particularly as the proposed Urban Corridor (Living)
Zone could result in a significantly larger and more intense development (in terms of built form) than
currently present on the site.
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Figure 1: Affected Area with properties within 60 metres illustrated

Whilst direct notification to owners and occupiers could have been increased as part of the engagement,
the methods available for the wider community to be informed are considered appropriate. On balance,
this narrow definition of adjacent owners and occupiers is not considered fatal to the overall intent of the
Engagement Plan.
5.0

COMMUNITY DROP-IN SESSION – SATURDAY 13TH NOVEMBER 2021

MasterPlan staff attended the Community Drop-in Session on Saturday 13th November 2021 at
the Buckingham Arms Hotel. The session was staffed by 3 consultants from Holmes Dyer
(Nitsan Taylor, Chantal Milton and Ned Feary), along with Ryan Moyle of Ekistics.
During our attendance there were up to 10-15 people present at any one time. A number of residents
from the Buckingham Close units next door to the Affected Area had attended as a group, and it
appeared they expected a presentation, rather than a one-on-one discussion. This resulted in an adaptive
response by the consultants to provide information to the group in a question answer format. Discussions
with other individuals who attended during the morning were addressed by the consultants separately.
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The comments and matters discussed/questions raised included:
•

What is the intent for future development?

•

What is the extent of the heritage listing - Local Heritage.

•

Existing Local Activity Centre Zone allows for three storey development.

•

•

•
•

•
•

•

•

Urban Corridor (Living) Zone allows for four or six storey development but doesn't facilitate five
levels in the policy framework.
Current Local Activity Centre Zone extends beyond the hotel site and why wasn’t the rest of the
zone included.
The intersection is tight and what are the road widening requirements.
What are the impacts in terms of overshadowing and overlooking – addressed as part of future
assessment of development application.
Traffic congestion is a problem.
What are the implications for traffic and parking as this is a significant issue – A traffic study has
been undertaken as is based on double the density anticipated.
Development in the future which is over four storeys will be referred to the Government Architect
and notified.
Hard for the community to conceptualise visual built form. A concept or picture would have been
useful.

•

Highrise not in keeping with neighbourhood.

•

What is the height that can be built and how far from the boundary?

•

There should be space and setbacks from the boundaries of the adjoining units.

•

Bonuses within the proposed zone could result in development up to eight storeys.

•

•

•

•
•

Visual impact on adjoining properties protected via the application of the 45-degree interface
policies.
Council will make their own submission and have indicated that they are making a comprehensive
submission.
Site is a gateway to Walkerville - numerous references by consultants to the
Inner Rim Metropolitan Strategy and its identification of the site as a ‘key gateway’.
Activation of the corner required.
Shop floor area should be limited so it doesn’t compete with shops down the road – not seeking
to intensify retail extent.

•

Zoning to retain local heritage status.

•

Question as to how much weight the community’s opinion really has.
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•

Concern of construction impacts from future development.

•

Community would like to discuss the future development directly with the owners.

•

•
•

•
•

Is there a development concept? The site is complex given shape, local heritage place, road
widening etc., and future design concepts would need to be well considered.
Park Terrace is an example where taller buildings could occur but built to three storeys.
What policies support landscaping, achieving a green site and provision of deep root planting
zone.
Keep the façade of the hotel and develop around it.
Heritage building should be demolished in any future development so that the intersection could
be upgraded/widened to cater for additional traffic in the next 50 years.

•

There should have been a representative from the Highways Department in attendance.

•

This is a cash grab by the owner/developers.

The following are MasterPlan’s observations of the session:
•

There was no obvious directional signage from the car park to indicate the location of the
Drop-in Session.

•

Each of the consultants were identified by name badges.

•

People attending were recorded and contact details taken.

•

•

•
•

•

•
•

Fact Sheet (Attachment B) and Frequently Asked Questions (Attachment C) sheets offered to
those attending.
It was not immediately obvious what role Ryan Moyle from Ekistics, who was answering a
significant number of questions from the community had in the Code Amendment process.
During the discussion, it was acknowledged that Ekistics represented the Pierce Matthews Group
and had drafted the Code Amendment and Holmes Dyer were undertaking the Engagement
process on the Code Amendment. This information is included on the “Frequently Asked
Questions” sheet available at the Drop-in Session.
There were no technical experts e.g., traffic consultant in attendance.
Other than an aerial photograph illustrating the Affected Area, there were no other graphically
presented information.
It wasn’t immediately obvious that a hard copy of the Code Amendment or technical reports that
informed the Amendment were available for review.
General open discussion throughout the session and all questions were reasonably answered.
Community members were actively encouraged by the consultants to lodge a submission on the
Code Amendment.
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The major criticism of the Community Drop-in Session was the lack of visual presentation tools. One aerial

photograph was insufficient, and the consultants should have anticipated questions regarding building

height, setbacks and interface and utilised tools to illustrate the development potential promoted by the
proposed policies of the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone.
6.0

APPLICATION OF THE COMMUNITY CHARTER PRINCIPLES

Based on the Engagement Plan, the information publicly available and the observations of the

Community Drop-in Session on 13th November 2021, the following comments are made regarding

the application of the Community Charter Principles.
Table 1: Applying the Charter Principles in Practice

ENGAGEMENT PLAN – HOLMES DYER
Charter Principles

How does your engagement
approach/activities reflect this
principle in action?

Engagement is
genuine

Various opportunities to participate
are provided, such as online, hard
copy, written and face to face
methods dependent on the
stakeholder level of interest.

Direct contact is made with those
stakeholders most affected and with
the highest level of interest.

MASTERPLAN COMMENTARY

Engagement is genuine - achieved.

The scheduling of the Community Drop-In
Sessions provide the opportunity for people to
be informed and still allows suitable time for
people to prepare a submission.

Provide Council with an early
opportunity to support engagement
with their community.
The Designated Entity and/or
nominee is available to the process.

There is adequate notice and time for
participation.
Engagement is
inclusive and
respectful

Tailor engagement method(s) to the
stakeholder group.

Achieved, although may have been improved by
a wider extent of owners and occupiers being
notified.

Engagement is fit
for purpose

Engagement materials address
specific matters of contention and/or
question.

Engagement materials for the community is
appropriately written without significant
planning jargon.

All comments and feedback are
recorded and considered.

Engagement activities are appropriate
to the scale and likely impact of the
proposal.
Engagement materials for the
community are written in everyday
language, avoiding acronyms and
planning jargon.
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Building height and interface are contentious
matters with the community. The consultants
should have been able to identify these as
potential issues in preparing the Code
Amendment and Engagement Plan. The Affected
Areas capacity to achieve up to 8 building levels
with the application of incentives applied as a
‘significant development site’ are not explained
on the Fact Sheet which is available to the
public. This matter is however discussed on the
Frequently Asked Questions sheet available at
the Community Drop-in Session.

9

ENGAGEMENT PLAN – HOLMES DYER

MASTERPLAN COMMENTARY

The lack of visual representation of potential
building height and the proposed interface
policy was a significant exclusion from the
consultation information available.

In determining whether the engagement was fit
for purpose a key question is whether people
were clear about the proposed change and how
it would affect them.

It could be readily argued that the information
available on the Code Amendment adequately
explained the opportunities for building height
above 6 levels with the application of incentives.
Similarly, it could be argued that the lack of
visual representation of a potential development
with 8 building levels with the building interface
does not make it clear to people how the
proposed zoning change could affect them.
On this basis, it is finely balanced as to all of the
engagement material was fit for purpose.
Engagement is
informed and
transparent

Present information in a concise and
easy to understand format (i.e.,
proposal fact sheet).
Information about the proposal is
readily available on the SA Planning
Portal.
Engagement materials are explicit
about the scope of influence of the
engagement and specifically those
areas that fall outside the scope of
this process.

Information about the proposal is available on
the SA Planning portal.

Actively monitor the engagement
plan as a live document and adjust if
required during the engagement
period.

Following MasterPlans attendance at the first
Community Drop-in Session, we were provided
with an email the next business day inviting our
written input on the Code Amendment.

A summary of the engagement is
prepared and used to inform any
proposed refinements and the
subsequent decision process.
Engagement is
reviewed and
improved

Make a concerted effort to obtain
feedback on the effectiveness of the
engagement process from
participants post-completion to
provide continuous improvement
learnings for future engagements.

52563REP02

Engagement material is presented in an easy to
understand format i.e., Fact Sheet and
Frequently Asked Question sheet. However, as
stated above the information regarding potential
building height/mass and interface (ie. proposed
policy) was not illustrated graphically.

The Engagement Plan appropriately discusses
the ‘scope of influence’.

Given comments made by the public at the first
Community Drop-in Session, the consultants
have the potential to refine the presentation
information for the second session.
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7.0

CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS

The Engagement Plan has generally been prepared in accordance with the Community Engagement
Charter.

Our concern is the clarity of information available to the public regarding building height/mass and the
potential application of incentives and the intent of the interface policies. Whilst the publicly available

information references the potential maximum 8 level building height, given the potential application of

‘incentives’, the lack of visual representation of the potential building height and the relevant application
of the interface policies does not provide the community with a clear presentation of the future
development potential created by the proposed zoning.

Although not visually presented, the Engagement information does reference building height, incentives
and interface policy. Although finely balanced, the engagement information is probably sufficient to

indicate that engagement was fit for purpose.

It is anticipated that comments from the community regarding building height and interface will be made
during the engagement process. The manner in which these concerns are addressed by the Designated
Entity and presented to the State Planning Commission and Minister for Planning in considering the
Code Amendment will be important in the finalisation of the Amendment.

As stated in the MasterPlan Independent Review of 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment,

Council could consider a recommending to the State Planning Commission, that the technical and

numerical variation for building height of the Affected Area is reduced to ensure that the maximum

overall height that could be achieved on the site is 6 levels and thereby accords with the intent of the

Urban Corridor (Living) Zone. In making its submission on the Code Amendment, it is recommended that

Council express concern about the lack of visual representation of the future building height and interface
to the public as part of the engagement process.

Julie Jansen,
PIA (Fellow), Level 1 Accredited Planner
BA, BA(Hons), GDURP
19 November 2021
enc:

Attachment A:

Attachment B:

Attachment C:

52563REP02

Affected Area plan

Fact Sheet

Frequently Asked Questions
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ATTACHMENT A
Area Affected Plan
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ATTACHMENT B
Fact Sheet

PROPOSED CODE AMENDMENT

FACT SHEET

A'REA AFFECTED

~~I CADASTRE

1 WALKERVILLE TERRACE, GILBERTON CODE AMENDMENT
PROPOSED RE-ZONING OF THE BUCKINGHAM ARMS SITE, GILBERTON
This fact sheet provides information on the proposed
rezoning of the Buckingham Arms Hotel
What land is impacted?
The land proposed to be re-zoned comprises 11 allotments
collectively known as 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton, as
shown in the above photograph. The land has frontages to
Walkerville Terrace to the east and Northcote Terrace to the
west. The surrounding properties are zoned Established
Neighbourhood and Local Centre Zone.
What is being proposed?
The landowners, Pierce Matthews Pty Ltd, Buckingham
Arms Hotel Pty Ltd, GBS Café Pty Ltd and Seymews
Nominees Pty Ltd are undertaking a Code Amendment to
re-zone the land for residential and mixed-use purposes.
What is the current zone?
The land is currently in the Local Centre Zone under the
Planning and Design Code.
What can be built under the current zone?
The site can currently be developed for:
•
Small-scale shops
•
Offices
•
Business Premises
•
Health & Community Facilities
•
Service Providers
•
Consulting Rooms
•
Dwelling
•
Pre-School
The maximum allowable height is three (3) levels.

What zone is proposed?
The Code Amendment proposes to re-zone the land to
Urban Corridor (Living).
This zone is intended for medium density housing with
complementary non-residential uses such as shops,
consulting rooms and offices. The zone allows for a range
of building heights, depending on the local context.
The proposed Code Amendment intends to allow buildings
of between 3 and 6 levels to be built on the land. A maximum
building height TNV (technical and numeric variation) is
proposed of 6 levels / 24.5 metres. The zone allows for this
height to be increased where the development delivers
specific and measurable performance outcomes.
Why in a different zone being sought?
The Buckingham Arms Hotel is identified as a strategic
‘gateway’ site in State and Local Government Strategies,
reflecting its position at the entry to the Town of Walkerville
on a primary road corridor with high frequency public
transport and access to the significant open space provided
by the adjacent Adelaide Parks Lands.
Will re-zoning impact the Local Heritage Listing?
The re-zoning will not impact the Local Heritage Listing of
the external form, materials and detailing of the original
Buckingham Arms Hotel. The proposed zone will continue
to support the ongoing operation of the hotel or a future
adaptive re-use of the heritage buildings.

What would future development of the land look like?
The landowners’ vision is to provide medium-rise housing
and complementary non-residential uses on the site.
When are submissions due?
The closing date for submissions is:
5:00pm 10 December 2021
Where can I speak with someone to get further
information?
You can attend a community drop-in information session
on Saturday 13 November 2021 between 10:00am and
12:00pm or Tuesday 23 November between 5:30pm and
7:30pm at the Buckingham Arms Hotel. Please register
your interest in attending via email at
engagement@holmesdyer.com.au
Alternatively, you can call Holmes Dyer during the
engagement period on (08) 7231 1889 Monday to Friday
between 8:30am and 5:30pm.
Where can I view the proposed Code Amendment?
You can inspect the details of the Code Amendment on
the Plan SA website at:
plan.sa.gov.au/have_your_say/general_consultations

How can I stay up to date with the status of this
amendment?
• Any updates will be made available on the Plan SA
website at plan.sa.gov.au/have_your_say/general_
consultations
• Written updates will be provided on the outcome of the
consultation to anyone who makes a submission via
the details below.
How can I have a say?
You can make a submission on the proposed Code
Amendment online or via email, or post:
• Online: via the Plan SA website: plan.sa.gov.au/
have_your_say/general_consultations
• Email: engagement@holmesdyer.com.au - attention
to 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment
• In writing: c/ - Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd, Level 3, 15
Featherstone Place, Adelaide SA 5000 - attention to 1
Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton Code Amendment

Or via the QR Link below:

Hard copies are available at no cost at the Town of
Walkerville, 66 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton SA 5081
and the Walkerville Library.

Need further information?
If you require further information on the proposed Code Amendment, please contact:
Nitsan Taylor, Principal, Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd
via
Phone: (08) 7231 1889
Email: engagement@holmesdyer.com.au

ATTACHMENT C
Frequently Asked
Questions

FREQUENTLY ASKED
QUESTIONS
Designated Entity
Pierce Matthews Pty
Ltd, Buckingham Arms
Hotel Pty Ltd, GBS Cafe
Pty Ltd and Seymews
Nominees Pty Ltd
Proposal
Re-zoning of land
From
LOCAL ACTIVITY
CENTRE
To
URBAN CORRIDOR
(LIVING)
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1 WALKERVILLE TERRACE, GILBERTON DRAFT CODE AMENDMENT
W HY ISN' T TH E CODE AMENDMENT BEING U NDERTAKEN BY

BUILDING HEIGHT

COUNCIL?

Under t he old planning legislation (the Development Act 1993),
re-zoning could be funded by a private landowner but the rezoning process had to be undertaken by the relevant Council or
the M inist er t hrough t he State Government Planning Department.

The current zoning allows for buildings of up t o 3 levels. The
proposed rezoning seeks t o increase t his to 6 levels. This height
could be increased up to 8 levels if specific design criteria are
m et , such as retaining and re-using t he local heritage list ed Hotel.

Under t he new planning legislation (t he Planning, Development and
Infrastruct ure Act 2016), Code Amendments can be undertaken by
private landowners, but they need to engage a qualified planni ng
consult ant to run t he process for t hem.

Due t o the irregular shape of the land, any buildings over 6 levels
would need to be limited in scale and carefully designed to limit
the impact on other land.

In this inst ance, the landowner has engaged Ekistics to write t he
Code Amendment; and Ekistics has engaged Holmes Dyer to run
the engagement process.
The Town of Walkervile wi ll be provided wit h an opportinty t o
comment on t he draft Code Amendment as part of the engagement
process.

Any f uture building application over 4 levels w ill need to be
referred to the Government Arch itect for expert design advice.
Any f uture building application over 4 levels would be subj ect to
consultation as part of the planning assessment process.
HOW MANY HOUSES COULD BE BU ILT ON THE LAND?

W ILL TH E HOTEL AN D BOTTLE SHOP REM AIN OPEN?

The zone allows for 35 to 70 dwellings per hectare, which would
eq uate t o between 22 and 44 dwelling units, subj ect to design
criteria based on the size of the land .

The proposed zone will contin ue to support the ongoing operation
of the hotel and bottle shop i n the future. It would also support t he
adaptive re-use of the heritage building for an alternate purpose.

W ILL I HAVE A SAY IN ANY FUTURE DEVELOPMENT ON THE
LAND?

W HAT KIN D O F BUILDINGS ARE PROPOSED?

There are no buildings proposed as part of the rezoning. Any future
buildings on the land would require a development application,
which would be submitted for assessment by the Walkerville
Council.

Adjacent landowners will have an opportunity to comment on
any future development of the land if it includes a building of 4
or more levels or a shop, office or consu lting room with a fl oor
area of over 500 square metres.

NEED FURTHER INFORMATION?
If you require further information on the proposed Code Amendment:
Please contact
Nitsan Taylor, Principal, Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd
via
Phone: (08) 72311889
Email: engagement@holmesdyer.com.au

tonk1n1f
212178L01A_Code Amendment Assessment
19 November 2021
Carly Walker
Senior Planner
Town of Walkerville
Email: CWalker@walkerville.sa.gov.au

Dear Carly
PROPOSED CODE AMENDMENT – 1 WALKERVILLE TERRACE GILBERTON
Introduction
Tonkin has been engaged by the Town of Walkerville (Council) to undertake an independent traffic
and civil review of documentation associated with the proposed Code Amendment for 1 Walkerville
Terrace Gilberton.
Council has received Code Amendment documentation for the site that seeks to change the zoning
of the site from Local Activity Centre Zone to Urban Corridor (Living) Zone with a height of 6 Levels
and 24.5m. The site contains a Local Heritage Place – the Buckingham Arms Hotel, which is
anticipated to be retained on the corner.
We have reviewed the traffic management report (prepared by GTA/Stantec) submitted as part of
the Code Amendment documentation on behalf of the proponent. Our assessment addresses issues
such as traffic generation, network distribution and implications, consideration given to the Local
Area Traffic Management Plan for Medindie, parking provisions and suitability for cycling and
walking.
We have also reviewed the existing sewer connection to #14 Northcote Terrace and provide
comment on the implications to the services plan. This has included a review of existing desktop
data through the Office of Technical Regulator to best understand the existing sewer network and
potential implications.
In undertaking this work we have not undertaken any additional data collection or detailed
investigations for the traffic investigations. Nor have we undertaken on site investigations to
confirm the relevance of the sewer connection to #14 Northcote Terrace. Our civil engineering
review comments specifically relate to the sewer connection and do not address all of the
engineering services report.
Traffic Assessment
GTA Consultants (now Stantec) have provided a report that addresses existing traffic and parking
conditions for the site as well as:
•

The parking demand to be generated by a future development

•

Future access arrangements for the affected area

•

Potential traffic generation and distribution onto the existing road network

•

Broader transport impacts of potential future development.

Tonkin Consult ing ABN 67 606 247 876 ACN 606 247 876
Level 2. 170 Frame Street Adelaide SA 5000
Telephone+ 61 8 8273 3100 I adelaide@tonkin.com.au I tonkin.comau
Adelaide I Berri I Mt Gambier I Mildura I Darwin I Brisbane I Sydney
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We offer the following specific observations in regard to the GTA report:
•

The site has direct access to both Northcote Terrace and Walkerville Terrace which will enable
good connectivity with the arterial road network.

•

Both Northcote Terrace and Walkerville Terrace are serviced by regular public transport routes
to the northern, north-eastern and city areas. Bus stops are located immediately adjacent the
affected area as shown below.
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•

Northcote Terrace
- Stop 7 – Northcote Terrace outbound (west side) is serviced by routes 202, 202F, 203, 203B,
203F, 271, 273 and N202.
- Stop 7 – Northcote Terrace inbound (east side) is serviced by routes 202, 203, 271, 273 and
N202.
- Northcote Terrace is a Go ZONE that provides a bus service:
◦
◦
◦

•

every 15 minutes between 7.30am and 6.30pm, Monday–Friday
every 30 minutes between 6.30pm and 10pm, Monday–Friday
every 30 minutes on Saturday, Sunday and South Australian public holidays
Walkerville Terrace

- Stop 7 – Walkerville Terrace outbound (west side) is serviced by routes 206, 208, 208B, 208N,
281 and 281K.
- Stop 7 – Walkerville Terrace inbound (east side) is serviced by routes 206, 208, 281 and 975.
- Walkerville Terrace is not a defined GO ZONE although appears well serviced by regular bus
routes.
•

The affected area is well connected to local and regional walking and cycling facilities.
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•

The nearby intersection of Robe Terrace, Northcote Terrace and Walkerville Terrace was
recently upgraded (April 2020). Subject to the actual nature of the development and traffic
growth, the intersection should have adequate capacity for modest increases in traffic
generation that may be associated with the Code Amendment.

•

Consultation has occurred with DIT (as owners of the surrounding road network) and no
significant concerns have been identified by the Department.

•

The report acknowledges that parking for all future land uses should be provided within the
site. The required parking arrangements will vary depending on the actual nature of any
development and the mix of commercial and residential uses.

•

While the future development should provide ‘adequate’ parking in accordance with the
relevant Codes, this does not ensure that there will not be additional demand for parking along
the nearby road network.

•

While there is some on street parking along Walkerville Terrace, extended clearway hours
apply along Northcote Terrace (7-10am citybound/east side and 3-7pm outbound/west side).
Future development should not rely on on-street parking to support any overflow of parking
demand.

•

The minimum parking requirements established in the Code strive to balance the oversupply
of parking verses a restraint on parking to support alternative transport choices. This can
lead, in some situations, to a short fall in parking demand being met on-street in the vicinity
of the development.

•

The specific details of any future development proposal should clearly indicate how the car
parking rates (as nominated in the Planning and Design Code) will be accommodated. Noting
the potential for mix use within the site, there could be opportunity for shared parking
arrangements to reduce the overall supply of parking.

•

The existing car park associated with the Hotel may be providing informal shared parking
arrangements for other nearby developments. Future developments should ensure
consideration of current parking provisions.

•

The report also acknowledges the need to accommodate bicycle parking requirements. This
too could be considered as part of a development proposal to reduce parking demands and
encourage active travel (given the close proximity to the city).

•

There are current access points to both Walkerville Terrace and Northcote Terrace. The
location of access points will need to be considered as part of the development applications for
the site, as will the provision of right turns to/from the site. Turns to/from Northcote Terrace
will probably need to be left in and left out only. These access arrangements will affect the
assumed distribution of traffic onto the network.

•

The report estimates the current site generates approximately 1,500 vehicle trips per day, and
18-86 trips during the AM and PM peaks respectively. This has been based on “peak hour
observations and experience with similar uses”. GTA/Stantec further advised that “it is an
estimate only and caters for the likely trading demands of a hotel typically (not assuming
COVID restrictions)”.

•

GTA have estimated future traffic generation of the site based on 80 residential dwellings (60
x 2 bedroom and 30 x 3 bedroom) and 500m2 of commercial development. Generation rates
have been sourced from the NSW Guide to Traffic Generating Developments which is consider
an industry standard. Traffic generation rates used were 5 trips/day (2BR dwelling), 6.5
trips/day (3BR dwelling) and 10 trips/day per 100m2 commercial development.
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•

On this basis the predicted daily traffic generation has been estimated to be 995 vehicles per
day of which 60 occur in each of the peak hours.

•

Actual traffic generation rates will vary depending on the nature of future developments and
the balance of commercial and residential developments. Noting the current Hotel (to be
retained) has approximately 200m2, the estimates provided by GTA are based on an additional
300m2 of commercial development. This balance will influence the demand for permanent and
short-term parking, which could affect overflow parking for visitors etc.

•

In the absence of specific details for a development proposal, the generic approach to traffic
generation and parking demand are not considered unreasonable, although the current
estimates should be considered a conservative estimate only. Further consideration should be
given to estimating traffic generation and parking based on a variety of realistic development
scenario to provide a range of possible outcomes.

•

The assessment assumes a 50:50 distribution of trips north and south of the site. Similarly,
the report assumes an equal distribution of trips to each frontage (Northcote Terrace and
Walkerville Terrace). These assumptions will ultimately be influenced by the nature of the
development and proposed access arrangements.

•

These assumptions may also influence peak hour flows entering the Robe Terrace/Northcote
intersection. To date, no specific consideration has been given to the operational capacity of
this intersection. As previously noted, we consider (at face value) the intersection will have
capacity to sustain modest increases in traffic volume associated with the change in land use.

Building exceptional outcomes together
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Sewer Assessment
Documentation associated with the Code Amendment shows the existing and proposed sewer
layout as follows. Of note, the affected area (subject to the Code Amendment) does not include
#14 Northcote Terrace.
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Extract: Existing and Proposed Sewer Layout – Greenhill Preliminary Infrastructure and Servicing
Report (October 2021)

Desktop analysis of the Office of Technical Regulator (OTR) resource
http://maps.sa.gov.au/drainageplans/ suggests that a common drain services the historical lots 7,
12 and 14 Northcote Terrace. This Common Drain (CD) connects to an inspection point at the end
of the 150mm drain running through the site of 1 Walkerville Terrace.
Internal drain plans are usually available for lots through the OTR on-line resource, however none
exist for 14 Northcote Terrace. Below is an extract from OTR that addresses the case of 14
Northcote Terrace. This CD is with the adjacent property.
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CD references on a property with no drainage plan record
A 'CD' symbol indicates t he internal drainage system for a property has a common drain, which means it connects to a drain with an adjoining property.
This will be most commonly found in the Adelaide CBD and o lder suburbs, as it was common practice for a number of properties to use the same sewer
main connection point and internal waste water drain in the early 1900s. These days, pipes must not cross allotment boundaries.

We understand that Lot 14 Northcote Terrace
is still existing and operating as “Rose Family
Chiropractic”. Additionally, there is no
evidence to suggest that 14 Northcote
Terrace’s sewer connection has been
relocated away from the 150mm sewer that
runs within 1 Walkerville Terrace.
On this basis, we believe it is most likely that
lot 14 Northcote Terrace is still serviced by
this sewer and it is not redundant as
suggested in the Code Amendment draft.
There is no evidence to suggest otherwise.
We recommend further investigations with SA
Water to open the manhole within the carpark
of Buckingham Arms and confirm if the
service is active. If the sewer is active (as
anticipated), the common drain that services
lot 14 should be potholed and located. See
the extract of OTR resource below.
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Extract: Sanitary Drainage Plans http://maps.sa.gov.au/drainageplans/
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Summary
This review provides a high-level assessment of the traffic and sewer implications associated with
the Code Amendment.
Noting that there are no specific details to the nature of a future development, the GTA/Stantec
assessment has been based on one scenario (80 residential dwellings and 500m2 of commercial
development) and concludes that the traffic and parking impacts are acceptable.
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It is interesting to note that the estimated traffic generation associated with this scenario are less
than the current demands. This presumes the current estimated demands of 1,500 trips per day
are accurate. We do not disagree with the overall assessment per se, rather question the
magnitude of the future traffic generation relative to current demands.
The assessment is also based on one set of assumptions around accessibility to/from Northcote
Terrace and Walkerville Terrace, and traffic distribution north and south of the site.
Ultimately, we think it unlikely that the future traffic generation associated with the Code
Amendment would be prohibitive to development of the site. Notwithstanding, we recommend that
further consideration be given to a range of traffic generation and distribution scenario to reflect
the potential range of outcomes.
Regarding the sewer connection to #17 Northcote Terrace, we believe it is most likely that this
allotment is still serviced by this sewer and it is not redundant as suggested in the Code
Amendment draft. We recommend further investigations with SA Water to confirm if the service is
active.

Yours sincerely,

Paul Simons
Senior Transport Planner / Project Manager
Tonkin
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Planning Matter:
Location and Proposal:
Existing Zone:
Existing Overlay:
Proposed Zone:
Proposed Overlay:
To:
Date:

architecture + heritage

Buckingham Arms Code Amendment
Proposal to rezone the land
Local
Local Heritage Place
Heritage Adjacency
Urban Corridor (Living) Zone
Design
Carly Walker: Senior Planner – Development & Compliance
22 November 2021

Background:

Flightpath Heritage Pty Ltd (fph) has been requested by Town of Walkerville to provide an
independent heritage opinion on the impact of the zoning change on the context of the Local
Heritage Place at 1 Walkerville Terrace Gilberton.
The zoning change seeks to apply the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone over the entire site changing
from Local Centre Zone.
The Zone change is proposed to include the land occupied by the Buckingham Arms Hotel, a
Local Heritage Place. Having inspected the Affected Area, the Local Heritage Place plays an
important role in defining the unique triangular shaped allotment at the entrance to the Town of
Walkerville at the parting of Northcote Terrace and Walkerville Terrace.
The unique nature of the Affected Area is also because it occurs at the built form edge to the
Parklands to the south, providing a prominent gateway.
The Affected Area is approximately 6,200 m2 in area, with frontages of approximately 105 metres
to Walkerville Terrace and 120 metres to Northcote Terrace. The Buckingham Arms Hotel and
associated car parking therefore represents a major land parcel in the context of the locality.
The proposal is as follows:
•
•
•

Local Activity Centre Zone being removed from the Affected Area and replaced by the
Urban Corridor (Living ) Zone;
Local Activity Centre Zone being retained to the south of the Affected Area;
Local Activity Centre Zone being retained to the north of the Affected Area.

A key assertion in the Planning Statement is that:
flightpath Heritage pty ltd
101 Hindley Street
Adelaide
douglas@fph.net.au
0418814593
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while residential development is contemplated in the Zone, it can only occur where it does not
prejudice the operation of retail, office, or community facilities and services related activity within
the zone. Given that there is currently no retail activity in the Local Activity Centre Zone, this
restriction on residential development is considered to be obstructive and unnecessary.
Further key explanatory statements include:
the Local Activity Centre Zone contains a maximum building height of three (3) levels which places
a significant and unwarranted constraint on development that does not reflect the strategic
'gateway' location of the site.
Noting the existing restrictions placed on development by the Local Activity Centre Zone, this Code
Amendment for the Affected Area seeks to facilitate a form of development which is more in
keeping with the designation of the area as a strategic 'gateway' site.
Accordingly, the Code Amendment represents a unique opportunity to facilitate sensitive infill
development which responds to the context of this large, consolidated site adjacent high frequency
public transport corridors.
Affected Area:

The Affected Area is at the south west corner of the Council Area, at the junction of Robe
Terrace and Park Terrace, skirting the Parklands, Northcote Terrace and Walkerville Terrace.
The Hotel heralds an important historic gateway to the Town of Walkerville, where city Parklands
meet built form.

\

Affected Area: Town of Walkerville (2021 Development Plan) and Buckingham Arms (fph 13.11.21)
flightpath Heritage pty ltd
101 Hindley Street
Adelaide
douglas@fph.net.au
0418814593
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The Affected Area by the proposed amendment is located at ‘1 Walkerville Terrace, Walkerville’
and comprises eleven (11) contiguous Certificates of Title.
The Affected Area comprises the Buckingham Arms Hotel, which is a two-storey building located
on the corner of Walkerville Terrace and Northcote Terrace. A substantial at-grade car parking area
is located at the rear of the hotel with vehicular access provided to both Walkerville Terrace and
Northcote Terrace. An ancillary storage building is also located in the car park to the north of the
hotel. The two storey building is parallel with the Walkerville Terrace boundary.
The carpark area contains a number of established trees.

SAPPA: Affected Area and its Heritage Overlay context
flightpath Heritage pty ltd
101 Hindley Street
Adelaide
douglas@fph.net.au
0418814593
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Proposal Snapshot:

The diagrams below provide a useful quick guide to the Affected Area, Existing and Proposed.

Affected Area (Holmes Dyer)

Existing Zoning (Holmes Dyer)

flightpath Heritage pty ltd
101 Hindley Street
Adelaide
douglas@fph.net.au
0418814593
Page 4 of 42

f .. .. p .h
Town of Walkerville
Heritage Advisor Comment

architecture + heritage

Existing Context:

The Buckingham Arms Hotel from the south west of the Affected Area (fph 13.11.21)
Notwithstanding the busy traffic junction, there is a change in character from the Parklands to the
historic and treed Northcote Terrace and Walkerville Terrace. The change in character coincides
with the following Key Characteristics:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Two storey Local Heritage Place that defines the corner, situated in isolation on the apex
of the triangular allotment at the divergence of the two terraces to the north and north
east;
Later single storey additions to the Buckingham Arms that occur mainly to the rear;
Permeability of the Affected Area for both pedestrian and vehicles;
The treed setting of the carpark;
Visual connection across carpark between Northcote and Walkerville Terraces;
Surrounding predominantly single storey historic character to Walkerville Terrace and
Northcote Terrace, with exceptions mainly on the west side of Northcote Terrace.
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View from Walkerville Tce to Parklands

Rear of Buckingham Arms

View from Walkerville Tce across carpark

north boundary of affected area

Buckingham Arms looking along Walkerville Tce

Single storey Bungalow dwellings opposite
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North of Affected Area looking east

North of Affected Area looking east

North of Affected Area looking east

North of Affected Area looking south east

Local Heritage Place at 11 Northcote Tce
opposite

Local Heritage Place at 11 Northcote Tce
opposite
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Buckingham Arms from Northcote

Buckingham Arms from South west

Buckingham Arms from South west

Opposite Buckingham Arms to south west

Opposite Buckingham Arms to south west

7Northcote Terrace a Representative Building
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SAPPA Mapping indicating the Zones (EN is Established Neighbourhood) Buckingham Arms
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Affected Area: SAPPA Mapping Extract with Local Heritage (Green) and Heritage Adjacency
Overlays (yellow) and Historic Area Overlays (Blue)
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Planning and Design Code Part 11 Local Heritage Places (Walkerville) provides the following
description of the Buckingham Arms Hotel, with the Section 67(1) Criteria considered to be fulfilled:
Property Address

1 Walkerville Terrace
GILBERTON

Description and/or
Extent of Listed Place

Section 67(1) Criteria

Buckingham
Arms Hotel; External
form, materials and
detailing of the hotel.
Excludes later
additions and
alterations.

acdf

Heritage NR

8438

The 1989 Heritage Survey described the hotel as a building which has evolved haphazardly over
the years, destroying much of the hotel’s original form. The major two storeyed section abutting
Northcote Terrace is of painted stone work with block-moulded quoins and rendered surrounds
to openings.
The survey describes the hotel as an important landmark for travellers and a building part of which
has one of the earliest dates for buildings, surviving in the Walkerville district. It is one of the few
surviving hotels with historic interest in the Walkerville district.

1989 Heritage Survey

2005 Heritage Survey
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McDougall & Vines, Conservation and Heritage Consultants in the 2005 Heritage Survey of the
Town of Walkerville included six Certificate of Titles in the listing (C.T.s: 5782/735, 5878/618,
5611/691, 5776/866, 5782/220, 5878/617).
The description was of a two storeyed masonry structure located on a prominent intersection,
which has developed since its first use as a hotel in 1846. It retains some early detailing
including the windows, verandah structure, roof configuration and chimneys.
The Survey provided a Statement of Heritage Value of an early hotel, which first traded on this
site in 1846, which has had later changes undertaken to the building. The hotel contributes to
the character of the Walkerville and Northcote Terrace intersection.
The Survey proposed the following Relevant Criteria under Section 23(4) of the former
Development Act 1993:
a) It displays historical, economical and social themes that are of importance to the local area as
it is indicative of the suburban development of Gilberton and Walkerville in the mid nineteenth
century;
c) It has played an important part in the lives of local residents as a meeting place for social
facility and community activities;
d) It displays aesthetic merit, design characteristics and construction techniques of significance
as it is an interesting example of a Victorian hotel with early detailing;
f) It is a notable landmark in the area.
The Extent of Listing was recommended as:
External form, materials and detailing of the hotel. Excludes later alterations and additions
This was authorised in February 2007 with the following entry in the State Heritage Places
Database:
Heritage Place Details:
Address
1 Walkerville Terrace GILBERTON
DESCRIPTION
Details (Known
Buckingham Arms Hotel
As)
Extent of listing External form, materials and detailing of the hotel. Excludes later additions and
alterations.
Class

Local
flightpath Heritage pty ltd
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Heritage
8438
Number
SECTION 23 INFORMATION
Section 23
a - it displays historical, economic or social themes that are of importance to
the local area
c - it has played an important part in the lives of local residents
d - it displays aesthetic merit, design characteristics or construction techniques
of significance to the local area
f - it is a notable landmark in the area
The following mapping indicates the two storey portion and the substantial extent of later
additions:

SAPPA Mapping Extract with Two Storey portion
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It is also of relevance that the Subject Land:
•
•

Is adjacent other Local Heritage Places;
Is adjacent Historic Area Overlays Historic Areas (Walk2), (Walk4) and (Walk5).

SAPPA Mapping indicating the Affected Area with Representative Buildings in Green, Historic Area
Overlay in blue, Local Heritage Places in green and Heritage Adjacency Overlay in yellow.
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Adjacent Local Heritage Places

HERITAGE PLACES (OPPOSITE AFFECTED AREA TO WEST)

Source 2005 Heritage Survey
Heritage Place Details

Address

11 Northcote Terrace MEDINDIE

DESCRIPTION
Details
External form, materials and detailing of the c.1903-5 two-storey Federation dwelling
(Known As)
Extent of
including sandstone walls with brick quoins and string courses and rendered mouldings, hipped
listing
and gabled tiled roof, brick chimneys, timber framed gables, bay window with fishscale roof,
two-storey timber framed verandahs and timber joinery. Excludes later additions and front fence.
Class

Local

Authorisation
Date

08-FEB-2007
flightpath Heritage pty ltd
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8860

SECTION 23 INFORMATION
Section 23
a - it displays historical, economic or social themes that are of importance to the local area
d - it displays aesthetic merit, design characteristics or construction techniques of significance
to the local area
e - it is associated with a notable local personality or event

HERITAGE PLACE TO NORTH

Source 2005 Heritage Survey
Heritage Place Details
Address

19 Walkerville Terrace GILBERTON

DESCRIPTION
Details (Known
As)
Extent of listing

Olive House
External form, materials and detailing of the 1880's two storey residence. Excludes later
additions and alterations.
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Class
Local
Authorisation
08-FEB-2007
Date
Heritage Number 8441
Council
Reference
SECTION 23 INFORMATION
Section 23
a - it displays historical, economic or social themes that are of importance to the local area
d - it displays aesthetic merit, design characteristics or construction techniques of
significance to the local area

Adjacent Historic Area Overlays

The characteristics of the adjacent Historic Areas are summarised in the consolidated table below
for comparison of characters:

Local
Variation
(TNV)

Medindie Historic
Area Statement
(Walk2)

Gilberton North
Historic Area
Statement (Walk4)

Gilberton South
Historic Area
Statement (Walk5)

Maximum Building
Height (Metres)
(Maximum building
height is 9m)

Maximum Building
Height (Metres)
(Maximum building
height is 9m)

Maximum Building
Height (Metres)
(Maximum building
height is 9m)

Minimum Frontage
(Minimum frontage
for a detached
dwelling is 15m)

Minimum Frontage
(Minimum frontage
for a detached
dwelling is 12m)

Minimum Frontage
(Minimum frontage
for a detached
dwelling is 12m)

Minimum Site Area
(Minimum site area
for a detached
dwelling is 500 sqm)

Minimum Site Area
(Minimum site area
for a detached
dwelling is 500 sqm)

Minimum Site Area
(Minimum site area
for a detached
dwelling is 450 sqm)

Maximum Building
Height (Levels)
(Maximum building
height is 2 levels)

Maximum Building
Height (Levels)
(Maximum building
height is 2 levels)

Maximum Building
Height (Levels)
(Maximum building
height is 2 levels)

Minimum Side
Boundary Setback
(Minimum side
boundary setback is
1.5m for the first
building level; 3m for

Minimum Side
Boundary Setback
(Minimum side
boundary setback is
2m)

Minimum Side
Boundary Setback
(Minimum side
boundary setback is
2m)

not of importance.

flightpath Heritage pty ltd
101 Hindley Street
Adelaide
douglas@fph.net.au
0418814593
Page 17 of 42

f .. .. p .h
Town of Walkerville
Heritage Advisor Comment

architecture + heritage

any second building
level or higher)
Eras, themes
and context

Very-low and low
density residential.
19th Century and
early 20th Century.

Various eras of
development that map
out the developmental
progress of the
Walkerville Township,
from the late 1870s to
late 1920s. Proximity
to Walkerville Terrace
generally dictates
more modest
dwellings while
grander architecturally
designed residences
exist on Walkerville
Hill, capitalising on
views to the Adelaide
Hills.

Turn of the century to
early 1900s. Modest,
single storey cottages.

Allotments,
subdivision and
built form
patterns

Predominantly
detached dwellings on
large, wide allotments.
Allotment sizes and
building setbacks vary
throughout the policy
area, although there
are patterns
established in
individual streets.

Predominantly low
density detached
dwellings on wide
allotments of a range
of sizes.

Predominantly low
density detached
dwellings on wide
allotments. Range of
allotment sizes.
Cottages on small
allotments with narrow
frontages adjacent the
narrow residential
streets.

Architectural
styles, detailing
and built form
features

Range of architectural
styles
and dwelling types
from the late 19th
Century and early
20th Century periods
including early
Victorian, high
Victorian, Edwardian,
Classic Revival and
large bungalows, all

Mixture of
architectural styles
from turn of the
century to early
1900s. Established
character of large
detached dwellings on
spacious allotments,
well setback from all
allotment boundaries.
Pitched roofs and

Mixture of
architectural styles
from turn of the
century to early
1900s. Larger
Victorian-era villas,
bungalows and Tudor
dwellings on the more
spacious allotments
with frontage to
Walkerville Terrace,
flightpath Heritage pty ltd
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set within large
landscaped garden
settings that enhance
the presentation of the
dwellings.

articulated roof forms
are an important
characteristic of the
area.

Park Terrace and
Stephen Terrace.

Building height

Predominantly single
storey. Two storey
additions to the rear of
buildings or within the
roof space with single
storey appearance at
the street. Two storey
dwellings found on
Robe Terrace and on
larger sites with
setbacks.

Predominantly single
storey. Two storey
additions to the rear of
buildings or within the
roof space.

Predominantly single
storey. Two storey
additions to the rear of
buildings or within the
roof space.

Materials

Residences within this
area vary in material
application.
Residences mostly
constructed in locally
sourced sandstone or
bluestone, corrugated
galvanised iron roofs
and verandahs with
cast iron lacework.
Consistent early stone
and brick dwellings on
large sites with wide
frontages to public
roads.

Residences within this
area vary in material
application.
Residences mostly
constructed in locally
sourced sandstone or
bluestone, corrugated
galvanised iron roofs
and verandahs with
cast iron lacework.

Residences within this
area vary in material
application.
Residences mostly
constructed in locally
sourced sandstone or
bluestone, corrugated
galvanised iron roofs
and verandahs with
cast iron lacework.

Fencing

here is a distinctive
lack of high, solid
fencing and/or the use
of open design of
large gates to access
long driveways has
enabled the principal
elevation of the
historic homes and

Front boundary
fencing is open in
design (including
gates) with solid
components limited to
the base and pillars so
as to provide views of
the
principle dwelling faca

Low fences allowing
view to houses,
except on Walkerville
and Stephen Terraces
where there are
higher fences.
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landscaped grounds
to be visible from the
public roads.

de. Traditional
materials, heights and
designs.

Reasonably well
established pattern of
development, with
regular spacing
between buildings,
front setbacks and
roof pitches. Lowdensity residential
development, with
predominantly
detached dwellings on
allotments that are
generous in width.
Regular spacing
between residential
buildings that is
primarily achieved
through consistent
setbacks from each
side boundary. Formal
avenues and regular
spacing of street trees
along road
verges also make a
positive contribution to
the amenity of the
area.

There is a reasonably
well established
pattern of
development, with
regular spacing
between buildings,
front setbacks and
roof pitches.

Representative Representative
buildings
buildings referenced
in Historic Area
Statements and
Character Area
Statements and
mapped in the South
Australian Planning
and Property Atlas
are buildings which
display

Large street trees and
generous garden
settings visible from
the primary
street frontage.

Representative
buildings referenced
in Historic Area
Statements and
Character Area
Statements and
mapped in the South
Australian Planning
and Property Atlas
are buildings which
display

There is a reasonably
well established
pattern of
development, with
regular spacing
between buildings,
front setbacks and
roof pitches. Large
street trees and
generous garden
settings visible from
the primary
street frontage.

Representative
buildings referenced
in Historic Area
Statements and
Character Area
Statements and
mapped in the South
Australian Planning
and Property Atlas
are buildings which
display
flightpath Heritage pty ltd
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characteristics of
importance in a
particular area. The
identification of
representative
buildings in a
particular area is not
intended to imply
that other buildings
in an historic area
are not of
importance.

characteristics of
importance in a
particular area. The
identification of
representative
buildings in a
particular area is not
intended to imply
that other buildings
in an historic area
are not of
importance.

The Representative Buildings immediately opposite the Affected Area include:
•
•

10 Walkerville Terrace Gilberton;
7 Northcote Terrace Medindie.

Key aspects of the surrounding Established Neighbourhood Zone and Historic Area Overlay are:
are:
• Maximum Building Height of 9 metres;
• Maximum of two levels;
• Low density historic built form;
• Predominantly detached dwellings on generous allotments;
• Regular spacings between buildings;
• Predominantly single storey with upper levels to rear;
• Consistent set backs;
• Front gardens.
Notwithstanding the above, it is acknowledged the existing Local Activity Centre Zone includes
commercial buildings to the west and north of the Affected Area, including a single storey and two
storey building.
It is also noted a large portion of the Local Activity Centre Zone extends over the large traffic
interchange that occurs immediately to the south-west of the Buckingham Arms Hotel.
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The Proposal

The Affected Area is located within the Local Activity Centre Zone, which seeks shops, offices,
business, health and community facilities that are small in scale.
The Local Activity Centre Zone contains a maximum building height of three (3) levels.
The Buckingham Arms Hotel and associated car parking represents the major land parcel and
dominant use in this portion of the Local Activity Centre Zone.
The Code Amendment is intended to facilitate a mixed-use development outcome to
accommodate medium density housing amongst other non- residential uses.
The Code Amendment documentation notes the Affected Area includes the Local Heritage listed
Buckingham Arms with a listing that is limited to the:
‘External Form, materials and detailing of the hotel. Excludes later additions and
alterations’.
The Code Amendment documentation observes an opportunity exists to retain the heritage fabric
of the original Buckingham Arms Hotel while still allowing redevelopment to occur within or in the
area presently occupied by the more recent additions, and the broader site.
In summary, the stated purpose of the Code Amendment is to investigate policy amendments to
facilitate sensitive infill development in the form of medium-net residential density housing, and
suitable non-residential uses, which is compatible with the context and character of the locality,
as well as the external heritage fabric of the original Buckingham Arms Hotel.
It therefore intended that the Code Amendment will:
• Replace the existing ‘Local Activity Centre Zone’ covering the Affected Area
with the ‘Urban Corridor (Living) Zone’;
• Introduce a policy framework which will enable a desired development
outcome as follows:
(a) A medium net residential density in the order of 35-70 dwellings per hectare;
(b) Multi-level medium rise buildings (3-6 storeys);
(c) An `incentive' policy, which would allow for taller buildings, where the development delivers
specified and measurable performance outcomes; and
(d) No minimum setbacks from Northcote Terrace, Walkerville Terrace and Robe Terrace to
encourage activation of the streetscape.
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101 Hindley Street
Adelaide
douglas@fph.net.au
0418814593
Page 22 of 42

f .. .. p .h
architecture + heritage

Town of Walkerville
Heritage Advisor Comment

REVIEW OF KEY EXISTING PROVISIONS
I have undertaken a Heritage Adviser assessment of the existing Local Activity Centre Zoning.

Local Variation (TNV)
Maximum Building Height (Levels) (Maximum building height is 3 levels)
DO 1

A range of small-scale shops, offices, business, health and community
facilities to provide daily services to and support walkable
neighbourhoods.

Comment:
Residential development is contemplated in the Zone: refer to PO 1.2 and PO1.3 below. (As
a non-planner, I do not fully understand the restrictive nature asserted.)
PO 1.2
Residential development does not prejudice
the operation of retail, office, or community
facilities and services related activity within
the zone.

DTS/DPF 1.2
None are applicable.

PO 1.3
Residential development supports the vitality
of underperforming centres.

DTS/DPF 1.3

PO 1.4
Development sited and designed to achieve
vibrant and interesting streetscapes.

DTS/DPF 1.4

None are applicable.

None are applicable.

Comment:
The existing zoning does not preclude development that would enhance the streetscape.
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PO 2.1
Development complements adjacent
development within the zone, and mitigates
interface impacts on adjoining residential
uses in a neighbourhood type zone, through
appropriate building siting, scale and design.

DTS/DPF 2.1
None are applicable.

Comment:
Mitigation of interface impacts is essential to any new development, especially on the northern
portion of the Affected Area.
PO 2.2
Buildings are sited and designed to create
pedestrian, vehicular and visual linkages
between the various built-form elements
within the zone and adjoining main roads.

DTS/DPF 2.2
None are applicable.

Comment:
There are several pedestrian, vehicular and visual linkages across the carpark, which ideally
should not be lost in any future development.
PO 3.1
Building height is consistent with the form
expressed in any relevant Maximum Building
Height Levels Technical and Numeric
Variation and Maximum Building
Height Metres Technical and Numeric
Variation, and otherwise generally of a low
rise that complements the established
streetscape and local character.

Maximum building height is 3 levels

Comment:
A height of 3 levels is considered to be more compatible with the two storey portion of the
Buckingham Arms, as indicated in PO3.2.
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PO 3.2

DTS/DPF 3.2

Buildings mitigate visual impacts of massing
on residential development within
a neighbourhood-type zone.

Buildings are constructed within a building
envelope provided by a 45 degree plane
measured from a height of 3m above
natural ground level at the boundary of an
allotment used for residential purposes in
a neighbourhood-type zone as shown in
the following diagram (except where this
boundary is a southern boundary or where
this boundary is the primary
street boundary):

PO 3.4
Buildings on an allotment fronting a road that
is not a State maintained road, and where
land on the opposite side of the road is within
a neighbourhood-type zone, provides an
orderly transition to the built form scale
envisaged in the adjacent zone to
complement the streetscape character.

DTS/DPF 3.4
None are applicable.

Comment:
PO 3.4 of the existing Zone is particularly relevant to any future development of the Affected Area
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Part 3 - Overlays
Heritage Adjacency Overlay
DO 1

Development adjacent to State and Local Heritage Places maintains the
heritage and cultural values of those Places.

Comment:
This Desired Outcome is of relevance to both zoning scenarios. The preferred outcome is one
that has least impact on the following Heritage Values:
a) It displays historical, economical and social themes that are of importance to the local area
as it is indicative of the suburban development of Gilberton and Walkerville in the mid
nineteenth century;
c) It has played an important part in the lives of local residents as a meeting place for social
facility and community activities;
d) It displays aesthetic merit, design characteristics and construction techniques of significance
as it is an interesting example of a Victorian hotel with early detailing;
f) It is a notable landmark in the area.
It is of great importance that any new development retain the visual prominence of the
Buckingham Arms Hotel. The design techniques involved include ensuring:
•
•
•
•

a generous separation distance from the rear of the two storey portion;
a gradation in heights, similar to the interface design techniques;
creating a distinction between old and new;
adopting a palette of complementary materials;

If adopting one floor plate across the entire Affected Area, adopt a series of smaller forms that
repeat and respond to the floor plate of the two storey portion.
PO 1.1
Development adjacent to a State or Local
Heritage Place does not dominate, encroach
on or unduly impact on the setting of the
Place.

DTS/DPF 1.1
None are applicable.

Comment:
This Performance Outcome is of relevance to both zoning scenarios. The preferred outcome
is one that has least impact on the following Heritage Values and adopts the Design Principles
for D01 above, to avoid domination of the landmark building.
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Local Heritage Place Overlay
DO 1

Development maintains the heritage and cultural values of Local
Heritage Places through conservation, ongoing use and adaptive reuse.

Comment:
This Desired Outcome is of relevance to both zoning scenarios. The preferred outcome is one
that maintains the following Heritage Values:
a) It displays historical, economical and social themes that are of importance to the local area
as it is indicative of the suburban development of Gilberton and Walkerville in the mid
nineteenth century;
c) It has played an important part in the lives of local residents as a meeting place for social
facility and community activities;
d) It displays aesthetic merit, design characteristics and construction techniques of
significance as it is an interesting example of a Victorian hotel with early detailing;
f) It is a notable landmark in the area.
To achieve this, the full two storey form of the Hotel should be maintained with there being no
temptation to add additional levels other than through sensitively designed rear additions.
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PO 1.1
The form of new buildings and structures
maintains the heritage values of the Local
Heritage Place.

DTS/DPF 1.1
None are applicable.

PO 1.2
Massing, scale and siting of development
maintains the heritage values of the Local
Heritage Place.

DTS/DPF 1.2
None are applicable.

PO 1.3
Design and architectural detailing (including
but not limited to roof pitch and form,
openings, chimneys and verandahs)
maintains the heritage values of the Local
Heritage Place.

DTS/DPF 1.3
None are applicable.

PO 1.5
DTS/DPF 1.5
Materials and colours are either consistent
None are applicable.
with or complement the heritage values of the
Local Heritage Place.
PO 1.7
Development of a Local Heritage Place
retains features contributing to its heritage
value.

DTS/DPF 1.7
None are applicable.

PO 2.1
DTS/DPF 2.1
Alterations and additions complement the
None are applicable.
subject building and are sited to be
unobtrusive, not conceal or obstruct heritage
elements and detailing, or dominate the Local
Heritage Place or its setting.
Comment:
The above Performance Outcomes are of relevance to both zoning scenarios. The preferred
outcome is one that maintains the Heritage Values as described.
To achieve this, the full two storey form of the Hotel should be maintained with there being no
temptation to add additional levels other than through sensitively designed rear additions. The
design principles suggested under Heritage Adjacency DO1 are also of relevance.
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PO 1.4
Development is consistent with boundary
setbacks and setting.

DTS/DPF 1.4
None are applicable.

PO 1.6
New buildings and structures are not placed
or erected between the primary or secondary
street boundaries and the façade of a Local
Heritage Place.

DTS/DPF 1.6
None are applicable.

Comment:
The above Performance Outcomes are of relevance to both zoning scenarios. The preferred
outcome is one that maintains the Heritage Values as described.
To achieve this, the full two storey form of the Hotel should be maintained with there being no
temptation to add additional levels other than through sensitively designed rear additions. The
design principles suggested under Heritage Adjacency DO1 are also of relevance.
Both the Northcote and Walkerville Terrace setbacks could match that of the Hotel, provided
the permeability of the Affected Land could be maintained and a visually interesting, articulated
streetscape established.
PO 2.2
DTS/DPF 2.2
Adaptive reuse and revitalisation of Local
None are applicable.
Heritage Places to support their retention in a
manner that respects and references the
original use of the Local Heritage Place.
Comment:
The above Performance Outcome PO2.2 is of relevance to both zoning scenarios. The
preferred outcome is one that supports the retention through a relevant and active use that is
integral to and integrated with the proposed redevelopment.
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PO 6.1
Local Heritage Places are not demolished,
destroyed or removed in total or in part
unless:

architecture + heritage

DTS/DPF 6.1
None are applicable.

(a) the portion of the Local Heritage
Place to be demolished, destroyed or
removed is excluded from the extent
of listing that is of heritage value
or
(b) the structural integrity or condition of
the Local Heritage Place represents
an unacceptable risk to public or
private safety and is irredeemably
beyond repair.
PO 6.2
The demolition, destruction or removal of a
building, portion of a building or other feature
or attribute is appropriate where it does not
contribute to the heritage values of the Local
Heritage Place.

DTS/DPF 6.2
None are applicable.

PO 7.1
Conservation works to the exterior of a Local
Heritage Place (and other features identified
in the extent of listing) match original
materials to be repaired and utilise traditional
work methods.

DTS/DPF 7.1
None are applicable.

Comment:
The above Performance Outcomes are of relevance to both zoning scenarios.
The preferred outcome is one that retains and conserves the Local Heritage Place. While an
inspection of condition was not undertaken and the hotel itself has undergone some change, it
is still considered to be intact, of reasonable integrity. The structural condition appears not to
be in question. However the recent demolition of the Bridgeport Hotel in Murray Bridge,
based upon integrity, should be considered as a warning sign.
The rezoning proposal, that includes the Local Heritage Place, is considered to provide
sufficient temptation to maximise the development capacity of the Affected Area. Retaining
the existing zoning for the portion of the Local Heritage Place, could mitigate that temptation.
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Proposed: Urban Corridor (Living) Zone
DO 1

A mixed use area with a strong residential focus that provides a diverse
range of medium density housing options primarily in multi-level medium
rise buildings supported by compatible non-residential land uses oriented
towards a primary road corridor, high frequency public transport
route, activity centre or significant open space.

DO 2

Non-residential activities that enhance convenient day to day living for
nearby residents and encourage small group and intimate social gatherings
that is contextually appropriate to a compact residential amenity.

Comment:
The above Desired Outcomes are applicable to the Affected Area.
The preferred outcome is one that retains and conserves the Local Heritage Place and provides
respectful infill development that maintains an adequate separation distance and pattern of
design that responds to the Local Heritage Place.

PO 1.1
A vibrant mix of land uses adding to the
vitality of the area and extend activities
outside shop hours including restaurants,
educational, community and cultural facilities
and visitor and residential accommodation.

DTS/DPF 1.1

Development comprises one or more of
the following:
(a) Advertisement
(b) Consulting Room
(c) Dwelling
(d) Educational Establishment
(e) Office
(f) Pre-school
(g) Retirement Facility
(h) Shop
(i) Student Accommodation
(j) Supported Accommodation
(k) Tourist Accommodation

flightpath Heritage pty ltd
101 Hindley Street
Adelaide
douglas@fph.net.au
0418814593
Page 31 of 42

f .. .. p .h
Town of Walkerville
Heritage Advisor Comment

architecture + heritage

Comment:
The site is suitable for vibrant development that retains and conserves the Local Heritage Place
and provides respectful infill development that maintains an adequate separation distance and
pattern of design that responds to the Local Heritage Place.
PO 1.2
A range of small to medium scale nonresidential uses, services and facilities such
as shops, offices and consulting rooms that
meet the day to day needs for the local
community.

DTS/DPF 1.2

Shop, office, or consulting room uses not
exceeding a maximum gross leasable
floor area of 500m2.

Comment:
The site is suitable for this form of development provided it retains and conserves the Local
Heritage Place and provides respectful infill development that maintains an adequate separation
distance and pattern of design that responds to the Local Heritage Place.
Further small scale non-residential uses at Ground Level would be suitable on both Walkerville
Terrace and Northcote Terrace.
PO 1.3
Development of diverse medium density
accommodation options either as part of a
mixed use development or wholly residential
development.

DTS/DPF 1.3
None are applicable.

Comment:
The site is suitable for residential development provided it retains and conserves the Local
Heritage Place and provides respectful infill development that maintains an adequate separation
distance and pattern of design that responds to the Local Heritage Place.
PO 2.1
DTS/DPF 2.1
Buildings positively contribute to a continuous Buildings:
framing of the primary road / public transport
corridor and public realm, and provide visual
(a) include a clearly defined podium or
relief from building scale and massing from
street wall with a
the ground level public realm.
maximum building height of 2
building levels or 8m in height
(b) have levels above the defined
podium or street wall setback a
minimum of 2m from that wall.
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Comment:
This PO 2.1 suggests an opportunity to reinforce the Buckingham Arms wall height along
Walkerville Terrace and Northcote Terrace.
PO 2.2
Buildings setback from the primary
street boundaries are consistent with the
established streetscape, except in locations
where no setback is desired to achieve a
more prominent, strongly defined, and
continuous built form presence to the primary
road corridor.

DTS/DPF 2.2
The building line of buildings set back
from the primary street boundary:
(a)

not less than:
Minimum P
_r_l_ ~
S_llee
_ t Settlaek

um pr1mary s reel setbac,( 1s Om
um primary Slreet setbacl< Is 2m

um primary slreet setbac,( 1s 6rn

or
(b)

where no value is returned in
DTS/DPF(a):
(i) at least the average setback
to the building line of
existing buildings on
adjoining sites which face
the same primary
street (including those
buildings that would adjoin
the site if not separated by a
public road or a vacant
allotment)
(ii) where there is only one
existing building on
adjoining sites which face
the same primary
street (including those that
would adjoin if not
separated by a public road
or a vacant allotment), not
less than the setback to
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the building line of that
building.
In instances where (a) or (b) do not apply,
then none are applicable and the relevant
development cannot be classified as
deemed-to-satisfy.

Comment:
This PO 2.2 suggests an opportunity to reinforce the Buckingham Arms wall height and zero
setback along Walkerville Terrace and Northcote Terrace, provided some articulation is
achieved. The articulation could respond to the pattern established by the Buckingham Arms.
PO 2.5
Buildings set back from rear boundaries
(other than street boundaries) to:
(a) minimise negative impacts on
neighbouring properties, including
access to natural sunlight and
ventilation
(b) provide open space recreational
opportunities
(c) provide space for landscaping and
vegetation.

DTS/DPF 2.5
Building walls setback from rear
boundaries as follows:
(a) 5m or more where the subject land
directly abuts an allotment of a
different zone
(b) 3m or more in all other cases,
except where the development
abuts the wall of an existing or
simultaneously constructed
building on the adjoining land.

Comment:
This PO 2.3 is of particular importance in ensuring an adequate transition with the Established
Neighbourhood Zone.
PO 3.1
Building height consistent with the form
expressed in the Maximum Building
Height (Levels) Technical and Numeric

DTS/DPF 3.1
Except where a Concept Plan specifies
otherwise, development does not exceed
the following building height(s):
flightpath Heritage pty ltd
101 Hindley Street
Adelaide
douglas@fph.net.au
0418814593
Page 34 of 42

f .. .. p .h
Town of Walkerville
Heritage Advisor Comment
Variation layer and the Maximum Building
Height (Metres) Technical and Numeric
Variation layer and positively responds to the
local context including the site's frontage,
depth, and adjacent primary corridor or street
width.

architecture + heritage

MaXlmum Building Height (Levels)
Maximum build ing height is 3 levels

Maximum bu1ld 11lQ height Is 6 levels
Maximum bu1ld11lQ height Is 8 levels
Maximum Building Height (Metres)
Maximum build,oo height Is I .Sm
Maximum build ,ng height is 2 Sm
Maximum build ing height Is 15m
Maximum bu1ld 11l9 height Is 16 Sm
Maximum build,ng height is 22m
Maximum build ing height IS 24 Sm
Maximum bu1ld 11l9 heighl IS 29m

In relation to DTS/DPF 3.1, in instances
where:
more than one value is returned, refer to
the Maximum Building Height (Levels)
Technical and Numeric Variation layer or
Maximum Building Height (Metres)
Technical and Numeric Variation layer in
the SA planning database to determine
the applicable value relevant to the site of
the proposed development
only one value is returned (i.e. there is
one blank field), then the relevant height
in metres or building levels applies with
no criteria for the other
no value is returned (i.e. there are blank
fields for both maximum building
height (metres) and maximum building
height (levels)), then none are applicable
and the relevant development cannot be
classified as deemed-to-satisfy.
Comment:
This PO 3.1 is supported, subject to a Concept Plan being provided, but not for the entire
Affected Area. Refer to conclusion for suggested Concept that is more restrained and
respectful of the Local Heritage Place.
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PO 3.2
Buildings designed to achieve optimal height
and floor space yields, and maintain
traditional main street form.

architecture + heritage

DTS/DPF 3.2
New development is not less that the
following building height:
Minimum Building Height (Levels)
Minimum building height is I level
inimum building height 1s 2 levels
InImum building he,ght 1s 3 levels

In relation to DTS/DPF 3.2, in instances
where:
more than one value is returned, refer to
the Minimum Building Height (Levels)
Technical and Numeric Variation layer in
the SA planning database to determine
the applicable value relevant to the site of
the proposed development
no value is returned (i.e. there is a blank
field), then there is no minimum building
height and DTS/DPF 3.2 is met.
Comment:
This PO 3.2 is supported because it is important the traditional main street form will be retained.
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PO 4.1
Buildings mitigate impacts of building
massing on residential development within
a neighbourhood-type zone.

Buildings constructed within a building
envelope provided by a:
45 degree plane measured from a height
of 3 metres above natural ground level at
the boundary of an allotment used for
residential purposes within
a neighbourhood-type zone as shown in
the following diagram (except where this
boundary is a southern boundary):

Comment:
This PO 4.1 is supported to mitigate impacts on the Established Neighbourhood Zone.
A demonstration of how it is proposed to satisfy this Outcome in the form of massing, height
and plan form Concepts is recommended.
PO 4.2

DTS/DPF 4.2

Buildings on an allotment fronting a road that
is not the primary corridor (ie a State
maintained road) and where land on the
opposite side of the road is within
a neighbourhood-type zone, provides an
orderly transition to the built form scale
envisaged in the adjacent zone to
complement the streetscape character.

None are applicable.

Comment:
This PO 4.2 is supported to mitigate impacts on the Established Neighbourhood Zone.
A demonstration of how it is proposed to satisfy this Outcome in the form of massing, height
and plan form Concepts is recommended.
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PO 5.1
Consolidation of significant development
sites (a site with a frontage over 25m to a
primary road corridor and over 2500m2 in
area, which may include one or more
allotments) to achieve increased
development yield provided that offsite impacts can be managed and broader
community benefit is achieved in terms of
design quality, community
services, affordable housing provision, or
sustainability features.

architecture + heritage

DTS/DPF 5.1
Development on significant development
sites up to 30% above the
maximum building height specified in
DTS/DPF 3.1 (rounded to the nearest
whole number) where it:
(a) incorporates the retention,
conservation and reuse of a
building which is a listed heritage
place or an existing built form and
context that positively contributes
to the character of the local area
(b) includes more than 15% of
dwellings as affordable housing
or
includes at least:
three of the following:
A high quality open space that is
universally accessible and is directly
connected to, and well integrated with,
public realm areas of the street
B high quality, safe and secure,
universally accessible pedestrian linkages
that connect through the development site
C active uses are located on the public
street frontages of the building, with any
above ground car parking located behind
D a range of dwelling types that includes
at least 10% of 3+ bedroom apartments
E a child care centre.
three of the following:
A a communal useable garden integrated
with the design of the building that covers
the majority of a rooftop area supported
by services that ensure ongoing
maintenance;
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B living landscaped vertical surfaces of at
least 50m2 supported by services that
ensure ongoing maintenance;
C passive heating and cooling design
elements including solar shading
integrated into the building;
D higher amenity through provision
of private open space in excess of
minimum requirements by 25% for at
least 50% of dwellings.

Comment:
This PO 5.1 is supported, subject to a satisfactory Concept Plan, if the incentive of increased
height achieves the retention and integration of the Local Heritage Place and avoids domination
of the Local Heritage Place.
A demonstration of how it is proposed to satisfy this Outcome in the form of massing, height
and plan form Concepts is recommended.
PO 5.2

DTS/DPF 5.2

Development
on
a
significant Development that:
development site designed
to
minimise
(a) is constructed within zone's
impacts on residential uses in adjacent zones
Interface Building Height provision
with regard to intensity of use, overshadowing,
as specified DTS/DPF 4.1
massing and building proportions.
(b) locates non-residential activities
and higher density elements
towards the primary road corridor
(c) locates taller building elements
towards the primary road corridor.
Comment:
This PO 5.2 is supported, subject to a satisfactory Concept Plan, in terms of minimising impacts
on adjacent residential uses in the Established Neighbourhood Zone.
Given the two street frontages, the Primary Road Corridor will have to be determined. It may be
more appropriate to locate the higher portions of the development in the centre of the Affected
Area.
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A demonstration of how it is proposed to satisfy this Outcome in the form of massing, height
and plan form Concepts is recommended.

Design Overlay
DO 1

Development positively contributes to the liveability, durability and
sustainability of the built environment through high-quality design.

Comment:
A demonstration of how it is proposed to satisfy this Outcome in the form of massing, height
and plan form Concepts is recommended.
PO 1.1

DTS/DPF 1.1

Medium to high rise buildings and state
significant development demonstrate high
quality design.

None are applicable.

Comment:
A demonstration of how it is proposed to satisfy this Outcome in the form of massing, height
and plan form Concepts is recommended.

Part 4 of the Planning Design Code encourages contextually responsive design.
Massing Diagrams based on contextual analysis that underpin Design Principles are required.
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Conclusion

The opportunity presented by the Code Amendment is not without risk in the following areas; this
is not intended to represent a comprehensive list of risks:
•
•
•

the extent of the proposed rezoning includes a two storey Local Heritage Place; the
interface between new development and the Local Heritage Place is fundamental and not
adequately explained;
it is suggested the risks in relation to the Local Heritage Place from demolition or adverse
impacts through dominant development are increased with the extent of Zone change
proposed;
the interface between the new zoning and the Established Neighbourhood Zone is not
adequately explained by the diagram below, provided in the document.

It is therefore recommended a Concept Plan be prepared that provides:
• site analysis
• extent of demolition and tree removal;
• integration of the Local Heritage Place;
• transition to adjacent Established Neighbourhood Zones;
• massing and heights including additional height suggested by PO 5.2.
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Summary Recommendation

The following recommendations are made:
•
•
•
•
•

Reduce the extent of the proposed Urban Corridor (Living) Zone by retaining a buffer
portion of the existing Local Activity Centre Zone;
Provide Concept Design sketches to demonstrate how sensitive infill design will be
achieved;
Provide Concept Design sketches to demonstrate how the heights will be managed,
particularly the interface with the Local Heritage Place, the streetscapes of Walkerville
Terrace and Northcote Terrace and the Established Neighbourhood Zone;
Provide Concept Design sketches that demonstrate how impacts on the Local Heritage
Place will ensure retention of its Heritage Value;
Provide Concept Sketch Designs to demonstrate how permeability and visual connectivity
will be preserved.

The diagrams below suggest an amendment to the proposed, for further discussion, to ensure
the Local Heritage Place will remain in the Local Activity Centre Zone, which is suggested to
wrap around the northern portion of the Affected Area.

Existing

As proposed

Suggested

Douglas Alexander
Heritage Advisor
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ATTACHMENT D

31 Aug '21
Dear Resident
We are told that there is a proposal to redevelop the Buckingham Arms site to include new shops and
housing, up to five stories.
We know what that means.
I recognise that the Pub has had its day, but among other things, the adjacent complex road junction is the
worst place to introduce shops.
I have written to Mayor Fricker and to Rachel Sanderson (approximately as shown below) and plead with
you to express your own views by whatever method is easiest. I sign here: M Cochran, Gilberton.
"The Buckingham Arms cannot be said to have much Heritage value and it evidently can't function
as a Dining Centre. But t e area in genera Idoes have Heritage value and this must be taken into
account when alterations are proposed.
If it is to redeveloped - entirely to maximise the profit for its owners with no evident regard for us - it
must be done in a certain way.
The front of the Pub might remain, with its purpose as a Grog Shop and light dining retained. But the
rear could be replaced, not exceeding the height of the existing building.

nt

There could be another block, or blocks, again in keeping with the neighbourhood, ....,,..--==�
:mn.v9. two
stories.
There should be a<Significant garden, including trees. This should looked after by the owners.

Regarding the housing: this should comprise a tasteful block(s) and a possible exemplar is the neo
classical Deep Acres on Melbourne Street.
There should be absolutejy no shogs. Walkerville's shops are firmly located near Woolworths.

(It is worth noting that shops are generally seen as a quick source of money for the Council. But the
cost of "the coming and going", upgrading road layout, accidents, and noise makes a poor bargain )"
We note that Walkerville has the highest ratio of Social Housing to population in the region, and so
we need not consider this as a requirement.
Signed
Etc

00
~

Attachment 6.

Submissions from Other Stakeholders

Page |6

Bethany Hold
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Cooper, Daniel <daniel.cooper@apa.com.au>
Friday, 29 October 2021 11:01 AM
Nitsan Taylor
NEP-1892_ Walkerville Tce, Gilberton

Good morning,
Thank you for forwarding the Code Amendment proposal for Wlakerville Tce, Gilberton for APA’s review and
comment.
I can confirm APA operate and manage a 40mm high pressure polyethylene gas main on the northern footpath
of Walkerville Tce extending past the proposed development site. At this stage there are no objections to the
proposal from APA as any development works would be contained within the allotment. Please consider
forwarding the final design plans for the site once available to ensure APA minimum gas infrastructure
separation and depth of cover requirements are met. Please be aware that should APA minimum requirements
not be met in the design, the gas infrastructure will need to be altered with the cost for these works being borne
by the Project Proponent.
Regards,

apa
Daniel Cooper

Third Party Works Officer
Integrity Engineering SA
P 08 8159 1739
M 0459 874 436
E Daniel.cooper@apa.com.au
W apa.com.au

always powering ahead

From: Nitsan Taylor <nitsan@holmesdyer.com.au>
Sent: Friday, 29 October 2021 9:11 AM
To: Cooper, Daniel <daniel.cooper@apa.com.au>
Subject: [EXT]: Consultation on the draft 1 Walkerville Gilberton (Buckingham Arms) Code Amendment
Importance: High
Dear Mr Cooper,
Please find attached a letter offering you / your organisation the opportunity to provide feedback on the draft 1
Walkerville Terrace Gilberton (Buckingham Arms Hotel) Code Amendment.
Kind regards,
Nitsan Taylor
Engagement
1

HOLMES DYER Im
Level 3, Reid House, 15 Featherstone Place Adelaide SA 5000
Unit 7, 326 Edgecliff Road Woollahra NSW 2025
T +61 8 7231 1889
engagement@holmesdyer.com.au | www.holmesdyer.com.au
DISCLAIMER
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed.
If you are not the intended recipient you are hereby notified that you must not disseminate, copy or take action in reliance up it. If you receive
this communication in error, please contact the sender immediately and delete this email and associated material from any computer. No
warranty is made that this email or any attachments are free from viruses. It is the recipient’s responsibility to establish its own protection
against viruses and other damage.

2

Bethany Hold
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Headland, Tamra (ENet) <Headland.Tamra@electranet.com.au>
Tuesday, 7 December 2021 9:58 AM
Engagement
RE: REMINDER - FW: Consultation on the draft 1 Walkerville Terrace Gilberton (Buckingham Arms
Hotel) Code Amendment

Categories:

Buckingham Arms Hotel Code Amendment, Saved To File

Dear Nitsan
Apologies to chase however I do not recall receiving your earlier email.
I confirm that we have no interest/comment in this Code Amendment and have commented same on the Plan SA
link.
Kind regards

Tamra Headland
Property Services Advisor
ElectraNet
_____________________________________________________________________
P: +61 8 8404 7131
F: +61 8 8404 7956
E: headland.tamra@electranet.com.au
W: www.electranet.com.au
Corporate: ElectraNet Pty Limited • 52-55 East Terrace, Rymill Park, Adelaide • PO Box 7096 Hutt Street Post Office, Adelaide SA
5000
My Office: 52-55 East Terrace, Rymill Park, Adelaide
* Please note I work Tuesdays and Thursdays
Think before you print!

From: Engagement <engagement@holmesdyer.com.au>
Sent: Monday, 6 December 2021 11:10 AM
To: Headland, Tamra (ENet) <Headland.Tamra@electranet.com.au>
Cc: Engagement <engagement@holmesdyer.com.au>
Subject: REMINDER ‐ FW: Consultation on the draft 1 Walkerville Terrace Gilberton (Buckingham Arms Hotel) Code
Amendment
Importance: High
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of ElectraNet. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognise the
sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Ms Headland,
Just a friendly reminder that submissions on the draft Code Amendment for 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton
(Buckingham Arms Hotel) close at 5:00pm Friday 10 December 2021.
Submissions must be lodged via one of the options below:

Online form via the Plan SA website ‐
Click on the link below:
1

https://plan.sa.gov.au/have_your_say/general_consultations/public_feedback_on_initiated_code_amendment?aid
=1_Walkerville_Terrace_Gilberton_Code_Amendment
or
Scan the QR Code below to access the submission form on your tablet or phone:




Email: engagement@holmesdyer.com.au ‐ attention to 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton draft Code
Amendment
In writing: c‐/ Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd, Level 3, 15 Featherstone Place, Adelaide SA 5000 ‐ attention to 1
Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton draft Code Amendment

Kind regards,
Engagement

HOLMES DYER
Level 3, Reid House, 15 Featherstone Place Adelaide SA 5000
Unit 7, 326 Edgecliff Road Woollahra NSW 2025
T +61 8 7231 1889
engagement@holmesdyer.com.au | www.holmesdyer.com.au
DISCLAIMER
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are
addressed. If you are not the intended recipient you are hereby notified that you must not disseminate, copy or take action in reliance up
it. If you receive this communication in error, please contact the sender immediately and delete this email and associated material from any
computer. No warranty is made that this email or any attachments are free from viruses. It is the recipient’s responsibility to establish its
own protection against viruses and other damage.

From: Nitsan Taylor <nitsan@holmesdyer.com.au>
Sent: Friday, 29 October 2021 9:16 AM
To: 'Headland.Tamara@electranet.com.au' <Headland.Tamara@electranet.com.au>
Subject: Consultation on the draft 1 Walkerville Terrace Gilberton (Buckingham Arms Hotel) Code Amendment
Dear Ms Headland
Please find attached a letter offering you / your organisation the opportunity to provide feedback on the draft 1
Walkerville Terrace Gilberton (Buckingham Arms Hotel) Code Amendment.
Kind regards,
Nitsan Taylor
Engagement

HOLMES DYER
Level 3, Reid House, 15 Featherstone Place Adelaide SA 5000
2

Unit 7, 326 Edgecliff Road Woollahra NSW 2025
T +61 8 7231 1889
engagement@holmesdyer.com.au | www.holmesdyer.com.au
DISCLAIMER
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed.
If you are not the intended recipient you are hereby notified that you must not disseminate, copy or take action in reliance up it. If you receive
this communication in error, please contact the sender immediately and delete this email and associated material from any computer. No
warranty is made that this email or any attachments are free from viruses. It is the recipient’s responsibility to establish its own protection
against viruses and other damage.

This communication and the information within it (including any attachments) is confidential and may be subject to
copyright and legal or other professional privilege. It is intended solely for the individual(s) or entity named above
and others specifically authorised to receive it. If you are not the intended recipient of this communication, any use,
copying, disclosure, reproduction or any other action taken or omitted to be taken in relation to it is prohibited and
may be unlawful. Any advice provided in this communication is subject to limitations and ElectraNet does not
represent, warrant or guarantee that the integrity of this communication is accurate, complete or free from virus or
defect. ElectraNet specifically disclaims any liability for any resultant damage or loss. If you have received this
correspondence in error, you must advise the sender and delete all copies from your computer system. Any
confidentiality, privilege or copyright is not waived or lost due to any mistake in transmission or distribution by the
sender to any other person other than the intended recipient(s). ElectraNet’s external Privacy Policy is available at:
https://www.electranet.com.au/privacy‐policy/

3

Environment Pmtection Alribority
GPO Box 26 □ 1 Adelaide SA 5.001

2.1 1 Victoria Square Ade aide SA SOil □
i (0-8} 132M 2000 F {08) 8204 2 □ 20Country areas 180 D 623 4.f5

EPA 614-379
Ms Nitsan Taylor
Principal, Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd
Level 3, 15 Featherstone Place
ADELAIDE SA 5000
via email: engagement@holmesdyer.com.au
Dear Ms Taylor
1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton (Buckingham Arms Hotel) draft Code Amendment
Thank you for providing the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) with the opportunity to comment on the
1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton (Buckingham Arms Hotel) draft Code Amendment.
When reviewing documents such as this Code Amendment, the key interest of the EPA is to ensure that all
environmental issues within the scope of the objects of the Environment Protection Act 1993 are identified and
considered. The EPA is primarily interested in the potential environmental and human health impacts that
would result from any development that may be proposed subsequent to this Code Amendment. The EPA
works to ensure that appropriate planning policy is included in the development plan to allow proper
assessment at the development application (DA) stage.
The EPA understands the Affected Area is located within the ‘Local Activity Centre Zone’, and includes land
currently occupied by the Buckingham Arms Hotel. The Code Amendment seeks to rezone the Affected Area,
which comprises 11 contiguous titles of some 6,200m2, to the ‘Urban Corridor (Living) Zone’. The ‘Urban
Corridor (Living) Zone’ envisages a mixed-use area with a strong residential focus and would enable a net
residential density of around 35-70 dwellings per hectare within buildings up to six storeys in height.
Noise
The Affected Area is bound by Northcote Terrace (a Type B road with over 20,000 vehicle trips per day) and
Walkerville Terrace, and is also partially located within the aircraft approach for the Adelaide Airport.
To address the potential issues from road and aircraft noise, the Code Amendment proposes to apply the:
- Noise and Air Emissions Overlay (to the entire Affected Area), and
- Aircraft Noise Exposure (ANEF 20) Overlay (applies to a portion of the Affected Area).
The Noise and Air Emissions Overlay works together with ‘Ministerial Building Standard MBS 010:
‘Construction requirements for the control of external sound’ (MBS 010). Whilst the Overlay requires a careful
consideration of design techniques at the Planning Consent stage to limit noise and air emissions, MBS 010
contains complementary provisions applicable at the Building Consent stage. MBS 010 seeks to reduce the
intrusion of unacceptable levels of sound into the habitable rooms of certain classes of buildings located within

an Australian Noise Exposure Forecast (ANEF) contour band of 20 or more, mixed land use area and areas
within proximity of certain types of roads.
The EPA is satisfied that the proposed Overlays and MBS 010 would provide a suitable policy mix in order to
properly assess the potential impact of road and aircraft noise on sensitive residential development at the DA
stage.
In relation to the existing Buckingham Arms Hotel, the EPA is unaware if this venue currently hosts live music.
The EPA’s ‘Guideline: Assessing music noise from indoor venues’ (EPA 279/21 dated October 2021 available
here: https://www.epa.sa.gov.au/files/4771136_guide_music.pdf) includes guidance for new noise sensitive
development proposed near an existing music venue.
The EPA guideline (279/21) provides certification criterion for the planning authority to consider. In the event
that the Buckingham Arms Hotel currently hosts live music, the EPA recommends the following criterion be
applied by an acoustic engineer for certification at the DA stage:
Noise from any music venue must not exceed 43dB Leq in any one-third octave band between and
including 31.5Hz and 125Hz when assessed inside a noise sensitive development, including a bedroom
and living room of a residential or short term accommodation premises with windows closed.
This also applies where the receiver is located in the same building as the amplified music venue, eg an
upstairs residential apartment in a multi-story mixed use development with a separately owned commercial
music venue (eg tavern) on the ground floor.
Site contamination
The EPA notes that there were no preliminary site investigations undertaken to inform the Code Amendment.
Collectively, the Planning, Development and Infrastructure (General) Regulations 2017, State Planning
Commission Practice Direction 14 (Site Contamination Assessment) 2021 and the Planning and Design Code
contain processes for site contamination assessment when land use changes to a more sensitive use. Any
future DAs at the affected area may be subject to the site contamination assessment scheme provisions.
For further information on this matter, please contact James Cother on 8204 2093 or james.cother@sa.gov.au.
Yours sincerely

James Cother
PRINCIPAL ADVISER, PLANNING POLICY & PROJECTS
PLANNING AND IMPACT ASSESSMENT
ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION AUTHORITY
9 December 2021
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SA Water
8 December 2021

Holmes Dyer Pty Ltd
Re: 1 Walkerville Terrace Gilberton Code Amendment
Level 3, 15 Featherstone Place
ADELAIDE SA 5000
Dear Sir/Madam,
Re: 1 Walkerville Terrace Gilberton - Code Amendment
I refer to your letter dated 29 October 20201 seeking our comments on the above Code
Amendment and wish to advise the following:
SA Water currently provides water and sewerage services to the area subject the above code
amendment.
Whilst the section 4.2 “Infrastructure Planning” states on page 29 of the Code Amendment
documents that ”The investigations undertaken during the preparation of this draft Code
Amendment(refer to section 4.3) have demonstrated that the Affected Area is currently
serviced by existing infrastructure which has sufficient capacity and augmentation capability
to accommodate the types of development envisaged within the proposed ‘Urban Corridor
(Living) Zone’, please note that water and sewer networks augmentation may be required
should the proposed rezoning generate an increase in existing demands.
The extent and nature of the augmentation works (if required) will be dependent on the final
scope and layout of the future developments and will be required to comply with the SA Water
Technical Standards including those for the minimum pipe sizing (refer to 2nd paragraph of the
“Provision of Infrastructure” section on page 2). This advice should be provided to prospective
developers.
Our general comments in respect to new developments or redevelopments are provided
below.
SA Water Planning
•

SA Water undertakes water security and infrastructure planning that considers the longer
term strategic direction for a system. That planning seeks to develop a framework that
ensures resources and infrastructure are managed efficiently and have the capacity to
meet customer requirements into the future. The information contained in the Code
Amendment document regarding future re-zoning and land development will be
incorporated in SA Water’s planning process.

Protection of Source Water
•

Development/s shall have no deleterious effects on the quality or quantity of source
water, or the natural environments that rely on this water. In particular, the following
conditions shall apply:
- Landfill shall be outside of Water Protection Zones;
- Landfill area to include leachate collection facilities;

Government of
South Australia

South Australian Water Corporation
250 Victoria Squore/Torntonyongga ADELAIDE SA 5000
GPO Box 1751 ADELAIDE SA 5001

1300 650 950
ABN 69 336 525 019

sawater.com.au

SA Water

•
•
•

- Effluent disposal systems (including leach drains) to be designed and located to
prevent contamination of groundwater; and
- Industry must be located in appropriate areas, with safeguards to ensure wastewater
can be satisfactorily treated or removed from the site
Development shall avoid or minimise erosion.
Development shall not dam, interfere, or obstruct a watercourse
The Natural Resources Management Act 2004 includes wide ranging powers over
source water quantity issues. The Department for Environment and Water should be
consulted, if in doubt, over compliance with this Act. Source water quality issues are
addressed by the Environment Protection Authority through the Environment Protection
Act 1993.

Provision of Infrastructure
•

•

All applications for connections needing an extension to SA Water’s water/wastewater
networks will be assessed on their individual commercial merits. Where more than one
development is involved, one option may be for SA Water to establish an
augmentation charge for that area which will also be assessed on commercial merits
SA Water has requirements associated with commercial and multi-storey developments
as outlined below:
- Multi-storey developments: For buildings with 5 stories and above, a minimum of
DN150 water main size is required. For buildings with 8 stories and above, a minimum
of DN 200 water main size is required.
- Commercial/Industrial developments: A minimum of DN 225 receiving main size is
required for sewer and a minimum DN 150 main size for water.

Trade Waste Discharge Agreements
•

Any proposed industrial or commercial developments that are connected to SA
Water’s wastewater infrastructure will be required to seek authorisation to permit the
discharge of trade waste to the wastewater network. Industrial and large dischargers
may be liable for quality and quantity loading charges. The link to SA Water’s Trade
Waste website page is attached for your information: Trade Waste Guidelines and Fact
Sheets

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 1 Walkerville Terrace Gilberton Code
Amendment. Please contact Peter Iliescu, Engineer, Systems Planning Wastewater on
telephone (08) 7424 1130 or email peter.iliescu@sawater.com.au in the first instance should
you have further queries regarding the above matter.

Yours sincerely

per Matt Minagall
Senior Manager, Customer Growth
Phone:
Email:

08 7424 1363
Matt.Minagall@sawater.com.au
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HOLMES DYER PTY LTD
ABN: 30 608 975 391
Telephone: 08 7231 1889
Level 3, 15 Featherstone Place
Adelaide SA 5000
Unit 7, 326 Edgecliff Road
Woollahra NSW 2025
14 December 2021
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Draft 1 Walkerville Terrace Gilberton (Buckingham Arms Hotel) Code
Amendment – Post-Engagement Feedback
Thank you for your interest in the draft Code Amendment for 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton (Buckingham
Arms Hotel).
The community engagement on the Code Amendment has now concluded; therefore I am writing to provide
you with a summary of the submissions that we received, and seek your feedback of the engagement process
to help improve future processes

Summary
We received 15 submissions in total:

•

10 x submissions from members of the public

•

1 x submission from Rachel Sanderson MP (which included feedback received from a number of
residents)

•

1 x submission from the Town of Walkerville

•

4 x submissions from State government agencies.

What We Heard
A number of submissions indicated support for the draft Code Amendment as it will activate the area and
provide opportunities for residential development, while others were less supportive and raised a number
of concerns.
The key areas of concern are:

•

Zone Selection
A number of submissions felt that the Local Activity Centre Zone should be retained as it will allow for
the appropriate redevelopment of the site.
Other submissions advised that the proposed Urban Corridor (Living) Zone is acceptable subject to
further consideration being given to other factors such as building height.
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•

Many submissions raised the proposed maximum building height (6 levels / 24.5 metres) as a concern,
particularly the potential for the building height to be further increased by virtue of the ‘Significant
Development Site’ policy in the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone.
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It was suggested in a number of submissions that a maximum building height of 3 or 4 levels is more
appropriate given the local context.

•
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Interface Height
A number of submissions were concerned that the draft Code Amendment is seeking to require future
buildings to be constructed within a building envelope provided by a 45 degree plane rather than a 30
degree plane.
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•

Impact on Adjoining Residential Areas
A number of submissions were concerned about the impacts of a 6 – 8 level building on adjoining
residential areas, particularly in terms of privacy (overlooking) and overshadowing; as well as the
impacts on the character of the wider area, which comprises mainly one and two storey buildings and
the local heritage listed Buckingham Arms Hotel.

0
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•

Primary Street Setback
There was some concern that the draft Code Amendment is proposing a 0 metre setback from the
primary streets, which does not allow for future road widening or greening of the streetscape.

•

Traffic and Car Parking
There was significant concern that development of the site with 44+ dwellings will exacerbate the
existing traffic congestion in the area. Concern was also raised regarding the location of future access
points into the site; as well as the possibility that future development of the site may result in an over‐
reliance on local streets for on‐street parking due to the existing parking restrictions along Northcote
Terrace and Walkerville Terrace.

What happens next?
• We have forwarded all submissions to the Designated Entity (Pierce Mathews Pty Ltd, Buckingham Arms
Hotel Pty Ltd, GBS Café Pty Ltd (formerly Home Supplies Pty Ltd) and Seymews Nominees Pty Ltd) for
consideration.

• The Designated Entity will determine if further investigations are required and/or whether any changes
should be made to the draft Code Amendment in response to the submissions.

• Once the Designated Entity has completed any further investigations and made any final changes to the
Code Amendment, Holmes Dyer will prepare an Engagement Report that summarises the submissions
that were received and outlines any changes that have been made to the Code Amendment as a result.

• The Engagement Report and final Code Amendment will then be sent to the Planning and Land Use
Services division (PLUS) of the Attorney‐General’s Department for review.

• If PLUS is satisfied that the Engagement Report complies with the Community Engagement Charter and
the final Code Amendment meets the information requirements, the Engagement Report and final Code
Amendment will be submitted to the Minister for Planning for approval.

• If the Minister resolves to approve the Code Amendment, it will be consolidated within the online
Planning and Design Code and reflected in the online mapping tool; and the Engagement Report will be
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published on the SA Planning Portal as a public document, noting that private information such as names
and addresses will be redacted from the public information to maintain your privacy.
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• The Minister may also resolve to refuse the proposed Code Amendment or make alterations to the Code
Amendment.

• The Minister may seek advice from the State Planning Commission to assist with the decision‐making
process.
There is no set timeline for the process outlined above, but it is anticipated that the process would be
concluded in the first quarter of 2022. In due course, I will write to advise you of the outcome of the Code
Amendment and where you can access a copy of the Engagement Report.

How can you help us improve our engagement processes?
As part of the Code Amendment process, we undertake an evaluation of the community engagement
processes that have been utilised throughout the consultation period to identify what worked well and any
areas for improvement for future engagement processes.
To assist us with this, we would appreciate it if you could a moment to respond to the following survey:
Follow this link or copy it into your browser:

https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/MXFPF68
Or use this QR Code:

The evaluation survey will be open until 5:00pm Tuesday 21 December 2021 and will help determine
whether the engagement was appropriate and provide us with areas for improvement.

Questions?
If you have any questions regarding the Code Amendment process or the survey, please do not hesitate to
contact me on 7231 1889 or engagement@holmesdyer.com.au.
Yours sincerely,

Nitsan Taylor
Principal Consultant
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HOLMES DYER
Community Consultation Feedback - draft Code Amendment 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton
Thank you for submitting your feedback on the draft Code Amendment for 1
Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton. To assist us in determining the eﬀectiveness
of the consultation that was undertaken, we would be grateful if you could take
a couple of minutes to answer the following questions.
* 1. I am interested in the draft Code Amendment for 1 Walkerville Terrace,
Gilberton, as a
Owner/occupier of nearby land

Business owner/operator near the site

Property owner (not living near the
site)

Employee who works near the site

Member of the public from outside the
area
Other (please specify)

* 2. I found out about the draft Code Amendment through...(pick all that apply)

I

I

I

I-

a letter from Holmes Dyer
a public notice in the on-line
Advertiser

7
7
7

a neighbour
Walkerville Council
signage on the land

'About Town' (Town of Walkerville
newsletter)
Other (please specify)

1

* 3. I found out more information about the draft Code Amendment via...(pick as
many as apply)
the SA Planning Portal
Telephone - Holmes Dyer engagement number
Email - Holmes Dyer engagement address
a Neighbour

I-

Walkerville Council
a Community Drop In Session held by Holmes Dyer
Fact Sheet
Other (please specify)

* 4. I found it easy to obtain the information I needed to help me understand the
draft Code Amendment.
Strongly agree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly disagree

Neither agree nor disagree
Please let us know more about why you chose this response.

* 5. The information that was provided helped me form a view on the proposal.

r1 Strongly agree

n. Disagree

'-.

'-

r'\
'-· Agree

0.
"- . Strongly disagree

r'\
\.

Neither agree nor disagree

Please let us know more about why you chose this response.

2

* 6. I feel that the consultation genuinely sought my input.
Strongly agree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly disagree

Neither agree nor disagree
Please let us know more about why you chose this response.

* 7. I think the draft Code Amendment has been explained clearly.
Strongly agree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

* 8. I believe I was given adequate opportunity to provide my feedback.

r'\
'-

Strongly agree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Please let us know more about why you chose this response.

* 9. I understand how my views will be considered in the draft Code Amendment
process.
Strongly agree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly disagree

Neither agree nor disagree
Please let us know more about why you chose this response.

10. I would like to provide the following feedback on how the consultation
process could be improved.

3

HOLMES DYER
Community Consultation Feedback - draft Code Amendment 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton
Thank you for taking the time to ﬁll out this survey!
The information you have provided will assist us in understanding the
eﬀectiveness of the engagement and what improvements we can make for next
time.
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Community Consultation Feedback - draft Code Amendment - 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton

Q1 I am interested in the draft Code Amendment for 1 Walkerville Terrace,
Gilberton, as a
Answered: 5

Skipped: 0
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Property owner
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works near t...
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Q2 I found out about the draft Code Amendment through...(pick all that
apply)
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Skipped: 0
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(Town of...
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Total Respondents: 5
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Q3 I found out more information about the draft Code Amendment via...
(pick as many as apply)
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Q4 I found it easy to obtain the information I needed to help me
understand the draft Code Amendment.
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Q5 The information that was provided helped me form a view on the
proposal.
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Q6 I feel that the consultation genuinely sought my input.
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Q7 I think the draft Code Amendment has been explained clearly.
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Q8 I believe I was given adequate opportunity to provide my feedback.
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Q9 I understand how my views will be considered in the draft Code
Amendment process.
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Q10 I would like to provide the following feedback on how the consultation
process could be improved.
Answered: 3

Skipped: 2
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Q1

Owner/occupier of nearby land

I am interested in the draft Code Amendment for 1
Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton, as a
Q2

Walkerville Council

I found out about the draft Code Amendment through...
(pick all that apply)
Q3

the SA Planning Portal

I found out more information about the draft Code
Amendment via...(pick as many as apply)
Q4
I found it easy to obtain the information I needed to help me
understand the draft Code Amendment.

Q5
The information that was provided helped me form a view
on the proposal.

Q6

Agree,
Please let us know more about why you chose this
response.:
The usual development proposal is simply about the
landowner making $$ whereas there are many, many
concerns about his proposal.

Agree,
Please let us know more about why you chose this
response.:
It told us about the hideous proposal.

I feel that the consultation genuinely sought my input.

Disagree,
Please let us know more about why you chose this
response.:
The process listened but to no avail for us.

Q7

Agree

I think the draft Code Amendment has been explained
clearly.
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Q8

Agree,
Please let us know more about why you chose this
response.:
There was the opportunity to state views (eg 29 trees, what
is their fate?) but whether its deply considered is another
matter

I believe I was given adequate opportunity to provide my
feedback.

Q9
I understand how my views will be considered in the draft
Code Amendment process.

Disagree,
Please let us know more about why you chose this
response.:
Its an ambiguous question. Considered and ignored, my
guess.

Q10
I would like to provide the following feedback on how the consultation process could be improved.
It is OK. But whats the point when the end sought is always $$ firsdt.
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Q1

Other (please specify):
Resident of Walkerville not living adjacent to the site but
regularly using Walkerville Terrace in motor vehicle.

I am interested in the draft Code Amendment for 1
Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton, as a
Q2

'About Town' (Town of Walkerville newsletter)

I found out about the draft Code Amendment through...
(pick all that apply)
Q3

Email - Holmes Dyer engagement address

I found out more information about the draft Code
Amendment via...(pick as many as apply)
Q4
I found it easy to obtain the information I needed to help me
understand the draft Code Amendment.

Q5
The information that was provided helped me form a view
on the proposal.

Q6
I feel that the consultation genuinely sought my input.

Agree,
Please let us know more about why you chose this
response.:
By reading the proposed draft

Agree,
Please let us know more about why you chose this
response.:
practical inferences can be drawn from what the draft
proposes - regarding traffic congestion on Walkerville
Terrace and road safety compromised on North-East Road
by presence of a great number of new car-using residents
which would result if the development goes ahead at the
merging of these roads.

Neither agree nor disagree,
Please let us know more about why you chose this
response.:
Various vested interests are bound to lie behind these
consultations which are beyond my knowledge, and will
have influence regardless of mere local residents' concerns.
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Q7

Neither agree nor disagree

I think the draft Code Amendment has been explained
clearly.
Q8

Agree,
Please let us know more about why you chose this
response.:
This email is an example

I believe I was given adequate opportunity to provide my
feedback.

Q9
I understand how my views will be considered in the draft
Code Amendment process.

Q10

Agree,
Please let us know more about why you chose this
response.:
Because it says so.

Respondent skipped this question

I would like to provide the following feedback on how
the consultation process could be improved.
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#3
COMPLETE
Collector:
Started:
Last Modified:
Time Spent:
IP Address:

Web Link 1 (Web Link)
Sunday, December 19, 2021 12:34:54 PM
Sunday, December 19, 2021 12:43:35 PM
00:08:41
1.121.209.180
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Q1

Owner/occupier of nearby land

I am interested in the draft Code Amendment for 1
Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton, as a
Q2

a letter from Holmes Dyer

I found out about the draft Code Amendment through...
(pick all that apply)
Q3

a Community Drop In Session held by Holmes Dyer

I found out more information about the draft Code
Amendment via...(pick as many as apply)
Q4

Neither agree nor disagree

I found it easy to obtain the information I needed to help me
understand the draft Code Amendment.
Q5
The information that was provided helped me form a view
on the proposal.

Q6
I feel that the consultation genuinely sought my input.

Q7

Disagree,
Please let us know more about why you chose this
response.:
I can not see any solution to increased traffic congestion in
the propsal

Neither agree nor disagree,
Please let us know more about why you chose this
response.:
Yes a meeting was held, our concerns noted, but am
extremely dubious that this will influence the outcome

Neither agree nor disagree

I think the draft Code Amendment has been explained
clearly.

5 / 10

Community Consultation Feedback - draft Code Amendment - 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton

Q8

Agree,
Please let us know more about why you chose this
response.:
able to respond at the meeting and via this survey

I believe I was given adequate opportunity to provide my
feedback.

Q9
I understand how my views will be considered in the draft
Code Amendment process.

Neither agree nor disagree,
Please let us know more about why you chose this
response.:
i have no confidence that anything raised will influence the
outcome

Q10
I would like to provide the following feedback on how the consultation process could be improved.
The consultation process is fine but will it bear any weight in the final decision?

6 / 10

Community Consultation Feedback - draft Code Amendment - 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton

#4
COMPLETE
Collector:
Started:
Last Modified:
Time Spent:
IP Address:

Web Link 1 (Web Link)
Monday, December 20, 2021 7:11:56 PM
Monday, December 20, 2021 7:14:16 PM
00:02:20
1.124.107.108
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Q1

Property owner (not living near the site)

I am interested in the draft Code Amendment for 1
Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton, as a
Q2

a letter from Holmes Dyer

I found out about the draft Code Amendment through...
(pick all that apply)
Q3

the SA Planning Portal,

I found out more information about the draft Code
Amendment via...(pick as many as apply)

Walkerville Council

Q4

Strongly agree

I found it easy to obtain the information I needed to help me
understand the draft Code Amendment.
Q5
The information that was provided helped me form a view
on the proposal.

Q6

Agree,
Please let us know more about why you chose this
response.:
The proposal was clear to me but lacked a vision for the
site. Residents will feel more comfortable if they can see
what could be possible on the site, rather than dream up the
worst nightmare.

Strongly agree

I feel that the consultation genuinely sought my input.
Q7

Agree

I think the draft Code Amendment has been explained
clearly.
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Q8

Strongly agree

I believe I was given adequate opportunity to provide my
feedback.
Q9

Neither agree nor disagree

I understand how my views will be considered in the draft
Code Amendment process.
Q10

Respondent skipped this question

I would like to provide the following feedback on how
the consultation process could be improved.
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#5
COMPLETE
Collector:
Started:
Last Modified:
Time Spent:
IP Address:

Web Link 1 (Web Link)
Tuesday, December 21, 2021 3:37:52 PM
Tuesday, December 21, 2021 3:56:49 PM
00:18:57
118.210.88.152
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Q1

Owner/occupier of nearby land

I am interested in the draft Code Amendment for 1
Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton, as a
Q2

Other (please specify):

I found out about the draft Code Amendment through...
(pick all that apply)

Local Member of Parliament

Q3

the SA Planning Portal,

I found out more information about the draft Code
Amendment via...(pick as many as apply)

Walkerville Council,

Q4

Disagree,
Please let us know more about why you chose this
response.:
To Understand the Zone Amendment application and to deal
with the issues of significance to my submission it was
necessary to consider the Amendment application , the
Planning Code, the Metro Rim Plan, the Landscape Act and
the relevant regulation pertaining to those documents. I
needed to check these documents myself and not rely on
the information served up in the zone amendment
application

a Community Drop In Session held by Holmes Dyer

I found it easy to obtain the information I needed to help me
understand the draft Code Amendment.

Q5
The information that was provided helped me form a view
on the proposal.

Agree,
Please let us know more about why you chose this
response.:
it formed the basis of the application but required further
analysis
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Q6

Agree,
Please let us know more about why you chose this
response.:
The representatives were attentive but their ownership of
the zone amendment application meant that there was a
sense of fait accompli about the whole process.

I feel that the consultation genuinely sought my input.

Q7

Disagree

I think the draft Code Amendment has been explained
clearly.
Q8

Agree,
Please let us know more about why you chose this
response.:
I asked multiple question and made comments about
various topics without interruption

I believe I was given adequate opportunity to provide my
feedback.

Q9
I understand how my views will be considered in the draft
Code Amendment process.

Agree,
Please let us know more about why you chose this
response.:
the zone amendment application makes it perfectly clear
what the process will be

Q10
I would like to provide the following feedback on how the consultation process could be improved.
Nothing to add
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HOLMES DYER
Drop In Session 23 November 2021 1 Walkerville Terrace,
Gilberton (Buckingham Arms Hotel) Draft Code Amendment
Thank you for attending the Community Information Session on 23 November
2021. To assist us in determining whether the session was useful to you, we
would be grateful if you could take a couple of minutes to answer the following
questions.

* 1. I am interested in the draft Code Amendment as a...
Owner/occupier of nearby land

Business owner/operator near the site

Property owner (not living near the
site)

Employee who works near the site

Member of the public from outside the
area
Other (please specify)

* 2. I found out about the Community Information Session through...(pick all
that apply)
I

a letter from Holmes Dyer

I

the SA Planning Portal

I

signage on the land

I

7

a public notice in the on-line
Advertiser

7
7

a neighbour
Walkerville Council

Other (please specify)

1

* 3. The Community Information Session was held at a time and location that
suited me.
Strongly agree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly disagree

Neither agree nor disagree
Please let us know more about why you chose this response.

* 4. I was able to obtain the information I needed at the Community Information
Session.
Strongly agree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly disagree

Neither agree nor disagree
Please let us know more about why you chose this response.

* 5. The information that was provided helped me form a view on the draft Code
Amendment.
Strongly agree

f\,

\....'

Agree

Disagree
Strongly disagree

Neither agree nor disagree
Please let us know more about why you chose this response.

* 6. The engagement material has explained the proposed Code Amendment in
a way that I can understand.
Strongly agree

(\

\_ /

r"
'--

Agree

r,. Strongly disagree
\... ./

r-\

/

\...

Disagree

r '\ Neither agree nor disagree
'-- J

2

7. I have been provided with the details of who to contact if I require further
information.
Strongly agree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

8. I would like to provide the following additional feedback on the Community
Information Session.

HOLMES DYER
Drop In Session 23 November 2021 1 Walkerville Terrace,
Gilberton (Buckingham Arms Hotel) Draft Code Amendment
Thank you for taking the time to ﬁll out this survey!
The information you have provided will assist us in understanding what we did
well and what we can improve for next time.
If you require further information on this survey or the draft Code Amendment,
please contact Nitsan Taylor at Holmes Dyer on (08) 7231 1889 or
engagement@holmesdyer.com.au.
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Drop In Session 13 November 2021 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton (Buckingham Arms Hotel)
Draft Code Amendment

Q1 I am interested in the draft Code Amendment as a...
Answered: 2

Skipped: 0

Owner/occupier
of nearby land
Property owner
(not living...
Member of the
public from...
Business
owner/operat...
Employee who
works near t...
Other (please
specify)
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Owner/occupier of nearby land

100.00%

2

Property owner (not living near the site)

0.00%

0

Member of the public from outside the area

0.00%

0

Business owner/operator near the site

0.00%

0

Employee who works near the site

0.00%

0

Other (please specify)

0.00%

0

TOTAL
#

2
OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY)

DATE

There are no responses.
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Drop In Session 13 November 2021 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton (Buckingham Arms Hotel)
Draft Code Amendment

Q2 I found out about the Community Information Session through...(pick
all that apply)
Answered: 2

Skipped: 0

a letter from
Holmes Dyer
the SA
Planning Portal
signage on the
land
a public
notice in th...
a neighbour
Walkerville
Council
Other (please
specify)
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

a letter from Holmes Dyer

0.00%

0

the SA Planning Portal

0.00%

0

signage on the land

50.00%

1

a public notice in the on-line Advertiser

0.00%

0

a neighbour

0.00%

0

Walkerville Council

100.00%

2

Other (please specify)

0.00%

0

Total Respondents: 2
#

OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY)

DATE

There are no responses.
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Drop In Session 13 November 2021 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton (Buckingham Arms Hotel)
Draft Code Amendment

Q3 The Community Information Session was held at a time and location
that suited me.
Answered: 2

Skipped: 0

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree
nor disagree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Strongly agree

50.00%

1

Agree

50.00%

1

Neither agree nor disagree

0.00%

0

Disagree

0.00%

0

Strongly disagree

0.00%

0

TOTAL
#

2
PLEASE LET US KNOW MORE ABOUT WHY YOU CHOSE THIS RESPONSE.
There are no responses.
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DATE

Drop In Session 13 November 2021 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton (Buckingham Arms Hotel)
Draft Code Amendment

Q4 I was able to obtain the information I needed at the Community
Information Session.
Answered: 2

Skipped: 0

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree
nor disagree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Strongly agree

0.00%

0

Agree

0.00%

0

Neither agree nor disagree

100.00%

2

Disagree

0.00%

0

Strongly disagree

0.00%

0

TOTAL

2

#

PLEASE LET US KNOW MORE ABOUT WHY YOU CHOSE THIS RESPONSE.

DATE

1

The team is "advisory". It is unclear how (if at all) points of view expreeded there affect final
outcome.

11/16/2021 10:37 AM

2

Not enough definite information available to make a decision

11/15/2021 9:41 PM
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Drop In Session 13 November 2021 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton (Buckingham Arms Hotel)
Draft Code Amendment

Q5 The information that was provided helped me form a view on the
draft Code Amendment.
Answered: 2

Skipped: 0

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree
nor disagree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Strongly agree

0.00%

0

Agree

50.00%

1

Neither agree nor disagree

50.00%

1

Disagree

0.00%

0

Strongly disagree

0.00%

0

TOTAL
#

2
PLEASE LET US KNOW MORE ABOUT WHY YOU CHOSE THIS RESPONSE.
There are no responses.
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DATE

Drop In Session 13 November 2021 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton (Buckingham Arms Hotel)
Draft Code Amendment

Q6 The engagement material has explained the proposed Code
Amendment in a way that I can understand.
Answered: 2

Skipped: 0

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree
nor disagree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Strongly agree

0.00%

0

Agree

100.00%

2

Neither agree nor disagree

0.00%

0

Disagree

0.00%

0

Strongly disagree

0.00%

0

TOTAL

2
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Draft Code Amendment

Q7 I have been provided with the details of who to contact if I require
further information.
Answered: 2

Skipped: 0

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree
nor disagree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Strongly agree

0.00%

0

Agree

100.00%

2

Neither agree nor disagree

0.00%

0

Disagree

0.00%

0

Strongly disagree

0.00%

0

TOTAL

2
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Drop In Session 13 November 2021 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton (Buckingham Arms Hotel)
Draft Code Amendment

Q8 I would like to provide the following additional feedback on the
Community Information Session.
Answered: 1

Skipped: 1

#

RESPONSES

DATE

1

Not your fault, but remarkably few people bothered to turn up. "Them", I suspect, not "you".
But I repeat simple $$$ is out of date. The aims are out of date thinking. The primary aim
should be to create something (?) beautiful. Money follows - just a bit more slowly.

11/16/2021 10:37 AM
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Drop In Session 13 November 2021 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton (Buckingham Arms Hotel)
Draft Code Amendment

#1
COMPLETE
Collector:
Started:
Last Modified:
Time Spent:
IP Address:

Web Link 1 (Web Link)
Monday, November 15, 2021 9:37:42 PM
Monday, November 15, 2021 9:40:50 PM
00:03:07
203.221.53.8

Page 1
Q1

Owner/occupier of nearby land

I am interested in the draft Code Amendment as a...
Q2

signage on the land,

I found out about the Community Information Session
through...(pick all that apply)

Walkerville Council

Q3

Agree

The Community Information Session was held at a time
and location that suited me.
Q4
I was able to obtain the information I needed at the
Community Information Session.

Neither agree nor disagree,
Please let us know more about why you chose this
response.:
Not enough definite information available to make a
decision

Q5

Neither agree nor disagree

The information that was provided helped me form a
view on the draft Code Amendment.
Q6

Agree

The engagement material has explained the proposed
Code Amendment in a way that I can understand.
Q7

Agree

I have been provided with the details of who to contact if I
require further information.
Q8

Respondent skipped this question

I would like to provide the following additional feedback
on the Community Information Session.
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Drop In Session 13 November 2021 1 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton (Buckingham Arms Hotel)
Draft Code Amendment

#2
COMPLETE
Collector:
Started:
Last Modified:
Time Spent:
IP Address:

Web Link 1 (Web Link)
Tuesday, November 16, 2021 10:31:50 AM
Tuesday, November 16, 2021 10:37:26 AM
00:05:35
101.173.41.76

Page 1
Q1

Owner/occupier of nearby land

I am interested in the draft Code Amendment as a...
Q2

Walkerville Council

I found out about the Community Information Session
through...(pick all that apply)
Q3

Strongly agree

The Community Information Session was held at a time
and location that suited me.
Q4
I was able to obtain the information I needed at the
Community Information Session.

Neither agree nor disagree,
Please let us know more about why you chose this
response.:
The team is "advisory". It is unclear how (if at all) points
of view expreeded there affect final outcome.

Q5

Agree

The information that was provided helped me form a
view on the draft Code Amendment.
Q6

Agree

The engagement material has explained the proposed
Code Amendment in a way that I can understand.
Q7

Agree

I have been provided with the details of who to contact if I
require further information.
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Q8
I would like to provide the following additional feedback on the Community Information Session.
Not your fault, but remarkably few people bothered to turn up. "Them", I suspect, not "you".
But I repeat simple $$$ is out of date. The aims are out of date thinking.
The primary aim should be to create something (?) beautiful. Money follows - just a bit more slowly.
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Attachment 6 – Project Lead Evaluation
The engagement was evaluated by Nitsan Taylor, Principal, Holmes Dyer, Pty Ltd

Evaluation statement

Response options

Engaged when there was opportunity
1 Engagement occurred early enough for
for minor edits to final draft
feedback to genuinely influence the planning
policy, strategy or scheme (Principle 1)

Comment:
As a proponent-led Code Amendment, the scope of influence was limited to
consultation, whereby the community, Council and key stakeholders were provided
the opportunity to learn more about the Code Amendment, how it will affect them,
and provide feedback on the proposed re-zoning.

It is considered that the engagement occurred at the appropriate stage of the Code
Amendment process and allowed sufficient time and opportunity for feedback to be
provided and considered.
It is considered that the engagement complies with Principle 1 of the Community
Engagement Charter.
2 Engagement contributed to the substance
of the Code Amendment (Principle 1)

In a minor way

Comment:
As a proponent-led Code Amendment, the substance of the Code Amendment had
largely been determined following extensive investigations by the Designated Entity.
The scope of influence was therefore limited to consultation on the proposed Code
Amendment, with the view to any feedback provided offering opportunities for minor
amendments to be made where appropriate.

The draft Code Amendment was clear about which areas feedback from the
community could influence.
It is considered that the engagement complies with Principle 1 of the Community
Engagement Charter.
3 The engagement reached those identified as Representatives from most community
groups participated in the engagement
the community of interest (Principle 2)
Comment:
The Engagement Plan sought to engage the owners and occupiers of adjacent land (as
the community directly impacted) and the wider community (as the community
generally impacted).
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Evaluation statement

Response options

Of the 23 people who attended the community drop-in sessions, 13 were adjacent
landowners/occupiers who had been directly notified of the proposal and 10 were from
the wider area. Of the 10 submissions received from the community, 3 were from
people identified as directly impacted by the proposal, and 7 were from people
considered to be more generally impacted.

It is considered that while overall numbers were lower than anticipated, the
engagement successfully reached the intended community groups and therefore
complied with Principle 2 of the Community Engagement Charter.
It is of note the MP for Adelaide (Ms Rachel Sanderson) initiated a separate
consultation process that was unrelated to the formal engagement. Ms Sanderson’s
correspondence to constituents of the Adelaide Electorate (copies provided) advised
that they could provide their comments to her and she would lodge a joint submission
on their behalf, however she also indicated that formal submissions on the proposal
would need to be lodged through the SA Planning Portal.
Given the discrepancy between the number of comments received by Ms Sanderson
(copies of which were attached to her submission) and the number of formal
submissions received through the portal, it is clear that most people who contacted Ms
Sanderson’s office decided not to lodge a formal submission.
As Ms Sanderson’s submission does not provide any identifying information for the
members of the community who commented on the proposal through her office, it is
not possible to evaluate what their interest is in the proposed Code Amendment, what
information they were provided on the proposed Code Amendment, or whether they
also attended one of the community drop-in sessions.
What can be determined is that the formal engagement process undertaken by the
Designated Entity together with Ms Sanderson’s own consultation provided the
community with sufficient opportunity to participate in the engagement.
4 Engagement included the provision of
feedback to community about outcomes of
their participation

Formally (report or public forum)
Informally (closing summaries)

Comment:
A post-engagement letter was sent to all members of the community who had been
involved in the engagement. The letter provided a summary of the submissions
received (‘What We Have Heard’) and an outline of the next steps in the Code
Amendment process. The letter advised that the formal Engagement Report prepared
in accordance with section 73 of the Act would be made publicly available and that a

Page |4

Evaluation statement

Response options

follow up letter would be sent to all those involved in the engagement to advise them
of the outcome of the Code Amendment.

It is considered that the ‘closing the loop’ strategies undertaken as part of the
engagement were appropriate and comply with Principle 4 of the Community
Engagement Charter.
5 Engagement was reviewed throughout the
process and improvements put in place, or
recommended for future engagement
(Principle 5)

Reviewed and recommendations
made in a systematic way

Comment:
Engagement was reviewed throughout the process and improvements put in place as
needed. In particular, a review of the first community drop-in session was undertaken
to determine whether improvements could be made for the subsequent session. This
led to the second session running more smoothly as attendees were given a better idea
of how the session would be run and additional staff were in attendance to assist with
directing people into the room where the session was being held.

Importantly, these learnings have been documented to guide future engagement
activities.
It is considered that Principle 5 of the Community Engagement Charter has been met.
6 Identify key strength of the Charter and Guide
Comment:
The intention that the Charter provides greater flexibility in the engagement process is
welcomed, as this allows for engagement to be tailored to reflect the Code Amendment
and local community.

7 Identify key challenge of the charter and Guide
Comment:
While the charter and guide offer flexibility for the engagement process, the absence
of guidance around how to determine what is acceptable in terms of timeframes and
engagement activities resulted in some discomfort and angst, particularly for Council
who would have preferred a longer engagement period. It is recommended that this is
reviewed, and greater guidance provided on what minimum level of engagement is
acceptable relative to the scale of the Code Amendment.
It is also considered that further guidance is required regarding the extent of direct
notification required for a proposed Code Amendment. The Act refers to land that is
specifically impacted as compared to land generally impacted, however this is very
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Evaluation statement

Response options

subjective and is open to contest. It is suggested that the Department or the State
Planning Commission (SPC) provide greater clarify in this regard.

It is considered that the evaluation statements and response options are leading and
limiting and do not necessarily reflect the varying scopes of influence that can occur
within the Code Amendment process. The Engagement Plan provides the opportunity
to define the scopes of influence, however this scope is not reflected in the evaluation
statements.
Greater consideration needs to be given to how a flexible system can be appropriately
quantified and measured in the absence of minimum baselines being provided.
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