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16 December 2022 
 
To the Members of the Expert Panel  
 
w9Υ wŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎΣ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ LƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ !Ŏǘ όǘƘŜ !ŎǘύΣ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ 
ŀƴŘ 5ŜǎƛƎƴ /ƻŘŜ wŜŦƻǊƳ όǘƘŜ /ƻŘŜύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŜπǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴ {! ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΦ 
 
¢Ƙŀƴƪ ȅƻǳ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ !ƭƭƛŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ {ƻǳǘƘ 
!ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀ ό/!{!ύ ǘƻ ȅƻǳ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ {ǘŀǘŜ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ !ŎǘΣ /ƻŘŜ ŀƴŘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ  
 
/!{! ƛǎ ŀƴ ǳƳōǊŜƭƭŀ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ƻǾŜǊ ол ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ŦǊƻƳ 
!ŘŜƭŀƛŘŜ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ {ƻǳǘƘ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΦ ²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǊŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ƻǾŜǊ нрΣллл ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ 
!ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΦ ¢ƘŜ ŀƛƳ ƻŦ /!{! ƛǎ Ψ¢ƻ tǳǘ tŜƻǇƭŜ ōŀŎƪ ƛƴǘƻ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ {!ΩΦ  
{ƛƴŎŜ ƛǘǎ ƛƴŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ нлммΣ /!{! Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǊŜŦƻǊƳ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ 
ŀƴŘ Ƙŀǎ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘƭȅ ŜƴƎŀƎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ [ƻŎŀƭ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ 
ŀǎ ƛǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎ ǘƘŜ ŀƛƳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƛƴ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜΣ ƴŀƳŜƭȅ ǘƻ ΨǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅΣ ŎƭŀǊƛǘȅΣ 
ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴǘȅΣ ǘǊŀƴǎǇŀǊŜƴŎȅ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭΩΦ  
 
¢ƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ /!{! ŀǎ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ /ƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴ ŀǊŜ ŀǎ ŦƻƭƭƻǿǎΥ  

1. ¢ƻ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ŦƻǊ ŜǘƘƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀƴǎǇŀǊŜƴǘ ƎƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƎŜƴǳƛƴŜ 
ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΦ  

2. ¢ƻ ƭƻōōȅ ŦƻǊ ǊŜŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎΣ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ 
ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛǾŜ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΦ  

3. ¢ƻ ƭƻōōȅ ŦƻǊ ǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǊŜŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŜƴŦƻǊŎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ 
ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎΦ 

4. ¢ƻ ŀŎǘ ŀǎ ŀƴ ŀŘǾƻŎŀǘŜ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ 
!ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΦ 

 
1. Lb¢wh5¦/¢Lhb !b5 {¦aa!w¸ C995.!/Y 
 
hǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ Ǉŀǎǘ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ƳƻƴǘƘǎΣ ƻǳǊ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛǾŜΦ ²Ŝ 
ƘŀǾŜ ƘŜƭŘ ǎƛȄ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇǎ ǘƻ ƎŀǘƘŜǊ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪ ŦǊƻƳ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
!Ŏǘ ŀƴŘ /ƻŘŜΣ ŦƻŎǳǎƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ȅƻǳǊ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǇƻǎŜŘ ƛƴ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5ƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ tŀǇŜǊǎΦ 
hǳǊ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇƘƻǘƻƎǊŀǇƘǎ ŦƻǊ ƻǳǊ 
ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΦ 5ǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƛƳŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǊƪƭƻŀŘǎΣ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƛƴ 
ƻǳǊ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ōǳǘ Ŏŀƴ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƛŦ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘΦ 
 
hǳǊ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ƛǎ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ǘƻ ȅƻǳ ƛƴ ŦƻǳǊ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴǎΦ 

1. LƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪ 
2. hǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ 
3. CŜŜŘōŀŎƪ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ !Ŏǘ όǘƘŜ !Ŏǘύ 
4. CŜŜŘōŀŎƪ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 5ŜǎƛƎƴ /ƻŘŜ όǘƘŜ /ƻŘŜύ 
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5. CŜŜŘōŀŎƪ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴ {! ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŀƴŘ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊΦ 
6. /ƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ 

Many of our member groups have been involved in the many consultation processes developing 
the Code and providing critical feedback to the State Planning Commission on the initial version 
of the Code in December 2020. Several have presented further responses to the Legislative 
/ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ Parliamentary Environment Resources and Development (ERD) Committee Report in 
2021 on difficulties faced by residents in implementing the Code. We hope the Panel has 
received these reports from previous consultations. 

We hope that all submissions presented to you during this review will be made available online 
for the public to access. It is important that openness and transparency are maintained during 
and after this review as we believe the evidence presented to you will show, overwhelmingly 
that change is required, and it is required urgently. 

We believe the below submission from one of our new member groups, the Sellicks Woodlands 
and Wetlands Action Network (SWWAN) is integral in providing evidence and a compelling 
argument to underpin all of the planning and development strategies, priorities and plans being 
considered by the State Government.  

Without adequate protection of our biodiversity, open and green spaces we face a dire future 
for this generation, but also for the next generations. We have a clear responsibility to change 
the planning laws now to ensure our state is one which will thrive into the future, which will be 
a great place to live, work and play. 

SWWAN-PSIR 

Submission 1-Biodiversity Loss.pdf 

2. h±9w![[ /hb/9wb{ 

Many of our member groups, some of whom include expert planners and consultants, have 
read and tried to address the many pages of Discussion Paper but find it difficult to respond to 
all of the key issues. It is complex! We believe that as the authors of the Discussion Papers are 
likely the authors of the Code this is not conducive to best practice independent review 
principles. However, if the Panel prepared the Discussion Papers, we retract this comment! 

There is a strong feeling of disappointment, anger, resentment and fatigue due to the long 
journey this community association and its members have been on to try and change planning 
laws in South Australia for the betterment of the community. CASA was deeply involved with 
the previous reviews prior to the establishment of this Act and Code. Many of our 
recommendations were ignored. We now see the dreadful results in our suburbs and towns 
today.  

The sense of Ψthey wonΩt listen, theyΩve written their own review documentsΩ is difficult to argue 
against, however we remain positive as an association, that you will listen to our feedback this 
time and understand the terrible consequences of the current Act and Code. 
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Local Government and Community in Planning  

We are concerned that there is no heritage expert nor community representative on the SCAP. 
We are pleased to see the appointment of Ms Stephanie Johnston on the State Planning 
Commission. We also applaud the Chairperson, Mr Craig HoldenΩs recent announcements 
regarding heritage character which you have incorporated as the three prongs in your Review. 
We support implementation of all three prongs.  

We do not believe SCAP meetings should be held in camera, as this generates a further sense 
of subterfuge and lack of transparency for open and consultative decision making regarding 
important planning and development matters in this state.  

We are also concerned at the increased erosion of local government decision making since the 
Act was introduced. Local governmentsΩ 5evelopment Plans were documents that were firmly 
focused on the local area and addressed local community needs (to a certain degree). The new 
Act and Code being merged into one system, has reduced local government to a process 
medium only. Local government in put is reduced to a constrained tick boxing exercise. 
  
An example of how this has impacted Local Governments in particular is the Case Study from 
the City of Norwood, Payneham and St PeterΩs Council listed below, which is an extract from a 
motion to Council by Cr Kester Moorhouse. 

...The Planning Commission has become aware that nuanced planning policy has been lost in the transition 
from council Development Plans to the State Planning and Design Code. Χ the Commission is open to 
receiving submissions from councils on inserting nuanced planning policy provisions into the Code. This may 
mean the Council can add more locally specific design parameters, within a future sub-zone within the 
Established Neighbourhood zones.  

In the Planning and Design Code two-storey house extensions can be built up to 9m high, with current 
trends producing large flat roofed box structures, with dominant high walls, unsympathetic to the character 
of the local area and streetscape and impinging negatively on the amenity of neighbours (see photos 
below). Many residents have been telling me they have been appalled by recent two-storey box extensions 
in their community, which are highly exposed from a streetscape view and have a dominant visual impact 
on surrounding properties. This is especially true in historic areas such as College Park with its historic villas, 
spacious gardens and extensive building setbacks. These features were previously better protected by 
CƻǳƴŎƛƭϥǎ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜΣ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƴǳŀƴŎŜŘ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ōȅ ƻǳǊ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ tƭŀƴ 
provisions, which have been significantly reduced in the new Planning and Design Code.  

This motion will give staff an opportunity to investigate what may be achieved within this latest policy 
environment, Χ with options for policy change concerning two storey additions, including side setbacks, 
heights and wall length of extensions, materials, and impacts on adjacent neighbours. 

See photographic examples of these inappropriate developments on the following pages. 
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Council Assessment Panels (CAPS) and community input 
 
At present CAPS are made up of four people from the development industry and only one 
person from a local council. This is very unbalanced especially given the people from the 
development industry get their work from developers and builders. The make-up of CAPs 
needs to be amended to allow more community membership and local contribution and at 
the very least one more Elected Member to support the existing, and often, lone voice 
attempting to stop an undesirable development. Below is an example of the South East City 
Residents AssociationΩs (SECRA) ongoing and committed efforts to fight for the South East 
corner of Adelaide where the Act and Code do not support retention of heritage and 
community amenity. The composition of CAPS is the antithesis of a democratic process. 
 

South East City Residents Association (SECRA) is an organisation that provides the residents of the south-
east precinct of the City of Adelaide with a voice to achieve specific objectives related promoting interests 
of the residents, to preserve and enhance the inherent character and heritage of the neighbourhood, 
including the adjacent area of the Park Lands, and in particular, Victoria Park; to support the provision of 
local retail and service facilities whilst retaining the "village atmosphere" of Hutt Street.  

 

17 Hutt Street  SECRA was a 
representor and made 
a presentation at SCAP. 

Unprotected heritage house and contributory items.  

Loss of residential amenity 

Protect the demolition of buildings. 

200 East Terrace  SECRA was a 
representor and made 
a presentation at SCAP  

Catalyst site 

Loss of residential amenity  

Status of overlays ς mandatory or desirable.  

Third-party appeal rights in SCAP decision-making.  

5 Albert Lane  SECRA Letter of 
support  

Two presentations at 
CAP (under new and 
old acts)  

Certainty for residents and developers in applying the 
Code 

Loss of residential amenity  

Local traffic control 

Preservation of listed heritage buildings.  

Third-party appeal rights in CAP decision-making.  

193 Angus Street  CAP  

Letter of support 

Attended meeting. 

Lack of coordination between the decision-making of CAP 
and SCAP 

Loss of residential amenity ς car parking. 

134 Hutt Street  CAP Incomplete application  

Loss of residential amenity - noise 
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SECRA made 
representation. The 
matter not heard yet. 

Local traffic control 

  

Adelaide Park 
Lands  

  

SECRA submission to 
State Planning 
Commission 18 
December 2020.  

Support World Heritage Listing 

Growing importance with urban infill. 

Climate change and reforestation  

Mt Barker Council Assessment Panel (CAP) 

A Case Study to show how complex and difficult this process is for the community. 

An Executive member ƻŦ ǘƘŜ aƻǳƴǘ .ŀǊƪŜǊ ŀƴŘ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ wŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ όa.5w!ύ ǊŜŎŜƴǘƭȅ ŀǘǘŜƴŘŜŘ 
a Mt Barker Council Assessment Panel (CAP) meeting to give a verbal representation opposing a particular 
development applicationΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǇǊƻǾŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀƴ ΨŜȅŜ ƻǇŜƴƛƴƎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜnce. CƛǊǎǘƭȅΣ ƛǘΩǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƴƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ 
only a very few development applications come to CAP for approval. Most applications are automatically 
ŀǇǇǊƻǾŜŘ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŘŜŜƳŜŘ ŀǎ Ψ!ŎŎŜǇǘŜŘΩ ƻǊ ΨŘŜŜƳŜŘ-to-ǎŀǘƛǎŦȅ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ƳŜŜǘ ŀ 
set of criteria laid out in the Planning and Design Code (PDC).  

The application in question was the last of 5 on the agenda that day, which gave the member the 
opportunity to sit through all of them. In total the meeting went for just over 4 hours. The agenda and 
ǇŀǇŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ мрср ǇŀƎŜǎ ƭƻƴƎΦ tŀǇŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ о ΨŎƭŜŀǊ ŘŀȅǎΩ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎΦ Those who put 
in a submission for or against a development are called Representors. 

¢ƘŜ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀƎŜƴŘŀ ǇŀǇŜǊǎ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜ ŜƭǎŜΩǎ submissions including the 
Applicants response to those submissions. Verbal Representators are requested not to read out their 
written submission, thus it ƛǎ ŀƴ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ !ǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ƻǊ ƎƛǾŜ ƳƻǊŜ 
arguments to support a point of view. IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǘƛƳŜ ƻƴŜ ǎŜŜǎ ǘƘŜ !ǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ƛǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
agenda papers (3 days before the meeting). No doubt the Applicant had more than 3 days to prepare a 
response to the Representors. 

The Agenda includes the applicants detailed development application, including reports from consultants, 
engineers, numerous experts, discussions had with Council staff, etc. So, it is very detailed. The front page 
of each application summarises the proposed development including a recommendation. In all cases on this 
day the recommendation was to grant approval, some with conditions. This suggests the decision had 
already been made to favour the Applicants. 

wŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƻǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭƭƻǿŜŘ р ƳƛƴǳǘŜǎ ǘƻ Řƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǾŜǊōŀƭ ΨǇƛǘŎƘΩΦ The Applicant has the right to reply. The 
Representor has no further right to reply. The Panel asks questions of the Representors and/or Applicants. 
¢Ƙƛǎ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ƘŀǇǇŜƴΣ ǎƻ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ more opportunity for the Representor to make their case.  

Sometimes the Representors are immediate neighbours of the proposed development, or several 
individuals or groups representing the Community around which the development will occur, or in our case 
the Residents Association. Some Representors appoint a delegate to speak on their behalf. All of the 
presentations are respectful, passionate and openly concerned about the impact of the particular 
development on their patch and surrounds. Some are angry, upset, bewildered. All just try to present the 
facts, but the personal sometimes creeps in. This is hardly surprising given the changes being proposed 
literally on their doorstep which will impact on their daily lives. Keep in mind the Applicants and Panel 
ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ΨǊŜƳƻǾŜŘΩ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴƛƴƎ ƴŜȄǘ ŘƻƻǊ ǘƻ 
where they live. They remain, or appear, impartial. 

Nearly all the Representors question the Change in Land Use ς which would allow for the development to 
occur. Perceived impacts range from environmental, amenity, traffic, noise, etc. The Applicant can then 
respond. Often it is not the Applicant but their representative, sometimes a consultant, or a lawyer who 
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responds, and on this day not always respectful of the Representors views/opinions. Arguments are backed 
up by referencing data, evidence, the PDC, etc. 

¢ƘŜ tŀƴŜƭ ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘŦǳƭΣ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ŘƛǎǘŀƴǘΣ ōǳǘ ŀǊŜ ƻōǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ƎǳƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ΩōƭŀŎƪ 
ŀƴŘ ǿƘƛǘŜΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 5ŜǎƛƎƴ /ƻŘŜΦ ¢ƘŜre is no room for emotion or empathy, not outwardly 
anyway. There is a real hesitancy to reject an application. On this day, there was only one of the five 
applications that caused some concern and so the decision was made to defer approval in order to seek 
further information from the Applicant. We suppose the hesitancy to refuse applications is due to a fear of 
potential escalation to the state government, legal action and legal costs. 

It was somewhat deflating and depressing to witness one after the other of the applications approved, 
including the one the Association was opposing. !ƭƭ ǿŜǊŜ ŘŜŜƳŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ Ψƴƻǘ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎƭȅ ŀǘ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 
ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ t5/ΦΩ 9ŀŎƘ wŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƻǊ ƛǎ ŘŜƴƛŜŘ ŀƴȅ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ όƻǊ άƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ 
ƧǳǎǘƛŎŜέύ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ǉrocess. There are no wins or even compromises. 

There are a number of factors that favour Developers: 

¶ The PDC ς a long and complex document which favours development 

¶ Resources to appoint experts, collect evidence and build detailed, data-driven applications to support 
their claims, experts to interpret the Planning and Design code; appoint Lawyers and Consultants to do 
the work for them 

¶ This is core business for many of them 

¢ƘŜ t5/ ƛǎ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ рллл ǇŀƎŜǎ ƭƻƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ƛƴ ƴƻ ǿŀȅ ŀƴ ΨŜŀǎȅ ǊŜŀŘΩΦ Iƻǿ Ŏŀƴ Ƴƻǎǘ ƭŀȅ people understand the 
intricacies of such a document and where there might be room for interpretation? General members of the 
ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ǘƻ Ŧŀƭƭ ōŀŎƪ ƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ΨƧǳǎǘΩ ƻǊŘƛƴŀǊȅ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ 
of the public.  They rely on individual and collective resources, mostly voluntary and with limited 
knowledge, to challenge these claims. Further, the Representors presentations will not be recorded in the 
minutes of this meeting so the community cannot read what was being argued. Representors invest time 
and energy, have little to no resources, but see no win or even compromise. They come away with the 
general sense that they are not being heard and that their concerns are not seriously been taken into 
account.  

It seems to us that if a development application ticks all the boxes of the PDC then it gets approved. The 
best that may happen is that some conditions are put on the development to satisfy a few concerns. Where 
is the personal impact taken into account? Where is the transparency and accountability to the 
Community? It would appear that the community are faced by overwhelming odds in this situation. This is 
indeed a sad indictment of the process when the planning process clearly favours developers at the 
expense of meaningful community consultation. Some might think the process (of consultation and 
ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴύ ƛǎ ŦŀǊŎƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǿƘȅ ōƻǘƘŜǊ ǿƘŜƴ ƛǘ ǎŜŜƳǎ ŀ ΨŘƻƴŜ ŘŜŀƭΩΦ .ǳǘ ƛŦ ǿŜ ƎƛǾŜ ǳǇ ǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ 
(and in most cases, developers) wins. 

Most people are not against development per se. It is an inevitable fact of our growing communities. 
However, what is frustrating and concerning is the fact that input from the community appears to 
effectively be disregarded in the process. On this occasion, CAP approved these development applications 
ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ Ψƴƻǘ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎƭȅ ŀǘ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 5ŜǎƛƎƴ /ƻŘŜΦΩ This 
being the case, what degree of variation or deviance should be acceptable and how should it be best 
decided? 

The State Planning and Design Code, under which these developments were approved, clearly favours 
Developers over the Community. This process shows that Community Consultation and input is not 
occurring in a meaningful way, and this must change through amendment to the PDC. 
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TƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎ ƭŀƛŘ ƻǳǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ 5ƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ tŀǇŜǊǎΦ ²Ŝ ǿƛƭƭ 
ƴƻǘ ǊŜǇŜŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƳŀƎŜǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ȅƻǳ ƻƴ aƻƴŘŀȅ ну 
bƻǾŜƳōŜǊ ōǳǘ ŀǘǘŀŎƘ ƛǘ ƘŜǊŜ ŦƻǊ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜΦ 

CASA Presentation to 

Expert Panel FINAL 28 Nov 2222.pdf 
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3. DISCUSSION PAPER #1 ς PLANNING, DEVELOPMENT AND INFRASTRUCTURE ACT 
(2016) REFORM OPTIONS  

 
t¦.[L/ bh¢LCL/!¢Lhb{ !b5 !tt9![{ 

мΦ ²Ƙŀǘ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ƴƻǘ ƴƻǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 

ƴƻǘƛŦƛŜŘΚ 

 

¢ƘŜ ǊŜŦƻǊƳǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƘŀǾŜ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ǊŜŘǳŎŜŘ ƴƻǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 

ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ CǳǊǘƘŜǊƳƻǊŜΣ ŀǎ ƴƻǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 5ƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ tŀǇŜǊ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ 

ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ƭŜǎǎ ƴƻǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀƴ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ Lƴ ƻǳǊ ǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ Řƻ 

ƴƻǘ ƛƴ ŀƴȅ ǿŀȅ ƳŜŜǘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎ ǘƻ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜȅ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ƳŀǘǘŜǊǎΦ 

 

/!{! ŀǇǇǊŜŎƛŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƴƻǘ ŀƭƭ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ƴƻǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǎƻƳŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ 

ŀƴŘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜΦ ! ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜπǎǘƻǊȅ ǊŜŀǊ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ Ƴŀȅ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ƴƻǘƛŦƛŜŘΦ  IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŀ 

ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǘǿƻπǎǘƻǊȅ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƴƻǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǊǎ ǿƘƻ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ 

ƻǾŜǊƭƻƻƪŜŘ ƻǊ ƻǾŜǊǎƘŀŘƻǿŜŘΦ ! ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ŘŜƳƻƭƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ŦƻǊƳǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

ǎǘǊŜŜǘǎŎŀǇŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ōǊƻŀŘƭȅ ƴƻǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƎƻŜǎ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŀŘƧƻƛƴƛƴƎ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊǎΦ   

 

aƻǊŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƴƻǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ 

ǿŜǊŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ŀǎ ƴƻƴŎƻƳǇƭȅƛƴƎΦ /!{! ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭƭ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ ŀŦŦŜŎǘƛƴƎ 

ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ǘǊŜŜǎ ōŜ ƴƻǘƛŦƛŜŘΦ 

 

²Ŝ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ƎǊƻǳǇǎκƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ 

ǳƴŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ƻƴ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƴƻǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ 

ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻ ǘƘƛǊŘπǇŀǊǘȅ ŀǇǇŜŀƭ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΦ 

 

This is an example of an application (amongst many) that we think should be notified (in 
Prospect Council) 
https://plan.sa.gov.au/development_application_register#view-22035099-DAP 
 

A few other examples (if you click on documents - the verification outcome advises the 
applicant that public notification is not required) 
 
https://plan.sa.gov.au/development_application_register#view-22026470-DAP 
 
https://plan.sa.gov.au/development_application_register#view-22038918-DAP 
 
https://plan.sa.gov.au/development_application_register#view-22031348-DAP 
 
https://plan.sa.gov.au/development_application_register#view-22029324-DAP 
 

!ǊƎǳŀōƭȅ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ōŜ ƴƻǘƛŦƛŜŘ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘƻ ŀŘƧƻƛƴƛƴƎ 
ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊǎ ōǳǘ ƳƻǊŜ ōǊƻŀŘƭȅ όǾƛŀ ǘƘŜ ǎƛƎƴ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŦǊƻƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅύΦ 
 

https://plan.sa.gov.au/development_application_register#view-22035099-DAP
https://plan.sa.gov.au/development_application_register#view-22026470-DAP
https://plan.sa.gov.au/development_application_register#view-22038918-DAP
https://plan.sa.gov.au/development_application_register#view-22031348-DAP
https://plan.sa.gov.au/development_application_register#view-22029324-DAP
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нΦ ²Ƙŀǘ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ƴƻǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ōŜ 

ƴƻǘƛŦƛŜŘΚ 

 

¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǘȅǇŜ ǘƘŀǘ /!{! ǘƘƛƴƪǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ƴƻǘƛŦƛŜŘΦ 

 

!ƴ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ŦǊƻƳ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎΣ ²ŜǎǘŜǊƴ !ŘŜƭŀƛŘŜ /ƻŀǎǘŀƭ wŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ !ǎǎƻŎ LƴŎ 

ό²!/w!ύ  

 

WACRA represents an area of land which has seen massive development ς the coastal strip. So many of these 

new dwellings use the whole plot for building, in the process knocking down large established trees. Height 

limits are stretched to the ultimate millimetre allowable with no ability for people living next to these large 

buildings to make input on the design. What is the definition of Ψsubstantial impacts on amenityΩ or significant 

variation from normal provisions in a zone? Obviously, the Act bends over backward to not be too prescriptive 

with its performance measures, but common sense or the Ψpub testΩ is seeing many new and proposed 

developments at scales which push well beyond acceptable boundaries. 

 

 

¢Ƙƛǎ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ŀǘ нм {ŜŀǾƛŜǿ wƻŀŘΣ CǳƭƭŀǊǘƻƴ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƭƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ƳŀŘŜΦ  

 

A new owner has demolished an architecturally attractive 1930s bungalow and completely flattened the 

block, removing all previous trees and shrubs to build a huge new home. Their design and plans abut right 

onto the neighbourΩǎ (No 19) boundary and in order to build this home, the builders have to work from the 

neighbourΩǎ ǎƛŘŜ όbƻ мфύ. This is simply wrong. The older houses on this street are now selling for $1.1 million 

(No 19 sold for this amount in July 2022). They are then being demolished, all vegetation and trees are 

removed to build massive new, 2 storey homes which are not in keeping with the streetscape.  

 

 

 

оΦ ²ƘŀǘΣ ƛŦ ŀƴȅΣ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘƛŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ȅƻǳ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ 

ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻŘŜΚ tƭŜŀǎŜ ŀŘǾƛǎŜ ǘƘŜ tŀƴŜƭ ƻŦ ȅƻǳǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ 

ǘƻ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜ Ƙƻǿ ȅƻǳ ǿŜǊŜ ŀŘǾŜǊǎŜƭȅ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘΦ 

 

¢ƘŜǊŜ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ Ƴŀƴȅ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ !ŘŜƭŀƛŘŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻǘ ōŜŜƴ ƴƻǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ǘƘŜ 

ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŦƻǊ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻƴ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ŘŜƳƻƭƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ 
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ǊŜƳƻǾŀƭ ƻŦ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ǘǊŜŜǎ ƻƴ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƭŀƴŘΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜǾŜǊǎŜ 

ǘƘŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŎŀƴƻǇȅ ŎƻǾŜǊ ŀƴŘ ƭƻǎǎ ƻŦ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ 

ŘŜǾƻƛŘ ƻŦ ŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜ ƎǊƻǳƴŘ ŦƻǊ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǘǊŜŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƭƻǿŜǊ ǎǘƻǊŜȅ ǾŜƎŜǘŀǘƛƻƴΦ 

¢ƘŜǎŜ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ǎǘǊŜŜǘǎŎŀǇŜ ŀƴŘ ǳǊōŀƴ ŀƳŜƴƛǘȅΦ  

 

{ƻǳǘƘ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀ ƛǎ ƭƻǎƛƴƎ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǳǊōŀƴ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ŀǘ ŀƴ ŀƭŀǊƳƛƴƎ ǊŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ 

ǎǘŜƳƳŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ǎǘǊƻƴƎŜǊ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ōǳǘ ŀƭǎƻ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǎƛƎƘǘ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ 

ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΦ tǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƻŦ wŜƴŜǿŀƭ {! όŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ 

ǎǳōŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ ŘŜǎƛƎƴύ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŀ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ǇǳōƭƛŎ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ 

ŎƭŜŀǊƛƴƎ ǘǊŜŜǎ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǊŜƭŜŀǎƛƴƎ ƭŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŎŀƭƭƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴǎ 

ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǇǊƻƳƛǎŜŘ ŀ ΨǘǊŀƴǎǇŀǊŜƴǘΩ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ 

ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƭŀŎƪǎ ŜƴŀōƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƛƴǇǳǘΦ   

 

пΦ ²ƘŀǘΣ ƛŦ ŀƴȅΣ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘƛŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ȅƻǳ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǘƘǿŀȅǎ ŦƻǊ ŀǇǇŜŀƭ 

ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻŘŜΚ tƭŜŀǎŜ ŀŘǾƛǎŜ ǘƘŜ tŀƴŜƭ ƻŦ ȅƻǳǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜ 

Ƙƻǿ ȅƻǳ ǿŜǊŜ ŀŘǾŜǊǎŜƭȅ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘΦ 

 

¢ƘƛǊŘ ǇŀǊǘȅ ŀǇǇŜŀƭ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ǊŜŘǳŎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ ! ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ 

ŀǎǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ 

ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǎƻ ǘƘƛǊŘπǇŀǊǘȅ ŀǇǇŜŀƭ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ŀǎ 

ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅΦ  IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ Ǉŀǎǘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ǎƘƻǿǎ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ 

ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ǎǘŀƎŜ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ǊŜŀƭ 

ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 5ŜǎƛƎƴ /ƻŘŜ ŀƴŘ ƭŀǘŜǊ 

ŀƳŜƴŘƳŜƴǘǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜǇƭƛŎŀǘŜǎ Ǉŀǎǘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŀƳŜƴŘƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǇƭŀƴǎΦ  

 

¢ƘƛǊŘ ǇŀǊǘȅ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ŜƴŀōƭŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŀŘŘ ƛƴǎƛƎƘǘ ŀǎ ǘƻ Ƙƻǿ ŀ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǿƛƭƭ 

ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ǘƘŜƳ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǘƻ ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛŎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ƳŀƪƛƴƎΦ /!{! ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘǎ 

ǘƘŀǘ ƳƻǊŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘ ǘƘƛǊŘ ǇŀǊǘȅ ŀǇǇŜŀƭ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ 

ŜȄŎŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƘŜƛƎƘǘ ƭƛƳƛǘǎ ŀƴŘκ ƻǊ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜ ŘŜƳƻƭƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ƛǘŜƳ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ǊŜƳƻǾŀƭ 

ƻŦ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ǘǊŜŜǎΦ Lƴ bƻǊǘƘ !ŘŜƭŀƛŘŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ǘƻ ōǳƛƭŘ ŀ Ƴǳƭǘƛ ǎǘƻǊŜȅ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ 

ŀƴŘ ŘŜƳƻƭƛǎƘ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ƛǘŜƳΦ Lǘ ǿŀǎ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŜŘ ƻƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊ ƭƻǿŜǊŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƘŜƛƎƘǘ ŦǊƻƳ 

ŦƛǾŜ ǎǘƻǊŜȅǎ ǘƻ ŦƻǳǊ ǎǘƻǊŜȅǎ ƛƴ ŀ ǘǿƻπǎǘƻǊȅ ȊƻƴŜΦ  !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƛƴ bƻǊǘƘ !ŘŜƭŀƛŘŜ ǿŀǎ ŀ 

ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ŦƻǊ ŀ ƴƛƴŜπǎǘƻǊȅ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀ ǎƛȄπǎǘƻǊŜȅ ȊƻƴŜΦ tǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ƛŦ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ Ǉƭƻǘ Ǌŀǘƛƻ ƻǊ 

ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƘŜƛƎƘǘ όŜƛǘƘŜǊκƻǊύΣ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŎƭŀǎǎŜŘ ŀǎ /ŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ о 

ƴƻƴŎƻƳǇƭȅƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƛǊŘ ǇŀǊǘȅ ŀǇǇŜŀƭ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΦ 

 

wŜƳƻǾŀƭ ƻŦ Ƴƻǎǘ ǘƘƛǊŘπǇŀǊǘȅ ŀǇǇŜŀƭ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǎǳŎƘ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ Ƙŀǎ 

ƳŜŀƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ Ǉǳǘ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇǳǎƘ ǘƘŜ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ 

ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΦ {ŜǾŜƴ ǎǘƻǊȅ ƭƛƳƛǘǎ ŦƻǊ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎ ƻƴ ¦ƴƭŜȅ wƻŀŘ ƘŀǾŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ōŜŎƻƳŜ 

ƴƛƴŜ ǎǘƻǊŜȅǎΦ Lƴ ƻǳǊ ǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎΦ ²Ŝ 

ŀƭǎƻ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŦƻǊƳŜǊ ƴƻƴπŎƻƳǇƭȅƛƴƎ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ 

ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ /ƻŘŜ ŀǎ ŀƭƭ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘ ŀǇǇŜŀƭ 

ǊƛƎƘǘǎΦ hƴƭȅ ŀ ǾŜǊȅ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎ 
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ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘ ǎǳŎƘ ǘƘƛǊŘπǇŀǊǘȅ ŀǇǇŜŀƭ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΦ aƻǊŜƻǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǇŀǘƘǿŀȅ ŦƻǊ 

ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ƛǎ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀŘƧƻƛƴƛƴƎ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊǎ ƻƴƭȅΦ  

 

¢ƘŜ {Ŝŀǿŀƭƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ IƻƭŘŦŀǎǘ .ŀȅ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭ ŀǊŜŀ ƛǎ ŀƴ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ {/!t ǊŜŦǳǎŜŘ 

ǘƘŀǘ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘ ŀ мнπǎǘƻǊŜȅ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŜȄŎŜǎǎƛǾŜƭȅ ŜȄŎŜŜŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƘŜƛƎƘǘ ƻŦ р 

ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ȊƻƴŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀǊŜŀ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻŘŜΦ aŀƴȅ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ 

ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ƴŜǿ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ǿƛǘƘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ƳŀƧƻǊ 

ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻƴ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΦ !ƎŀƛƴΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ 

ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǿƛŘŜǊ ƴƻǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǊŘπǇŀǊǘȅ ŀǇǇŜŀƭΦ 

 

/!{! ōŜƭƛŜǾŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊǎ ǿƛǎƘ ǘƻ ǊŜǘŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ǉǳƻ ŀǎ ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƭŜƴƎǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ 

ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ŀŘǾŜǊǎŜƭȅ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦ ²Ŝ ŎƻƴǘŜƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ 

ŎƭŜŀǊ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ƎǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ ƻǊ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴǘȅ ŦƻǊ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ 

ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ /ƻŘŜ ŦƻǊ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊǎ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎΦ {ƻǳǘƘ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀ ŘƻŜǎ 

ƴƻǘ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǎƛŜǎǘ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇΦ  

 

²Ŝ ŦƛǊƳƭȅ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ {ƻǳǘƘ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀ ǿƛƭƭ ǎǘƛƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿŀƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ōǳƛƭŘ ŀ ƘƻǳǎŜΣ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ 

ŀ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎ ǎǘƛƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŎŎǳǊǊƛƴƎΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 

ōŜǘǘŜǊƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΣ ƴƻǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀ ŦŜǿ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊǎΦ DƻƻŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƻŎŎǳǊ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ 

!ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΣ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƘǳǊǊƛŜŘ ŦǊŜƴȊƛŜŘ ŘŜƳƻƭƛǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƳƻƴƻƭƛǘƘƛŎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎ ƛƴ 

ƛƴŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ 

ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŜ ŀǎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǇǊƻǳŘ ǘƻ ƭƛǾŜ ƛƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 

ǊƛƎƻǊƻǳǎ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƻŦ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ǘƻ ŀƭƭΣ ƴƻǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǳǎ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ 

ŀǇǇŜŀƭ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ƘƛƎƘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎΦ   

 

рΦ Lǎ ŀƴ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘΚ LŦ ǎƻΣ ǿƘŀǘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳ 

ōŜ όƛΦŜΦ ƳŜǊƛǘ ƻǊ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŘǊƛǾŜƴύ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ƛƴ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ 

ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ όƛΦŜΦ ŎƻǎǘύΚ 

 

¢ƘŜ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǘǊƛōǳƴŀƭ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇǳƭǎƻǊȅ ŎƻƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ 

ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΣ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ /ƻǳǊǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ 

ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ Ƙŀǎ ƭŜŘ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ŀƎǊŜŜƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀƳŜƴŘ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǇǊƻŎŜŜŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀ 

Ŧǳƭƭ ƻǊ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊ ƭŜŘ ŎƻǳǊǘ ƘŜŀǊƛƴƎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ Ƙŀǎ ŘƛǎǇƭŀȅŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǊŜŀ ŦƻǊ 

Ƴŀƴȅ ȅŜŀǊǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ƛǎ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘ ŀǇǇŜŀƭ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΦ aŜǊƛǘǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ǇŀƴŜƭǎ 

ŀǊŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳŀǘƛŎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƴŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƪŜ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ 

ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǊǳƭŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŀȅΣ ǿƘŜǊŜŀǎ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳǊǘ ƛǎ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ǘƻ 

ǊŜǎƻƭǾŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŘƛǎǇǳǘŜǎΦ 
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!ŎŎǊŜŘƛǘŜŘ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎ 

сΦ Lǎ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀƴ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƻƴƭȅ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜǊǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǘ 

ŀƴŘ ƻƴƭȅ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜǊǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǘΚ 

 

/!{! ōŜƭƛŜǾŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻƴƭȅ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛǎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŜ 

ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ  .ǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜǊǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƻƴƭȅ ŎƘŜŎƪ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ŘǊŀǿƛƴƎǎΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƳŀǘǘŜǊǎ 

ǊŜƭŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎǘƻǊƳ ǿŀǘŜǊΣ ōŀǘƘǊƻƻƳ ƧǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƳƻƪŜ ŘŜǘŜŎǘƻǊǎΦ  

 

/!{! ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ [ŜǾŜƭ н ŀŎŎǊŜŘƛǘŜŘ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀǇǇƻƛƴǘŜŘ ǘƻ 

ŀ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ !ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ tŀƴŜƭ ό/!tύΦ /ƻǳǊǎŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǘŀƪŜƴ ōȅ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ 

ǘƘŜ ȅŜŀǊ ǘƻ ŀŎŎǳƳǳƭŀǘŜ ǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ t5L Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ǘƻ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ŀŎŎǊŜŘƛǘŀǘƛƻƴΦ !ǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ 

ŜŀŎƘ ȅŜŀǊ ǘƻ ǊŜƴŜǿ ŦƻǊ ŀ ŦŜŜΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ōŀŘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ Lǘ ŘƻŜǎ ǇǊŜŎƭǳŘŜ ŀƴȅƻƴŜ ǿƘƻ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ 

Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎǊŜŘŜƴǘƛŀƭǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊ ŀǘǘŜƴŘŀƴŎŜ ŀǘ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǎŜƳƛƴŀǊǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ƭŜƎŀƭ 

ǳǇŘŀǘŜǎ ƻƴ 9w5 ŀǇǇŜŀƭ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ǘƘƛƴƎΦ tǊƛǾŀǘŜ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜǊǎ 

ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀƴ ŀŎŎǊŜŘƛǘŜŘ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭΦ   

 

/!{! ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘǎ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛǎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜŘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ 

ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎΦ hŦ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǘŜƴŘŜƴŎȅ ŦƻǊ /!tǎ ƴƻǘ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǘŀƪŜ ŀ ŦƻǊƳŀƭ ƻƴπǎƛǘŜ ƛƴǎǇŜŎǘƛƻƴΣ 

ǿƛǘƘ ǎǘǊƛŎǘ ǊǳƭŜǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀǘǘŜƴŘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭ ǇƭŀƴƴŜǊ ǘƻ ƳŀƴŀƎŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŀƴ 

ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘ ƛŦ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǎǇŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ ŦƻǊƳŀƭ /!t ǎŜǎǎƛƻƴΦ !ǎ Ƴŀƴȅ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ 

ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ǿƻǊƪ ƛƴ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭǎ ƻǊ ŀǊŜ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ŎƻƴǎǳƭǘŀƴǘǎΣ ǘƘŜȅ Ƴŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ƻǊ ƴƻ 

ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ƭŀƴŘΦ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŜŘΣ /!t όŀƴŘ {/!tύ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ 

ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊƛǎŜ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ 

ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ƭŀƴŘΦ 

 

тΦ ²Ƙŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ƻƴƭȅ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜǊǎ ƛǎǎǳƛƴƎ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǘΚ 

 

Lǘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƛƳŜǎ ōǳǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ 

ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜǊǎ ŎƘŜŎƪ ǿƛǘƘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭ ǇƭŀƴƴŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳ ŀƭƭ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƎǊŀƴǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŎǊƻǎǎ 

ŎƘŜŎƪŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀƴȅ ǾŀǊƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ 

ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ǊŜǎŜǊǾŜŘ ƳŀǘǘŜǊǎΦ 

 

уΦ ²ƻǳƭŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ōŜ ŀƴȅ ŀŘǾŜǊǎŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ǘƻ .ǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ !ŎŎǊŜŘƛǘŜŘ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻ 

ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ǇŜǊƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǘΚ 

 

 aƻǊŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ς ǿƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǘƘŜ ŀŘǾŜǊǎŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ōŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ 

ŀǇǇǊƻǾŀƭǎΚ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ŎƭŜŀǊ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎ ς ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ 

ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜǎ ōǊƻŀŘŜǊ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀƳŜƴƛǘȅ ŜǘŎΦ ǿƘƛƭŜ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ 

ŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ./! ŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎΦ Lǘ ƛǎ 

ƴƻǘ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ŦƻǊ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ŀŎŎǊŜŘƛǘŜŘ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ǳƴƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŜȅ ŀƭǎƻ ƘŀǾŜ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ 

ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ 
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Lat!/¢ !{{9{{95 59±9[hta9b¢ 

фΦ ²Ƙŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƴ LƳǇŀŎǘ !ǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ 

ό5ŜŎƭŀǊŜŘύ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ōŜƛƴƎ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ŀ ǿƘƻƭŜπƻŦπDƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΚ 

 

Impact assessed developments are highly significant projects and an EIS is required. Whilst 
there is more scrutiny CASA strongly recommends a whole of Government approach to 
decision making to ensure a transparent and well considered decision.  We also believe that 
Local Government should be included in this decision-making process to provide a nuanced 
and local view on significant developments. There needs to be clear criteria for decision 
making and the reasons for a decision should be made public. 
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4. DISCUSSION PAPER #2 ï PLANNING AND DESIGN CODE REFORM OPTIONS 
 

 
QUESTIONS FOR CHARACTER AND HERITAGE POLICY 
1. In relation to prong two (2) pertaining to character area statements, in the current 
system, what is and is not working, and are there gaps and/or deficiencies? 
 
Character Area statements need to be substantially revised to include the carefully developed 
local policy previously considered under the old system. This detail is essential to educating 
the community about what is important locally.  
 
Character Areas per say, presently do not protect or maintain the character presently as they 
provide no demolition protection to the very historic buildings which constitute that 
character. The ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ψ/ƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ !ǊŜŀǎΩ ǿŀǎ ŀ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘ ƻŦ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ {! ŀǎ ŀ ǿŀȅ ƻŦ 
endeavoring to appease those seeking the maintenance of historic character through 
demolition controls with the desire of the new home building industry that sought to 
minimise demolition controls. hǎǘŜƴǎƛōƭȅ ŀƭƭ Ψ/ƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ !ǊŜŀǎΩ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ǘƻ IƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ 
!ǊŜŀ hǾŜǊƭŀȅǎ όŦƻǊƳŜǊƭȅ IƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ½ƻƴŜǎ I/½Ωǎύ ŀǎ /ƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ ½ƻƴŜΩǎ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ 
demolition controls are pointless. 
 
A new building can never replace the Character contribution of a historic property. 
hƴƭȅ ŀƴ ŀǳǘƘŜƴǘƛŎ ǊŜǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƘƻǳǎŜǎ Ŏŀƴ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ΨƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊΩ ȅŜǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǿƛŘŜƭȅ 
considered that replicating historic styles in place of the genuine article is not a desirable 
planning outcome. The term Character should be amended to Historic Character as that is 
what everybody, including the real estate industry, developers and public alike take it to be. 
It cannot be taken that one can maintain Historic Character without retaining the very 
buildings which constitute that character. 
 
Therefore, the elevation of existing Character Areas to Historic Overlay Areas is a logical and 
sensible move that will provide the necessary demolition control over the historic buildings 
that constitute the historic Character that is the intent of such zoning. 
 
Notwithstanding that Character areas should generally be replaced with Historic Areas or 
Overlays, the provisions are generally too vague, and lack the necessary prescription to ensure 
good and consistent planning outcomes. See below: 
 

DO 1 

Valued streetscape characteristics and development patterns are reinforced through 

contextually responsive development, design and adaptive reuse that responds to the 

attributes expressed in the Character Area Statement. 

 
 
 
Character Area statements that do not compel the retention of the historic character 
buildings are pointless. Stating that an area comprises various forms of historic housing stock 
whilst not requiring retention of same is meaningless. 
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There are various gaps and deficiencies in current Historic Area Statements, which are far too 
vague, and do not adequately enable refusal of inappropriate development to be upheld in 
the ERD Court. It is almost as though the current statements are designed to fail. Such that 
they sound like they achieve what the community seeks, yet in practice, deliver what the 
home building industry wants. 
 
The policy wording for Character Statements and other policy in the Code affecting heritage 
needs to be made clear and precise to reduce ambiguity. For example, in relation to ceiling 
heights in St Peters and College Park, in every new house, the ceiling height is 2 feet lower 
ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭ ŎŜƛƭƛƴƎ ƘŜƛƎƘǘΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ǇǊŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ǎŀȅ ΨǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǿŀƭƭ ƘŜƛƎƘǘǎΩ ōǳǘ 
this is akin to 2 feet lower. Eg Medallion Homes on Harrow Road, distinctly lower and this 
ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǇǊŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ΨŎŜƛƭƛƴƎ ƘŜƛƎƘǘΩ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ΨƎǳǘǘŜǊ ƘŜƛƎƘǘΩΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ 
Plan did discuss the eave and gutter. There used to be higher foundations and floor levels 
eventuating in higher ceiling heights. However, these new houses still look lower than the 
existing other character homes which impacts negatively on the streetscape.  
 
If garage dimensions can be, and are prescribed, why are ceiling heights not prescribed? We 
suspect because the new home building industry does not want this as it increases the costs 
of the buildings. Double side by side garaging is inappropriate in historic area overlays and 
should be located to the rear of driveways and not part of the street frontage. Second story 
additions should be at least 2 rooms or 8 metres behind the façade of the building. E.g. 
Building on corner of George St and Beulah Road, where the 2 story black box is one room 
back from the façade. This does not work. This must be dictated with specifics and not left to 
vague statements saying, Ψƛǘ ǎƘƻǳƭd maintain a single-story ŀǇǇŜŀǊŀƴŎŜΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ƭŜŦǘ ǘƻ ŀ 
planning official to gauge what they think this is in reality.  
 
Fence heights should be 1.2 to 1.5 maximum because they are 1.8 to 2m height front fences 
but these are too high. Eaves should be 300 mm or less. New homes have 900mm eave which 
is out of kilter with historic homes. Thus clear, precise and unambiguous prescriptive 
parameters such as this would make decision making easier for planners and ensure the right 
design features are matched to the existing street scape and character.  
 
A particularly important issue is the problems created by zone boundaries. For example, there 
are areas in Adelaide where one side street is protected, and on the other side of the street 
planning policy allows multi-story apartment buildings. Zone boundaries should follow rear 
boundaries, not the centre line of the street. Zone boundary should be at the rear of the 
property.  

 
For example, one of our member groups, Mile End ResidentsΩ DǊƻǳǇ has identified issues with 
the development on the corner of Ebor Ave and Norma Street at Mile End which should be 
historic conservation on both sides of the street.  See examples on the following pages. 
Further examples of Urban Corridor zoning issues can also be found at the end of this section. 
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Below are some examples of inappropriate developments in Goodwood, a distinctly historic 
suburb with narrow streets and beautiful cottages, bungalows, villas and the like. Slowly these 
are being demolished, as in Prospect, Unley, Hyde Park and other suburbs to make way for 
ugly cement boxes which do not match the existing streetscape at all. 
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Urban Corridor Zones, 6 Ebor Ave, Mile End 
 

 
Figure 1: 6 Ebor Avenue Eastern side. It can be argued that this property has already contributed to 
urban infill. It has been divided into flats, and the backyard (previously a tennis court with beautiful 
trees and shrubs) is now two well maintained and privately owned maisonettes.  
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Figure 2: Norma Street (southern). side of 6 Ebor Avenue. The driveway to the two-level carpark will be 
in a similar position to the current driveway. The maisonette to the west of the building will face a 5-
storey building of 17.97 metres right to its boundary. This is a narrow street, and delivery trucks for the 
nearby supermarket are CONSTANTLY damaging the curb and roundabout. A tree was destroyed by a 
truck where the yellow van is in this image.  

 
Figure 3: Illustration of proposed 25-unit apartment building for 6 Ebor Ave., which since this illustration was 
generated, has increased in height from 4 to 5 storeys and a basement carpark ς in effect now 6 levels. There are 
mature trees on the northern boundary ς one of which is regulated. Mature street trees will be removed for the 
development. 

Residential side streets are inappropriate locations for the urban corridor (UC) zone. The zone should end 
with the rear of properties facing main streets such as Henley Beach Road and include a buffer to the rear 
of the UC development as setbacks or landscaped areas for example. An example is 6 Ebor Avenue, which is 
located on the corner of Norma Street (a narrow street - parallel to Henley Beach Road) and Ebor Avenue 
Mile EndΦ bƻǊƳŀ ǎǘǊŜŜǘΩǎ ƴƻǊǘƘŜǊƴ ǎƛŘŜ ƛǎ ¦Ǌōŀƴ /ƻǊǊƛŘƻǊΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ǎƻǳǘƘŜǊƴ ǎƛŘŜ ƛǎ ŀƴ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ 
neighbourhood character area. 
 
Urban corridors (main street in this instance) are intended to increase density within (mostly) inner 
suburbs. Part of the rationale is the proximity to public transport. However, the appeal of public transport 
only works for those who work in the city and use public transport on weekdays during working hours. The 
transport is not as useful for late nights and weekends; therefore, most people are still likely to own a car 
and therefore need room for their cars and for that of visitors. Parking in Ebor Avenue and Norma Street is 
highly restricted, for good reason. In fact, parking is less restricted on HB Rd. 
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According to the requirements of the code, Ebor Avenue is the front of the building while Norma Street is 
the rear of the building and is treated accordingly according to the code, i.e. this is where waste disposal 
trucks will enter the carpark, and there is little room allocated for landscaping, although it should be argued 
that Norma Street should be more carefully considered, given that the southern side is established 
neighbourhood zone with character overlay. The Urban corridor should not finish in the middle of the 
residential side street (i.e. Norma Street). 
Currently 6 Ebor Avenue is large bungalow divided into 4 or 5 units. The rear yard was divided into 
maisonettes in about 1986. This property has already contributed to urban infill and increasing density.  
Issues of concern regarding urban corridors in a street such as Norma Street: 
 
While the need to increase urban density has merit, and the need to preserve biodiversity and agricultural 
land is crucial, urban corridors are an example of using a sledgehammer approach to fix a perceived 
problem. Developments such as 6 Ebor, are too big, too imposing, too dense, too tall, too bulky, and too 
incongruous with surrounding homes and the streetscape. Further issues are noted: 

¶ Inconsistency within the code. The area is zoned for four storeys yet 5 storeys have been approved. 
Two storeys or a maximum of three storeys would be more appropriate (see figures 8 and 9). 25 
dwellings housing potentially 46 to 104 people has been approved in addition to a bar or cafe with 
a basement and street level carpark for 36 vehicles. 

¶ Does anyone actually come to inspect a site when decisions are made in the planning and design 
stage? They should. The approved monolithic development is far too much of everything for the 
800 square meter block and is excessive. 

¶ Regarding PO 1.3 the ΨƎǊƻǳƴŘ ŦƭƻƻǊ ώǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜϐ ǘƻ ŀ ǎŀŦŜΣ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǾƛōǊŀƴǘ Ƴŀƛƴ ǎǘǊŜŜǘΩ 
and comprise mixed use. Norma Street and Ebor Avenue are not main streets, and it is unlikely that 
residents wish their streets to be an active, vibrant main street. Norma Street has a range of 
wonderful early 20th century homes (see figures 4 ς 7). It is reckless, wasteful and short-sighted to 
disregard their value. They reflect a range of housing styles from grand villas, and character 
maisonettes featuring leadlight windows and iron lacework. Ironically, the larger homes with their 
large gardens are more at risk of demolition than smaller homes. This is a terrible loss to the 
character and history of Mile End. A more nuanced and gradual approach to urban infill would be 
far more appropriate and more attractive for those who live in the new developments. i.e., less 
density, fewer storeys, much more room for landscaping and trees.  

¶ Higher density development zones should be targetedς taking advantage of vacant land, 
underutilized blocks ς there are plenty of examples of near vacant land on Henley Beach Road. 
Where development happens is based too much on profit motives rather than appealing yet 
practical considerations. City of West Torrens planners are of the view that eventually the northern 
side of Norma Street will be filled with apartment buildings. This is too much for one little street to 
bear. If all buildings fill their boundary the properties will be unpleasant to inhabit and there will be 
NO room for trees. This is a case of planners telling people what is best for them and overriding our 
concerns ς our love for our community and our pride in our homes and gardens.  

¶ Neighbouring gardens will suffer from too much shade and will suffer. 

¶ Developers are encouraged to design buildings that fill the entire block which contradicts the 
current concerns over {ƻǳǘƘ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ǊŀǇƛŘƭȅ ŘƛƳƛƴƛǎƘƛƴƎ tree canopy, in a time where there is 
going to be a parliamentary inquiry to examine how to protect and increase AdelaideΩǎ ǘǊŜŜ 
canopy, with a focus on urban infill developments. Urban corridor criteria are antiethical to urgent 
concerns surrounding urban heating, loss of canopy, biodiversity and amenity. The benefits of 
green spaces and shade are well known.  

¶ It is imperative that trees are retained, and more room is allocated to planting new trees and 
shrubs. Permeable soil is crucial to facilitate healthy soft landscaping and tree growth. Subsequent 
increases in biodiversity, the psychological benefits of tree and birdsong, cooler air, reduced air 
pollution, more carbon dioxide stored, cleaner stormwater, increased water filtration, flood 
prevention, lower energy costs, increased property value, more attractive streetscapes, improved 
privacy, more community connection, cooler streets and private spaces and improved thermal 
comfort (Adelaide Garden Guide, Green Adelaide, State Planning Commission SA, 2022) 

¶ There is a relatively large volume of pedestrian and motor traffic in Norma Street and Ebor Avenue, 
reversing from our driveways can be challenging. This has not been adequately considered. 
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Imagine 36 cars trying to leave с 9ōƻǊΩǎ car park at a similar time? Peak hour leaving for work 
times?  

¶ Narrow residential side streets are inappropriate places for urban corridors. Urban corridor zones 

are designed to create high density living, eliminate effective landscaping and make no serious 

provision for tree canopies or protection of nearby trees.  They destroy private open space.  

¶ Urban corridors need to be situated in proximity to public open space. Urban corridors have been 

imposed on residents. Urban corridors in their current form, and if they are allowed to continue in 

this way (e.g. if Norma Street becomes filled with 4-5 storey buildings on its northern side) will 

destroy the amenity and desirable qualities of our street and suburb like ours.  

¶  

¶  
¶ Figure 3: Norma Street Mile End - Urban Corridor zone- example of single fronted homes 
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Figure 4: Norma Street/Falcon Avenue Mile End ς Urban Corridor Zone. Grand villa. It can be seen here that 

two storey townhouses next door to this home, are the same height as the single storey home and are 
not incongruous in this location. 

 
 

 
Figure 6: Villa Norma Street Mile End corridor zone 

 

 
Figure 7: Desirable re-use of a former power substation, which is now housing. The height is not imposing. 
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Below is another example to highlight the destruction of heritage buildings. 
 

Observations of demolitions and removal of natural vegetation in Magill 

Information provided by a concerned citizen and creator of the Magill Heritage Walk 
 
The land where Magill (once known as Makgill) is situated, was bought from the Government by Robert 
Cock and William Ferguson in 1838. They subdivided 80 acres at the northern end of their farm, Makgill 
Estate, creating village allotments and farmlets fronting Magill Road. Magill was the first foothills village of 
Adelaide to be subdivided. Robert Cock was our Committee member, Carol BaileyΩs great, great grandfather 
and he named the estate for his Scottish sponsor. 
 
69 Penfold Road, Rosslyn Park 
 
The property at 69 Penfold Road, Rosslyn Park (unlisted) relates to the history of Penfold Wines. It is 
situated opposite the main entrance to Magill Estate. Land was sold off in stages within the last few years. It 
was purchased in 1904 by T H Penfold of Penfold Wines with some buildings later consolidated and 
ǊŜŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ŀ ƘƻǳǎŜ ŦƻǊ IȅƭŀƴŘΩǎ ǎƻƴ [ŜǎƭƛŜ IȅƭŀƴŘΣ ŀ Ƴŀƴŀger of Grange Vineyards. He lived there until 
his death in 1939. The buildings were sold in 2019, efficiently and swiftly dispersed with in 2022. Much 
rubble went to landfill. Recycling of discarded building materials is not encouraged. The block is to be 
subdivided apparently, according to the signs, into two deep blocks. 
 

 
 
Former Attached Shops and Residences, 550 Magill Road (bƻǘ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƻǿƴŜǊΩǎ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘ) 
 
The two-storey, federation-style, building opposite the Magill Shopping Centre, is situated within the newly 
revitalised Magill Village precinct. Its demolition is imminent. The Burnside Heritage Survey (1986) stated 
that this building possessed Heritage value as an important example of combined shops and residences 
from the early days of the twentieth century which provided specific services to local residents prior to the 
use of the motor car. The pair of attached shops is representative of commercial development in suburban 
areas such as Magill immediately before World War One. The masonry building is surrounded by a simple 
framed pediment (gable) clad in pressed sheet metal, including a moulded edge trim. The verandah, a 
simple structure retaining upper timber slat balustrading, typical of the Federation period, has been altered 
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but its pressed metal and cornice elements remain. The side walls have been rendered. This building was 
constructed in 1912-13 for A.G Martin, storekeeper. Occupiers of the shops over time have included 
fruiterers, confectioners, mixed business, lending library and beauty salon. More recently there was a cafe 
called Simpler Times and a florist, both now closed.   
 
 

 
The Old Police Station, 607 Magill Road, Magill Local Heritage Place  
 
Built in 1909 on the northern side of Magill, this red-brick office and residence was constructed to a 
standard design, with two cells and stables at the rear. It seems from a current application that the majority 
of the building will be demolished, leaving only the façade. Another item listed on the Historic Magill Walk 
will disappear.  
 
Heritage places are being dismantled and with it all the vegetation on the block is disappearing. Some 
properties included magnificent gardens. Heritage protection and monitored retention of vegetation on 
development sites is paramount.  Keeping heritage properties and listing more shows they are valued. 
History and Heritage are intertwined and relate to the past and our culture. We need to know what went 
before to understand where we are now and retain our heritage for the future. 
Reference: burnsidehistory.org.au/historical walks/ Magill. 
 

 
нΦ bƻǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ tŀƴŜƭΩǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊ ƻƴ ǇǊƻƴƎǎ ƻƴŜ όмύ ŀƴŘ ǘǿƻ 
όнύ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭΣ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ for 
enhancing character areas? 
 
CASA strongly supports the two proposals. Funding should be urgently provided to enable work 
to progress as quickly as possible on these measures. CASA would be interested as to what 
criteria or justifications will be used to determine which Character Areas will be elevated to 
Historic Areas. CASA is also interested in knowing details of the decision-making process around 
including additional material in Character Statements. 
 
CASA also recommends that a process be introduced to enable individual homeowners to apply 
for their property to be listed as a Representative Building. In Historic and Character Areas these 
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need to be identified, listed and mapped so that when they come up for sale, people know that 
they are buildings that are not allowed to be demolished. In one example, two families 
purchased properties at auction in the Norwood and Burnside Council areas and found out they 
could not demolish them after purchasing.  
 
In Prospect Council there are several beautiful streets in Medindie Gardens where a number of 
homes are not identified as Representative Buildings. There are homes in these streets which 
were clearly identified in the past as Contributory Items (the previous name for Representative 
Buildings), but their listing was not allowed by a previous Planning Minister. This was a similar 
fate for many other buildings recommended for listing at the same time.  It is imperative that 
appropriate buildings are clearly identified as Representative Buildings as soon as possible. 
 
The examples on the next pages are projects which our Vice President, Sandy Wilkinson, 
B.A(Planning)B.Arch.hons (Conservation) has completed for clients that illustrate how even the 
Ƴƻǎǘ ΨōŀǎǘŀǊŘƛǎŜŘΩ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎ Ŏŀƴ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎfully be restored and how 3-storey development 
behind retained and restored historic commercial/shop buildings along transport corridors can 
be viably achieved and accommodate growth as well as enhance the local area. 
 

 
Property in Norwood 
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209 Melbourne Street, North Adelaide: restoration and development transformation 
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 Page 28 of 82 

We also draw your attention to a submission by Sandy Wilkinson titled ΨEconomic Benefits of 
Contributory BuildingsΩ (2019) which includes specific and detailed information that will 
inform this review and supplement our submission. 
 

Economic Benefits of 

Contributory Buildings Sandy Wilkinson 2019.02.12.pdf 
 
3. What are your views on introducing a development assessment pathway to only 
allow for demolition of a building in a Character Area (and Historic Area) once a 
replacement building has been approved. 
 
Character Areas and Historic Areas are synonymous. Demolition should only be allowed where 
there is approval for a replacement development in any area. It could not be asserted that 
requiring approval for demolition across the state would result in any less building activity, as 
perhaps was the argument to remove demolition from the definition of development in the 
Planning Code. 
 
Whilst, as discussed above, the current ǇǊŜƳƛǎŜ ƻŦ Ψ/ƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ !ǊŜŀǎΩ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ 
that character can be maintained, whilst demolishing and replacing existing historic housing 
stock is, in my view, fundamentally flawed, this move is a positive one. 
 
However, a replacement building cannot match the character or historic value of the area, 
unless the building it replaces, is not one of the historic buildings, regardless of its 
compromised state or poor condition. Therefore, this can and should specifically apply to 
buildings that are later infill development within an historic character area. 
 
Demolition is not just problematic in historic areas or, currently zoned character areas. Vacant 
sites are typically an eye-sore and make any area, whether historic, character, or otherwise, 
appear abandoned. Cleared sites make any city or place look like it is going down the gurgler. 
 
Demolition Controls, whilst wanting to be dispensed with by those in the development sector, 
for the sake of convenience or side-stepping potential calls to retain unlisted historic 
buildings, serve an important function. 
 
Within the City of Adelaide there was a principle: Former P10, then P203 required that 
required that no building shall be demolished until Development Approval (i.e. Planning & 
Building Consent) for the replacement development is approved: 

 
PRINCIPLES OF DEVELOPMENT CONTROL  
203 The demolition of any building should not occur unless Development Approval for a replacement 
development has been granted. Exceptions may only be granted:  
(a) for documented reasons of public health or safety agreed by the planning authority or alternatively 
agreed by a statutory order; or  

(b) where located within the Park Lands Zone. 
 
This served the purpose on ensuring that sites were not prematurely demolished before the 
owner was at least able to secure planning approval for its replacement and be prepared to 
incur the cost of documentation and engineering for the replacement building.  
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Demolition Controls could ideally be extended beyond having all permissions in place to 
undertake the replacement development. Without the legal requirement to seek at least 
Building Rules Consent for demolition, Councils and Government have no metrics as to the 
number, or nature of building demolitions that are occurring in South Australia and the 
resultant landfill or lost embodied energy. 

 
4. What difficulties do you think this assessment pathway may pose? How could 
those difficulties be overcome. 
 
CASA recommends that this proposal goes further. Rebuilding does not retain character as it 
does little to prevent unnecessary demolition in the first place. The only advantage of the 
current proposal is that it prevents developers from purchasing and demolishing buildings and 
then leaving vacant blocks and unsightly weedy plots.  
 
More stringent demolition controls are needed.  One would have to seek approval for 
demolition as part of the DA for the replacement development. Staged Approvals whereby 
Demolition and site preparation is taken as the first Stage is also problematic. First stages 
must entail actual construction and expenditure on the replacement development, not just 
clearing the site. 
 
Policy objectives 7.1 a and b are the 2 provisos for demolition in historic area overlays. Part A 
is that the building has been so significantly altered that it cannot be restored consistent with 
its original appearance. Part B is that it is structurally beyond repair and unreasonable to 
restore. What is happening, One on Prospect came up and an application came up to 
demolish an 1890s symmetrical cottage in Prospect and the report said it was beyond repair. 
However, every time an engineering firm is engaged to say a house is beyond repair and 
almost invariably the council consultant engineer concurs, and the planners are left with the 
position that even their own engineers agree so the house has to be demolished.  
 
A very experienced architect who routinely deals with heritage matters has advised CASA that 
very few buildings are beyond restoration and repair. There are many examples of brutalized, 
Italianated and Grecian styled villas and rundown cottages and villas across Adelaide which 
have all been successfully restored back to their original appearance. They are proof that 
nothing is beyond restoration to its original appearance. Any Italianate house, based on the 
current demolition policy, can be demolished. One property in Maylands, which was 
neglected, where the engineers said it was beyond repair, has just been exploited by the 
developer and could be saved. Those provisions should be removed, or only used on a very 
rare occasion. These provisions must be strengthened to urgently save remaining heritage 
items from unnecessary demolition. 
 

Below is an example of an application to demolish a Contributory Item at 26 Mayfair Street, 
Maylands. This example was provided by Sandy Wilkinson, in his professional capacity as a 
Heritage Planner and Architect. 
 
It is fortunate that this part of Maylands is subject to a Historic Area Overlay with this villa being afforded 
protection by virtue being a Representative Item, and a charming one that bookends the northern end of 
Mayfair Street. I would have no objection to the post WWII house to its south or the 1950s cream brick 
house at 24 being demolished, but this 1880's sandstone villa is a crucially important Representative Item in 
this streetscape. 
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The whole point of having Heritage and Representative Items protected is to protect houses like this, that 
are run down and in need of extensive renovation and restoration. Fully renovated character homes 
generally sell for too much to be viable to demolish anyway, so it is only properties like this that these 
protections need to be effectively applied. 
 
Only the visible front sandstone and red brick quoin walls and perhaps one room depth of the exterior side 
walls and roof form need to be retained. 
 
The tmk engineering report suggests that the cost of underpinning would outweigh the cost of a new 
replacement dwelling and that therefore it is beyond reasonable repair. I come back to my point that it is 
only houses that are run down like this that generally are the subject of DAs to demolish them like this. 
 
There is a recent example at 98 Frederick Street, Maylands which was being similarly argued to be 
demolished, which the NPStP Council refused, and which was instead successfully renovated. 
 
We had a recent project in Eastwood, where the front wall of a pair of maisonette cottages was severely 
falling away, much worse that this example, due to a leaking downpipe saturating the soil in the front 
corner of the house, as is the case here. We had engineers look at it and had underpinning quoted. The 
underpinning of the front two rooms and passages including internal walls took about 20 underpins at 
$3500 per underpin. The quote came in a $60 odd K, which equates to less than $2K per square metre. (A 
new build with matching 3.67m (12 foot) ceiling height would be more than $3K per square metre.) 
Our experience was that after we fixed the storm water, the wall stabilised, without even needing to be 
under-set and we are instead having it pushed back to plumb for $20K. 
 
I would suggest the application be refused and the applicant asked to submit a DA to undertake partial 
demolition of the balance of the house behind the frontage and interior walls if they so wish. 
 
If an engineering report like this were used to justify the demolition of a typical rundown Representative 
Item like this, in need of extensive renovation, that the purpose of the Historic Area overlay would be 
fundamentally undermined and would in practice not be saving any of the buildings like this that might 
otherwise be demolished and only protect the ones that never would have been demolished anyway. 

 

 
26 Mayfair Street, Maylands ς 1880s villa proposed to be demolished. 
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Villa that was demolished. 

 
Replacement development, which whilst has correct form and ceiling height, does not compare with 
the real heritage building. 
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aŀǘŎƘƛƴƎ ƘƻǳǎŜ ƴŜȄǘ ŘƻƻǊ ǎƘƻǿƛƴƎ Ƙƻǿ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǊŜǎǘƻǊŜŘ ƛŦ ƛǘ ǿŜǊŜƴΩǘ ŘŜƳƻƭƛǎƘŜŘΦ 

 
98 Frederick Street, which was the subject of a similar DA attempt to demolish. 
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Under pinning plan from Eastwood project. 



 Page 34 of 82 

 
Accepted quote to fix the leaning wall without need for underpinning after stormwater issue fixed. 
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STATE HERITAGE MATTERS 
 
We strongly believe that State Heritage areas should never be destroyed and certainly not by 
the State Government. They are the very essence of our cultural and built heritage and were 
selected for State Heritage listing for very good reasons. See below our letter to the Premier 
in October, objecting to the unnecessary destruction of the State Heritage Listed Police 
Barracks, for the new WomenΩs and ChildrenΩs Hospital which can be built on another site and 
not on the Adelaide Parklands. We believe any further action on this site should be halted 
until your review findings are published and recommendations decided upon. Your 
recommendations must include something to stop this destruction from happening as it is the 
thin edge of the wedge for further Government led demolition. 
 
Premier and Deputy Premier 
 
It was with extreme disappointment that we heard of this ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ plans to build the new WomenΩs & 
/ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ IƻǎǇƛǘŀƭ (WCH) on the parklands site adjacent the new RAH, requiring the demolition of a State 
Heritage Listed building, the Police Barracks.  
 
We wish to present our strong opposition to this decision to destroy a State Heritage Listed Property. 
 
There are two key issues here: 

1. The principle of listing buildings to State Heritage level is undertaken for a very good reason - to save 
historic buildings and cultural sites for our present and future generations. Destroying the very thing the 
State Heritage listing aims to save, is in our view, myopic and does not provide any confidence in the 
future retention and management of our {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ valuable cultural and built heritage. In the Planning Act 
and Code we note that: 

State heritage place and area overlays: 

a. protects the over 2,300 individual state heritage places 

b. protects all 17 state heritage areas 

c. provides demolition control 

d. includes a referral to the Heritage Minister, who can direct decisions ς for example, a refusal to 
develop or demolish. 

Further specifics from the Code can be found at Appendix A. 
 
The public needs to have confidence in this system and process to ensure our future sites and cultural areas are 
not destroyed, despite the pressure of best intentions. If your government proceeds with this destruction, what 
is to stop you and other governments from future destruction of State Heritage Listed buildings and sites? Keith 
Conlon put it very well in the 7.30 Report interview. This destruction cannot be your legacy. 
 
2. There may be some good reasons to build this new, modern hospital on this site (and noting Prof Warren 
Jone's extensive expertise and knowledge in this area) to provide an improved health service for women and 
children across the state. However, there was no prior consultation to test this idea with the community. So once 
again, it's an 'Announce and Defend' strategy which is not ideal or sufficient for such a significant and important 
project.  
 
3.We appreciate the importance of a new and improved hospital providing services to women and children from 
across the State. However, we believe this hospital can be placed on one of several other sites, one of which has 
not been considered yet. Our planning experts inform us that the construction of the new WCH behind the 
Newmarket Hotel of 7600 sqm can be built to whatever height the hospital requires. We realise this will require 
some land acquisition, but it will retain the parklands as parklands and the Police Historic Barracks and museum 
in their current location. The other site that has not been explored as yet is the old Brewery site which we 
believe could be even better than the Newmarket site, if it includes its own intensive care floor/suite. 
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4.We believe there is already too much pressure on using the cityΩǎ ǇŀǊƪƭŀƴŘǎ ŦƻǊ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 
must not continue. You mention providing more parklands for community use should this building proceed, but 
the parklands are already for the people and need to be maintained as such forever.  

 

 
Appendix A: State Planning Act and Code 

PO 1.1 

The form of new buildings and structures that are visible from the public realm are consistent with the 
heritage values and characteristics of the State Heritage Area. 

Development is consistent with the prevailing building and ceiling heights in the State Heritage Area. 
 

Buildings and other features of identified heritage value within a State Heritage Area are not demolished, 
destroyed or removed in total or in part unless: 

1. the portion of any building or other feature is determined to not contribute to the heritage value of 
the State Heritage Area 
or 
 

2. the structural condition of the building represents an unacceptable risk to public or private safety 
and results from actions and unforeseen events beyond the control of the owner and is 
irredeemably beyond repair. 

 

PO 1.1 

The form of new buildings and structures maintains the heritage 
values of the State Heritage Place. 

DTS/DPF 1.1 

None are 
applicable. 

PO 1.2 

Massing, scale and siting of development maintains the heritage 
values of the State Heritage Place. 
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TREE POLICY 
 
NATIVE VEGETATION 
1. What are the issues being experienced in the interface between the removal of regulated 
trees and native vegetation? 

 
That the tree legislation is having no material effect in saving trees in a suburban context, 
where sites are typically completely cleared as a matter of course, and demolition contractors 
charge additional money to partially clear a block thus the incentive to clear the whole block is 
far greater. Trees and vegetation that have been developed over the past 7 ς 8 decades, often 
by new Australians are literally detonated to a vacant block. See the images for Holden Hill. This 
suburb is being progressively raised for new and better housing stock; however the expense is 
losing ALL of the vegetation and tree canopy build up over the previous decades. 
See our attached presentation for further details. 
 

An Example of native vegetation loss at Magill by concerned citizen Margaret Ide. 
Romalo House, 24 Romalo Avenue, Magill Local Heritage Place  
 
Romalo House, then named Home Park, dates from the late 1850s. It has had an interesting history with 
name changes.  Edmund Mazure, French vigneron and winemaker lived there. In the early 20th C and in the 
1920s he changed the name of the house from Home Park to La Perouse. This well-known property was 
once hidden behind a large, well-vegetated garden. It mostly consisted of naturally occurring Plains 
vegetation, encouraged particularly by Warren and Bunty Bonython, residents 1948- 2020. There were 
various species of gums, native pines and grasses. Introduced Hoop and Bunya pines were grown, with 
some seeds, it is believed, given to the Botanic Gardens. In 2020, while determining the best route for the 
Magill walk, some large-scale removal of natural vegetation was noticed on the Romalo House property. 
Residents were shocked and some complained to Burnside Council. Nothing could be done they were told.  
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Despite developers being told to pay for a tree, there is no enforcement for planting a tree or even paying 
$300 instead. Climate Change is a reality, and we need all the vegetation to help overcome this issue. There 
are no trees on the blocks created on the former Romalo House site. The removal of the vegetation has 
markedly changed the character of the site and adjoining streetscape. The disappearance of native animals 
and their habitat was a consequence. Romalo House stands sorrowfully to the south-east on the remaining 
section of the original property with gums sparsely dotted before it, some damaged by the clearance and 
no natural undergrowth now visible. To date eight houses have been constructed on the north and west of 
the former Romalo House property. There is room for more development there. The Local Heritage Place 
listing has been tarnished. 
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Almost complete loss of all native vegetation 

 
View of house with damaged gum on the right. 

 
 

 
 
New housing on the land, with good aspects facing north. 
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Romalo House Local heritage Place at the rear in relation to new development. 
Notice how the property has been left - dirt and sparse trees.  

 

 
 2 listed stone barns where some bottling is thought to have occurred in Mazure's time. These need to 
be saved. 
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2. Are there any other issues connecting native vegetation and planning policy? 
 
There are many issues. Sellicks Woodlands and Wetlands Action Network (SWWAN) advises:  
 
 

 

The environment is collapsing because of biodiversity loss and the effects of climate change are being 
brought home by the recent devastating floods and bushfires. Additionally, the need for housing is no 
longer, if it ever was, on the peri-urban fringe of Adelaide but in sustainable urban infill closer to the city 
centre with a priority on social housing. We cannot continue to use outdated plans that will put future 
communities at risk. As a significant measure against biodiversity loss in the Mount Lofty Ranges region, 
SWWAN proposes that the South Australian Government partner with community and stakeholders over 
the next decade to create the Willunga Basin Coast Conservation Park as part of a larger program over the 
next two decades to Rewild the Fleurieu and reverse the extinction crisis. We strongly urge the State 
Government to undertake this project for the benefit of all South Australians. 
 

 
 View from the Aldinga Beach dune lookout overlooking the Aldinga Scrub Conservation Park (M. Farrell). 
 
 

 
A number of issues particularly concern the Mt Barker & District ResidentsΩ Association 
(MBDRA), and these are outlined below and on the following pages: 

  
The continual, rapid loss of remnant trees and native vegetation across the district 
 

Most of the remnant native trees and vegetation under threat are adjacent existing road networks (road 
verges), scattered throughout farmland that has been rezoned for housing and on private property. 
 
As the Mt Barker district is generally former farmland, there is already very little remnant vegetation left, 
thus it is even more noticeable when such vegetation is removed. Generally, developers, except for a few, 
are not inclined to incorporate remnant vegetation into the design of new residential estates. They prefer a 
clear-fell site as it is easier to work with and allows them to build more houses, often very close together. 
They then pay into the offset scheme rather than plant replacement trees. This means that some 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎ ŜƴŘ ǳǇ ǿƛǘƘ ǾŜǊȅ ŦŜǿ ǘǊŜŜǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀŜǊƛŀƭ ǇƘƻǘƻǎ ǊŜǾŜŀƭƛƴƎ ŀ ƘƛƎƘ ƛƴǘŜƴǎƛǘȅ ΨǎŜŀ ƻŦ ǊƻƻŦǎΩ 
resulting in suburbs experiencing high temperatures.  
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Google Maps New development area 2022 

 

New housing development adjacent Wellington Road, Mt Barker, December 2022 
 

Many of the new houses are built on very small blocks and occupy most of the area, allowing for very little 
green space. There are associated issues related to increased temperature, storm water run-off and 
drainage. Very few houses are fitted with solar panels or rainwater tanks.  During site preparation topsoil is 
removed and sold to landscape companies leaving clay and concrete, resulting in a total loss of biodiversity. 
This is in direct contradiction of ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘ ŀǎǇƛǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ƻŦ άDǊŜŜƴ !ŘŜƭŀƛŘŜέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜ 
DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾƛƴƎ ΨōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΩ. 
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Existing farming land expected to be developed, Wellington Rd, Mt Barker, December 2022 

 
Former farming land, adjacent to the above farming land, Wellington Rd, Mt Barker, December 2022 

 
¢ƘŜ bŀǘƛǾŜ ±ŜƎŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ όb±/ύ Ƙŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŜŘ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ΨŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ 
ƻŦ ŎƭŜŀǊŀƴŎŜ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ aǘ .ŀǊƪŜǊΩ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǿŀȅ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ǊƻŀŘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ 
upgrades. Ironically, the NVC manages a fund tƻ ΨǊŜǎǘƻǊŜ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǿƻƻŘƭŀƴŘ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ƭƻǎǘ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ 
residential development and infrastructure upgrades. (Source: Adelaide Hills Herald, Friday November 11, 
нлннΣ ǇнύΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀōƭŜ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎΣ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ōŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ǾŜƎŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭƭȅ protected 
and does not resolve the issue of displaced wildlife because of vegetation lost. Nature corridors for wildlife 
are effectively lost. 
 

bŀǘƛǾŜ ǾŜƎŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ Ŏŀƴ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ƛƴŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ΨǎŀǇƭƛƴƎǎΩ when, they are already at their full height 
and width. Such misidentified trees may have a small circumference at maturity and would thus fall outside 
ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨǊŜƎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ǘǊŜŜΩΦ Further, smaller vegetation is often not valued, yet it is this vegetation 


