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1 Executive summary

The Future Living Code Amendment aims to introduce a new form of housing that allows more homes to be
built in established residential suburbs, without impacting the existing character, heritage and streetscapes. It
encourages existing houses to be retained, altered and extended to create ‘co-located housing’, rather than
be demolished and the site subdivided for multiple homes.

The Code Amendment aims to enhance housing diversity for South Australians and provide more affordable
housing options for different households, life stages and lifestyle choices.

The Future Living Code Amendment is being led by the State Planning Commission, with assistance provided
by the Project Working Group for the ‘Cohousing for Ageing Well Project’ and Alexandrina Council.

The University of South Australia (UniSA), City of Unley, Town of Walkerville, City of Campbelltown, City of
Burnside, City of Prospect and Alexandrina Council have worked in partnership with the Commission to
develop the draft Code Amendment, which applies to well-established neighbourhoods in these 6 council
areas. This draft Code Amendment would create a model that could be applied to other areas of the state in
the future.

These 6 councils committed to partnering with the Commission to plan and deliver community engagement for
this Code Amendment, focussing on engaging with their local communities.

Feedback was invited on the draft Future Living Code Amendment from 15 August 2024 to 7 November
2024.

Public engagement on the draft Code Amendment was delivered in accordance with the engagement plan,
developed in-line with the Community Engagement Charter. A humber of additional tactics were delivered as
part of the consultation in response to ongoing review of the process, particularly additional industry
presentations.

A total of 262 public submissions were were received from members of the community and community
groups, councils, industry bodies, state government agencies, non-government organisations, advocacy
organisations and infrastructure providers.

Feedback was received from five of the 6 partnering councils, noting the Town of Walkerville did not provide
a written submission on the draft Code Amendment.

The submissions provided varied overall levels of support for the draft Code Amendment with:
e 50% supportive
e 16% supportive with concerns
o 5% impartial or neutral
e  26% unsupportive.
The remaining submissions did not specify an overall view on the draft Code Amendment.
Many of the submissions in support of the draft Code Amendment noted:

e this is a visionary and sensible policy change that needs to be implemented immediately and applied
to more zones and council areas

e the co-located housing model is a good alternative to the knock-down-rebuild development that
typically happens in inner suburban areas and the standard large 3-4-bedroom houses, which no
longer meet the requirements of various demographics and household types


https://plan.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/1394494/Future-Living-Code-Amendment-Engagement-Plan.pdf
https://plan.sa.gov.au/our_planning_system/instruments/community_engagement_charter
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the proposed policy changes appropriately balance community needs and wishes, with sustainability,
affordability and environment in mind, while creating a housing option that is not currently available to
add to supply

the need to provide more diverse housing options, especially additional 1 and 2 bedroom dwellings,
housing that supports ageing in place and intergenerational living, which will also help keep inner city
suburbs dense, vibrant and affordable

the concept of shared housing is critical for those in the community who require living options that will
lessen loneliness and benefit mental health

the emphasis on quality design and there being no hierarchy between the existing older dwelling and
any new dwelling(s) — but noting that a design guide will be beneficial to ensure the standard of
development envisaged becomes reality

the benefit of the co-located housing model in maintaining existing homes and streetscapes.

Some common concerns raised in submissions included:

potential impacts of increasing housing density on local traffic, on-street car parking and local service
infrastructure

concern community title governance arrangements may not effectively manage co-located housing
and ensure the development’s original objectives are maintained into the future

perceived reduction in overall green space in suburban areas as backyards are developed with co-
located housing

lack of visual privacy for those living within and adjacent to co-located housing
the cost of financing co-located housing, which may limit its appeal and viability

caution that co-located housing may be designed to a low standard which does not reflect the images
provided during consultation

requests for co-located housing to be facilitated in areas beyond the 6 participating councils.

Some common misunderstandings were also raised in submissions, including:

perception that co-located housing is replacing other alternative forms of housing, such as ancillary
accommodation (granny flats), however co-located housing will simply provide an additional optional
development opportunity for appropriate sites

concern that co-located housing policy will supercede or override any heritage or character
protections, however the new Co-located Housing Overlay will work in conjunction with the existing
character and heritage policies in relevant areas

there not being enough policy in the proposed Co-located Housing Overlay to address various matters
(e.g. building height, site coverage, setbacks), however the Overlay has been drafted to work in
conjunction with other policies already existing in the Code (e.g. zone, overlays, general development
policies) and does not duplicate policies found elsewhere.

The engagement evaluation survey, sent to all engagement participants, demonstrated community felt they
were able to access the information they needed to take an informed view and understood why they were
asked for their feedback and how it would be considered. However, the responses indicated community was
not confident that their feedback would influence the final decision.
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Amendments to the draft Code Amendment are proposed following the consultation, with key changes
including:

Proposed ‘co-located housing’ land use definition

o Provide further clarification in the definition about the timing of when the community title allotment is to be
created, that all established dwellings on the site must be retained, that a scheme description is required
for all co-located housing, and that the optional features for co-located housing are not limited to those
outlined in the definition.

Land division pattern

o Remove policy from the Co-located Housing Overlay about retaining historical land division pattern,
noting that co-located housing by its nature will not necessarily maintain the historical pattern of
subdivision but is a form of development which can be appropriate in Character/Historic Areas given the
built form controls and design quality sought through the Co-located Housing Overlay.

Alterations / additions to established dwelling(s)

¢ Include new policy in the Co-located Housing Overlay to clarify that established dwelling(s) are retained
to accommodate additional co-located dwellings, and can be sensitively altered, extended and/or partially
demolished.

Internal fencing

¢ Include new policy in the Co-located Housing Overlay to ensure internal fencing within a co-located
housing development is limited in height and visually permeable to maintain visibility, outlook and passive
surveillance of common areas.

Communal open space

e Amend communal space policy in the Co-located Housing Overlay to seek a minimum of 24m? of
communal open space per dwelling for shared use by all occupants (increased from 16m? in the
consultation draft), with 80% (instead of 80m?) of the total communal open space provided in a single
consolidated area for access by all dwellings, with a minimum dimension of 5 metres (increased from 2
metres).

Pedestrian Access

e Add to policy in the Co-located Housing Overlay to clarify the features of safe and convenient pedestrian
access from the street, including appropriate lighting and separation from private areas.

¢ Insert new policy in the Co-located Housing Overlay seeking safe and convenient access throughout the
site by avoiding steps in pathways, parking areas and common areas where practicable.

Car parking (on-street and off-street parking provision)

e Amend policy in the Co-located Housing Overlay to clarify that car parking must be in a shared
arrangement, with car parks accessible to occupants and visitors at all times (e.g. entry not restricted by
roller doors etc.)

e Increase car parking to 2 off-street car parking spaces for co-located housing comprising 3+ bedrooms,
and update policy to require all car parking for co-located housing to be located in a shared car parking
area/arrangement.

While not forming part of this Code Amendment, it is proposed to prescribe under section 119(1) of the
Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016, through amendments to Schedule 8 of the Planning,
Development and Infrastructure (General) Regulations 2017, that an application for co-located housing must
be accompanied by a scheme description in accordance with the Community Titles Act 1996. Practice
Direction 12 (Conditions) is also proposed to be updated to set out a condition that co-located housing be
undertaken in accordance with the approved scheme description for the site.
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2 Purpose

This report has been prepared by the State Planning Commission (the Commission), the Designated Entity,
under section 73(7) of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016 (PDI Act), for consideration by
the Minister for Planning in deciding whether to adopt the Future Living Code Amendment.

The report details the engagement that has been undertaken, the outcomes of the engagement, including a
summary of feedback received, responses to the feedback and proposed changes to the draft Code
Amendment.

In addition, the report evaluates the effectiveness of the engagement and whether the principles of the
Community Engagement Charter have been achieved as well as outlines any changes to the engagement
plan during the process.

3 Introduction

The South Australian Government, together with local government, has a role in ensuring a diverse range of
housing types is provided in residential areas to give choice for different household types, life stages and
lifestyle choices. This objective is embedded in State Planning Policies and Regional Plans, including The
30-Year Plan for Greater Adelaide (2017 Update).

As a way to enhance housing diversity for South Australia’s ageing population and other demographic
groups, the State Planning Commission initiated the Future Living Code Amendment in accordance with
Section 73(2)(a) of the PDI Act.

The draft Future Living Code Amendment seeks to enable new forms of co-located housing development
that foster community without impacting on the existing character and streetscape of established suburbs.

The proposed co-located housing model seeks to deliver critical housing options for smaller household
types, responding to the ageing demographics of South Australia’s population. Co-located housing provides
not only solutions for ageing-in-place, but also multi-generational living and affordable housing options for all
demographic groups.

As a result of investigations, the draft Code Amendment proposed the following key changes, which were
subject to an engagement process:

e introducing a new Co-located Housing Overlay to spatially apply over the Established
Neighbourhood Zone in the 6 affected council areas

¢ introducing a dedicated ‘performance assessed’ pathway for co-located housing in the affected area.

¢ introducing a new ‘co-located housing’ land use definition to assist relevant planning authorities with
policy interpretation

e additions to general development policies to add car parking rates for co-located housing.

The draft Code Amendment was released for community engagement under the backdrop of a clear South
Australian Government position to deliver an appropriate supply of housing to meet current and emerging
demands through the Housing Roadmap released in June 2024.

The Future Living Code Amendment forms part of the Housing Roadmap by delivering a new form of shared
housing.

This Code Amendment complements the objectives of the Accommodation Diversity Code Amendment, which
is also part of the Housing Roadmap, and concluded community consultation on 27 February 2025.


https://www.dhud.sa.gov.au/housing-roadmap
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4 Background

Momentum for this Code Amendment stems from the outcomes of the ‘Planning for a New Retirement Future’
Symposium held in 2018 and the ‘Cohousing for Ageing Well Project’, which concluded in August 2020.

The ‘Cohousing for Ageing Well Project’ was a collaboration between UniSA, the Office for Ageing Well, the
State Planning Commission and the Eastern Region Alliance, which includes the City of Burnside, City of
Prospect, City of Unley, Campbelltown City Council and Town of Walkerville.

A key recommendation of the project was amending the Planning and Design Code to recognise cohousing
as a distinct development type. The Future Living Code Amendment does this by proposing to introduce a new
‘Co-located Housing Overlay’ into the Planning and Design Code.

The Future Living Code Amendment is being led by the State Planning Commission, with assistance provided
by the Project Working Group for the ‘Cohousing for Ageing Well Project’.

The five councils who participated in the ‘Cohousing for Ageing Well Project’, as well as Alexandrina Council,
committed to partnering with the Commission to plan and deliver community engagement for this Code
Amendment.

5 Engagement Approach

The process for amending the Planning and Design Code is set out in the PDI Act, and public engagement
was planned and delivered in accordance with the Community Engagement Charter.

The purpose of this engagement was to ensure that individuals, businesses, organisations and communities
interested in and/or affected by the draft Code Amendment were engaged in the process of preparing and
finalising the Code Amendment.

Engagement on the draft Code Amendment sought to:

e raise awareness that a Code Amendment was being prepared

e provide information about what was proposed by the Code Amendment, including the location of
where the proposed changes will apply

e provide the opportunity for key stakeholders to identify issues and opportunities early, so that they
could be considered in preparing the draft Code Amendment

e enable stakeholders and the community to provide well informed, meaningful feedback on the draft
Code Amendment for consideration prior to it being finalised and submitted to the Minister for
Planning

e meet statutory requirements relating to engagement on a Code Amendment

e hbuild relationships and a community of interest to support future activities (i.e. the development of
co-located housing) in the affected areas

e ‘close-the-loop’ with stakeholders and community by informing them of the outcomes and the final
version of the Code Amendment and its subsequent implementation (subject to Ministerial approval).

An engagement working group comprising of engagement representatives from all 6 councils and
Commission/Planning and Land Use Services staff met regularly to plan and coordinate engagement activities.

Whilst the Commission led the engagement process and delivered stakeholder and state-wide engagement
through a broad range of public communication materials and engagement activities, each partnering council
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planned and delivered local engagement activities they identified as effective for engaging with their local
communities on the draft Code Amendment.

5.1 Engagement Activities

The following engagement activities were delivered during the consultation period.

Statewide engagement or
promotion activity

Description

Stakeholders

Pre-consultation stakeholder
briefings

Brief key stakeholders and gain
initial feedback ahead of public
consultation.

LGA briefing, 3 July 2024.

Key industry stakeholder briefing,
29 July 2024.

LGA, South Australian Council
of Social Services, Council of
the Ageing SA, South Australian
Active Living Coalition,
Retirement Living Council of
Australia and the SA divisions of
Urban Development Institute of
Australia, Planning Institute of
Australia, Property Council of
Australia, Housing Industry
Association, Master Builders
Association, Australian Institute
of Architects, Australian Institute
of Landscaped Architects

Direct stakeholder letters from
SPC Chair

Provide key stakeholders with
details of the draft Code
Amendment, notify them of the
consultation and directly invite
feedback. Letters sent via email.

See copy of letter in Appendix 1.1

Examples of stakeholders
sharing information see
Attachment 1

Traditional Owners, partner
council Mayors, LGA, all non-
partner SA councils, Minister for
Planning, MPs, housing and
construction industry peak
bodies, state government
agencies, organisations
representing community interest
groups, local community group
organisations identified in key
stakeholder and community

mapping

PlanSA website:

e consultation page
e news story

e homepage banner
e events page

Provide detailed/technical
information on the draft Code
Amendment and invite
feedback/participation in the
consultation.

View Attachment 1 to view
website content

View Attachment 2 to view public
submissions

Primary Audience: Key
stakeholders, Traditional Owners

Secondary audience: all
interested and affected
community

YourSAy website consultation
page, survey and mapping tool

Provide easy to understand
information on the draft Code
Amendment, with more technical
information available for those
interested, and invite

Primary audience: interested and
affected community

Secondary audience:
stakeholders and Traditional
Owners
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Statewide engagement or
promotion activity

Description

Stakeholders

feedback/participation in
consultation.

5670 views by 3,997 people

2,166 documents downloaded
204 people completed surveys
5 pins posted on mapping tool

View Attachment 1 to view
content and full website analytics

View Attachment 2 to view
submissions

PlanSA subscriber notification
email

Notify subscribers to PlanSA
Code Amendment updates when
the consultation launches,
consultation closes, and the final
decision is made.

View Attachment 1 to view a copy
of notification email

PlanSA Code Amendment
update subscribers

Code Amendment guides

¢ A Short Guide to Co-
located Housing

e Co-located Housing: An
Explanatory Guide

Provide detailed information
explaining the proposed co-
located housing model

View Attachment 1 to see guides

Stakeholders and community
interested in greater detail about
the proposed co-located housing
model.

Fact sheets

e Fact sheet: Draft Future
Living Code Amendment
Community Information

e Fact sheet: Comparing
common types of
housing

e Fact sheet: Proposed
supporting regulatory
changes

Provide detailed information
about particular aspects of the
draft Code Amendment and
proposed regulation changes

View Attachment 1 to see fact
sheets

Community interested in more
detailed information about
particular aspects of the draft
Code Amendment

Stakeholders and special interest
groups interested in proposed
regulatory changes

Draft templates

e Draft template for
Community Title Scheme
Description

e Draft template for
Community By-laws

Provide example templates for
how community title and by-laws
may work for co-located housing

View Attachment 1 to see draft
templates

Stakeholders and well engaged
community

Technical documents

e Future Living Code
Amendment: For
Consultation

Provide technical details
regarding the proposed changes
to the Planning and Design Code
and regulations and proposed

policy

Stakeholders and community
interested in detailed information
regarding the Code Amendment
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Statewide engagement or
promotion activity

Description

Stakeholders

e Co-located Housing
Policy

View Attachment 1 to see
technical documents

Frequently asked questions

Provide easy to understand
information about key areas of
interest

View Attachment 1 to see the
FAQs

Primary audience: community,
special interest groups

Secondary audience: key
stakeholders

Affected area map

Posted to YourSAy and PlanSA
websites, available at information
sessions (online and in-person)
and included in the draft Code
Amendment document.

View Attachment 1 to view the
map

All stakeholder and interested
community

Images

Images provided by Dr Damian
Madigan, UniSA, were used in
communications to show
examples of how co-located
housing could work on a
suburban block.

View Attachment 1 to see the
images, provided by Dr Damian
Madigan, UniSA

All stakeholders and interested
community

Communication pack

Communication materials to
support engagement with local
communities:

e over-arching key
messages

e fact sheets, FAQs and
guides

e social media assets

e content for draft letter to
affected landholders
where identified as an
effective tactic in
council’s localised
engagement plan

e images

¢ links to PlanSA news
story and YourSAy
consultation webpages

Partner councils

Planning Ahead and YourSAy e-
newsletters

Planning Ahead

August 2024 edition: Message
from SPC Chair highlighted the

Planning Ahead: industry,
planning professionals and
community interested in planning
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Statewide engagement or
promotion activity

Description

Stakeholders

draft Code Amendment and
opportunity to provide feedback
followed by article providing more
details.

1,521 recipients, 59% open rate
369 link clicks

October 2024 edition: article
promoting remaining community
information sessions and
consultation opportunity.

1556 recipients, 58% open rate
32 link clicks

View Attachment 1 to view
articles

YourSAy

Consultation opportunity with link
to YourSAy page promoted in
August, September and October
YourSAy e-newsletter editions.

106,736 email deliveries, 43,319
email opens, 840 link clicks

View Attachment 1 to view the
article

YourSAy: broader South
Australian community interested
in South Australian Government
decisions and activities

Social media

e PlanSA Facebook

e SPC LinkedIn

e PlanSA X (Twitter)
e YourSAy Facebook
e YourSAy X (Twitter)

5 Twitter posts, 5 Facebook posts
and 5 LinkedIn posts were
published during the consultation
period to promote the
consultation, online information
sessions and in-person drop-in
sessions.

The consultation was also
promoted via social media by the
Commission Chair, Craig Holden,
Dr Damian Madigan, UniSA, and
other key stakeholders.

PlanSA Facebook: 4,493 views,
4,382 impressions, 19 reactions,
42 clicks, 18 shares, 2 comments

SPC Linkedin: 3,382
impressions, 58 reactions, 100
clicks, 7 reposts

Planning professionals, South
Australians interested in
planning, stakeholder networks
(through sharing posts), broader
community
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Statewide engagement or
promotion activity

Description

Stakeholders

PlanSA X (Twitter): 132
impressions, 11 engagements, 1
share, 1 link click, 2 profile visits

YourSAy Facebook: 229 reach, 8
engagements, 5 reactions, 2
clicks, 1 share

YourSAy X (Twitter):138
impressions, 3 tweets

View Attachment 1 to view social
media posts and detailed
YourSAy social media analytics

Planning Policy Forum

23 August 2024: presentation on
draft Code Amendment and
inviting feedback.

109 attendees

6 December 2024: presentation
summarising engagement
activities, what we heard and
next steps.

78 attendees.

See Attachment 1 to view
presentation slides.

Planning practitioners

Briefing for key housing providers

2 October 2024, 11 am-12:30 pm
via Teams.

Provided information to
government and private
community housing provider
organisations about the draft
Code Amendment and invited
feedback.

Attended by 25-30 people from
19 organisations

Unity Housing Company Ltd
Uniting SA Housing Ltd

St Vincent de Paul (Society)
Housing Australia

Junction and Women'’s Housing
Junction Australia

Cornerstone Housing

Purple Orange

Common Equity Housing SA Ltd
Believe Housing Australia
Housing Choices Australia
Carers SA

Julia Farr Housing Association
The Cottage Homes Incorporated
Community Housing Limited

Salvation Army Housing

10
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Statewide engagement or
promotion activity

Description

Stakeholders

Anglicare SA
Shelter SA

Community Housing Industry of
South Australia

The Australian Centre for Social
Innovation

Online public information
sessions

2 online information sessions
were held:

e Thursday 19 September,
11 am-12 noon

e Tuesday 1 October,
5:30 pm-6:30 pm

Presentations by PLUS staff and
Dr Damian Madigan, UniSA,
provided details of the co-located
housing model, draft code
amendment and how to provide
feedback, and provided an
opportunity for the public to ask
guestions.

50 and 46 registrations
31 and 18 public attended

All stakeholders and community

Eventbrite website and email

Promoted online events and
share information about the draft
Code Amendment, and a tool to
register for online information
sessions. Email notification is
sent to subscribers when events
open for registrations.

About 250 people received email
notification of events

View Attachment 1 to view
content

All stakeholders and community
interested in attending an online
inforamtion session

Hard copy documents

Hard copies of the draft Code
Amendment and supporting
communication documents were
available to view at partnering
council offices and the PLUS
office in Adelaide CBD.

Community with limited internet
access or who prefer to view
information in hard copy

PlanSA helpdesk
(phone and email)

PlanSA contact details were
published in communication
materials, inviting stakeholders
and community to contact the
helpdesk if they had questions or
required further information.

People with limited internet
access or who prefer to speak
directly with a member of staff to
find out more

11
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Statewide engagement or
promotion activity

Description

Stakeholders

3 emails and 4 phone call
enquiries received

Media release and media
coverage

The Fifth Estate (website),

22 July 2024, ‘Bluefield housing:
a design rethink for suburban
infill’, interview with Dr Damian
Madigan, introducing the concept
prior to consultation

Media release was prepared,
detailing the Code Amendment,
promoting feedback via the
YourSAy website, drop-in and on-
line information sessions and
how to access more information.

The Advertiser (print and
website), 17 August 2024, ‘Stick
your neighbour on your own
block’ publicising the draft Code
Amendment and promoting
YourSAy website for feedback.

FIVEAA Afternoons (radio),

19 August 2024, interview with
State Planning Commission Chair
to publicise the draft Code
Amendment and consultation.

ABC Radio Adelaide (radio),
19 August 2024, interview by Dr
Damian Madigan, UniSA, to
promote the draft Code
Amendment and consultation.

Southern Argus (print and
website), 21 August 2024,
‘Housing opportunity for
Alexandrina’, promoting the draft
Code Amendment and YourSAy
for feedback

Small Property Investment
(website), 22 August 2024, ‘What
is co-located housing and why is
it top of SA’s agenda?’ explaining
the draft Code Amendment and
promoting YourSAy for feedback.

The Senior (website), 23 August
2024, ‘How to downsize your
house without moving’, explaining

All stakeholders and community

12
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Statewide engagement or
promotion activity

Description

Stakeholders

co-located housing and
promoting YourSAy website for
feedback.

The Courier (print and website),
27 August 2024, ‘Feedback
sought on proposal for multi-
dwelling properties’, promoting
consultation opportunity

HealthCare Channel (website),
27 August 2024, ‘South Australia
tops national planning for
retirement living’ highlights
benefits for retirement living of
draft Code Amendment
currentlyon consultation

Architecture, Au (website),

3 September 2024, ‘Feedback
sought on Future Living Code
Amendment’, promoting draft
Code Amendment consultation

ABC News (website)

13 September 2024, ‘Australia’s
housing crisis requires creative
thinking. Bluefield housing
provides one possible solution’,
interview with Dr Damian
Madigan explaining proposed
housing model and promoting
consultation.

Southern Argus (print and
website), 26 September, ‘Future
living’ discussed for Alexandrina
Council’, reporting on Strathalbyn
information sessions, draft Code
Amendment and promoting
consultation.

Presentations to key stakeholder
network groups

Government Architects
Network of Australia

1 November 2024, Dr Damian
Madigan provided a presentation
to the network, with
representatives from each state.

8 attendees

SA Social Planners Network

Government Architects Network
of Australia members

Social policy practitioners in:

13
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Statewide engagement or
promotion activity

Description

Stakeholders

29 October 2024, Dr Damian
Madigan presented on the Future
Living Code Amendment and co-
located housing model.

12-15 attendees

LGA, UniSA and Marion, Port
Adelaide Enfield, Unley,
Burnside, Salisbury and
Alexandrina councils

Planning Industry Australia (SA
Division) State Conference
presentation

30 August 2024, State Planning
Commission Chair presentation
on the State Planning
Commission’s recent housing
initiatives, including the Future
Living Code Amendment.

Local government, state
government, private industry
planning professionals

Australian Institute of Architects
Bluefield Housing CPD

24 October 2024, Dr Damian
Madigan presented
industry/practitioner training
session on co-located housing
and the Future Living Code
Amendment, promoted by PIA,
including a quiz to receive CPD
points.

About 30 attendees.

Planning industry and
practitioners

Property Developers information
session

26 October 2024, State Planning
Commission Chair presented to a
property developers forum on the
Future Living Code Amendment.

Property developers

Presentation to Cape Town
University

W/c 7 October 2024, Dr Madigan
presented on the proposed
housing model to a university in
Cape Town, South Africa.

Planning students at the
university

‘What we heard’ summary

Short summary of the
engagement activities delivered,
what we heard during
consultation and the next steps in
finalising the Code Amendment
was emailed to all engagement
participants shortly after the
consultation closed.

It was also shared on the PlanSA
and YourSAy websites.

Emailed to 335 people

View Attachment 1 to see a copy

Engagement participants who
submitted feedback, registered to
attend an online information
session or provided contact
details at an in-person event.

Engagement evaluation survey

The engagement evaluation
survey was emailed to all
engagement participants, along
with the ‘what we heard’
summary, to help evaluate the

Engagement participants who
submitted feedback, registered to
attend an online information
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Statewide engagement or
promotion activity

Description

Stakeholders

engagement process against the
Community Engagement Charter
principles.

Emailed to 335 people
46 responses received

View Attachment 3 to see
evaluation survey results

session or provided contact
details at an in-person event.

Localised engagement or
promotion activity

Description

Stakeholders

Letter to landowners

ALEXANDRINA COUNCIL

Letters were sent on 15 August
2024 to the landowners affected
by the draft Code Amendment in
Goolwa, Port Elliot and
Strathalbyn. Adjoining property
owners located within 60 metres
of the affected areas were also
notified via letter of the draft
Code Amendment and invited to
provide feedback.

About 400 letters sent

Landowners in and adjacent to
affected areas in Alexandrina
Council

Print advertising

ALEXANDRINA COUNCIL

An advertisement was placed in
the Southern Argus and The
Fleurieu Sun on 22 August 2024
by Alexandrina Council to raise
awareness of the draft Code
Amendment and consultation,
and encourage attendance at
local community information
sessions.

Alexandrina Council residents

Briefings for elected members of
partner councils

ALL COUNCILS

A briefing was provided to the
elected members of partnering
councils on 25 March, 2 April and
4 April 2024.

Elected Members in partner
councils

Council website content

ALL COUNCILS

Alexandrina Council promoted
events under ‘Events Calendar’

All interested community within
their council area
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Localised engagement or
promotion activity

Description

Stakeholders

City of Prospect promoted the
consultation on Engagement Hub

City of Burnside promoted the
consultation, including events, on
Engage Burnside.

Town of Walkerville and City of
Campbelltown also promoted the
consultation on their websites, as
per their engagement plans.

City of Burnside: 395 views from
271 unique visitors, 73
downloads of explanatory guide

City of Prospect: 290 views from
216 unique visitors

Partner council social media
channels

ALL COUNCILS
Alexandrina Council:

3 x Instagram posts: total reach
611, 507 views, 5 reactions

3 x Facebook posts: 3,486
impressions, 3,180 reach, 93
engagements

City of Burnside:

2 x Facebook posts: 768
impressions, 716 reach, 5
interactions, 4 link clicks

City of Prospect:

8 posts across Facebook,
Instagram, LinkedIn and X: 4467
impressions, 490 engagements,
29 link clicks

City of Campbelltown:

2 x Facebook posts, 4
engagements

Town of Walkerville:

4 x Facebook posts, 16
engagements

See Attachment 1 to view council
social media posts

All interested community within
their council area
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Localised engagement or
promotion activity

Description

Stakeholders

Insert in council print newsletter

CITY OF BURNSIDE

2-page article providing
information about the Code
Amendment and promoting the
consultation inserted into the City
of Burnside’s Focus newsletter
(Spring Edition), distributed 2-6
September 2024.

Sent to 23,500 households.

See Attachment 1 to view the
insert.

All properties in the City of
Burnside

Council e-newsletters

ALEXANDRINA COUNCIL
My Say e-news, 1 article.

2 September: 1511 recipients
(55.8% open rate).

PROSPECT COUNCIL

Your Prospect E-news — 3
articles.

September: 1466 recipients,
49.4% open rate, 214 unique
clicks

October: 1628 recipients, 51.0%
open rate, 198 unique clicks

November: 1711 recipients,
53.6% open rate, 285 unique
clicks

CITY OF BURNSIDE
Burnside Focus Spring edition
Published early September.

See Attachment 1 for examples
of council e-news articles

Residents within their council
area

Display in council offices

ALL COUNCILS

All councils made information
available in the offices/libraries to
promote the consultation and
provide hard copy information for
those who prefer it.

Residents in affected areas

People who may prefer to view
information in hard copy format
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Localised engagement or
promotion activity

Description

Stakeholders

Alexandrina Council displays at
Goolwa and Strathalbyn council
office/library entrances, including
posters and consultation
documents.

City of Prospect’s display in the
council office included the
customer service digital screen,
posters and consultation
documents.

See Attachment 1 to view
examples of council displays

Drop-in information sessions

Organised and hosted by partner
councils, with support from PLUS
and Dr Damian Madigan, UniSA,
the drop-in sessions included
posters providing key information,
fact sheets, FAQs, guides, maps
and the draft Code Amendment
document.

Hosted by Alexandrina Council

Wednesday 18 September 2024
10am-12noon, RSL Institute, Port
Elliot and 3pm-5pm, St Andrews
Hall, Strathalbyn

Included presentations by council
and Dr Damian Madigan.

6 people attended Port Elliot and
16 at Strathalbyn

Hosted by City of Burnside

Thursday 19 September 2024,
5pm-6pm, Burnside Town Hall

At least 25 people attended

Hosted by City of
Campbelltown

Thursday 17 October 2024, 5pm-
6pm, Campbelltown City Council
offices

3 people attended.

Hosted by City of Prospect and
Town of Walkerville

Monday 28 October 2024, 4pm-
6pm at Payinthi (City of Prospect
Council offices)

Impacted and interested
community and businesses within
the partner council areas and
neighbouring areas.
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Localised engagement or
promotion activity

Description

Stakeholders

16 people attended, 4 from Town
of Walkerville, 7 from City of
Prospect and 2 City of Prospect
councillors.

See Attachment 1 to view images
from council drop-in sessions.

Community focus group

CITY OF UNLEY

Tuesday 17 September 2024, the
City of Unley held a facilitated
workshop with local community
groups involved in the Active
Ageing Alliance to share
information and gather feedback
on the draft Code Amendment.

See Attachment 1 to view the
forum invitation and Attachment 2
to view public submissions
including a summary of feedback
included in The City of Unley’s
submission.

Members of the Active Ageing
Alliance from the following local
Unley community groups:

Friends of the City of Unley
Society Inc (FOCUS)

Active Ageing Alliance

Grow Grow Grow Your Own.

Special interest group briefings

ALEXANDRINA COUNCIL

Heritage Advisory Committee —
15 August 2024

Port Elliot Town and Foreshore
Association — 28 August 2024

Cittaslow Briefing — 4 September
2024

Special interest groups in the
Alexandrina Council area

Department for Housing and
Urban Development internal e-
news

PLUS

Article published 21 August
providing information about the
draft Code Amendment and
inviting feedback.

View Attachment 1 to see article

DHUD staff

Enquiries to councils

ALL COUNCILS

Contact details for all partnering
councils were available on the
consultation websites for people
with specific questions about how
the draft Code Amendment may
apply in their area.

Residents within partnering
council areas

19




OFFICIAL

Localised engagement or Description Stakeholders
promotion activity

City of Prospect: 1 email enquiry,
1 meeting with community
member

City of Burnside: 1 phone call re
event details

5.2 Mandatory Requirements
The following mandatory engagement requirements have been met:

Notice and consultation with councils

The Community Engagement Charter requires that a council or councils must be directly notified and
consulted on a proposed Code Amendment, where the proposed Code Amendment is specifically relevant to
a particular council or councils (and where the council did not initiate the proposed Code Amendment).

City of Burnside, City of Campbelltown, City of Prospect, City of Unley and Town of Walkerville partnered
with Planning and Land Use Services to work together to develop the draft Code Amendment.

Alexandrina Council was also interested in applying the proposed Code Amendment within their council area
and were involved in working group meetings and provided input to help shape the draft Code Amendment
released for consultation.

During the consultation period these councils were engaged in the following ways:

e Aletter was sent to Alexandrina Council, City of Burnside, City of Campbelltown, City of Prospect,
City of Unley and Town of Walkerville with notice of the Code Amendment consultation.

e A briefing was provided to the senior staff of Alexandrina Council, City of Burnside, City of
Campbelltown, City of Prospect, City of Unley and Town of Walkerville on 21 February 2024.

e A briefing was provided to the elected members of Alexandrina Council, City of Burnside, City of
Campbelltown, City of Prospect, City of Unley and Town of Walkerville on 25 March, 2 April and 4
April 2024.

Letters were also sent directly to all South Australian councils to notify them of the draft Code Amendment
and to invite their feedback.

Notice and consultation with the Local Government Association

The Community Engagement Charter requires that the Local Government Association be notified in writing
and consulted, where the proposed Code Amendment is generally relevant to councils.

This Code Amendment is generally relevant to all councils, including the 6 participating councils, so the LGA
were notified and consulted.

The LGA was provided with a detailed briefing on 3 July 2024, ahead of public consultation.

A letter was emailed directly to the LGA at the launch of consultation, informing them of the draft Code
Amendment and inviting their feedback.
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Notice and consultation with owners and occupiers of land which is specifically impacted
and adjacent land

Under section 73(6)(d) of the PDI Act, where a Code Amendment will have a specific impact on one or more
pieces of land in a particular zone or subzone (rather than more generally), the designated entity must take
reasonable steps to provide a notice to owners or occupiers of the land (and each piece of adjacent land) as
prescribed by the regulations.

The draft Code Amendment is generally relevant to all councils, including the 6 partner councils.

Notification of the proposed Code Amendment and an invitation to provide feedback was published on the
PlanSA website, including a map of the affected area, a description of the proposed changes, copies of all
consultation documents and tools for providing feedback. This information was also published on the
YourSAy website and promoted via South Australian Government social media, e-newsletters and partner
council channels.

A series of interviews on broadcast media and articles published in print media also notified affected
landholders and interested South Australians of the proposed Code Amendment and opportunity to provide
feedback throughout the consultation period.

Partner councils considered the effectiveness of writing directly to landowners and occupiers within and
adjacent to the Established Neighbourhood Zone in their councils as part of their localised engagement
plans.

Alexandrina Council wrote directly to all landowners within the Established Neighbourhood Zone in their
council area, as well as property owners within 60 metres of the affected area.

The City of Burnside also provided information directly to all affected landowners, by including a 2-page
insert providing information about the draft Code Amendment and consultation in the Spring edition of their
Focus newsletter, distributed to all properties in the council in early September 2024.

Notice of proposal to include local heritage listing to owner of land

The Community Engagement Charter requires that where a Code Amendment proposes to include a
heritage character or preservation policy that is similar in intent or effect to a local heritage listing, the owner
of the land on which the places resides must be directly notified in writing of the proposal and consulted for a
minimum period of four weeks.

As this is not included in the draft Code Amendment, no engagement to this effect was undertaken.

5.3 Compliance with the engagement plan

Amendments and additions to the engagement activities outlined in the engagement plan were made in
response to ongoing review of activities, stakeholder feedback and opportunities for stakeholder
engagement that arose during the consultation period.

e The need for an additional stakeholder briefing for housing providers was identified and delivered,
following individual requests for information from a number of housing providers.

e The engagement plan identified exploring opportunities for presentations and displays at industry
events, such as at the LGA Conference. This was marked as (TBC) in the engagement plan. While a
presentation was not given at the LGA Conference (held on 21-22 November, after consultation
closed), a number of opportunities to present to industry stakeholder groups were identified and
delivered, including:
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0 Presentation by Mr Craig Holden, State Planning Commission Chair, at the PIA (SA Division)
State Conference

0 Presentation by Mr Craig Holden, State Planning Commission Chair, at a property developers
forum

o0 Presentation by Dr Damian Madigan, UniSA, at Australian Institute of Architects (SA Division)
industry/practioner training session

o0 Presentation by Dr Damian Madigan, UniSA, to the SA Social Planners Network
0 Presentation by Dr Damian Madigan, UniSA, to University of Cape Town, South Africa.

Information was also shared with staff across the Department for Housing and Urban Development
through an article in the staff newsletter.

The engagement plan considered writing to Cohousing for Ageing Well project workshop attendees
to notify them of the consultation (this was marked TBC in the engagement plan). While this activity
was not undertaken, it is expected that attendees would have been able to learn of the consultation
through other communication activities. The City of Unley invited local community organisations that
were part of the Active Ageing Alliance to participate in a focus group to gather their feedback on the
draft Code Amendment.

City of Unley identified social media as a channel to promote the consultation in their localised
engagement plan, but did not share any social media posts.

6 Evaluation of Engagement

To ensure the principles of the Community Engagement Charter are met, an evaluation of the engagement
process for the draft Code Amendment has occurred.

6.1 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.

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:

abrwnpE

That the engagement genuinely sought their input to help shape the proposed Code Amendment.
Confident their views were heard during the engagement.

They were given an adequate opportunity to be heard.

They were given sufficient information so that they could take an informed view.

Informed about why they were being asked for their view, and the way it would be considered.

The minimum performance indicators require an evaluation by the Designated Entity of whether (or to what
extent) the engagement:

PwnhE

Occurred early enough for feedback to genuinely influence the planning policy, strategy or scheme.
Contributed to the substance of the final draft Code Amendment.

Reached those identified as communities or stakeholders of interest.

Provided feedback to community about outcomes of engagement.
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5. Was reviewed throughout the process and improvements put in place, or recommended for future
engagement.

6.2 Evaluation against the Charter principles

The following is evaluation of the engagement against the five principles of the Charter. This was determined
through community evaluation of the engagement process as well as evaluation undertaken by the Planning
and Land Use Services’ engagement team on behalf of the designated entity. The full results of the evaluation
can be found in Attachment 3.

An engagement evaluation survey was sent to 335 people who participated in the engagement by providing
feedback on the draft Code Amendment, registering to attend an online information session or provided their
contact details at an in-person drop-in session.

A total of 46 responses were received and contributed to evaluating the engagement process against the
Charter principles. The majority of responses were from members of the public (76%).

More than a third of respondents were people living in/representing metropolitan Adelaide outside of the 6
partner council areas (37%) and a fifth lived in the City of Burnside (20%). Evaluation responses were received
from people across all partner councils and also from regional areas.

(1) Engagementis genuine

People had faith and confidence in the engagement process

Public consultation ran for 12 weeks, providing sufficient time for affected and interested stakeholders
and community to learn of the opportunity to have their say, learn about the proposed changes and
provide informed feedback.

Stakeholder mapping during the engagement planning process identified a wide range of affected and
interested stakeholders and engagement methods were tailored to ensure each audience was able to
easily access information and provide feedback. Partnering with councils enabled localised engagement
strategies to be developed to specifically inform and invite feedback from communities in the affected
council areas.

Key government, industry and community stakeholders were directly notified of the draft Code
Amendment and invited to provide feedback. A wide variety of tactics were used to provide information
and proactively seek participation of communities and stakeholders, including stakeholder briefings and
presentations and targeted e-newsletters, while partner councils led localised engagement utilising
communication channels and activities targeting their residents to inform and gather feedback. State-
wide, broad communication channels such as PlanSA and YourSAy websites, media, social media and
online information sessions were also used to enable participation by interested people across the state.

More than 260 submissions were received from a range of stakeholder groups, industry, government
and community across all partner council areas, the broader metro Adelaide area and regional parts of
the state. All feedback was reviewed carefully and considered in finalising the Code Amendment.

The majority of engagement evaluation survey respondents indicated they felt they were given sufficient

information and opportunity to provide feedback, and informed about why there were asked for their
view and how their feedback would be considered.
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Half of the respondents felt engagement genuinely sought their input to help shape the proposal (10
respondents did not feel the engagement was genuine), however, less than half of respondents were
confident their views were heard (9 people were not confident their views were heard).

In response to whether engagement participants had any further comments to share on the engagement
process, 5 people commented that they felt the decision had already been made, including referencing
a previous development where the vast majority of local people had concerns but the development was
approved anyway and suggesting decisions such as this have impacted community confidence in
government decisions. There were 2 comments relating to PLUS and UniSA representatives at the
events being defensive of the proposed changes and not listening to concerns.

There were also comments highlighting that the engagement was very thorough and the documents
providing information were well done.

Overall, all parties were genuine and honest in their participation. However, there were some community
concerns regarding confidence in the engagement process, particularly whether feedback would be
considered.

Evaluation statement Strongly | Somewhat | Not | Somewhat @ Strongly
agree agree sure | disagree disagree
| feel the engagement genuinely sought my input | 9% 41% 28% | 15% 7%
to help shape the proposal (4) (19) a3) (@ 3)
(2) Engagementis inclusive and respectful

Affected and interested people had the opportunity to participate and be heard

Stakeholder mapping was used to identify the stakeholders affected by and interested in the draft Code
Amendment, and the most appropriate channels for communication and engagement to meet their
needs. This included localised communication and engagement activities planned and developed by
partner councils to best meet the specific needs of their local communities.

While partner councils were engaged from the beginning and played a strong role in developing the
draft Code Amendment, and key stakeholders were briefed ahead of public consultation, the 12-week
public consultation period ensured people were invited to participate early so they could influence the
final Code Amendment.

Due to potential state-wide interest in the consultation and to ensure easy access to information at a
convenient time for all interested stakeholders and community, a range of digital communciation
methods were used, as well as hosting online information sessions. Two online information sessions
were hosted by PLUS, with support from Dr Damian Madigan from UniSA. They were held on different
days, one within working hours and one in the evening, to provide opportunities for all interested
community to participate.

In-person public information sessions were also held to ensure people preferring to speak with subject
matter experts directly were able to participate in a way that met their needs. Hard copy documents
were also available at the PLUS office in Adelaide and partnering council offices throughout the
consultation.
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Although one evaluation survey comment suggested the information sessions were not held at a
convenient time, efforts were made to provide a range of days and times throughout the consultation
period for people to attend an information session and ask questions either in-person or online.

Five in-person drop-in information sessions were hosted by partnering councils, with support from PLUS
and Dr Damian Madigan from UniSA. They were held on a number of different days and times, both
within and outside of normal working hours, providing a range of opportunities for interested community
to drop-in and learn more, ask questions and share feedback. The City of Unley also hosted a focus
group, seeking feedback from a number of local community organisations involved in the Active Ageing
Alliance.

The YourSAy website was used as the primary community consultation website, focussing on easy-to
understand information, with more technical information available through fact sheets and documents
for people wanting further details. People were also able to view the website content, including the
survey in more than 200 languages, making the consultation readily available to South Australia’s
culturally and linguistically diverse communities.

A range of industry briefings and presentations were made by the State Planning Commission Chair,
Dr Damian Madigan from UniSA and PLUS staff to raise awareness of the proposal and consultation
across representative organisations and broader practitioners in several target industries. While some
of these were planned, a number were also in response to requests from industry bodies who wanted
to share details of the opportunity with their networks.

Submissions could be made through a number of channels, with feedback received via the YourSAy
online survey, hard copy surveys at events, email and the PlanSA online form.

While the majority of engagement evaluation survey participants felt they had adequate opportunity to
be heard, less than half were confident that their views were heard during the engagement and more
than a third were unsure. 20% of respondents, or 9 people, did not feel their views were heard.

More than 260 submissions were received from a range of stakeholder groups, industry, government
and community across all partner council areas, the broader metro Adelaide area and regional parts of
the state. All feedback has been acknowledged and considered in finalising the Code Amendment. This
indicates that affected and interested people had the opportunity to participate and be heard.

Evaluation statement Strongly = Somewhat | Not Somewhat = Strongly
agree agree sure | disagree disagree
| was given an adequate opportunity to be heard | 13% 50% 26% | 7% 4%
(6) (23) 12) | (3 2)
| am confident my views were heard during the | 11% 35% 35% | 13% 7%
engagement (5) (16) (16) (6) 3)
(3) Engagement is fit for purpose

People were effectively engaged and satisfied with the process

People were clear about the proposed change and how it would affect them
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The information available, including website content, social media posts, direct mail/email, e-newsletter
articles, FAQs and fact sheet, clearly outlined the changes to the planning rules proposed by the draft
Code Amendment. Information was also targeted to the audience.

Communication and engagement activities focussed on technology-based engagement to ensure all
stakeholders and interested community across the state could access information and participate in the
engagement, and to deliver flexibility for community participation and value for money. This included
online access to all information, tools for providing feedback and information sessions held via Zoom
and hosted by PLUS, with support from Dr Damian Madigan from UniSA.

However, in-person engagement activities were hosted by each of the partnering councils, with support
for PLUS and Dr Damian Madigan from UniSA, providing opportunities for people to speak directly with
subject matter experts to learn more and share ideas if that was their preference. These included 5
drop-in information sessions and a targeted community stakeholder workshop.

Stakeholders were directly provided with information and invited to attend information sessions to find
out more and to participate in the engagement via online survey, online submission form, email or
writing. They were also invited to contact PlanSA for further information.

Two engagement survey responses suggested that the consultation could have been more broadly
advertised to raise further awareness of the proposal.

Respondents indicated that they heard about the draft Future Living Code Amendment through a broad
range of communication channels, with the YourSAy website and e-newsletter the most popular
method.

Other common ways people heard about the consultation were social media, media, direct letter/email
and via their local council. See Attachment 3 for further details about how engagement evaluation survey
respondents heard about the draft Future Living Code Amendment.

Two engagement survey responses suggested that the consultation could have been more broadly
advertised to raise further awareness of the proposal.

Engagement evaluation survey respondents indicated that the majority of participants felt they were
given adequate opportunity to be heard and sufficient information to take an informed view. They also
understood why they were being asked for their view. While there were some concerns regarding
whether feedback would be heard, the more than 260 responses received from a range of stakeholders
and community indicate people were effectively engaged.

Evaluation statement Strongly = Somewhat | Not Somewhat = Strongly
agree agree sure | disagree disagree
| was given an adequate opportunity to be heard | 13% 50% 26% | 7% 4%
(6) (23) 12) | (3 2)
| was given sufficient information so that | could | 13% 50% 20% | 11% 6%

take an informed view

(4) Engagementis informed and transparent

All relevant information was made available and people could access it
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People understood how their views were considered, the reasons for the outcomes and the final decision that
was made

A range of tactics were identified through detailed stakeholder mapping and delivered to ensure
information was available at a level of detail and in a way that was tailored to the needs of all affected
and interested stakeholders and community.

Partnering local councils delivered a range of communication and engagement actitivites specifically
targeted to reach the most impacted communities.

Plain-English communication materials were developed to provide information that was easy to
understand for interested community, including YourSAy website content, fact sheets and frequently
asked questions. This information clearly outlined what the proposed changes were and how community
could influence the final draft Code Amendment.

Information was available online and in hard copies, in written form, in person and though online
presentations, to ensure all interested and affected people could access information and understand
the draft Code Amendment and participate in the engagement.

People could also directly call or email PlanSA if that was their preferred method of gaining information
and providing feedback. Contact details for partnering councils were also provided for questions
specifically relating to how the draft Code Amendment may apply in a local area.

Detailed and technical information was available for stakeholders and people with an in-depth
interest in the draft Code Amendment, including detailed proposed changes to policy and draft templates
for Community Title Scheme Description and Community By-laws.

Communication materials and the online survey guided community to understand what the draft Code
Amendment aimed to achieve and how, and what their feedback could influence.

All submissions were acknowledged and all engagement participants received a ‘what we heard’
document providing a high-level summary of feedback and the next steps, along with the engagement
evaluation survey. Participants were advised that their feedback would be summarised and published
at the conclusion of the engagement period.

The majority of evaluation survey respondents felt they were given sufficient information to take an
informed view and felt informed about why they were asked for their view and how it would be
considered, indicating the engagement was informed and transparent.

Note: ‘closing-the-loop’ engagement activities are still to be actioned, following a final decision regarding
the Code Amendment, including publishing the engagement report and providing it to all engagement
participants.

Evaluation statement Strongly | Somewhat | Not | Somewhat @ Strongly
agree agree sure | disagree disagree
| felt informed about why | was being asked for | 9% 52% 26% | 11% 2%

my view, and the way it would be considered.

27



OFFICIAL

(5) Engagement processes are reviewed and improved

The engagement was reviewed and improvements recommended

Engagement was reviewed throughout the consultation and a number of additional tactics were
delivered as a result of opportunities that arose and based on feedback/requests from stakeholders.

These included several industry presentations and an article in the DHUD staff newsletter. See
Section 5.3 for details of improvements to the planned engagement activities that occurred as a result
of reviewing the engagement process throughout the consultation.
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7/ Engagement Outcomes

7.1 Public submissions overview

262 public submissions were were received during the consultation period. The majority of feedback was
submitted by members of the community and community groups, with submissions also received from
councils, industry bodies, state government agencies, hon-government organisations (NGOs), advocacy
organisations and infrastructure providers.

Feedback was received from five of the 6 partnering councils, noting the Town of Walkerville did not provide
a written submission on the draft Code Amendment.

A summary of each submission received from industry and community organisations, partnering councils,
non-participating councils, state agencies and infrastructure providers is provided below. These summaries
should be read in conjunction with the full submissions so that they can be wholly understood and
considered (see Attachment 2).

Residents from all partnering council areas, as well as from other metropolitan Adelaide and regional areas
across the state provided feedback. As shown in Figure 1, the majority of submissions were made by people
or organisations from non-participating metropolitan Adelaide Council areas and the City of Burnside.

Figure 1: number of submissions made per council area

Council Area Count Percentage

Cther Metropolitan Adelzide council area 97 3%
City of Burnside &1 23%
City of Unle 22— 8%

Alexandrina Coun 20— 8%

City of Prospect 20— 3%

Regional coundl area 16— 6%

City of Campbelltown — a%

Unknown i1 — 3%

Town of Walkerville 7 — 3%

Total 262

Stakeholders and community could submit their feedback via multiple methods, with:
e 207 submitted via YourSAy
0 204 people submitted feedback by completing the survey
0 3 people submitted feedback regarding 5 locations using the mapping tool
e 44 submitted via email
e 10 submitted via hard copy
e 2 submitted via the PlanSA online submission form.
The submissions provided varied overall levels of support for the draft Code Amendment with:
e 50% supportive

e 16% supportive with concerns
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5% impartial or neutral

26% unsupportive.

The remaining submissions did not specify an overall view on the draft Code Amendment.

Levels of support for the draft Code Amendment have also been reviewed based on council area of the
person/organisation providing the feedback:

Alexandrina Council — 80% supportive or supportive with concerns

City of Burnside — 46% supportive or supportive with concerns

City of Campbelltown — 55% supportive or supportive with concerns

City of Prospect — 40% supportive or supportive with concerns

City of Unley — 59% supportive or supportive with concerns

Town of Walkerville — 86 % supportive or supportive with concerns

Other Metropolitan Adelaide council areas — 87% supportive or supportive with concerns
Regional council area — 75% supportive or supportive with concerns

Unknown — 25% supportive or supportive with concerns (63% unspecified/neutural)

Figure 2: Overall view of draft Code Amendment by council area

‘Owverall view of the draft Code Amendment Alexandrina Council City of Bumnside City of Campbelitown City of Prospect City of Unley Other Metropolitan Adelaide council area  Regional council area  Town of Walkerville Unknown T:

MNeone

Unspecified

Impartial /

Neutra a 1 1 2 3 4
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Due to the high number of submissions, and to best analyse the results, feedback has been categorised into
themes. These themes are further explained in Section 8 of this report. Many respondents raised more than

one theme, and all have been considered.

7.2 YourSAy survey findings

Of the 262 submissions provided on the Future Living Code Amendment, 207 (or approximately 80%) took
the form of the survey provided on the YourSAy website, with the following percentage of surveys received

from each of the council/geographic areas listed below:

30

67

131

262



OFFICIAL

The YourSAY survey asked the following set of questions to canvass respondents’ views on the Code
Amendment, with a brief summary of the responses provided:

1. What is your overall view of the draft Code Amendment?

The highest level of support for the Code Amendment was received from those respondents living in
non-participating metropolitan council areas closely followed by those living in the Town of
Walkerville, Alexandrina Council, non-participating regional council areas and the City of Unley.

Lower levels of support were evidenced in the City of Burnside and City of Prospect.
The lowest level of support was shown by the residents of the City of Campbelitown.

2. Do you think co-located housing is something that you or your family would be interested in building
or buying now or in the future?

The highest level of support for building or buying co-located housing was evident in the Town of
Walkerville, City of Unley and Alexandrina Council areas, as well as among the residents of non-
participating metropolitan and regional council areas.

City of Burnside residents were split down the middle in terms of their support/lack of support for co-
located housing.

The lowest level of support for co-located housing was in the City of Campbelltown and City of
Prospect council areas.
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3. Do you think the proposed planning rules for co-located housing provide the right balance between
increasing housing diversity in established residential areas and protecting heritage, streetscape
character and the urban tree canopy?

Residents of Alexandrina Council, Town of Walkerville, other metropolitan councils, regional councils
and the City of Unley provided the highest level of support for the notion that the proposed planning
rules for co-located housing provide the right balance’.

City of Burnside residents were split down the middle in terms of their support/non-support, while the
lowest level of support for this statement was provided in the City of Campbelltown and City of
Prospect council areas.

4. How important do you feel these aspects are for co-located housing?
¢ Retaining the original home
e Providing more housing diversity, including small lot homes
e Preserving the look and feel of established neighbourhoods
e Preserving the urban tree canopy
¢ Providing off-street car parking
e Providing communal open space
e Providing other shared facilities

The following issues were considered to be the most important considerations in the following
participating council areas:

e Alexandrina Council, City of Unley and Town of Walkerville — need to provide more housing
diversity, preserve the look and feel of established neighbourhoods and preserving the
urban tree canopy

e City of Burnside and City of Campbelltown — need to preserve the urban tree canopy and
the look and feel of established neighbourhoods

e City of Prospect — preserving the look and feel of neighbourhoods and the urban tree
canopy and the need to provide off-street car parking.

The following issues were considered to be the most critical for non-participating council areas:
e other metropolitan councils — preserving the urban tree canopy and providing communal
open space, followed by preserving the look and feel of neighbourhoods
e regional councils — preserving the urban tree canopy and look and feel of neighbourhoods
and the need to provide off-street car parking.

5. Do you agree with the proposed areas where co-located housing would be allowed under the draft
Future Living Code Amendment?

The highest level of support for those areas proposed for co-located housing under the Code
Amendment were provided in the Town of Walkerville, Alexandrina Council, City of Unley and City of
Burnside council areas, and in non-participating regional and other metropolitan councils.

The lowest level of support was provided in the City of Campbelltown and City of Prospect council
areas.

6. Do you feel co-located housing planning rules should apply in more council areas than the current
six proposed council areas?

The residents of nhon-participating council areas (both metro and regional) provided the greatest level
of support for the broader application of co-located housing policy to other council areas, closely
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followed by those living in the Town of Walkerville, Alexandrina Council, City of Unley, City of
Prospect and City of Burnside council areas.

Only the residents of City of Campbelltown provided a majority ‘no’ to extending the application of
co-located housing policy elsewhere.

7. Do you feel the key differences between co-located housing, granny flats and other similar types of
housing are clear in the draft Code Amendment and other information provided?

Residents of regional council areas, Town of Walkerville, City of Unley, other metropolitan councils,
Alexandrina Council and City of Prospect all had a majority view that the difference between co-
located housing, granny flats and other similar types of housing were clear.

A majority of City of Burnside residents did not consider the differences to be clear enough and a
majority of City of Campbelltown residents were unsure about how to respond to this question.

The detailed results of the survey questions organised by council/geographic area is provided in Attachment
4 to this report.

7.3 Industry and community organisations

A total of 17 industry and community organisations made submissions on the Code Amendment. Many of
these submissions were very detailed and reflect a great investment of time and resources.

Australian Institute of Architects, SA Division (AIA SA)

The AIA SA is the peak body for architecture in South Australia and is dedicated to improving the built
environment and the communities we call home by promoting quality, responsible, sustainable design and
advocating on behalf of the profession for the benefit of all South Australians.

The AIA SA supports the aims of the Code Amendment and commends the Commission on the innovative
and unigue approach for achieving medium density, housing diversity and affordable housing options within
established suburbs.

It also recognises the rigorous research and consultation undertaken prior to drafting the Future Living Code
Amendment, which provides a strong evidence base for the Code Amendment and provides confidence that
it aligns with other related government policy and is able to be incorporated in the Planning and Design Code
effectively.

The AIA SA considers that the areas affected by the draft Code Amendment (e.g. the Established
Neighbourhood Zone of the 6 affected councils) are ideal to successfully deliver on the objectives of ‘future
living’ but also recommends that the areas be reviewed cyclically and that other ideally located councils be
encouraged to opt into applying the co-located housing policy at regular intervals, once the dataset of
outcomes becomes established.

Australian Institute of Landscaped Architects, SA Division (AILA SA)

AILA SA advocates leading positions on issues of concern to our cities, suburbs and regions on matters
regarding landscaping architecture.

AILA SA has expressed its support for the proposed draft Future Living Code Amendment.

Of particular interest to AILA SA is how the proposed amendment aims to preserve existing established
vegetation, directly aligning with the advocacy work AILA SA have been involved in to protect and enhance
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existing tree canopy cover, increasing biodiversity in our urban environments and integrating green
infrastructure.

AILA SA also supports how the Code Amendment will assist with delivering recommendations from the
Expert Panel for the Planning System Implementation Review (Expert Panel) in relation to trees.

Business and Professional Women Australia (BPWA)

BPWA is an active organisation of business and professional women that advocates to governments at all
levels for women’s equality and economic security. BPWA has been strongly advocating for national and
state policies, strategies and funding to address homelessness and housing stress for women, especially for
older women.

The following provides a high-level summary of the points made in the submission and should be read in
conjunction with the full submission provided by BPWA:

e BPW Australia has been strongly advocating for national and state policies, strategies and funding to
address homelessness and housing stress for women, especially for older women.

e Older women living alone frequently express interest in co-housing in a group setting with women in
similar circumstances. Other popular options include granny flats and tiny houses sharing a block of
residential land.

e Such arrangements are often disallowed by state and territory regulations and local council by-laws.

e If bureaucratic barriers to these permanent housing arrangements were removed, many older women
in housing stress could quickly find a safe secure affordable home.

e BPW Australia therefore commend the State Planning Commission’s desire to change regulations to
accommodate co-located housing arrangements as this is something that BPW Australia have been
arguing for.

City of Unley Stakeholders Group

The City of Unley sought feedback on the Future Living Code Amendment from a community focus group
comprising the following organisations who are representative of the City of Unley:

e Friends of the City of Unley Society
e Acting Ageing Alliance
e Grow Grow Grow Your Own

It is noted that Friends of the City of Unley Society also provided its own detailed submission under a
separate cover. This submission is summarised below in the report.

Overall, the feedback received by the City of Unley Stakeholders Group was that the Future Living Code
Amendment was a positive initiative and therefore supported.

The potential positive outcomes of the Code Amendment highlighted in the submission included the
following:

e provides an opportunity for ageing in place
o will result in greater housing diversity

e provides opportunities for multi-generational housing, which will allow the elderly to be supported by
younger family members
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e could increase the social interactions of those living in co-located housing through use of communal
open space

o will increase housing affordability for those seeking to enter the property market.
The potential negatives outcomes of the Code Amendment identified include:
e social interactions can be negative when having to share common areas

¢ intensity of the development may increase negative impacts such as nuisance animals or noise from
plant equipment such as air-conditioning units

¢ lack of public notification of co-located housing proposals to give adjoining landowners/neighbours the
opportunity to raise concerns during the development application process

e possibility of lower design standards for development in rear yards which could impact neighbouring
properties

e lack of meaningful greenspace for kids to play

e increased density of development will place pressure on existing infrastructure, including stormwater,
water and sewer.

Areas for policy improvement

A range of improvements to the co-located housing policy were identified, including limits of the density of
development, requirements for high design standards to protect adjacent properties, limiting building height
to one storey only, there should be a minimum soft landscaping provision required which equates to 20% of
the total site area, artificial grass should not be allowed, car parking requirements should be increased in
relation to the size of the dwellings and communal open space should be supported by the provision of
private open space.

Clarification: Soft landscaping policies contained in the Design in Urban Areas General Development
Policies of the Code have been identified to apply to co-located housing, as demonstrated in the Assessment
Tables (Attachment 5). These policies require that development provide the following minimum area of soft
landscaping:

° 10% of a site for site areas less than 150 m?;
15% of a site for site areas between 150-200 m?;
20% of a site for sites between 200-450 m?; and
25% of a site for sites greater than 450 m?.

Most co-located housing development sites are expected to fall in the greater than 200m? categories,
meaning that 20-25% of a site would be required to be provided with soft landscaping (which excludes
artificial turf) in most cases.

Another key element identified was the need for a coordinated approach to development with the local
council to take on more of a facilitator role to ensure good design outcomes for co-located housing.

Cohousing Australia

Cohousing Australia is a civil society co-operative, comprising of and supporting individuals, groups,
communities, academics, advocates and professionals to expand the collaborative housing sector in
Australia.

The following provides a high-level summary of the points made in the submission and should be read in
conjunction with the full submission provided by Cohousing Australia:
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Cohousing Australia greatly appreciate that this work is another step in supporting housing security,
comfort and choice for all people at all stages of their lives. Importantly, the amendment targets the
potential for housing supply to meet the demand for diverse, affordable and resilient housing and
respond to environmental, cultural, social and economic contexts.

Cohousing Australia urges that the application of the Code Amendment be supported by flexibility in
the use of statutory controls to focus on planning policy outcomes and fostering an enabling
environment for innovative housing models.

It would be great to see the types of development envisaged by the Code Amendment expanded at
the suburban level to take in whole precincts.

Outside of the Code Amendment parameters but key to implementation will be support for navigating
financial and legal aspects of development, assisting households to gain finance and explore different
tenure and land legal title options. With greater development certainty, it will be more viable to engage
with financial institutions and with philanthropic and social impact investors.

Community Alliance SA (CASA)

CASA is an umbrella organisation representing resident and community groups in South Australia and is
dedicated to making the planning and development process accountable, transparent and sustainable, and
that guarantees genuine community engagement.

The following provides a high-level summary of the points made in the submission and should be read in
conjunction with the full submission provided by CASA:

CASA has some serious concerns about this amendment if it is not used as intended.

CASA is also concerned that this is a highly technical document which many people may not have
sufficient expertise to provide comment.

Key concerns about this amendment identified in the submission include:
0 destruction of inner suburbs heritage and character
o0 loss of open space and vegetation
o infill for alternative purposes
o0 potential for demolition of houses
0 increased vehicles and traffic in suburban streets
0 minimum open space
o rates and other legal ramifications
0 potential for elder abuse.

CASA also request that the Commission undertake qualitative and quantitative post pilot evaluations
including lessons learned before proceeding with further implementation of this amendment.

Clarification: Co-located housing, by definition, requires the preservation (not demolition) of any established
housing. Co-located housing policies may therefore act as an additional incentive to retain existing housing
in those areas of the Established Neighbourhood Zone where there are currently no demolition controls (e.g.
areas of the zone where the Character Area Overlay applies).
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Council on the Ageing SA (COTA SA)

COTA SA is an older people’s movement run by, for and with older people. COTA SA represents the rights,
interests and future of around 700,000 older South Australians and engages widely with old South
Australians across the state to help inform its policy and advocacy work.

The following provides a high-level summary of the points made in the submission and should be read in
conjunction with the full submission provided by the COTA SA:

Co-located forms of housing could provide the ideal design and social solution for intergenerational
living, while also allowing independence for each generation.

Some concerns that the proposed future use of co-located housing could see potential for elder
abuse/exploitation in several forms — this issue needs to be seriously considered and addressed
through the regulatory process, including as part of council development application and approval
processes for co-living developments and specifically, whenever the original title is held by an older
person.

It is likely that short-term rental operators will be attracted to the opportunities presented by this Code
Amendment, which may in turn compromise its core purpose of providing more, affordable and diverse
long-term secure housing for South Australians in need.

Every co-located development proposal should consider the suitability of existing infrastructure and
address and resolve capacity issues to ensure the appropriateness of water and wastewater networks,
energy services provision, and waste collection.

Off-street car parking should be accessible at all times — an option to provide tandem or stacked
parking may therefore not commensurate with easy access.

COTA SA advocates for other regional councils to be supported to take on the principles contained
within the Code Amendment.

Friends of the City of Unley Society Inc (FOCUS)

FOCUS comprises a group of residents concerned about preserving the historical character of the City of

Unley.

The following provides a high-level summary of the points made in the submission and should be read in
conjunction with the full submission provided by FOCUS:

The proposed co-located housing reforms present a creative solution to increasing housing supply,
particularly in established suburbs, by allowing more homes within existing buildings.

While the FOCUS welcome this approach, we urge the government to ensure that these reforms are
implemented in a manner that is sensitive to the unique heritage character of our community and
enhances the green canopy of Unley and promotes social cohesion, so Unley remains a very liveable
suburb in Adelaide.

We urge the government to ensure that heritage overlays take precedence over co-located housing
overlays. This is vital to protect the unique historical fabric of our community. The retention of heritage
buildings, particularly their interiors, is crucial to maintaining their value for the historical record, public
enjoyment, community use, and as tourist attractions that support the local economy.

Housing Industry Association, SA Division (HIA SA)

The HIA is the voice of Australia’s residential building industry and the HIA SA Division plays a lead role in
advocating its role in this state.
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The following provides a high-level summary of the points made in the submission and should be read in
conjunction with the full submission provided by HIA SA:

e The implementation of the Code Amendment is timely as the housing industry is currently facing many
challenges including lack of housing supply and affordability.

e HIA SA agrees that co-located housing made available for lease or sale ought to have their titles
listed as ‘community’ but there may be other mitigating circumstances where land division through
community titling is not warranted (e.g. such as for intergenerational living).

e Local design review may benefit co-located housing proposals if applied.

e More councils should adopt the co-located housing policy across a wider range of ‘neighbourhood’
and ‘township’ zones.

e The introduction of this new housing policy must consider cost/benefit outcomes for any proposed
change and accomplish sensible planning provisions in line with consumer affordability.

e Deemed-to-satisfy options should be explored for co-located housing relating to allotment size and
built form in the same capacity as certain residential dwellings are afforded a fast-tracked process.

Clarification: There is no minimum allotment size specified for co-located housing. This is to ensure
that the primary objective of the Future Living Code Amendment - to provide smaller footprint and
diverse housing product - can be achieved. In this context, co-located housing is different from more
conventional housing types and needs to be viewed as an integrated development rather than a
variety of distinct allotments with separate houses on them.

Local Government Association of South Australia (LGA SA)

The LGA SA promotes and advances the interests of local government by advocating to achieve greater
influence for local government in matters affecting councils and communities.

The LGA SA in principle supports the Future Living Code Amendment and its implementation to the 6
affected council areas.

The following provides a high-level summary of the points made in the submission and should be read in
conjunction with the full submission provided by the LGA SA:

e The LGA SA recommends that an improvement to the Future Living Code Amendment would be to
mandate any proposal to go through a local design review process — this process may need to deviate
from the traditional design review process as it should require changes based on the independent
design advice rather than just encouraging the applicant to improve the design quality.

e The LGA s also supportive of expanding the Code Amendment to other councils across the state once
the value has been demonstrated through implementation in the initial 6 councils.

Planning Institute of Australia, SA Division (PIA SA)

PIA SA is the state body representing the planning and the planning profession in South Australia, through
education, communication and professional development.

PIA SA is generally supportive of the Code Amendment and commends the Commission on the level of
detail, consideration and research which underpins this Code Amendment.

The following provides a high-level summary of the points made in the submission and should be read in
conjunction with the full submission provided by PIA SA:
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e PIA SA acknowledges the importance of this Code Amendment in light of current housing shortages
and the need to consider more flexible living arrangements for current and future population
demographics in South Australia.

e PIA SA supports the proposal to create a Co-located Housing Overlay for application over the
Established Neighbourhood Zone.

e PIA SA welcomes the consideration of the potential for local design review under section 121 of the
PDI Act to operate for co-located housing.

o PIA SA supports the insertion of a definition for co-located housing in Part 7 of the Planning and Design
Code. The definition is crucial not only to avoid legal disputes concerning the interpretation of this term
which could hamper these developments from proceeding, but also ensures that these developments
are recognised more broadly by developers, planners and the broader community as being distinct
from other forms of ‘higher density’ residential development.

e PIA SA supports the proposed amendments to Schedule 4 of the Planning, Development and
Infrastructure (General) Regulations 2017 to classify fencing within the ‘interior’ of a co-located
housing development as development — PIA considers this to be a prudent measure that will ensure
the long-term success of co-located housing.

e PIA SA supports the proposal to develop template Scheme Descriptions and By-laws to support co-
located housing projects which involve land divisions under the Community Titles Act 1996.

While PIA SA acknowledges that Scheme Descriptions are not required for community title divisions creating
6 or less community lots, PIA SA encourages the Commission to consider drafting amendments to Practice
Direction 12 (Conditions) that encourage developers to consider instituting Scheme Descriptions for co-
located housing developments of 6 or less community lots on a voluntary basis to ensure their future, long-
term success. Alternatively, PIA SA suggests that the Commission could consider amendments to Practice
Direction 12 (Conditions) to list conditions for co-located housing developments which address future
maintenance and other requirements to ensure their long-term success.

Port Adelaide National Trust Tree Group (PANTTG)

PANTTG was recently established to advocate and lobby government to increase action on protecting trees
and biodiversity.

PANTTG is pleased to note that the Future Living Code Amendment includes:

e support for the retention, alteration and/or extension of existing homes
e encourages developers to seriously consider ‘adaptive reuse’ principles in housing designs
e encourages the retention of existing tree canopy and mature gardens.

PANTTG encourages the Code Amendment to be expanded to all metropolitan councils as soon as is
practicable to support a more creative approach to residential infill development that emphasises the
retention of established housing and trees.

The Commission is also requested to include a range of housing design options (including pre-approved
house designs) when finalising the Code Amendment to ensure that homeowners, architects, builders and
developers use creative designs for co-located housing that maintain trees and native understory and
provide for greater affordability and ease in managing the building process.
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Shelter SA

Shelter SA advocates for improved housing outcomes for South Australians who are living on low incomes
and in housing need.

Shelter SA s fully supportive of the Code Amendment and considers that the proposed planning rules will
provide a well-considered balance of community needs and wishes with sustainability, affordability and
environment in mind while creating a housing option that is currently not available to add to supply.

Shelter SA also considers that community housing providers could and should benefit greatly from co-
located housing as they have many older homes on large blocks of land and a shrinking ability to grow their
portfolios for social housing.

South Australian Retirement Villages Residents Association Inc (SARVRA)

SARVRA is the peak community body representing the interests of all South Australians living in a retirement
village (where regulated by the Retirement Villages Act 2016).

Due its knowledge of the experiences of those living in retirement villages, SARVA considers that there
needs to be a level of caution taken when introducing new forms of housing such as co-located housing into
the planning system. In particular, protections need to be built into this new housing model that protect the
exploitation of the elderly (which has been observed in some commercially driven retirement villages). In this
context, there needs to be accompanying legislation with the Code Amendment that enforces the good
principles of co-located housing, for example, codes of conduct that are not regulated by independent
authorities with ‘real teeth’ are useless.

St Peters Residents Association (SPRA)

SPRA is a local community organisation which represents the residents of St Peters, College Park, Hackney,
Stepney, Maylands, Evandale and Joslin within the City of Norwood Payneham and St Peters.

SPRA is concerned with the proposal of the Future Living Code Amendment to allow dwellings to be built in
the rear and side garden areas of the 6 affected council areas (Alexandrina, Burnside, Campbelltown,
Prospect, Unley, and Walkerville).

SPRA is also concerned that the Future Living Code Amendment provisions will be progressively rolled out
across all of metro Adelaide council areas, if it is judged to be a “success” by the Commission. It is hoped
that the Commission will judge the success or failure of this experiment not solely on the number of extra
dwellings built in these council areas, but also on changes in the tree canopy/green cover over time and the
views of residents on their quality of life.

There is also some alarm in SPRA’s submission that the provision in the Planning and Design Code which
specifies that the Historic Overlay Areas will retain their “historic pattern of subdivision” may be dominated by
the new co-located housing provision with individual titles for community housing in backyards.

Urban Development Institute of Australia, SA Division (UDIA SA)

The UDIA SA is South Australia’s peak representative body for the urban development industry.

The UDIA SA supports the Code Amendment as an additional available tool to deliver additional housing
supply but not at the expense of councils also delivering on opportunities for higher density development that
will provide much greater additional housing supply within their council areas.

The following provides a high-level summary of the points made in the submission and should be read in
conjunction with the full submission provided by UDIA SA:
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e UDIA SA has concerns that some of the proposed co-located housing options outlined in the Code
Amendment will require considerable assessment by councils who have limited resources, with a big
risk that it may be easier for a council to say no than yes.

e UDIA SA contends that the case study examples of co-located housing provided in the consultation
documentation (which overly rely on corner allotments, lots with laneway acess, or aggregating lots)
may reduce the viability of the Code Amendment delivering a substantial scale of additional housing

supply.

e Notes that the Code Amendment lacks any findings or detail on the impact of co-located housing
developments on already struggling infrastructure networks (but this could be an admission that the
changes anticipate low yield).

e The requirement of the Code Amendment to require one space per co-located dwelling, and 0.33
spaces for visitors where there are 3 or more co-located dwellings should be reviewed as it does not
make sense to provide for 4 spaces for 3 houses (and so on).

e The proposed land use definition for co-located housing needs review, direction and refinement.

Notwithstanding some of the issues identified with the Code Amendment above, the UDIA SA’s submission
indicates that it would be supportive of a further amendment that permitted the possibility of co-located housing
policies applying more broadly to South Australia.

Urban Future Exchange (UFX)

UFX considers itself to be a provocative and politically savvy social enterprise, leading progressive
discussion in urban studies and related disciplines, in pursuit of an urban future for South Australia that is
healthy, confident, equitable and sustainable.

UFX is supportive of the Future Living Code Amendment and commends its objective to promote "gentle
density" and create housing options that meet evolving community needs.

UFX's submission seeks to highlight opportunities to improve the accessibility of this housing model,
ensuring that it fulfils its potential as a viable, inclusive housing option.

The following provides a high-level summary of the points made in the submission and should be read in
conjunction with the full submission provided by UFX:

e The requirement to facilitate co-located housing through land division may be a barrier to the
development of co-located housing.

o Families developing multi-generational housing are likely to be early adopters, and many of them
would likely be put off by the requirement to do a land division and then pay tens of thousands of
dollars in additional fees that go with that.

e The lack of Designated Performance Features in the Co-located Housing Overlay policy could make
it hard for development assessment planners to assess proposals for co-located housing considering
the vague wording of some Performance Outcomes — design guidelines enforceable under the Code.

e UFX believes that the geographical extent of the Code Amendment should be expanded to apply to
more areas of the state where the benefits could be realised.

e The provision of on-site car parking is expected to be a major barrier to the delivery of co-located
housing — it is recommended that car parking requirements (in particular those for visitor parking) be
removed entirely.
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There is ambiguity about whether “stacked” car parking is allowed — this is likely to be a necessity for
co-located housing development on constrained sites.

The requirement for communal space may present another barrier to delivering co-located housing —
particularly if suitable areas of private open space can be created.

UFX recommends that the definition of co-located housing be adjusted so that it does not require
communal open space.

7.4 Council Submissions

7.4.1 Participating council submissions

Submissions were received from 5 of the 6 partnering councils: Alexandrina Council, City of Burnside, City of
Campbelltown, City of Prospect and City of Unley. The Town of Walkerville did not make a formal
submission.

Alexandrina Council

While expressing its overall support for the Code Amendment, Alexandrina Council requests that several
concerns outlined in their submission are adequately addressed prior to the finalisation of the Code
Amendment to avoid the potential for significant issues arising during any future development assessment
processes.

The following provides a high-level summary of the points made in the submission and should be read in
conjunction with the full submission provided by Alexandrina Council:

Proposed community title land division approach

The proposed policy approach to co-located housing relies on a community title land division to allow
residents to freely buy and sell their homes but whilst putting in place rules and obligations for the
landowners that are a party to the development. However, Alexandrina Council considers that following
areas need further attention:

The Code Amendment does not propose a minimum site area and anticipates adding one or 2
dwellings within a site within the Established Neighbourhood Zone whilst retaining the existing
dwelling. This may not enable the ability to accommodate on-site wastewater management systems
in areas where there is no sewer or community wastewater management scheme.

Scheme descriptions are useful in reinforcing the use of land, staging and developer’s obligations.
scheme descriptions are not proposed to be legally required for land division where less than 6
allotments are created, and therefore will rarely be applicable, however are considered necessary to
ensure the intent of the policy is achieved.

In the event a community title scheme description is applicable, the legal documents, including any
associated by-laws, can be altered by the community corporation which may compromise the intended
benefits of the co-located housing outcomes.

Areas for policy improvement

Minor technical adjustments are required to the proposed co-located housing land use definition (use
of past tense) and meaning behind terms within the proposed policy (such as 'positive interaction’).

Fencing within the site of the development (not along the perimeter boundary) will require approval as
part of the changes proposed by the Code Amendment. The proposed policy is unclear as to what
height would be acceptable and in what circumstances. In addition, it is recommended that there be a
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minimum ‘private’ open space area, to accommodate a clothes drying area, or access to a private tool
shed, for example. Vigorous policy will be required to limit the opportunity for development that does
not achieve the intent.

e Including key Performance Outcomes into the Co-located Housing Overlay to elevate their
consideration during assessment is recommended (e.g. environmental sustainability, car parking, on-
site wastewater management requirements, dedicated waste storage areas and universal design
principles).

e Introduction of stronger policy requiring high standards of design and development outcomes,
especially for development required to be integrated into existing, smaller sites.

e Introduction of policy to encourage development that preserves streetscape character and importantly,
results in a positive backyard amenity for occupants and neighbours who are in close proximity; this
may also include a limit to building height, for dwellings situated behind the main character dwelling,
and appropriate setbacks to minimise bulk and scale.

City of Burnside

The City of Burnside’s submission recognises the strong potential benefits of co-located housing, its
alignment with the Burnside City Master Plan, and the interest demonstrated in this new housing concept by
the local Burnside community.

Notwithstanding this, the City of Burnside’s submission does identify several concerns with the policy
amendment as drafted for engagement that must be addressed to ensure the policy approach is fit-for-
purpose, meets community expectations and can be spatially applied to Burnside without impacting local
character and heritage, tree canopy and neighbourhood amenity. Some of the concerns identified include:

¢ Community title land division is inconsistent with the concept of site sharing and enabling interaction
with other residents.

e The proposed Code Amendment anticipates adding one or 2 new dwellings within an existing
Established Neighbourhood Zone while retaining the existing character dwelling, which is likely to
result in very small sites.

e The proposed by-laws and scheme description are not proposed to be legally required for land division
where less than 6 allotments are created, and therefore will rarely be applicable.

e Outcomes currently proposed to be sought via community title by-laws and scheme description are
unlikely to be achieved and are easily altered by agreement with property owners.

e Such unenforceable outcomes relating to design, fencing, environmental sustainability and waste
management would be more effective if sought via Planning and Design Code policy, such as updates
to the new overlay, or via the creation of a subzone over the same area.

e Land division may also monetise new allotments and erode any inclination towards the goals of social
cohesion and sharing that were originally intended in the Co-housing for Living Well project.

Council also recognises that co-located housing is of interest to their community, and with the appropriate
policy mechanisms the concept has the potential to achieve positive housing outcomes while retaining historic
and character dwellings within the Established Neighbourhood Zone.

Areas for policy improvement
The City of Burnside has identified the following opportunities for strengthening the proposed policy:

¢ reinforcement of the concept of sharing and social cohesion between occupants of new co-located
dwellings and with the occupants of the original character dwelling
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e relocation or duplication of the fundamental performance outcomes from the scheme description and
by-laws into the Planning and Design Code Policy

e relocation and/or drafting of key Performance Outcomes into a new subzone or into the Co-located
Housing Overlay to elevate consideration during assessment (e.g. environmental sustainability, waste
management, car parking and universal design principles)

e introduction of stronger policy wording to require high standards of design and development outcomes,
especially for development required to be sensitively integrated into existing, smaller sites

e introduction of policy to encourage development that preserves streetscape character and results in
positive backyard character and amenity for occupants and close neighbours.

It is recognised that council’s proposed enhancements may require further work and policy reframing by the
Commission.

City of Campbelltown

The City of Campbelltown broadly supports the draft amendment and many of the provisions supporting the
development of co-located housing, but has concerns about the insistence upon community titling,
particularly the impact on the pattern of local subdivision.

Council consider that the proposed new land use definition for co-located housing would establish a
distinctive form of housing consistent with and adequately supported by the proposed policy provisions.
Council has no concerns with the definition.

Areas for policy improvement
The City of Campbelltown has identified the following opportunities for strengthening the proposed policy:

e The intent to promote community title land division is at odds with the intent of policy in the Co-located
Housing Overlay which seeks for land division to retain the historical pattern of land division in a locality
— the City of Campbelltown therefore requests that the Commission reconsider community titling and
and investigate other ways to maintain the integrity of development an provide security of tenure.

e Council is not convinced that the provision of one on-site carparking space per dwelling will be
adequate in all circumstances. It is acknowledged that there needs to balance between provision of
parking and maintaining streetscape appearance, but more consideration needs to be given to onsite
parking needs given that co-located housing is a solution beyond just ageing in place.

City of Prospect

The City of Prospect was pleased to be a member of the working group contributing to the advancement of
the draft co-located housing policy and considers that this approach to development could offer real benefits
to members of the local community wishing to age in place.

Notwithstanding this positive support, the City of Prospect (like some of the other participating councils) has
outlined some concerns with the draft policy that it would like to see addressed before it fully supports the
spatial application of the policy to the Prospect council area.

The City of Prospect has identified the following opportunities for strengthening the proposed policy:
Areas for policy improvement

e While the draft policy facilitates knowledgeable architects working in the public interest to develop well-
design Co-located Housing, it has no ‘guard rails’ in place to protect against malicious use of this new
approach to housing leading to poor quality outcomes.
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e The draft policy allows for demolition of existing dwellings on amalgamated development sites, which
would not protect character or historic streetscapes.

e By-laws are described in the Code Amendment as an important regulatory mechanism supporting Co-
located Housing, but they are neither reviewed nor controlled by Council through the assessment
process.

e Car parking, open space, stormwater management, waste management and other policies require
further attention.

e The draft policy offers no guidance as to the appropriate floor area, height or density of dwellings within
a co-located housing development, and these are necessary guard rails to protect against malicious
use of the policy.

Clarification: Maximum building heights and site coverage for co-located housing are specified in the
underlying Established Neighbourhood Zone and will ensure that co-located housing is consistent
with the parameters specified for a particular area of the zone or locality.

e Proposed communal open space requirements are hard to determine as currently drafted and need
revision.

e The draft policies should undergo rigorous road-testing in conjunction with Councils by building
designers, developers and private certifiers to demonstrate the policy ‘gaps’, which would for further
drafts of the policy to resolve evident issues.

Proposed Land Use Definition

e Council considers that the definition of co-located housing should be changed to require a Scheme
Description, with the consequential effect that the mandatory condition in Practice Direction 12 would
only need to reference compliance with that Scheme Description.

Regulatory Amendments

Schedule 8 — required plans for lodging a co-located housing development application

e The additional details described in the site and floor plans are generally sensible, noting their
relationship to proposed assessment criteria within the Co-located Housing Overlay.

e Council agrees that it should be a requirement that land division plans be lodged as part of the same
application, but it is noted that this is not what the proposed land use definition for Co- located Housing
requires.

Changes to Practice Direction 12 — requirement to impose conditions relating to the use of common and
private areas

e Council supports the inclusion of enforceable conditions on development approvals for co-located
housing developments but does not support co-located housing developments occurring in the
absence of a scheme description.

City of Unley

The overall intention of the Future Living Code Amendment is supported by the City of Unley as it will seek to
increase housing diversity, assist affordability and retain the existing built form character and streetscapes.

Despite this general support, the City of Unley has provided several comments which require further
consideration before the Code Amendment can be finalised:

Land division approach
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Land division has been included as a requirement for co-located housing to ensure that there is tenure
over the land. This raises several matters as the controls over the land being retained as co-housing
are proposed to be through by-laws (less than 6 dwellings) and scheme descriptions (6 or more
dwellings).

A council does not have authority over by-laws, and they can be varied by resolution. A scheme
description can be varied by unanimous resolution of the community corporation, which council will
not be a party to. This creates potential conflict between the approval that has been granted under the
PDI Act and the ability to vary by-laws under the Community Titles Act 1996 should a variation be
endorsed.

Without changes to the Community Titles Act 1996 to support the appropriate use and enforceability
of approvals granted under the PDI Act, the use of by-laws and scheme descriptions are not supported.

Clarification: Scheme descriptions / by-laws assist with the ongoing management and maintenance
of co-located housing developments, whereas the Planning and Design Code (including the Co-
located Housing Overlay and associated policy) provides the planning rules for a point-in-time
assessment of built form / land use / land division.

Enforcement powers to ensure development is undertaken lawfully remains a function under the PDI
Act, not the Community Titles Act 1996.

Proposed land use definition

For all intents and purposes, co-located housing is a group dwelling or residential flat building, despite
the exclusion in Column D of the definition. The only significant difference is the requirement that each
dwelling occupies an allotment created under the Community Titles Act 1996. This requirement is
ambiguous as it does not specify when the allotment is to be created. It is considered appropriate that
the definition is amended to include reference to the fact that the title is created to be able to consider
the dwelling as co-located housing, as this will give certainty over any of the controls required to
differentiate between co-located housing and group dwellings or residential flat buildings.

Areas for policy improvement

With the increased intensity of development on allotments resulting from co-located housing, the
provision of open space prescribed under the DTS/DPF 4.1 provisions appears minimal. If 5 dwellings
are to be located on one site, this would be supported by the provision of 80 m2 of open space to be
numerically compliant. A minimum provision of 24 m2 per dwelling would be considered more suitable
to meet the communal needs of the occupants of co-housing developments and consistent with the
existing provisions within the Code for dwellings on less than 300 mz.

The allocation of one car parking space per dwelling under DTS/DPF 6.1 does not pay recognition to
the diversity in dwellings that co-located housing will encourage. Co-located housing may result in
smaller houses where the provision of one car park is appropriate; however, there is no recognition
that the existing dwelling may retain 3 or more bedrooms and therefore should provide a higher rate
of on-site car parking. It is considered appropriate that DTS/DPF 6.1 is amended to recognise that one
car parking space is appropriate for 1- or 2-bedroom dwellings, with 2 car parking spaces provided as
a minimum for dwellings with 3 bedrooms or more.

Regulatory amendments

The proposal to amend Schedule 4 to avoid the use of internal fencing to screen communal open
space between dwellings is highly supported, although there would not be a lot of weight to refuse an
application for fencing based on PO 5.1 and PO 5.2 alone. There could be DTS/DPF requirements
that also include maximum fence heights of 1.2 metres to define communal space while still allowing
passive overlooking.
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7.4.2 Non-participating council submissions

Six councils that did not participate in developing the draft Code Amendment provided submissions.

City of Adelaide

The City of Adelaide supports the principles of the Code Amendment and has provided the following
technical comments for further consideration:

e Land use definition for co-located housing — the use of ‘sensitively’ in part (b) of the definition calls for
an assessment to be made at the verification stage of a development application — this is not the
intention of verification and could hold up lodgement. It is recommended that any consideration of of
a ‘sensitive alteration or addition’ of a dwelling be included in the performance objectives for
assessment.

e Co-located Housing Overlay — a reference to maintaining mature landscaping/trees should be included
in Desired Outcome 1.

e Further clarification is required in PO 2.2 about how a land division prior to the land use development
application can be suitably assessed based on a yet to be approved land use.

e The intention of PO 2.4 (retaining the historical pattern of land division) is unclear.

e Regulatory amendments — it is recommended that the amendments to Schedule 2 and 8 of the
Planning Development and Infrastructure (General) Regulations 2017 be implemented priror to or
concurrent with the policies in the Code Amendment going live.

City of Onkaparinga

The City of Onkaparinga supports the Commission in the development of the Future Living Code
Amendment as the concept encourages a unique form of housing that may be integrated into the local
council’s established neighbourhoods, and also provides socially cohesive and potentially more affordable
housing options.

While expressing overall support to the Code Amendment progressing to approval, the City of Onkaparinga
submission provides detailed commentary against a range of key issues, including the following:

o Further clarification is requested for frontage and access arrangements as the City of Onkaparinga
understands that by definition, co-located housing has one or more of the dwellings on a site without
a frontage to a public road or to a road. In designing the site ‘holistically’, with all elements
considered as a whole, they suggest preventing the creation of land locked parcels if only via access
through a common area.

e Itis important that the landscape setting often associated with established neighbourhoods is
protected. The City of Onkaparinga recommends that policy to manage site coverage and
encourage soft landscaping is developed.

Clarification: Site coverage provisions contained in the underlying Established Neighbourhood Zone
will apply to co-located housing development. In most instances the maximum site coverage will be
either 40 or 50% depending on council area / location.

Soft landscaping policies contained in the Design in Urban Areas General Development Policies of
the Code have also been programmed to apply to co-located housing as demonstrated in the
Assessment Tables (Attachment 5).
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The City of Onkaparinga also notes that the potential complexity of assessing applications for co-
located development will have potentially more substantial and complex assessment issues and may
take longer to process than a traditional land division.

A concern is that co-located housing does not (informally) become tourist accommodation units, as
this could be an issue in the McLaren Vale wine region and coastal areas. As this would be a
change of use, the City of Onkaparinga also suggests that any proposed community title by-laws be
conditioned to reinforce the stated use is for co-located housing and excludes tourism
accommodation.

If co-located housing is allowed in areas not connected to the SA Water sewer but managed via
onsite wastewater systems, the wastewater system is required to be appropriately sized (including
any additional treatment area) and the additional dwelling sited in a way that does not impact the
treatment area.

Clarification: Relevant policies from the Infrastructure and Renewable Energy Facilities General

Development Policies regarding Water Supply and Wastewater Services are proposed to apply to
co-located housing, as demonstrated in the Assessment Tables in Attachment 5.

The minimum requirement for car parking associated with co-located housing is not likely to be
enough for areas within the City of Onkaparinga where co-located housing may be most
appropriately located. This is due to the lack of frequent (or regular) public transport services and
heavy reliance on private vehicle use.

The Co-located Housing Overlay is currently proposed to apply only to the Established
Neighbourhood Zone (and only in certain council areas) — the City of Onkaparinga notes that other
zoning exists within the council area that may also be suitable for application of the overlay in future,
subject to consultation with PLUS and the Commission.

City of Port Adelaide Enfield

The City of Port Adelaide Enfield is supportive of the introduction of a new housing type ‘co-located housing’
and associated overlay in select locations throughout metropolitan Adelaide and commends the detailed
investigations undertaken.

The following provides a high-level summary of the points made in the submission and should be read in
conjunction with the full submission provided by the City of Port Adelaide Enfield:

By its very nature, co-located housing development is likely to be a more complex residential
development type for assessment purposes, requiring a detailed assessment on a case-by-case
basis. As such, council staff may need additional training specific to this dwelling type or may need
to engage the services of an architect or other design professionals to assist with assessing the
merits of a co-located housing proposal.

Should the proposed amendment be adopted into the Code, the City of Port Adelaide Enfield will
closely monitor the success of co-located housing development in the ‘pilot’ council areas and give
further consideration as to whether the co-located housing and dwelling type and accompanying
overlay should be applied to parts of Port Adelaide Enfield.

Given this development model is likely to be less suited to traditional developers (who are looking to
turn a quick profit) and potentially more popular with those wanting to live in a co-located housing
arrangement, the City of Port Adelaide Enfield anticipates that the traditional developer-led knock
down and rebuild multiple dwellings for sale approach will remain the predominate infill development
type in the short to medium term, until the new co-located housing model gets traction.
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e The City of Port Adelaide Enfield supports the changes proposed to Schedule 4 and Schedule 8 of
the Planning, Development and Infrastructure (General) Regulations 2017 to take into account the
proposed addition of the ‘Co-located housing’ definition and Co-located Housing Overlay.

e The City of Port Adelaide Enfield strongly supports the intent of the amendment to tightly control a
co-located housing development by requiring a combined land use/land division application to be
lodged and assessed through policy and the inclusion of mandatory conditions via Practice
Direction 12.

City of Tea Tree Gully

The City of Tea Tree Gully submission does not indicate support or opposition to the Code Amendment but
does identify the following key issues which require further consideration before the Code Amendment is
approved:

e There is the potential for increased population in Established Neighbourhood Zones resulting from
this Code Amendment without any consideration for improved infrastructure and services (i.e. public
transport, roads and medical services) — the City of Tea Tree Gully therefore recommends that the
Greater Adelaide Regional Plan considers the provision of the infrastructure that is required to
service the infill growth areas identified in the Future Living Code Amendment

e The proposed minimum car parking rate of one off street car parking space per co-located dwelling,
plus onsite visitor parking requirement of 0.33 spaces per dwelling (where the development involves
3 or more dwellings) is deemed as satisfactory.

e |tis recommended that consideration be given to including policy that addresses the management of
on-street car parking within the Future Living Code Amendment.

City of West Torrens

The City of West Torrens is supportive of the principles underlying this policy, particularly the focus on
creating diverse and inclusive living environments but is also keen to gain a deeper understanding of the
longer-term outcomes of this policy.

To ensure that the intended benefits are realised, and potential impacts comprehensively evaluated, the City
of West Torrens seeks the Commission's commitment to a structured post-implementation review of the
Future Living Code Amendment to assess the effectiveness of the policy in achieving its intended goals, with
a focus on:

e housing diversity: the extent to which the overlay supports a wider range of housing types and meets
community needs

e neighbourhood integration: how sensitively new developments align with the character and fabric of
existing areas

e sustainability and liveability: the broader impacts on local amenity, infrastructure, and the quality of
life for residents and neighbours of co-located housing

e resource implications: any resultant impacts on issues such as noise, parking permits, dogs and
other compliance matters

e interaction with other legislation: the implications of the overlay with legislation including the Dog and
Cat Management Act 1995, Local Government Act 1999, Local Nuisance and Litter Control Act 2016
and the National Construction Code.
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A review as suggested, conducted after an appropriate period following implementation, would provide
valuable insights which will not only guide the City of West Torrens’s future decisions but also help determine
the effectiveness of the overlay.

City of Victor Harbor

The City of Victor Harbor applauds the aspirations contained within the draft Future Living Code
Amendment.

Acknowledging that this Code Amendment only currently applies to the 6 participating councils with existing
Established Neighbourhood Zones, the City of Victor Harbor is eager to partner with PLUS/the Commission
to observe and follow the future implementation of the intended planning policy. The City of Victor Harbor
therefore formally requests to register initial interest in any potential future incorporation of co-located
housing policy into the Planning and Design Code, as and where it affects Victor Harbor.

The City of Victor Harbor’s submission also outlines the following general observations — some of which may
require further consideration before the Code Amendment is approved:

e  Car parking — if unable to provide additional on-site parking to reduce the impact of parking on
roadways, in some cases already congested, would there be an option to pay into a car parking fund to
support the construction of additional indented car parks to be constructed within verges?

e  Waste — would the co-located houses need to share waste facilities? The City of Victor Harbor’s current
kerbside waste policy allows for an additional free general waste bin under exceptional circumstances
however, with more people living on a rateable property, this should be a fee for service and not free.

e  Services — infill development will add to the demand for water and sewer services, unlike a standardised
development that would need to consult with the service providers and pay for new connections. Such
connections are already in place however the load on the services would increase. It is unclear how SA
Water etc. would be able to plan for such upgrades, if there are no new connections (just increased
demand). Should this potentially be considered as a formal referral in the development application
process?

Clarification: A community title land division application will be required to be submitted with any
application for co-located housing, which will then be referred to SA Water to advise of their
requirements relating to the provision of water supply and sewerage services under section 102(1)(d)(vi)
of the Act.

e  Stormwater — would need to limit post-development flows to pre-development flows, requiring additional
on-site detention or soakage? This may be difficult, for example, if all tanks are full prior to an intense
event, resulting in increased run off due to the new/increase in impervious areas (roof and hardstand)
thereby increasing flows into the stormwater network (which may already be at capacity).

Clarification: The Stormwater Management Overlay will apply to areas where co-located housing is
envisaged. The policies in this Overlay seek for water sensitive urban design techniques, such as
rainwater tanks, to capture and re-use stormwater.

e Rates — has there been any consideration on how co-located dwellings would be council rated?

7.5 State agencies

The following three state agencies provided submissions on the draft Code Amendment:
e  Green Adelaide

e  Office for Design and Architecture SA
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e  Department for Environment and Heritage.
Green Adelaide

Green Adelaide considers that the policy within the proposed Co-located Housing Overlay will have an
important role in ensuring development supports the urban environment by increasing tree canopy.
Accordingly, Green Adelaide supports the policies in the overlay which seek to:

e encourage greater retention of matures trees

e increase soft landscaping

e reduce areas of impermeable surfaces

e increase provision of communal open space

e encourage use of shared driveway crossovers.

However, Green Adelaide considers that the requirements for communal open space requires further
clarification before the Code Amendment is finalised.

Green Adelaide also recommend the development of a practitioner's guide to show how co-located housing
can be designed to conform to different site area requirements.

Office for Design and Architecture (ODASA)

ODASA supports the proposed amendment and commends the commitment to providing opportunities for
design-led, diverse housing outcomes within established neighbourhoods, that support existing suburban
character, retain existing dwellings and acknowledge the contribution of garden landscapes to this built
character.

ODASA welcomes the opportunity to discuss the Local Design Review Scheme with councils who have
Established Neighbourhood Zones included within the Code Amendment. The scheme provides councils with
access to expert design advice early in the planning and design process and encourages professional
collaboration between applicants and councils. The scheme can assist councils in achieving high-quality,
diverse housing outcomes that positively contribute to local built character.

Department for Environment and Water (DEW)

DEW supports the intent of the Code Amendment to retain soft landscaping including existing trees and
streetscape. It also supports the proposal of co-located housing to retain rather than demolish the existing
dwelling as this protect the building’s embodied energy and reduces waste.

DEW also supports the performance assessed pathway being applied to co-located housing.

DEW considers that any supporting documents that are produced will be important to delivering co-located
housing and suggests that this material is aligned with Green Adelaide’s Adelaide Garden Guide.

7.6 Infrastructure providers

The following 2 infrastructure providers made submissions on the draft Code Amendment:

e APA Networks
e SA Water Corporation

APA Networks

APA Networks is a key energy provider in South Australia and have identified several critical gas assets
located within the affected council areas. APA Networks advise that any future high-density proposal in the
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vicinity of these critical gas assets will be required to be reviewed by APA Networks following the guidelines
set out in AS2885.

SA Water Corporation

SA Water undertakes long-term water security and infrastructure planning for South Australia. SA Water
notes the information provided in the Code Amendment regarding future re-zoning and land development
and will incorporate this detail into its future planning process. SA Water also requests that advice is sought
from them prior to any land use applications for co-located housing being determined by the relevant
planning authority.

Clarification: A community title land division application will be required to be submitted with any application
for co-located housing, which will then be referred to SA Water to advise of their requirements relating to the
provision of water supply and sewerage services under section 102(1)(d)(vi) of the Act.
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8 Engagement themes: summary, response, and
recommendations

Given the large number of submissions received on this Code Amendment, engagement has been analysed
thematically. The themes are discussed below, ordered in sequence of the amount of feedback received.

8.1 Neighbourhood impact and housing diversity

A majority of submissions identified issues of a social nature when commenting on the Code Amendment.
These comments relate mainly to the perceived impacts (whether ‘negative’ or ‘positive’) of co-located
housing on neighbourhood character and housing diversity.

Submissions in support noted:

o that the co-located housing model is a good alternative to the knock-down-rebuild development that
typically happens in inner suburban areas and to the predominance of large 3—4-bedroom houses, which
no longer meet the requirements of various demographic/household types

e that the proposed policy amendment appropriately balances community needs and wishes with
sustainability, affordability and environment in mind while creating a housing option that is not currently
available to add to supply

e the need to provide more diverse housing options, especially additional 1- and 2-bedroom dwellings and
housing that supports ageing in place and intergenerational living, which will also help keep inner city
suburbs dense, vibrant and affordable

o that the concept of shared housing is critical for those in the community who require living options that will
lessen loneliness and benefit mental health.

Some common concerns identified included:

e potential impacts of increasing housing density on local traffic and overall green space, which will
decrease the liveability of the areas affected

o lack of visual privacy for those living within and adjacent to co-located housing

e perception that co-located housing will replace other alternative forms of housing such as granny flats in
those areas affected by the Code Amendment

¢ doubt that co-located housing would be built to a standard like the images providing during consultation.

Proposed land division approach through community titling

One of the key topics identified in submissions was the issue of land division.

Several submissions raised the following concerns about facilitating co-located housing development
through land division:

e community title land divison being inconsistent with the concept of site sharing and enabling interaction
with other residents

¢ land division monetising new allotments and eroding the goals of social cohesion and sharing that were
originally intended in the Co-housing for Living Well project
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e land division acting as a barrier to the development of co-located housing in instances where family
groups want to provide housing for intergenerational living — this is due to the costs associated with
subdividing land

¢ land division for co-located housing would not be consistent with maintaining the established subdivision
pattern of character/historic areas.

Potential for internal fencing

Another key issue identified by the 6 participating councils was the need to provide additional policy to guide
any proposed internal fencing.

Changes are proposed to Schedule 4 of the Planning Development and Infrastructure (General) Regulations
to make any fencing up to 2.1 metres in height ‘development’ in areas subject to the Co-located Housing
Overlay. However, if such fencing is proposed, additional policy may be required to ensure that there are
appropriate guardrails in place to guide the development of internal fencing and to ensure that it doesn’t
undermine the core principles of co-located housing which seek integrated development and shared spaces.

Response:

It is agreed that co-located housing will result in smaller sites for new and existing dwellings in the
Established Neighbourhood Zone. The primary objective of the Code Amendment is to provide smaller
footprint and diverse housing products, utilising shared spaces, and therefore the zone’s minimum site area
and frontage requirements for dwellings without shared spaces do not apply to co-located housing. Co-
located housing should be viewed as an integrated development rather than a variety of distinct allotments
with separate houses on them.

It is considered that setback, site coverage, building height, communal open space and soft landscaping
criteria for co-located housing, as well as the presence of mature vegetation, will all work together to
ultimately guide the density of how many co-located dwellings can be built on a particular site.

Concerns that co-located housing will be a replacement for other alternative forms of housing (including
granny flats) in established suburbs is unfounded. Co-located housing is intended to provide another housing
option for smaller household types, which may be suitable for those who are interested in shared living. The
creation of the Co-located Housing Overlay will not limit the ability to develop other housing options which
are already available.

It is considered that the draft Co-located Housing Overlay provides strong policy wording, requiring high
standards of design and development outcomes, as well as maintaining streetscape character and
communal open space. However, several participating council submissions requested specific changes to
some of the policy in the overlay to improve clarity and remove any ambiguity. These changes are supported
and details are outlined in the below recommendations.

Community title land division is also supported as it will assist with the delivery of co-located housing which
involves a high degree of site sharing and resident interaction. For example, community titling provides for
establishment of a governance structure (formation of a body corporate, community scheme description and
by-laws etc) which formalise arrangements around the future use and management of any shared spaces /
common land.

In terms of land division “monetising” new allotments, the provision of separate land titles is considered
essential to giving clear tenure and financial viability to those who want to develop, purchase and live in a co-
located housing development.

It is acknowledged that co-located housing will not necessarily maintain the historical pattern of division, but
it is a form of development that can be appropriate in areas subject to the Character Area and Historic Area
Overlays given the built form controls and design quality sought through the Co-located Housing Overlay.
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PO 5.1 of the Character Area Overlay and PO 5.1 of the Historic Area Overlay seek land division “compatible
with the surrounding pattern of subdivision”. However, these policies are not proposed to be listed in the
assessment table (Table 3) for co-located housing. There should therefore be no conflict between the Co-
located Housing Overlay and Character Area or Historic Area Overlays. Accordingly, it is considered
appropriate to delete PO 2.4 from the Co-located Housing Overlay.

While the Overlay policy discourages any internal fencing for co-located housing, it is possible that internal
fencing may be proposed after the initial development of co-located housing. It will therefore be necessary
for the relevant planning authority to have policy to against which the proposal can be assessed to ensure
that it doesn’t undermine the shared space / communal open space objectives for co-located housing. New
policy is therefore proposed to be included in the Co-located Housing Overlay to ensure any internal fencing
is limited in height and visually permeable to maintain visibility, outlook and passive surveillance of common
areas.

With regard to visual privacy concerns identified for both those living within co-located housing or on
adjacent properties, it's noted that:

e ‘overlooking’ will be permitted within a co-located housing development given the shared / communal
nature of the development, but policy in the Overlay will encourage the location of bedrooms away from
communal spaces; and

e  existing privacy will be maintained for neighbouring properties through the application of existing visual
privacy policy in the Design in Urban Areas General Development Policies.

Recommendations:

Make the following changes to policy in the Co-located Housing Overlay policy (refer to red-text for deletions
and green text for insertions):

Co-located Housing Overlay

PO 2.2

Co-located housing includes (as part of the application;-ervia-a-current-existing-development-autherisation) a

community title land division with a community scheme description {ifapplicable} and by-laws that address
tenure, access, functional and operational management matters of co-located housing.

PO 2.3

Amalgamation of sites (including the retention of all existing dwellings) is encouraged to achieve improved

design outcomes for co-located housing including improved solar orientation of housing, increased soft
landscaping and greater retention of tree canopy.

PO 3.1

Co-located housing features dwellings behind or integrated with one or more established dwellings which
faces theprimary a street in a manner which preserves the existing streetscape pattern and character.
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PO 3.2

Co-located housing incorporates form, height, scale, spacing and design that complements the prevailing
streetscape character of the locality and minimises the visual impacts to neighbouring properties.

PO 5.2

Co-located housing development provides mairtain-visibility between living areas and communal open
space, avoiding internal fencing other obstructions to promote passive surveillance across the site.

PO 5.4

Internal fencing within a co-located housing development is limited in height and visually permeable to
maintain visibility, outlook and passive surveillance of common areas.

DTS/ DPE 5.4

Fencing within the site of a co-located housing development (where not located along the perimeter
boundary) is no more than 1.2m in height and constructed of a material with a minimum transparency of
50%.

8.2 Economic (housing affordability, viability and development cost)

Several submissions questioned the financial viability and cost of undertaking co-located housing
development, particularly in established residential areas defined by their heritage, character and urban tree
canopy features.

Some submissions considered that a key to the Code Amendment’s successful implementation will be
providing support for navigating the financial and legal aspects of development, by assisting households to
gain finance and exploring different tenure and legal title options for co-located housing. It is argued that with
greater development certainty, it will be more viable for interested property owners/organisations to engage
with financial institutions and philanthropic and social impact investors to facilitate co-located housing on
appropriate sites/locations.

Cohousing Australia, HIA SA, and the UDIA SA have identified the financial viability of co-located housing
from the perspective of financing, providing template house designs, demonstration projects etc, as key
issues that require attention.

The UDIA notes that case studies highlighted in the draft Code Amendment’s consultation documents tend
to rely on specific blocks of land such as corner allotments, lots with laneway access or similar, or
aggregating lots to create opportunities for additional co-located housing. The UDIA contends that this may
reduce the viability of the Code Amendment delivering a substantial scale of additional housing supply.

Organisations working with individuals/groups to facilitate complex shared housing developments, such as
Cohousing Australia, have indicated that alternative housing forms like co-located housing are needed to
navigate complex systems and rules when proposals incorporate affordable housing. These include land
purchase contracts, collective financing (in some instances), town planning policies, housing design and
construction contracts, building permits, subdivision and governance for shared spaces and contracts with
affiliated organisations (for example community housing providers or social impact investors).

Some other common concerns raised in submissions include the possible prohibitive cost of financing co-
located housing, which in turn is likely to limit the long-term appeal and viability of co-located housing.

To address some of these issues, organisations such as the Port Adelaide National Trust Tree Group have
recommended that consideration be given to pre-approved house designs that not only assist in addressing
affordability matters but also ease the burden associated with managing the building process. Both the HIA
SA and the UDIA SA have also requested that more streamlined assessment pathways (including ‘deemed-
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to-satisfy’ options) be explored in relation to co-located housing to make it easier for councils to say ‘yes’
rather than ‘no’ to such proposals.

Response:

Economic feasibility

While the financial barriers to co-located housing are not the primary focus of the Future Living Code
Amendment, nor do they require direct consideration through the planning policy and assessment process
under the PDI Act, there is a lot that can be achieved through providing a supportive regulatory or planning
framework which encourages co-located housing development in an appropriate context.

Investigations undertaken for the Code Amendment have also determined that the most viable legal title for
co-located housing is community titling because it allows land to be subdivided into individual, freehold title
housing lots and collectively owned property.

The legal structure which is automatically created through registration of a community plan of subdivision
then allows residents to freely buy and sell their own homes. This land titling arrangement therefore
significantly increases the feasibility and potential take-up of this new form of housing product.

Financing co-located housing, like with any typical form of residential development, will depend on a range of
factors, including the size of the project, whether it is for ownership or rental and what kind of social impact
the project would have.

The following potential development scenarios provide possible examples of several finance options that
could be made available for various co-located housing development proposals/scenarios:

Redevelopment of the family home

If a family home is being redeveloped to accommodate an extra household or 2, the process of getting a loan
will probably be like financing a conventional home improvement, with some exceptions.

Co-buying to redevelop a property

Another option would be to purchase a property to create 2 or 3 homes as a small group using a co-borrower
home loan option, offered by some banks.

A co-borrower home loan allows borrowers to purchase property together as tenants in common whilst
keeping their finances separate. Borrowers must guarantee each other’s loans. Independent financial and
legal advice and a tailored co-ownership agreement are essential.

Shared equity models

Shared equity models allow residents to have a stake in their home without fully owning it. They help
households with lower or variable incomes to enter the housing market.

Some collaborative housing projects are exploring this as part of their goal for a diverse community that
welcomes households on lower incomes. An equity partner shares ownership of the property, using a
financial model that supports the household to eventually achieve full ownership.

Financing rental projects

A ‘build to rent’ model with long term leases may be another suitable pathway for co-located housing. In this
scenario, investors own the asset and finance land acquisition and development, in return for a guaranteed
rental income stream. The long-term leases give both tenants and investors security.

Rental collaborative housing for low-income households may also be financed by community housing
providers.
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Impact investment

Projects with a measurable social impact may want to explore impact investment as part of the financing
strategy. Impact investing is a growing field of investment that targets organisations and projects that deliver
positive social and environmental impact alongside financial return.

Impact investment can help in cases where conventional finance is hard to obtain, or to reduce the equity
contribution required of households. It is also offered at a lower rate than conventional finance of the
equivalent tier.

*Note: The above information was provided in the FAQs document released as part of the Code
Amendment’s engagement package and included the following disclaimer which still stands — ‘Any party
interested in developing land for co-located housing would need to seek their own advice from lending
institutions, financial advisors or mortgage brokers on the types of loans available for a co-located housing
development, or for the purchase of individual co-located homes once a development is complete’.

Other supporting mechanisms

To assist with implementing the Code Amendment and encourage the initial delivery of co-located housing
development in the 6 affected council areas, the Commission and 6 participating councils are currently
considering developing a local pilot scheme that may assist interested property owners in redeveloping their
land for co-located housing.

Opportunities for developing a design guide (or similar) to assist delivering co-located housing on compatible
sites is also currently being explored.

It's noted that, if a council has determined to make design review available in its area under section 121 of
the PDI Act, they could select ‘co-located housing’ as a class of development which could be subject to the
local design review scheme (see Part 5, Table 2 of the Planning and Design Code). Further detail on the
design review scheme is available at

https://plan.sa.gov.au/development applications/case _management_services/design_review

Recommendations:

No change recommended.

8.3 Sustainability (design quality and small footprint living)

Sustainability issues were raised in 29% of submissions on the Code Amendment.
The following key issues were commonly identified:

e stronger policy wording is needed to require high standards of design and development outcomes,
especially for development that must be sensitively integrated into existing, smaller sites

e concerns about the lack of policy in the Co-located Housing Overlay to address the environmental
sustainability merits of co-located housing
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e key Performance Outcomes are recommended to be included in the Co-located Housing Overlay to
elevate their consideration during assessment (e.g. environmental sustainability, on-site wastewater
management requirements, dedicated waste storage areas and universal design principles)

The Code Amendment does not propose a minimum site area for co-located housing, but the proposed built
form policies applied to existing established residential sites would generally provide for the addition of one
or 2 dwellings whilst retaining the existing dwelling. In some cases, this may not enable on-site wastewater
management systems to be accommodated in areas where there is no sewer or community wastewater
management scheme, but this assessment could be undertaken on a case-by-case basis against relevant
policy in the Infrastructure and Renewal Energy Facilities General Development Policies.

Other issues identified include concerns that the planning process for co-located housing will not result in
sympathetic or sustainable neighbourhood design, raising concern that faux ‘Georgian’ design without eaves
and dark-coloured roofs could result.

COTA SA requested that all co-located dwellings be required to comply with the increased energy efficiency
standards of the new National Construction Code, and not be exempt from these features. It was
emphasised that thermal comfort (for both hot and cold weather) and affordable energy costs is critically
important to older people ageing healthily in place.

While DEW acknowledged and supported the intention of co-located housing to maintain the same
requirements for soft landscaping, it was considered that co-locating a new dwelling, even with a small
footprint on the same allotment as an existing dwelling, will increase impervious surfaces and contribute to
additional runoff. Consideration of this issue during the assessment process was requested, highlighting
climate projections for increases in the intensity of rainfall events and the implications on stormwater
infrastructure systems that are already at capacity in some established areas.

DEW also considered that supporting documents will be important to successfully deliver co-located housing
(in particular its sustainability principles) and suggests that any material produced is aligned with Green
Adelaide’s Adelaide Garden Guide.

Response:

Issues such as design, water sensitive design, and waste management (where not specifically addressed in
the Co-located Housing Overlay) will be addressed in other parts of the Planning and Design Code and are

called up in the assessment table (Table 3) for co-located housing in the Established Neighbourhood Zone*.
Policy in the Co-located Housing Overlay is intended to complement the suite of policies found elsewhere in
the Code and will only supersede a policy where there is a conflict.

As an example, the following policy already in the Code will be applied to the assessment of co-located
housing:

e Established Neighbourhood Zone — PO and DTS/DPF 3.1 under the heading of ‘Site Coverage’: PO and
DTS/DPF 8.1 under the heading of ‘Side Boundary Setback’: and PO and DTS/DPF 9.1 under the
heading of ‘Rear Boundary Setback’ will apply to the co-located housing land use part of the application.

e Design in Urban Area General Development Policies — PO and DTS/DPF 22.1 under the heading of
‘Water sensitive design’ and PO and DTS/DPF 35.1, 35.2, 35.3, 35.4, 35.5 and 35.6 under the heading of
‘Site Facilities/Waste Storage’ will apply to the co-located housing land use part of the application.

1 This table was provided in Attachment E to the Code Amendment and a Co-located Housing Policy document was also
provided for engagement to show all the Code policy that would apply to this new form of housing.
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o |Interface Between Land Uses General Development Policies — PO and DTS/DPF 3.1-3.3 under the
heading of ‘Overshadowing’ will apply to co-located housing land use part of the application.

e Land Division General Development Policies — PO and DTS/DPF 1.1-1.2 under the heading of ‘All Land
Division: Allotment Configuration’; PO and DTS/DPF 2.1-2.8 under the heading of ‘All Land Division:
Design and Layout’; PO and DTS/DPF 4.1-4.6 under the heading of ‘All Land Division: Infrastructure’; PO
and DTS/DPF 5.1 under the heading of ‘Minor Land Division (Under 20 Allotments): Open Space’; PO
and DTS/DPF 6.1 under the heading of ‘Minor Land Division (Under 20 Allotments): Solar Orientation’;
and PO and DTS/DPF 7.1-7.2 under the heading of ‘Minor Land Division (Under 20 Allotments): Water
Sensitive Design’ will apply to the land division component of the application.

The existing National Construction Code requirements for a 7-star energy rating will apply to all co-located
housing, as will the recent introduction (in October 2024) of additional accessibility requirements for
development.

In terms of an on-site wastewater management system, small allotments may not be suitable for co-located
housing if such a system is required. In this situation, a relevant planning authority could refuse an
application drawing on wastewater services policies in the Infrastructure and Renewable Energy Facilities
General Development Policies of the Code.

Recommendations:

No change recommended.

8.4 Environment (urban tree canopy, landscaping, and open space)

Many of the submissions received on the Future Living Code Amendment strongly support the goal of co-
located housing to:

e encourage greater retention of matures trees

e increase soft landscaping

reduce areas of impermeable surfaces

increase provision of communal open space

e encourage use of shared driveway crossovers.

Submissions expressed the importance of ensuring the landscape setting often associated with established
neighbourhoods is not further diminished through developing co-located housing in the backyards of
established houses. In this context, it has been recommended that policy to manage site coverage and
encourage soft landscaping is further strengthened to address these issues.

Another issue identified in submissions was the potential for an increased urban heat island effect resulting
from developing backyards for co-located housing, especially any development involving dark roofs and
artificial lawns. Some submissions considered that the removal of vegetation for co-located housing may
further destroy habitat for birds, possums, lizards and small reptiles.
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Submissions from organisations such as the COTA SA, Green Adelaide and DEW strongly supported the
goal of co-located housing in preserving existing trees, mature gardens and the established streetscape,
rather than reducing tree canopy as is common in other small-scale infill approaches.

Communal Open Space

One of the key topics identified in submissions under this theme is the issue of communal open space.

Several submissions argued that the requirement for communal open space may be a barrier to the future
provision of co-located housing and that it would be better to provide suitable areas of private open space.
Other submissions outlined that the proposed requirement for at least 80 m? of communal open space, which
is not dependent on number of dwellings, may also act as a disincentive and never be fully used, and that a
lesser provision (40 m?) may be more appropriate considering the needs of lone-person households.

In contrast, a significant number of submissions supported a mandatory requirement to provide communal
open space for co-located housing, but requested further clarification/refinement to address ambiguity in the
draft policy relating to the average area per dwelling and the single consolidated area, as set out below:

e an average minimum of 16 m2 of communal open space is provided per co-located housing dwelling for
shared use by all occupants

¢ 80 m? of communal open space, with a minimum dimension of 5 m, is provided in a single location that is
overlooked by a minimum of 2 dwellings.

The City of Unley also considered that providing communal space as prescribed may be too low given the
increased intensity of development on allotments resulting from co-located housing. The City of Unley
requested a minimum of 24 m? per dwelling as more suitable to meet the communal needs of the occupants
of co-located housing and would be consistent with the existing provisions of the Planning and Design Code
for dwellings on allotments of less than 300 m?.

Response:

At the very heart of the Future Living Code Amendment is the desire to preserve the original homes,
established gardens, tree canopy and streetscape of the affected established suburbs. This contrasts with
typical ‘knock-down-rebuild’ housing development where the landscape of an allotment is cleared to make
way for new housing.

In addition, high quality design specifications require co-located housing developments to complement the
existing streetscape and limit impacts on surrounding established homes and gardens. In this context,
original homes, mature trees and established gardens are retained as part of any co-located housing
development.

Existing soft landscaping policy in the Design in Urban Areas General Development Policies is proposed to
apply to co-located housing, seeking the preservation and provision of soft landscaping (with a minimum
dimension of 700mm) throughout the site at a rate of 10% to 25%, depending on average site area. It's noted
that soft landscaping is defined to mean landscaped areas that are pervious and capable of supporting the
growth of plant species. It does not include artificial turf or any form of pervious paving or paved/hardstand
areas used for pedestrian and/or vehicle movement.

Retaining mature landscape and soft ground cover works to mitigate any negative consequences of knock-
down-rebuild development. This includes retaining any habitat for birds and other wildlife.

The proposed planning rules for co-located housing will complement existing planning rules, such as building
height limits, site coverage, soft landscaping and tree protections, to ensure that any streetscape, open
space, character and heritage considerations are maintained through this new form of housing.

Communal open space, rather than providing individual areas of private open space, is a key element of co-
located housing to foster resident interactions and preserve a meaningful area of green space. It is agreed
that greater clarity in the communal open space policy regarding minimum standards would be beneficial, as
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well as reviewing the area required per dwelling to ensure a suitably sized communal open space area is
provided. A rate of 24 m? per dwelling is supported (in the case of a co-located housing development with 3
dwellings, this would provide an area of 72 m?, close to the total figure of 80 m? anticipated in the draft
consulted policy). In addition, instead of specifying a minimum area of 80 m?, it is considered more beneficial
to specify that 80% of this area (calculated from 24 m? per dwelling) be provided in a single location, with a
minimum 5 x 5 metre dimension for functionality, with the remaining 20% able to be provided in alternate
area, working with the site’s features and constraints.

Recommendations:

Make the following changes to policy in the Co-located Housing Overlay policy (refer to red-text for deletions
and green text for insertions):

Co-located Housing Overlay

The following amendments are proposed to be made to PO and DTS 4.1 to address the comments made in
relation to communal open space:

PO 4.1

Shared-ercCommunal open space for co-located housing is provided to meet the needs of co-located
housing occupants, in a manner that encourages interaction between occupants and provides privacy from
public view while complementing streetscape character.

DTS 4.1

Private-Communal open space is-taken-to-be-metfor co-located housing-i-al satisfies all of the following are
ashiced:

a) an average minimum of 4624 m? of communal open space is provided per co-located housing dwelling
for shared use by all occupants

b) 86m2ef 80% of the total communal open space;-with-a-minimum-dimension-ef5m; is provided in a
single location that is overlooked by a minimum of two dwellings and has a minimum dimension of 5 m

S—somat o e s o eRne:

& c)is obscured or screened from public view (external to the site) by siting or the use of vegetation,
buildings, or other similar structures with a minimum height of 1.8 m above ground level and a maximum
transparency of 20%

#=  d) may include verandahs, alfrescos, balconies; terraces, decks where not enclosed on all sides

#4  e) does not include areas used for bin storage, laundry drying, rainwater tanks, utilities, driveways or
vehicle parking areas.

8.5 Building height and setbacks

Some common concerns identified under density considerations include the potential impacts of increasing
housing density on local traffic, on-street car parking and local service infrastructure, which will decrease the
liveability of the areas affected.

Other submissions have identified concerns about the potential for 2-storey co-located housing development
to occur in the rear yards of established homes, similar to existing ‘battle-axe’ development that is heavily
restricted in the Established Neighbourhood Zone. Some submissions therefore argue that there should be a
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limit on building height for co-located housing to a one storey maximum to reduce any impacts on adjoining
properties.

The issue of building co-located housing right up to adjoining site boundaries is also identified as a possible
concern due to the perceived impacts on the amenity, privacy and liveability of adjoining residential
properties.

Response:

Maximum building height is already guided by the relevant building height technical numerical variation
(TNV) figure provided in the underlying Established Neighbourhood Zone. The Future Living Code
Amendment has not altered maximum building heights.

It should be noted that the maximum building height TNV in the Established Neighbourhood Zone of most of
the affected council areas is currently only one storey but there are some instances where a 2-storey
maximum is permitted. Any co-located housing development incorporating a 2-storey component (like any
other form of dwelling) would therefore need to be assessed for its suitability on merit against the local
character context, including any site constraints that would preclude more than 1-storey being built.

While it is acknowledged that co-located housing has the potential to be built on the boundary with an
adjacent property, there is a cap provided in the proposed policy that would limit the length and height a
boundary wall can extend and how much of the collective side boundary could be built out with boundary
walls (up to a maximum of 45% of the length of the boundary). Most councils participating in this Code
Amendment support building on the boundary if it results in a better design outcome overall for co-located
housing and can limit the impact on adjacent residential properties.

Recommendations:

No change recommended.

8.6 Character and heritage

While groups such as Friends of the City of Unley Society Inc (FOCUS) supported efforts to address the
current housing crisis through the proposed co-located housing policy, FOCUS also urged the Commission
to tread carefully and ensure that any policy changes are implemented in a manner that is sensitive to the
unigue heritage character of the Unley community, enhances overall green canopy and maintains liveability.

The Port Adelaide National Trust Group supported the intent of the Code Amendment to retain, alter and/or
extend existing homes in established areas.

PIA SA considered that the Co-located Housing Overlay will ensure the integrity of the underlying
Established Neighbourhood Zone provisions will be maintained.

Community groups such as the St Peters Residents Association and Community Alliance SA expressed
concerns that allowing additional dwellings to be built in rear and side garden areas in the 6 council areas
may erode the existing heritage and character of established suburbs if appropriate safeguards are not in
place to control overdevelopment, significant loss of open space and tree canopy.

Submissions recommended further guidance relating to appropriate development intensity, noting that if the
only desired outcome of the Co-Located Housing Overlay is to provide additional housing, then it creates an
unresolved tension with character area and historic area overlays. It was suggested this could be resolved
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with a clear indication of dwelling size/intensity (e.g. dwellings no larger than 2 bedrooms, with no more than
3 dwellings per 1,000 sgm site area).

Concerns were also expressed in some submissions that policy in the Co-located Housing Overlay will over-
ride or supersede any policy provided in Historic Area / Character Area Overlays where they also apply over
the same site.

Despite the objectives of co-located housing to protect streetscape character/presentation, the City of Unley
Stakeholders Group, comprising the FOCUS, Active Ageing Alliance and Grow Grow Grow Your Own,
expressed concerns over the potential impacts of developing to the rear of established homes. These
observed impacts included loss of open space, additional car parking and the social impacts of people living
at greater densities. It was considered that the retention of an area’s ‘character’ is more than just the
appearance of the building from the street.

Response:

The key objective of the Future Living Code Amendment is the desire to preserve the original homes,
established gardens, tree canopy and streetscape of the affected established suburbs.

High quality design specifications would require co-located housing developments to complement the
existing streetscape and limit impacts on surrounding established homes and gardens. Original homes,
mature trees and established gardens are to be retained as part of any co-located housing development.

The proposed planning rules for co-located housing complement and add to existing rules, such as building
height limits and tree protections, to ensure streetscape, character and heritage are maintained through this
new form of housing.

The Code Amendment does not make any changes to policy in either the Historic Area Overlay or Character
Area Overlay, which will apply over the same areas as the Co-located Housing Overlay in some cases.
Existing policy in both overlays will supplement those provided by the proposed Co-located Housing Overlay
and the Established Neighbourhood Zone, to ensure that a locality’s valued characteristics are reinforced in
co-located housing through contextually responsive development.

In situations where the Co-located Housing Overlay applies to areas where either the Historic Area or
Character Area Overlays (or any other overlay) also apply, then the policies contained in these overlays will
need to be considered collectively (and of equal importance) when considering the merits of a co-located
housing development.

It should be noted that demolition control in the Historic Areas of the Established Neighbourhood Zone
provides additional protection to original homes. In areas within the zone where there is no demolition control
(such as Character Areas), co-located housing would work as an incentive to retain the original house,
allowing a site to be developed with additional housing that could not occur with other housing forms.

Recommendations:

No change recommended.
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8.7 Land division and scheme descriptions

Several of the submissions received on the Future Living Code Amendment have expressed concerns about
ability of community title governance arrangements to effectively manage co-located housing and ensure
that the original objectives of the development are maintained into the future.

Some key issues identified include:

e the proposed by-laws and scheme description are not proposed to be legally required for land division
where less than 6 allotments are created, and therefore will rarely be applicable

e scheme descriptions are useful in reinforcing the use of land, staging and developer’s obligations — they
are therefore necessary in ensuring that the intent of the policy is achieved

e outcomes currently proposed to be sought via community title by-laws and a scheme description are also
unlikely to be achieved, as they can be easily altered through the agreement or a unanimous resolution
of all property owners.

The above issues are considered to create potential conflict between the approval that has been granted
under the Planning Development and Infrastructure Act 2016 and the ability to vary by-laws and scheme
descriptions under the Community Titles Act 1996 should a variation be endorsed.

Other submissions have also stated that without changes to the Community Titles Act 1996 to support the
appropriate use and enforceability of approvals granted under the Planning Development and Infrastructure
Act 2016, then using by-laws and scheme descriptions to guide co-located housing developments is not
supported.

Response:

Community title land division is intended to assist with delivering co-located housing, which involves a high
degree of site sharing and resident interaction.

Community titling provides the necessary tools to formalise arrangements around the future use and
management of any shared spaces/common land. It also provides a governance structure which will set the
rules for how people live and interact in co-located housing development going forward.

While community scheme by-laws will be mandatory for all co-located housing, it is acknowledged that the
Community Titles Act 1996 only requires scheme descriptions to accompany land division applications for 6
or more lots. To address this issue, the Commission proposes to prescribe a scheme description as a
document to be lodged with an application under section 119(1) of the Planning Development and
Infrastructure Act 2016, through amendments to Schedule 8 of the Planning Development and Infrastructure
Act (General) Regulations. The relevant planning authority for a co-located housing development could then
consider a scheme description as part of the development application process (ensuring that this is lodged
through the verification process) and add compliance with the scheme description as a condition of approval.

In addition, as co-located housing would essentially operate as an integrated development (subject to
community titling legislation, by-laws and associated community scheme description) it would be very difficult
to make any significant changes to the development without the full support of most landowners. In situations
where landowners do agree to make some changes, these changes would need to be minor in nature to not
prompt a change in land use of the site from co-located housing to something more conventional such as
group dwellings. Such a change would trigger the need to lodge a change in land use application for the
whole site, for assessment by the relevant authority.

Recommendations:

While not forming part of this Code Amendment, the following changes are recommended:
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Update Schedule 8 of the Planning Development and Infrastructure Act (General) Regulations to require a
scheme description to be submitted with an application for co-located housing development.

Update Practice Direction 12 (Conditions) to require a scheme description to be submitted with an
application for co-located housing development.

8.8 Car parking (on-street and off-street parking provision)

Many of the submissions provided by the participating councils and other organisations including COTA SA,
UDIA SA, City of Tea Tree Gully and City of Onkaparinga consider that the provision of one car parking
space per dwelling will not be adequate for co-located housing in all circumstances. This is because co-
located housing development may result in the development of larger houses (3+ bedrooms) than the one-
to 2-bedroom dwellings envisaged. In this instance, it is considered appropriate that a higher rate of on-site
car parking (e.g. 2 spaces) be provided.

City of Prospect also did not support the visitor car parking requirement only triggering where 3 or more
dwellings are proposed. It considers that the car parking requirements outlined in the Co-located Housing
Overlay are in direct conflict with, and undermine, the visitor car parking requirements provided in the
Transport, Access and Parking General Development Policies.

It was suggested that policy should be strengthened to encourage shared car parking/access on sites that
are subject to co-located housing development.

City of Tea Tree Gully recommended policy that addresses managing on-street car parking. The City of
Onkaparinga observed that any move to increase on-street parking through issuing permits is going to be
problematic and lead to extra council administration and monitoring.

Alternatively, some other submissions such as that from the Australian Institute of Architects argue for a
lesser rate of off-street car parking provision on the basis that co-located housing is likely to appeal to

younger and more diverse demographics and will be located in areas well served by public transport and
other alternative transport opportunities such as e-scooters, bicycles and shared vehicle ownership/use.

Urban Future Exchange contends that the provision of off-street car parking will be a key barrier to the
successful delivery of co-located housing in established areas and therefore considers that all requirements
for car parking should be removed entirely. It was viewed that co-located housing is well suited to a car-free
lifestyle.

Response:

The intent of co-located housing is to limit car parking, relying on shared car parking areas rather than
individual car parking and driveway space.

Car parking arrangement should maintain the primary streetscape and limit the number of additional
driveway access points, as well as maintaining existing driveways and manoeuvring areas to maximise
landscape and communal open space.

While some submissions argue for an increase in the off-street car parking rate for co-located housing,
others argue for a reduction in car parking to acknowledge that co-located housing is a new form of shared
housing that will attract a range of demographic/household groups where car ownership is not necessarily
the primary form of transport.

It is considered that an increase in the proposed rate of car parking for co-located housing would act as a
significant impediment to the delivery and viability of this new form of housing on many sites, especially as
co-located housing must meet many other requirements addressing site coverage, soft landscaping and
communal open space etc.
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While the primary objective of co-located housing is to provide smaller footprint dwellings of one to 2
bedrooms, there is always the possibility that co-located dwellings with a larger number of bedrooms (3+
bedrooms) may be proposed in some circumstances if the site conditions allow it. In this context, it is
recommended that a higher car parking rate of 2 spaces should be provided for those dwellings containing
3+ bedrooms.

It is likely in many situations that a requirement for a minimum of 2 car parking spaces per 3+ bedroom
dwelling will make it very difficult to develop co-located housing on many sites — therefore one to 2 bedrooms
are still likely to be the predominant form which co-located housing will take.

One parking space per 1 to 2 bedroom dwelling is therefore considered appropriate, particularly if supported
by any on-street parking.

On-street parking controls in conjunction with off-street parking requirements will be important for ensuring
the success of co-located housing. The Commission has requested that all participating councils consider
on-street parking controls through the Road Traffic Act 1961 and Local Government Act 1999. Such changes
could complement/assist any future co-located housing development in their areas. Options currently
available to each council include implementing parking controls (i.e. local permits and time limits).

Triggering the visitor parking rate once 3 or more dwellings are proposed is considered appropriate and no
changes are recommended to this threshold. Most co-located housing developments are expected to include
at least 3 dwellings.

Confusion about the listing of car parking rates for co-located housing in different Planning and Design Code
modules is noted. Given that PO 5.1 of the Transport, Access and Parking General Development Policies
are also relevant to co-located housing, it is considered appropriate to delete PO/DTS 6.1 of the Co-located
Housing Overlay, thereby allowing the general development policies to guide car parking rates solely, as is
the case with other forms development.

Recommendations:

Make the following changes to policy in the Co-located Housing Overlay and the Transport, Access and
Parking General Development Policies (refer to red-text for deletions and green text for insertions):

Co-located Housing Overlay

PO 6.2

Car parking for co-located housing satisfies all of the following is:

a) is shared with car parks accessible to occupants and visitors at all times
b) and is-established in a manner that maintains the existing primary streetscape and
c) ‘Hmits-maintains or reduces the number of additienal existing driveway access points.

PO. 6.3

Existing driveways and manoevring areas are maintained or reduced to maximise the amount of landscaping
and communal open space provided.
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Transport, Access and Parking General Development Policies

Table 1 — General Off-Street Car Parking Requirements

Class of Development Car Parking Rate

Co-located Housing 1 space-per-dwelling

Dwelling with 1 or 2 bedrooms (including rooms capable of being used as
a bedroom) - 1 space per dwelling to be located in a shared car parking
area / arrangement.

Dwelling with 3 or more bedrooms (including rooms capable of being
used as a bedroom) - 2 spaces per dwelling to be located in a shared car
parking area / arrangement.

Where development involves 3 or more dwellings, 0.33 spaces per

dwelling for visitor parking where-developmentinvelves-3-ermere

dwellingsto be located in a shared car parking area / arrangement.

8.9 Infrastructure (capacity constraints)

Some common concerns raised in submissions included the potential impacts of increasing housing density
on local service infrastructure, which will decrease the liveability of the areas affected.

Infrastructure capacity (including concerns identified about stormwater management and the capacity of
other infrastructure to accommodate this type of new housing) have been identified in the submissions of
COTA SA, City of Tea Tree Gully, UDIA SA, City of Onkaparinga as well as many individual submitters.

According to some submissions, one of the major issues that has caused significant issues with any infill-
type housing is stormwater management, in particular on-site management and how it may affect local
council stormwater infrastructure.

Response:

The areas affected by the Future Living Code Amendment, namely the established residential areas of inner
metropolitan Adelaide and Alexandrina Council, are well serviced by existing infrastructure including:

e water

e sewer

e gas

e electricity

e telecommunications.

Should augmentation of these services be required to accommodate co-located housing, the PDI Act and the
Planning and Design Code provide appropriate exemptions and policy guidance within the general
development policies to facilitate a detailed assessment when a development application is submitted to the
relevant planning authority for consideration.

The Stormwater Management Overlay will also apply to those areas where co-located housing is to be
provided. Policy in this overlay specifies that development incorporates water sensitive urban design
techniques to capture and re-use stormwater.
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In this context, further analysis of infrastructure capacity and any augmentation requirements are better
placed to be undertaken as part of the development assessment process.

Recommendations:

No change recommended.

8.10 Other matters

In response to other comments received, as summarised in Section 7 this of this report, the following
changes are proposed:

Land use definition

Many of the comments made in relation to the proposed land use definition were made by the affected
councils.

Overall, there is strong support among submissions for inserting a new definition for co-located housing into
Part 7 of the Planning and Design Code. The proposed new land use definition is considered critical not only
to avoid legal disputes concerning the interpretation of this term, which could hamper these developments
from proceeding, but also ensures that these developments can be recognised more broadly by developers,
planners and broader community as being distinct from other forms of ‘*higher density’ residential
development.

Both the City of Unley and City of Prospect have provided detailed comments on the proposed land use
definition.

Notwithstanding its support for the Code Amendment, the City of Unley questioned the need for a separate
land use definition, given that it views co-located housing as essentially being a group dwelling or residential
flat building. The council also questioned the definition’s requirement for each co-located dwelling to occupy
a community title allotment, particularly the timing of when the allotment is to be created. The City of Unley
seeks greater clarification through amendments to the definition.

City of Prospect provided detailed comments on the new definition for co-located housing under four
components of the definition (parts a, b, ¢ and d):

(&) This component of the definition appears to require that a community title land division has already been
lodged and approved, with new titles having been created, before a co-located housing development
could be proposed.

Part (a) of the definition should be revised to require that the 2 or more dwellings are lodged together
with an application for land division under the Community Titles Act 1996 and accompanied by a
scheme description.

City of Prospect noted the scheme description is the only document under the Community Titles Act
1996 that can be reviewed and altered by councils and, once a scheme description is in place, the by-
laws (that are not reviewed by councils) must be in accordance with the scheme description.

(b) The council does not support this component of the definition, which would only protect one existing
dwelling even in circumstances where more than one dwelling is involved in the co-located housing
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development and offers no protection to dwellings facing secondary streets. This should be revised to
include all existing dwellings within the site of the proposed development.

(c) The council supports this component of the definition in principle but suggests that this refers to ‘all
dwellings within the site of the development’ to ensure the intent of this component of the definition is
clear.

(d) The council supports this component of the definition, though suggests changing the head clause to say
‘including, but not limited to:".

Response:

The Commission disagrees that there is no difference between co-located housing and a group dwelling or
residential flat building, other than the community titling requirement. Retaining the original house and
communal open space components set co-located housing apart from these other similar dwelling types.

It is agreed that part (a) of the definition may be problematic in that it assumes that the community title
allotment already exists prior to the land use application being considered. Proposed changes to Schedule 8
(also flagged as part of this Code Amendment process) will require that land division plans be lodged and
considered as part of the same application.

It is agreed that a scheme description may be a useful component to the assessment and ongoing
management of co-located housing. This will also be achieved through the prescribed information
requirements under regulation 30/Schedule 8 of the Planning Development and Infrastructure (General)
Regulations. Some additional wording is also proposed to the land use definition to tie community title land
division for co-located housing with the need to provide a scheme description in addition to by-laws.

The Commission supports changes to part (b) to provide greater clarity that all established dwellings on the
site of the proposed development must be retained. It is also considered that the remainder of part (b) after
reference to ‘primary street’ could be deleted and included as an additional PO in the overlay.

Agree with the changes suggested to part (c) and (d).

Recommendations:

Make the following changes to the land use definition (refer to red-text for deletions and green text for
insertions):

Co-located Housing Land Use Definition

Co-located housing
Means a group of 2 or more dwellings contained on land within the Co-located Housing Overlay that:

(a) thateach occupy an allotment created, or proposed to be created, under the Community Titles Act 1996
in_conjunction with a community scheme description:
(b) thatcomprises and retains (with or without alteration/modification) all atleast-ene-ermere established

dwellmgs on the site of the proposed developmentiaemga—pm%a#y—s&reei—ﬁmi—may—be—sensﬁwely

(c) thatincorporates communal open space that is accessible to all dwellings within the site of the proposed
development; and
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(d) may also comprise other common areas and / or facilities for shared use by all occupants including (but

not limited to):

i. acommon building that includes facilities such as a shared kitchen, dining and / or living facilities
ii. shared laundry facilities
iii. shared car parking

Make the following changes to policy in the Co-located Housing Overlay (refer to red-text for deletions and
green text for insertions):

Co-located Housing Overlay

NEW PO 3.3

Established building(s) accommodating dwelling(s) for co-located housing may be partially altered and / or
extended as part of co-located housing development to accommodate additional dwellings.

NEW DTS/ DPE 3.3

None are applicable.

Spatial application of the Code Amendment

Many submissions, including those provided by COTA SA, LGA SA, City of Port Adelaide Enfield, City of
Onkaparinga, City of Victor Harbor, Cohousing Australia, UDIA SA, HIA SA, Port Adelaide National Trust,
AIA SA, UFX and other public submissions, have argued that co-located housing policy should be applied
more broadly to more council areas and zones to support a more creative approach to residential infill
development that emphasises retaining established housing and trees. Some submissions also request that
the Commission investigates how co-located housing could be implemented more broadly in the future once
the outcomes of the Code Amendment have been assessed.

Other public submissions, namely from the St Peters Residents Association, are concerned that the
provisions of this Code Amendment will be progressively rolled out across all metropolitan Adelaide councils
in time, if it is judged to be a “success” by the Commission. In this context, it is hoped that the success or
failure of the Code Amendment will be not solely be judged on the number of extra dwellings built in these
councils but also on changes in tree canopy/green cover over time, and the views of residents on their
quality of life.

Response:

The Commission has worked in close collaboration with the University of South Australia, Alexandrina
Council, City of Unley, Town of Walkerville, City of Campbelltown, City of Burnside and the City of Prospect
since early 2022 to develop the draft Code Amendment.

This Code Amendment is a pilot study to demonstrate how the new model of co-located housing can work in
the established suburbs of the 6 affected councils by incorporating high design quality to create more diverse
housing options, while preserving heritage, character and streetscape.

Based on the outcomes of this Code Amendment process, it is possible that co-located housing (as a new
form of housing) could be applied to other areas of the state in the future, if there is interest. Other councils,
including City of Victor Harbor, City of Port Adelaide Enfield and City of Onkaparinga, have already
expressed an interest in applying this new concept of shared housing to their local areas through their Code
Amendment submissions.

It should be noted that a separate Code Amendment process would need to be initiated by any council
wanting to apply the Co-located Housing Overlay policy to their areas, which would be subject to further
consultation with any affected communities.
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Recommendations:
No changes recommended.

Note: If the Code Amendment is adopted, the Co-located Housing Overlay will form part of the Planning and
Design Code library and can then be spatially applied to other council areas/zones through future Code
Amendment processes.

Road testing of policies/post-implementation review of policies

The City of Prospect’s submission requested the proposed policy framework for co-located housing be
appropriately road tested by private certifiers, building designers and developers before final approval to
ensure that sufficient ‘guard rails’ are in place to protect against incorrect use of this new housing type.

Other organisations including City of West Torrens, City of Port Adelaide Enfield, LGA SA and CASA have
also requested a post-implementation review of the Code Amendment to assess the policy’s effectiveness in
achieving its intended goals, including ‘lessons learned’, before proceeding with further implementation of
co-located housing policy.

Response:

State Commission Assessment Panel staff road tested the policy prior to engagement on the draft Code
Amendment. This feedback, along with that provided by the 6 participating councils, was then used to update
the policy released for consultation.

Prior to the Code Amendment’s approval, all 6 participating councils were encouraged to further road test the
policies. The only road testing undertaken was by Alexandrina Council. Their feedback confirmed the
proposed suite of policies for co-located housing was suitable to assess the 2 development case studies
examined by the council.

The council is open to a post-implementation review of the Future Living Code Amendment once the policies
have been in effect for a reasonable period. Any future policy changes sought to improve design outcomes
or help facilitate development can then be considered by the Commission as part of any future Assessment
Improvement type Code Amendments that it undertakes.

Recommendations:

No change recommended.

Local design review

Several submissions from key stakeholder groups and state agencies, including the LGA SA, HIA SA,
ODASA and PIA SA, recommend that local design review is either mandated or used for any proposal for co-
located housing. The submissions consider this to be an important consideration as the quality of design is
critical to the acceptance and uptake of co-located housing.

72



OFFICIAL

The submissions consider that local design review will provide an independent evaluation process, where a
panel of built environment experts and potentially community members could review the design quality of a
development proposal before it is lodged for assessment. The design review would consider the proposal in
the context of the look and feel of the location, how it meets the need of the applicant and those surrounding
it and make the design outcomes better for the community and the environment.

ODAGSA, as the primary state government agency involved in establishing the Local Design Review Scheme,
welcomes the opportunity to discuss the scheme with the 6 councils with Established Neighbourhood Zones
included in the Code Amendment.

Response:

As part of the most recent reforms to the state’s planning system, a scheme was established by the Minister
for Planning under Section 121 of the PDI Act and came into effect on 1 July 2021. The scheme provides a
consistent state-wide approach for councils to establish their own design panels and provide design review
for locally assessed development proposals.

A Local Design Review Code Amendment undertaken by the Commission and deployed into the Code on
3 March 2022 has amended the Code to give effect to the scheme.

Given that the Code Amendment encourages co-located housing as a new form of shared housing in
established areas with heritage and character context, it is likely that co-located housing could be included
as a possible future class of development for consideration under the Local Design Review Scheme.

The scheme allows a council to specify certain classes of development to be eligible for local design review.
As the draft Code Amendment stated, the relevant council must first be registered under the scheme and
have a design panel established to identify the eligible classes of development.

At this time, none of the 6 councils participating in this Code Amendment are registered under the new
scheme, but it should be noted that discussions are currently underway with the 6 councils to determine
whether local design review should be used for co-located housing and what, if any, other alternatives there
are.

Recommendations:

No change recommended.

Performance assessment approach to co-located housing

A number of submissions, including City of Port Adelaide Enfield, UFX, HIA SA, UDIA SA and City of
Onkaparinga, identified that the proposed assessment pathway for co-located housing is likely to be more
complex than other residential development types. Co-located housing proposals will therefore require
greater council resourcing to undertake a detailed nuanced assessments on a case-by-case basis and
greater negotiation on issues such as car parking, shared facilities, communal open space, optimal dwelling
configuration, orientation and privacy matters.

HIA SA questioned whether providing an alternative ‘deemed-to-satisfy’ assessment pathway relating to
allotment size and built form could be explored, in the same capacity as certain residential dwellings are
afforded a fast-tracked process. Providing associated design guidelines may also assist in this regard, but
these will need to be made enforceable under the Code.
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Other organisations such as UDIA SA contend that unless the Code Amendment provides for clearer
decision-making pathways for co-located housing and greater discretion for assessment, as each site will
require active engagement, then there is a risk it will be easier for a council to say no rather than yes.

Response:

Although co-located housing will follow a consistent set of planning and design principles, each proposal will
be unique. In this context, each development application will require a tailored design and its own evaluation
based on the size and shape of the allotment, size and nature of the existing house and landscape, number
and types of new dwellings being added, nature and extent of sharing across the site and local context.
Therefore, it is considered inappropriate to pursue a ‘deemed-to-satisfy’ (or tick-a-box) assessment pathway
for co-located housing.

Each co-located housing proposal therefore needs to be considered on its merits, subject to a performance
assessment. This assessment will consider the proposal against not only the Co-located Housing Overlay,
but also relevant outcomes for the Established Neighbourhood Zone and other specified Code modules.

Recommendations:

No change recommended.

Short-term rental accommodation

Several submissions received on the Code Amendment, including from COTA SA and City of Onkaparinga,
flagged concerns with co-located housing not being used for its core purpose of providing more, affordable
and diverse long-term secure housing for South Australians, but rather exploited by short-term rental
operators for tourist accommodation such as AirBnB'’s.

It is suggested that co-located housing should only be for long-term housing and the Commission should
work with local government to set regulations for this amendment so that co-located housing is only used for
long-term housing. Alternatively, it is recommended that the accompanying community by-laws for co-
located housing be conditioned to reinforce the stated use of co-located housing for longer term living or
leasing and specifically excludes tourism / AirBnB type accommodation.

Response:

Ongoing management or operational matters, as identified here, go beyond the scope of planning policy or
the planning system. However, these are matters that can be addressed and monitored through the relevant
community scheme descriptions/by-laws that will apply to co-located housing development.

In this context, changes were made to 17.1 Leasing of Community Lots in the draft template model by-laws
document before consultation to state that any co-located dwelling must be leased for a minimum of
12 months. This will preclude co-located housing being used for short-term accommodation.

It should also be acknowledged that the issues identified here are not the sole domain of co-located housing,
but are issues that can arise with any form of residential development.

Recommendations:
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No change recommended.
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9 Summary of recommended changes

In response to feedback and comments received during public engagement, the following key changes to the
draft Code Amendment are proposed:

Proposed ‘co-located housing’ land use definition

e Provide further clarification in the definition about the timing of when the community title allotment is to be
created, that all established dwellings on the site must be retained, that a scheme description is required
for all co-located housing, and that the optional features for co-located housing are not limited to those
outlined in the definition.

Land division pattern

e Remove policy from the Co-located Housing Overlay about retaining historical land division pattern,
noting that co-located housing by its nature will not necessarily maintain the historical pattern of
subdivision but is a form of development which can be appropriate in Character/Historic Areas given the
built form controls and design quality sought through the Co-located Housing Overlay.

Alterations / additions to established dwelling(s)

¢ Include new policy in the Co-located Housing Overlay to clarify that established dwelling(s) are retained
to accommodate additional co-located dwellings and can be sensitively altered, extended and/or partially
demolished.

Internal fencing

¢ Insert new policy in the Co-located Housing Overlay to ensure internal fencing within a co-located
housing development is limited in height and visually permeable to maintain visibility, outlook and passive
surveillance of common areas.

Communal open space

¢ Amend communal space policy in the Co-located Housing Overlay to seek a minimum of 24m? of
communal open space per dwelling for shared use by all occupants (increased from 16m? in the
consultation draft), with 80% (instead of 80m?) of the total communal open space provided in a single
consolidated area for access by all dwellings, with a minimum dimension of 5 metres (increased from 2
metres).

Pedestrian Access

e Add to policy in the Co-located Housing Overlay to clarify the features of safe and convenient pedestrian
access from the street, including appropriate lighting and separation from private areas.

e Insert new policy in the Co-located Housing Overlay seeking safe and convenient access throughout the
site by avoiding steps in pathways, parking areas and common areas, where practicable.

Car parking (on-street and off-street parking provision)

e Amend policy in the Co-located Housing Overlay to clarify that car parking must be in a shared
arrangement, with car parks accessible to occupants and visitors at all times (e.g. entry not restricted by
roller doors etc.)

e Increase car parking to 2 off-street car parking spaces for co-located housing comprising 3+ bedrooms,
and update policy to require all car parking for co-located housing to be located in a shared car parking
area/arrangement.

While not forming part of this Code Amendment, it is proposed to prescribe under section 119(1) of the PDI

Act, through amendments to Schedule 8 of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure (General)
Regulations 2017, that an application for co-located housing must be accompanied by a scheme description
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in accordance with the Community Titles Act 1996. Practice Direction 12 (Conditions) is also proposed to be
updated to set out a condition that co-located housing be undertaken in accordance with the approved
scheme description for the site.

10 Code Amendment instructions

The following amendment instructions (at the time of drafting) relate to the Planning and Design Code,
version 2025.2 published on 30 January 2025. Where amendments to the Planning and Design Code have
been published after this date, consequential changes to the following amendment instructions will be made
as necessary to give effect to this Code Amendment.

Note:
Changes proposed by the Code Amendment are outlined as follows:

e Proposed Code changes are in italics

e Deletion shown by red text with strikethrough e.g., remeve-text

e Amendments to sections shown by green text with underline e.g., add text

e Post consultation changes to policy will have the section highlighted in yellow

e Renumbering to meet Code list numbering rules will be made as necessary where list numbering is
incorrect (or out of logical order) following implementation into the Code.

Amendment Instructions
Amend the Code as follows:
1. InPart 2 — Zones and Subzones, amend the Established Neighbourhood Zone in accordance with the

tracked changes shown in Attachment 5.

2. In Part 3 — Overlays, before the overlay titled ‘Defence Aviation Area Overlay’ insert the following
heading and accompanying text:

Co-located Housing Overlay

Assessment Provisions (AP)

Desired Qutcome (DO)

Desired OQutcome

DO 1 Co-located housing integrated within and amongst existing housing stock to
cater for a variety of household structures, including ageing in place, whilst
maintaining existing dwellings, streetscape character, and neighbourhood

amenity.

Performance Qutcomes (PO) and Deemed-to-Satisfy (DTS) Criteria / Designated Performance

Feature (DPF)
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Performance Outcome

Deemed-to-Satisfy Criteria / Designated
Performance Feature

Land Use and Intensity

PO 1.1

Co-located housing established to support
variety in housing options.

DTS/DPE 1.1

None are applicable.

Site Dimensions and Land Division

PO 2.1

Sites for co-located housing are of a suitable

DTS/DPE 2.1

None are applicable.

size to accommodate the intended number of
dwellings, common facilities for shared use
(which may include a kitchen, dining / living
room and laundry), shared car parking,
communal open space, soft landscaping areas
and retention of existing mature vegetation.

PO 2.2

Co-located housing includes (as part of the

DTS/DPE 2.2

None are applicable.

application;-ervia-a-current-existing
developmentautherisation) a community title
land division with a community scheme
description {ifapplicable} and by-laws that
address the tenure, access, functional and
operational management matters of co-located

housing.

PO 2.3

Amalgamation of sites (including the retention

DTS/DPFE 2.3

None are applicable.

of all existing dwellings) is encouraged to
achieve improved design outcomes for co-
located housing including improved solar
orientation of housing, increased soft
landscaping and greater retention of tree

canopy.

pPo24 DTFS/BPF 2.4
. . 9 . i . P
HHS gFI EEI..E. E.EI | EI. EEEIEE
applicable):
Built Form and Character
PO 3.1 DTS/DPF 3.1

Co-located housing features dwellings behind

None are applicable.

or integrated with one or more established
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Performance Outcome

Deemed-to-Satisfy Criteria / Designated
Performance Feature

dwellings which faces the-primary-a street in a
manner which preserves the existing
streetscape pattern and character.

PO 3.2

Co-located housing incorporates form, height,

DTS/DPFE3.2

None are applicable.

scale, spacing and design that complements
the prevailing streetscape character of the
locality and minimises the visual impacts to
neighbouring properties.

NEW PO 3.3

Established dwelling(s) on the site of a co-
located housing development are retained to
accommodate co-located housing, and may
include sensitive alterations, additions and/or
partial demolition.

NEW DTS/DPFE 3.3

None are applicable.

PO 3.43

New building(s) accommodating dwelling(s) for

DTS/DPF 3.43

None are applicable.

co-located housing have footprint(s) which
minimise bulk and scale impacts on adjoining
residential properties and retains areas for
landscaping and communal open space.

PO 3.54

Co-located housing dwellings are separated

DTS/DPF 3.54

None are applicable.

from other buildings and boundaries within the
site to facilitate the provision of open space,
retention of deep root zones for trees, reduce
the visual impact of buildings, and provide an
attractive outlook and access to light and
ventilation from both within and external to the
development site.

PO 3.65

Co-located housing boundary walls are limited

DTS/DPF 3.65

Side boundary walls for co-located housing occur

in height and length to manage visual and
overshadowing impacts on adjoining
residential properties.

only on one side boundary and satisfy (a) or (b)
below:

(a) side boundary walls adjoin or abut a boundary
wall of a building on adjoining land for the same
or lesser length and height

(b) side boundary walls do not:

(i) exceed 3.2m in height from the lower of the
natural or finished ground level

(i) exceed 8m in length

(iii) when combined with other walls on the
boundary of the subject development site,
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Deemed-to-Satisfy Criteria / Designated
Performance Feature

exceed a maximum 45% of the length of
the boundary

(iv) encroach within 3m of any other existing or
proposed boundary walls on the subject
land.

Op

en Space

PO 4.1

Shared-or Communal open space is provided
to meet the needs of co-located housing
occupants, in a manner that encourages
interaction between occupants and provides
privacy from public view while complementing
streetscape character.

DTS/DPE 4.1

Private Communal open space istakento-be-met
for co-located housing-if-all-satisfies all of the
following-are-achieved:

(a) an average minimum of 2624m?2 of communal
open space is provided per co-located housing
dwelling for shared use by all occupants
80%m2 of the total of communal open space;
with-a-minimum-dimension-of 5m; is provided in
a single location that is overlooked by a
minimum of two dwellings and has a minimum
dimension of 5m
communal-open-spaceris obscured or
screened from public view (external to the site)
by siting or the use of vegetation, buildings, or
other similar structures with a minimum height
of 1.8m above ground level and a maximum
transparency of 20%
£ (d) may include verandahs, alfrescos,
baleonies-terraces, decks where not
enclosed on all sides
(e) does not include areas used for bin storage,
laundry drying, rainwater tanks, utilities,
driveways, or vehicle parking areas.

(b)

(©)

(d)

Internal Privacy and Overlooking

PO 5.1

Co-located housing encourages positive
interaction between residents with the living
areas of dwellings strategically placed off
communal open space to create strong
connections between inside and out and to
provide passive surveillance across the site.

DTS/DPE 5.1

None are applicable.

PO 5.2

Co-located housing developments provide
mairtaip-visibility between living areas and
communal open space, avoiding internal

DTS/DPE 5.2

None are applicable.

80




OFFI

Performance Outcome

CIAL

Deemed-to-Satisfy Criteria / Designated
Performance Feature

fencing and other obstructions to promote
passive surveillance across the site.

PO 5.3

Bedrooms of co-located housing are oriented

DTS/DPE 5.3

None are applicable.

away from the-large-area{s)-ef-communal open
space and are instead provided with views of,

and access to smaller areas of outdoor private
open space.

NEW PO 5.4

Internal fencing within a co-located housing

NEW DTS/DPE 5.4

Fencing within the site of a co-located housing

development is limited in height and visually

development (where not located along the

permeable to maintain visibility, outlook and

perimeter boundary) is no more than 1.2m in height

passive surveillance of common areas.

and constructed of a material with a minimum
transparency of 50%.

Car parking for co-located housing satisfies all

Parking and Access
POo61 DTS/BPF 61
King i " s of K . ided wwelling.
co-located-housing-occupants.
PO6.21 DTS/DPF 6.2 1

None are applicable.

of the followingis:

(a) is shared with car parks accessible to
occupants and visitors at all times

(b) and-is established in a manner that
maintains the existing primary streetscape;
and

(a) limits maintains or reduces the number of
additional-existing driveway access points.

PO 6.32

Existing driveways and manoeuvring areas are

DTS/DPF 6.32

None are applicable.

maintained or reduced to maximise the amount
of landscaping and communal open space

provided.

Pedest

rian Access

PO 7.1

Pedestrian access to co-located housing from

DTS/DPE 7.1

None are applicable.

the primary street frontage is convenient, safe
and minimises disruption to the occupants of
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Performance Outcome Deemed-to-Satisfy Criteria / Designated
Performance Feature

other co-located housing by providing all of the
following:

(a) asingle common pathway accessible
throughout the development site

(b) controlled lighting to mitigate artificial light
intrusion while maintaining safety

(c) appropriate separation from bedrooms or
any private open space areas.

NEW PO 7.2 NEW DTS/DPF 7.2

Co-located housing developments are None are applicable.
designed to support safe and convenient
access and movement for residents throughout
the site by avoiding steps in pathways, parking
areas and common areas, where practicable.

Landscaping
PO 8.1 DTS/DPF 8.1
Co-located housing retains mature None are applicable.

landscaping throughout the site in order to
maintain the existing character of the locality
and enhance resident amenity.

PO 8.2 DTS/DPF 8.2

Landscaping is used to soften the bulk, scale None are applicable.
and visual appearance of new buildings for co-
located housing and to minimise hard,
impermeable on-site surface treatments.

Procedural Matters (PM) — Referrals

The following table identifies classes of development / activities that require referral in this overlay and
the applicable referral body. It sets out the purpose of the referral as well as the relevant statutory
reference from Schedule 9 of the Planning, Development, and Infrastructure (General) Requlations

2017.

Class of Referral Body Purpose of Referral Statutory Reference

Development /

Activity

In Part 3 — Overlays, within the Stormwater Management Overlay, amend the following Performace
Outcomes (PO) and Deemed-to-Satisfy Criteria/Designated Performance Feature (DTS/DPF) to the

following:
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PO 1.1

OFFICIAL

Residential development is designed to capture and re-use stormwater to:

1. maximise conservation of water resources

2. manage peak stormwater runoff flows and volume to ensure the carrying capacities of downstream
systems are not overloaded

3. manage stormwater runoff quality.

DTS/DPF 1.1

Residential development comprising detached, semi-detached or row dwellings, or less than 5 group
dwellings, co-located housing or dwellings within a residential flat building:

a) includes rainwater tank storage:
i. connected to at least:

A.

B.

in relation to a detached dwelling (not in a battle-axe arrangement), semi-detached
dwelling or row dwelling, 60% of the roof area
in all other cases, 80% of the roof area
connected to either a toilet, laundry cold water outlets or hot water service for sites less
than 200m?
connected to one toilet and either the laundry cold water outlets or hot water service for
sites of 200m? or greater
with a minimum total capacity in accordance with Table 1
where detention is required, includes a 20-25 mm diameter slow release orifice at the
bottom of the detention component of the tank

b) incorporates dwelling roof area comprising at least 80% of the site's impervious area

Table 1: Rainwater Tank

Site size Minimum Minimum

(m?) retention detention
volume volume (Litres)
(Litres)

<200 1000 1000

200-400 2000 Site perviousness

<30%: 1000

Site perviousness
230%: N/A

>401

4000

1000

N/A

Site perviousness <35%:

Site perviousness 235%:

In Part 4 — General Development Policies, within the Design in Urban Areas General Development
Policy, amend the current policy heading of ‘Group Dwellings, Residential Flat Buildings and Battle axe
Development’ to the following:
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Co-located Housing, Group Dwellings, Residential Flat Buildings and Battle-axe Development

In Part 4 — General Development Policies, within the Design in Urban Areas General Development
Policy, amend DTS/DPF 22.1 to the following:

Residential development incorporates soft landscaping with a minimum dimension of 700mm provided in

accordance with (a) and (b):

a) a total area for the entire development site, including any common property, as determined by the
following table:

Site area (or in the case of residential flat building, co- — .
- : : Minimum percentage of site

<150 10%
150-200 15%
>200-450 20%
>450 25%

b) atleast 30% of any land between the primary street boundary and the primary building line.

In Part 4 — General Development Policies, within the Transport, Access and Parking General
Development Policy, amend Table 1 — General Off-Street Parking Requirements by inserting (in
alphabetical order) the following new class of development and the accompanying text:

Table 1 — General Off-Street Car Parking Requirements

Class of Car Parking Rate (unless varied by Table 2 onwards)
Development

Where a development comprises more than one development type,
then the overall car parking rate will be taken to be the sum of the car
parking rates for each development type.

Residential Development

Co-located Housing | Dwelling with 1 or 2 bedrooms (including rooms capable of being used as a

bedroom) - 1 space per dwelling to be located in a shared car parking area /
arrangement.

Dwelling with 3 or more bedrooms (including rooms capable of being used as
a bedroom) — 2 spaces per dwelling to be located in a shared car parking
area / arrangement.

Where development involves 3 or more dwellings, 0.33 spaces per dwelling
for visitor parking to be located in a shared car parking area / arrangement.
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In Part 7 — Land Use Definitions, amend by inserting (in alphabetical order) the following new land use
definition:

Land Use Term Definition Includes Excludes

(Column A) (Column B) (Column C) (Column D)

Co-located Means a group of 2 or more Ancillary

Housing dwellings contained on land accommodation;
within the Co-located Housing G dwelling:
Overlay that: =roup dwetling,
a) Thateach occupy an Re_s@entlal flat

e building

allotment created or
proposed to be created

under the Community Titles

Act 1996 and are subject to

a community scheme

description; and
b) thatcomprises and retains

(with or without
alteration/modification) all
atleastone ormore
established dwellings on
the site of the proposed
development facirga
primary-streetthat-may-be

vl
extended-as-partof-the-co-
located-housing
developmentto
accommodate-additional
dwellings; and

c) thatincorporates communal

open space that is
accessible to all dwellings
within the site of the

proposed development; and

d) may also comprise other
common areas and / or
facilities for shared use by
all occupants including (but

not limited to):

i. a common building that
includes facilities such
as a shared kitchen,
dining and / or living
facilities

ii. shared laundry facilities

iii. shared car parking.
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Land Use Term Definition Includes Excludes

(Column A) (Column B) (Column C) (Column D)

Group dwelling Means 1 of a group of 2 or Co-located
more detached buildings, each housing

of which is used as a dwelling
and 1 or more of which has a
site without a frontage to a
public road or to a road
proposed in a plan of land
division that is the subject of a
current development
authorisation but does not
include a building that is part of
co-located housing.

Residential flat Means a single building in Co-located
building which there are 2 or more housing;

dwellings but does not include a
building that is part of co-

located housing. Row dwelling;

Group dwelling;

Semi-detached
dwelling;

9. Spatially apply the Co-located Housing Overlay to the affected area (hamely the Established
Neighbourhood Zone of Alexandrina Council, City of Burnside, City of Campbelltown, City of Prospect,
City of Unley and Town of Walkerville) shaded by the ‘blue’ lines in the map below:
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Attachments

Communication materials

Copy of submissions

Evaluation survey results

YourSAy survey results by council/geographic area

Changes to Established Neighbourhood Zone assessment classification and applicable policies
(Tables 1-5) proposed by the Future Living Code Amendment

akrwbdpE
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Attachment 1: Communication materials
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Attachment 1: engagement materials

e Stakeholder letter

e PlanSA website

e YourSAy website content and analytics
e PlanSA subscriber notification

e Code Amendment guides

e Factsheets

e Drafttemplates

e Technical documents

e Frequently asked questions

e Affected Area map

e Social media

e Images

e E-newsletters

e Planning Policy Forum presentation
e Events

e Eventbrite

e What we heard summary

e Examples of council websites

e (City of Burnside newsletter insert

e Examples of displays

e Examples of drop-in sessions

e DHUD staff e-newsletter

e Examples of stakeholders sharing information with their networks

OFFICIAL



OFFICIAL

Stakeholder letter

«  proposed new Co-locsted Housing Overlay which would spply policies with = strong design
foous over the Established Meighbourhood Zone in those areas affected in Alexandring,
Bumside, Campbelitown, Frospect, Unley, snd Walkerville council aress.

+  proposed new land use definition to establish “co-locsted housing’ as & different olass of
development from similar types of housing, such as group dwellings, residential fist buildings.
and encillary sccommadstion.

s draft templated Community Title Scheme description. which would be optional for co-located
housing with six or less lots.

+  draf templated Community Titie By-Laws, which would be mandstory for ell co-locsted housing.

«  proposed changes to Schedule 4 of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure (General]

ons 2017 ta require approval from & relevant sutharity for il internal
fencing for co-located housing

+  proposed changes to Schedule & of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure (General)

2017 to prescribe req) for plans submitted with sny co-locsted housing
applicstion

+  proposed changes to Practice Direction 12 (Conditions] to prescribe conditions that must be
imposed by = relevant sutherity in relstion o co-lacsted housing development.

+  explanatory guide for co-locsted housing, summarising the key considerstions for 8 new co-
Iocated housing development

The draft Code 3 plan, ity informtion sheat and fraquently askad
questions document have siso been published to support community sngsgement

Spatial application

The draft Future Living Code Amendment proposes to spatially spply co-locsted housing policy to
the Established Neighbourhood Zone of the following six council areas:

Alexandrina Council
City of Bumside

City of Cempbalitown
City of Praspect

City of Unley

Town of Walkeruille

The new co-located housing policy could potentislly be spplied to other council areas and zanes
across South Australis in the future, based on the outcomes of this Code Amendment pracess.

Community engagement

The State Flanning Commission will pariner with the six affected councils to fecilitste stakeholder
and community engagement on the draft Future Living Gode Amendment

and will take place from 15 August 2024 until
7 November 2024 in accordance with the engagement plsn snd developed in-line with the
Community Engagement Charter as required under the Act.

Code Amendment documents
The proposed Cede Amendment snd supperting information can be viewed on the PlanSA website
st plan sa gov su/have your

A series of public online snd in-parson infarmation sessions will be held during the 12-week
engagement period. Detsils will be published on the FlanSA and YourSAy websites.

How to provide feedback

Feedback is encouraged o be submitted via the YoUrSAy website by 5:00 pm on
7 November 2024 st yoursay 55 gov.aufuture-iving.

Feedback can also be provided via:

+ the PlanSA online submission form
+  emsil o plensasubmissions@ss gov.sy
+ posi sddressed to
Submission — Future Living Gode Amendment
SA Flznning Commission
GPO Box 1815
ADELAIDE SA 5001

The final report snd Code report wil be provided o the Minister for
Planning once sli submissions heve been considered. Should approvel be granted, these
documents will be published on the PlanSi website within 5 business dsys of the Minister's approvsl.

Should you have any questions regarding the draft Code Amendment, contact Jason Bailey.
Menager, Planning and Design Code. Planning and Land Use Services, Depament for Housing
and Urban Development on 7108 7181 or Jsson Bsilevi@isa.gov.au.

Yours sincerely

Stephanie Johnston
Acting Chair of the Stste Planning Commission

o

OFFICIAL



OFFICIAL

PlanSA website

Homepage banner

News story
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Consultation page
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YourSAy website
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YourSAy website analytics
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YourSAy social media metrics
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PlanSA Code Amendment subscriber notification

Email sent 8 November
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Guides

View: Co-located Housing: An Explanatory Guide

OFFICIAL


https://yoursay.sa.gov.au/94923/widgets/441293/documents/293197
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Fact sheets
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Draft templates

e View draft template for Community Title Scheme Description

o View draft template for Community By-laws

Technical documents

e View Future Living Code Amendment For Consultation
e View Proposed supporting regulatory changes
o View Co-located housing policy

OFFICIAL


https://yoursay.sa.gov.au/94923/widgets/441293/documents/293203
https://yoursay.sa.gov.au/94923/widgets/441293/documents/293291
https://yoursay.sa.gov.au/94923/widgets/441293/documents/293195
https://yoursay.sa.gov.au/94923/widgets/441293/documents/293201
https://yoursay.sa.gov.au/94923/widgets/441293/documents/293202
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Frequently asked questions
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Affected area map
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Social media posts
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Cate Hart

This is not trus consultation in Prospect which alrzady carries the load of medium
and high density 25 an inner city council

Let's have 3 meeting in Frospect to really hear what the community thinks about this.
As a planner wanting the best outcomes | do not support this densification in
Prospect - we alresdy have encugh density with the exisiting planning controls

| don't understand why Prospect has embraced this across the whole council area but
other councils are trialling enly part of their council areas to determine the impacts
of less garden space, more car parking on streets. more noise and potential
overlocking.

It will changs the overall neighbourhood feel with greater density hidden behind
=xisting homes and there will be less private open space for residents of Prospect.

0D

19w Like

. Colette Burford
Cate Hart well said. It's an awful idea.

tow Like Reply [+]
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Images

Images courtesy of Dr Damian Madigan, University of South Australia
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Images courtesy of Dr Damian Madigan, University of South Australia
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Planning Ahead articles

August edition

October edition
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YourSAy e-newsletter

Sent Friday, 18 October 2024, 19 September 2024, 26 August 2024
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Planning Policy Forum slides

23 August 2024
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6 December 2024
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Presentation for online information sessions
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Australian Institute of Architects Bluefield Housing CPD event
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Eventbrite website
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What we heard summary
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Council website examples
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Localised engagement activities

Council e-newsletter examples

City of Prospect

September edition October edition
1466 recipients 1628 recipients
214 unique clicks 198 unique clicks

OFFICIAL

November edition
1711 recipients
285 unique clicks
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City of Burnside

Burnside Focus Spring edition

City of Burnside newsletter insert
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Council office display examples

Alexandrina Council office display Burnside information session/display

City of Prospect customer service digital screen
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Drop-in information session examples

Strathalbyn information session

City of Prospect and Town of Walkerville inforamtion session

Invitation to City of Unley facilitated workshop
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DHUD staff newsletter
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Examples of stakeholders sharing information with their networks
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Council on the Ageing SA

UFX Member Conversation
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Attachment 2: Copy of submissions

Refer to separate document at https://plan.sa.gov.au/have vyour_say/code-amendments



https://plan.sa.gov.au/have_your_say/code-amendments
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Attachment 3: Evaluation results



Draft Future Living Code Amendment: new planning rules to create greater housing diversity -
engagement evaluation

Q1 What is your interest in the draft Future Living Code Amendment?

Answered: 46  Skipped: 0

Member of the
public
Community group I

Advocacy
organisation

Council

Development
industry

State agency

Member of
Parliament

Other (please
specify)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Member of the public 76.09%

Community group 4.35%

Advocacy organisation 4.35%

Council 4.35%

Development industry 2.17%

State agency 0.00%

Member of Parliament 0.00%

Other (please specify) 8.70%

TOTAL

# OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) DATE

1 Resident of council area 12/9/2024 8:06 AM
2 Graduate of architecture / developer / homeowner 12/6/2024 10:40 PM
3 | AM AN ARCHITECT, URBAN DESIGNER-PLANNER & GREEN BUILDING CONSULTAN. 12/6/2024 4:00 PM

RESEARCH SCHOLAR IN UBAN PLANNING -

4 Independent advocate for people with communication impairments 12/6/2024 3:44 PM

1/11



Draft Future Living Code Amendment: new planning rules to create greater housing diversity -
engagement evaluation

Q2 Which council area do you live in/represent?

Answered: 46  Skipped: 0

Not applicable .
Alexandrina
Council

City of
Burnside

City of
Campbelltown

City of
Prospect

City of Unley

Town of
Walkerville

Other
metropolitan
Adelaide...

Regional
council area

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Not applicable 6.52%

Alexandrina Council 6.52%

City of Burnside 19.57%

City of Campbelltown 6.52%

City of Prospect 8.70%

City of Unley 4.35%

Town of Walkerville 6.52%

Other metropolitan Adelaide council 36.96%
4.35%

Regional council area

TOTAL

2/11



Draft Future Living Code Amendment: new planning rules to create greater housing diversity -
engagement evaluation

Q3 | feel the engagement genuinely sought my input to help shape the
proposal

Answered: 46  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 8.70%

Agree 41.30%
Neither agree nor disagree 28.26%
Disagree 15.22%
Strongly disagree 6.52%
TOTAL
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Draft Future Living Code Amendment: new planning rules to create greater housing diversity -

engagement evaluation

Q4 | am confident my views were heard during the engagement

Answered: 46

Strongly agree -

Agree

Neither agree
nor disagree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

0% 10% 20% 30%

ANSWER CHOICES
Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree
TOTAL

40% 50%

4/11

Skipped: 0

60%

70% 80%

RESPONSES
10.87%

34.78%

34.78%

13.04%

6.52%

90%

100%

16

16

46



Draft Future Living Code Amendment: new planning rules to create greater housing diversity -

engagement evaluation

Q5 | was given an adequate opportunity to be heard

Answered: 46  Skipped: 0

Strongly agree -

Neither agree
nor disagree

Disagree .
Strongly
disagree

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

ANSWER CHOICES
Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Strongly disagree
TOTAL

5/11

60%

70% 80%

RESPONSES
13.04%

50.00%

26.09%

6.52%

4.35%

90%

100%

23

12

46



Draft Future Living Code Amendment: new planning rules to create greater housing diversity -
engagement evaluation

Q6 | was given sufficient information so that | could take an informed
view

Answered: 46  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 13.04%
Agree 50.00%
Neither agree nor disagree 19.57%
Disagree 10.87%
Strongly disagree 6.52%
TOTAL

6/11

23

46



Draft Future Living Code Amendment: new planning rules to create greater housing diversity -
engagement evaluation

Q7 | felt informed about why | was being asked for my view, and the way
it would be considered

Answered: 46  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 8.70% 4
Agree 52.17% 24
Neither agree nor disagree 26.09% 12
Disagree 10.87% 5
Strongly disagree 2.17% 1
TOTAL 46
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Draft Future Living Code Amendment: new planning rules to create greater housing diversity -
engagement evaluation

Q8 How did you hear about the draft Future Living Code Amendment?
(Please select all relevant options.)

Answered: 46  Skipped: 0

Direct
letter/email

radio,..
Social media

Online or
in-person
information...

Planning Ahead
e-newsletter

YourSAy
website/e-newsl
etter

Media
(newspaper,

PlanSA website

Planning
Policy Forum

Via my local
council
Other (please -

specify)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES
Direct letter/email 21.74%
Media (newspaper, radio, television) 21.74%
Social media 26.09%
Online or in-person information session 6.52%
Planning Ahead e-newsletter 4.35%
YourSAy website/e-newsletter 32.61%
PlanSA website 8.70%
Planning Policy Forum 4.35%

Via my local council 21.74%

Other (please specify) 13.04%

Total Respondents: 46

# OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) DATE

8/11
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10

12

10
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Draft Future Living Code Amendment: new planning rules to create greater housing diversity -

engagement evaluation

Meeting with PLUS staff
At university
From well informed community activist

University lecture

Via a range of NGOs that advocate for older persons and/or housing rights

Client updated me

9/11

12/13/2024 11:11 AM
12/9/2024 9:20 AM
12/8/2024 10:41 AM
12/6/2024 10:40 PM
12/6/2024 4:08 PM
12/6/2024 3:50 PM
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engagement evaluation

share on the engagement process?

Answered: 24  Skipped: 22

RESPONSES

The engagement process was very thorough. | would like to make a comment about the
feedback. Some participants' objections to the proposal are about the potential loss of
existing homes. The experience from other cities (particularly Melbourne and Sydney) are
that as the city grows, there will be increasing pressure on existing homes. This proposal in
fact provides a way to retain the existing streetscape and housing styles, rather than having
them eventually demolished for medium-high density developments. This is an important
point that should not be lost in the consideration of the proposal.

Department officials and the fellow from the university were very defensive and sceptical of
residents concerns as if there was an imperative hat the government was already
committed The feedback paper on responses did not include interstate success stories and
was very light on both the land title implications of the proposal and residents rights

Would like to be involved in a community consultation group if it becomes, would like to be
involved in face to face discussions regarding pros and cons of this proposal. | think it's a
fantastic concept, but would like to be involved with the cautionary and finer issues to
consider, in order the development is optimally acceptable by residents, wider community
and stakeholders

I wish | knew more about how community feelings will work in the end. i.e. If the community
is not overwhelmingly in favour (90%-+), will it be knocked back?

| felt the prime officer deemed ‘responsible’ for introducing this planning amendment was
strongly defending it as a brilliant way forward to address housing shortages. He was not
interested in opposing views of its inherent value

I thought the documents with all the information were really well done. | think better
advertised in person or online community consultations would help more residents feel like
their concerns were heard and feel less opposed to the proposal and change.

I only found out about this through YourSay and discussions at work (Uni SA) and as the
issue relates to both my private and work life was keen to provide feedback but we are
missing wider groups engagement in this feedback as it was not widely advertised. | dont
have answers on how you do this however | do think that there are many community
members that could be reached through mixed methods and would have valued input into
making this planning amendment fully consulted which will stop negative and time wasting
complaints less when the outcome is decided.

Do not feel info on amendment was fully given and since meeting am hearing reading about
different aspects especially about shared facilities

You do not care. This is just a token exercise to tick boxes. Government and minister for
planning have already decided it will happen.

The minister said different things in the media release to what this is trying to achieve.
There is insufficient consideration of how the building rules might impact on the proposed
changes. | believe that to allow this to work some specific dispensation may be needed,
particularly if the existing building gets modified.

Although these initiatives are a fantastic conduit between Government, Developers and the
public, 90% of the time they fall on deaf ears and the Government and the Developers do
what they want anyway. In Kilkenny, the development of the Bianco site which as been
sitting dormant for over 10 years, had a resound 92% of local residents voicing the exact
same concerns, including the neighbouring Glass Factory, but it still fell on deaf ears. So
most ratepayers, residents and home owners lack any confidence in most government
decisions.....

The core position of my feedback was that counter arguments were not entertained or
addressed in any way in the plan. They still haven't been.

It is heartening to read 50% didagree, a great number however i feel the decision will be

10/11

Draft Future Living Code Amendment: new planning rules to create greater housing diversity -

Q9 Do you have any other feedback or comments you would like to

DATE
12/16/2024 9:48 PM

12/15/2024 12:27 PM

12/11/2024 7:26 AM

12/10/2024 9:53 PM

12/9/2024 7:50 PM

12/9/2024 11:34 AM

12/9/2024 9:20 AM

12/9/2024 8:06 AM

12/7/2024 7:35 PM

12/7/2024 5:11 PM

12/7/2024 12:21 PM

12/7/2024 7:44 AM

12/6/2024 8:12 PM



14
15

16

17

18
19
20

21
22

23

24

engagement evaluation

made to go ahead anyway. | am not trusting of a real care of protecting the space, freedom
& respect of the future community and not change the landscape of our community and
country without turning it into Europe, Asia or other countries and regretting it later when
there's no turning back.

Don't believe the results indicated

Agree with the comments you have already received, particularly for design of homes and
greening.

Timing of information meetings not convenient for all and if missed there is no other option

Please don't do this and leave Prospect alone. It already has too many small high rise
buildings resulting in lower SES, overcrowding in the area. Impacting crime and losing the
beloved culture of Prospect

No
No thanks. | think Madigan's idea is excellent. Please run with it!!!!

Social Reform For neighborhoods to feel safe and welcoming, there needs to be a cultural
shift in how people interact and respect each other. This involves fostering a sense of
community, trust, and responsibility among residents. Awareness campaigns, community-
building programs, and education on safety and inclusivity could help reinforce positive
behaviors. Active Surveillance**: Surveillance is a significant factor in ensuring safety in
urban spaces. The idea of "eyes on the street," proposed by urbanist Jane Jacobs,
highlights the importance of having active frontages—shops, cafes, homes, and other
spaces that face the street and provide natural surveillance. This can deter crime and make
public spaces feel safer for everyone. Urban Design and Zoning**: Changing byelaws to
improve urban design, such as allowing garages or parking areas to be positioned in ways
that encourage active frontages, can make a big difference. Additionally, permitting larger
projections for porches or entryways to accommodate covered car parks can help preserve
the aesthetic appeal of neighborhoods while offering practical solutions for residents' parking
needs. This approach can reduce the dominance of large, unsightly garages facing the
street and ensure that the frontages remain active and engaging. Well-planned, pedestrian-
friendly streets with visible entrances and clear sightlines are far more likely to be safe and
inviting. Modifying zoning laws to encourage mixed-use development, where residential,
commercial, and recreational spaces are integrated, can also create a more lively, well-
populated, and secure environment. Co-Housing**: Co-housing, where people live in close-
knit communities that share resources and responsibilities, can be a key element in
promoting safety. This setup can encourage collaboration, neighborly support, and a sense
of ownership over shared spaces, leading to a stronger, more resilient community. In
conclusion, while policy and infrastructure investments are important, creating safe
neighborhoods requires a holistic approach that combines urban design, social reform, and
active community participation. Ensuring that people feel ownership and responsibility
toward their surroundings, through both physical design and social engagement, can help
transform neighborhoods into truly safe and vibrant spaces.

Not yet

Cannot really respond to this as | simply put in a submission on behalf of people who rarely
get a chance to speak for themselves,

Principles of universal design must urgently be considered for all new builds in SA. This is a
long term cost saving measure for our community. Step free entry, 900 wide doorways,
reinforced bathroom walls, bathroom on ground level and provision for retro-fit lift will give us
decent long lasting housing stock.
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Results and evaluation of Designated Entity’s engagement

The engagement was evaluated by Planning and Land Use Services’ (PLUS) Communication and
Engagement Specialist on behalf of the Designated Entity.

Evaluation statement

Engagement occurred early enough
for feedback to genuinely influence
the planning policy, strategy or
scheme (Principle 1)

Engagement contributed to the
substance of the Code Amendment
(Principle 1)

The engagement reached those
identified as the community of
interest (Principle 2)

Response options (Select answer)

v" Engaged when there was opportunity for input into
scoping

v" Engaged when there was opportunity for input into
first draft

[0 Engaged when there was opportunity for minor edits
to final draft

[0 Engaged when there was no real opportunity for input

to be considered

The 6 partnering councils played a key role in scoping and
developing the draft Code Amendment, in partnership with

PLUS. They also led planning and delivering localised
engagement with their local communities.

Key industry stakeholders and the LGA were briefed
ahead of public consultation to ensure they had the
specific information they needed to fully participate in the
engagement and provide informed feedback on the draft.

Other stakeholders were directly notified of the draft Code
Amendment and consultation at the beginning of public
engagement to ensure they had the opportunity for input
into the first draft.

Broader communication methods were used to raise
awareness of the consultation opportunity in the broader
interested community. The 3-month consultation period
provided sufficient opportunity for community and
stakeholders to provide input into the draft and influence
the outcomes.

Amendments were made in finalising the Code
Amendment as a direct result of the feedback received.

In a significant way
In a moderate way
In a minor way

Not at all.

001 < [

Changes to policy in the Co-located Housing Overlay
(amendments, deletions and insertion of new policy) and
changes to the land use definition have been made in
direct response to engagement feedback. See Section 9
for a summary of changes following consultation.

v" Representatives from most community groups
participated in the engagement

[0 Representatives from some community groups
participated in the engagement

[0 There was little representation of the community
groups in engagement
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Engagement included the provision
of feedback to community about
outcomes of their participation

Engagement was reviewed
throughout the process and
improvements put in place, or
recommended for future engagement
(Principle 5)

Identify key strength of the Charter
and Guide

Identify key challenge of the charter
and Guide

OFFICIAL

Key stakeholders, including local government, industry
bodies, community organisations, state agencies and
infrastructure suppliers all actively participated in the
engagement process.

5 of the 6 partner councils made submissions and
partnered in delivering engagement targeting their local
communities.

There was a good level of engagement from community,
with the majority of feedback received from community
members.

v" Formally (report or public forum)
O Informally (closing summaries)
[0 No feedback provided

A ‘what we heard’ summary was emailed directly to
everyone that participated in the engagement by
submitting feedback, registering to attend an online
information session or provided contact details at in-
person events, along with the engagement evaluation
survey, shortly after consultation closed. The summary
was also published on the YourSAy and PlanSA websites.

When the Code Amendment is finalised the full
engagement report will be sent directly to key
stakeholders and engagement participants and published
on the YourSAy and PlanSA websites. Information will
also be shard with the broader community in-line with the
closing-the-loop communications in the engagement plan.

v Reviewed and recommendations made in a
systematic way

[0 Reviewed but no system for making
recommendations

[1 Not reviewed

Engagement was reviewed throughout and a number of
additional tactics were delivered as a result of
opportunities that arose and based on feedback/requests
from stakeholders.

These included several industry presentations and an
article in the DHUD staff newsletter. See Section 5.3 for
details of changes to the planned engagement activities.

It ensures interested and affected stakeholders and
community are given the opportunity to influence planning
decisions regarding Code Amendments. It also ensures
engagement is evaluated to support improvements in
future engagement processes.

Evaluation of the engagement process is carried out prior
to completion of the engagement report and final Code
Amendment, meaning evaluation of how much influence
people have over the final outcome is made before the final
outcome is decided.
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Attachment 4: YourSAy survey results by council/geographic area
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Results of surveys received from Alexandrina Council residents (16 surveys completed)

*the overall level of support provided also includes those who indicated support with some concerns

Support for the Code Amendment:

Council/ Support* Oppose Neutral No position stated
geographic area

Alexandrina 75% 25% - -

Council

(16 surveys)

Q) Do you think co-located housing is something that you or your family would be interested in building
or buying now or in the future?

Council/ Yes Maybe No Impartial / Unsure
geographic area neutral

Alexandrina 38% 19% 31% 6% 6%
Council

(16 surveys)

Q) Do you feel co-located housing planning rules should apply more broadly than just the Established
Neighbourhood Zone in these six council areas (view affected area map)?

Council/ Yes Maybe No Unsure
geographic area

Alexandrina 62% 19% 12% 7%
Council

(16 surveys)

Q) Do you think the proposed planning rules for co-located housing provide the right balance between
increasing housing diversity in established residential areas and protecting heritage, streetscape
character and the urban tree canopy?

Council/ Yes Maybe No Unsure
geographic area

Alexandrina 75% 13% 6% 6%
Council
(16 surveys)
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Q) Do you agree with the proposed areas where co-located housing would be allowed under the draft
Future Living Code Amendment (view the map)?

(15 surveys)

Council/ Yes Maybe No Unsure
geographic area

Alexandrina 47% 27% 20% 6%
Council

Q) Do you feel the key differences between co-located housing, granny flats and other similar types of
housing are clear in the draft Code Amendment and other information provided?

Council
(16 surveys)

Council/ Yes No Unsure
geographic area
Alexandrina 56% 6% 38%

Likert Scale Questions — Issues of Importance

Q) How important do you feel the following aspects are for co-located housing?

Retaining the original home?

(16 surveys)

Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
Alexandrina 38% 44% 18% - -

Council

Providing more housing diversity, including small lot homes

Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
Alexandrina 69% 12% 7% - 12%

Council

(16 surveys)

Preserving the look and feel of established neighbourhoods

Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
Alexandrina 69% 19% 12% - -

Council
(16 surveys)




Preserving the urban tree canopy
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Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
Alexandrina 69% 31% - - -
Council
(16 surveys)

Off-street parking
Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
Alexandrina 44% 44% 12% - -
Council
(16 surveys)

Provide communal open space
Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
Alexandrina 50% 31% 12% 7% -
Council
(16 surveys)

Provide other shared facilities
Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
Alexandrina 38% 31% 25% 6% -
Council

(16 surveys)
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Results of surveys received from City of Burnside residents (58 surveys completed)

*the overall level of support provided also includes those who indicated support with some concerns

Support for the Code Amendment:

Council/ Support * Oppose Neutral No position stated
geographic area

City of Burnside 48% 50% 2% -
(58 surveys)

Q) Do you think co-located housing is something that you or your family would be interested in building
or buying now or in the future?

Council/ Yes Maybe No Impartial/ Unsure
geographic area neutral

City of Burnside 22% 22% 52% 4% -

(58 surveys)

Q) Do you feel co-located housing planning rules should apply more broadly than just the Established
Neighbourhood Zone in these six council areas (view affected area map)?

Council/ Yes Maybe No Unsure
geographic area

City of Burnside 40% 9% 47% 4%
(58 surveys)

Q) Do you think the proposed planning rules for co-located housing provide the right balance between
increasing housing diversity in established residential areas and protecting heritage, streetscape
character and the urban tree canopy?

Council/ Yes Maybe No Unsure
geographic area

City of Burnside 30% 18% 51% 1%
(57 surveys)

Q) Do you agree with the proposed areas where co-located housing would be allowed under the draft
Future Living Code Amendment (view the map)?

Council/ Yes Maybe No Unsure
geographic area

City of Burnside 38% 12% 48% 2%
(56 surveys)
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Q) Do you feel the key differences between co-located housing, granny flats and other similar types of
housing are clear in the draft Code Amendment and other information provided?

Council/ Yes No Unsure
geographic area
City of Burnside 35% 40% 25%

(57 surveys)

Likert Scale Questions — Issues of Importance

Q) How important do you feel the following aspects are for co-located housing?

Retaining the original home?

Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
City of Burnside 59% 14% 16% 6% 5%

(58 surveys)

Providing more housing diversity, including small lot homes

Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all

City of Burnside 33% 16% 8% 3% 40%

(58 surveys)

Preserving the look and feel of established neighbourhoods

Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
City of Burnside 69% 21% 7% 3% -
(58 surveys)
Preserving the urban tree canopy
Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
City of Burnside 81% 14% 5% - -
(58 surveys)




Off-street parking
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Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
City of Burnside 50% 28% 16% 5% 1%
(58 surveys)
Provide communal open space
Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
City of Burnside 38% 22% 19% 5% 16%
(58 surveys)
Provide other shared facilities
Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
City of Burnside 16% 26% 28% 8% 22%
(58 surveys)
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Results of surveys received from City of Campbelltown residents (9 surveys completed)

*the overall level of support provided also includes those who indicated support with some concerns

Support for the Code Amendment:

Council/ Support * Oppose Neutral No position stated
geographic area

City of Campbelltown | 22% 67% 11% -

(9 surveys)

Q) Do you think co-located housing is something that you or your family would be interested in building

or buying now or in the future?

(9 surveys)

Council/ Yes Maybe No Impartial/ Unsure
geographic area neutral
City of Campbelltown | 11% 11% 78% - -

Q) Do you feel co-located housing planning rules should apply more broadly than just the Established
Neighbourhood Zone in these six council areas (view affected area map)?

Council/ Yes Maybe No Unsure
geographic area

City of Campbelltown | 25% 12% 63% -

(8 surveys)

Q) Do you think the proposed planning rules for co-located housing provide the right balance between
increasing housing diversity in established residential areas and protecting heritage, streetscape

character and the urban tree canopy?

Council/ Yes Maybe No Unsure
geographic area

City of Campbelltown | 11% 11% 67% 11%

(9 surveys)

Q) Do you agree with the proposed areas where co-located housing would be allowed under the draft

Future Living Code Amendment (view the map)?

Council/ Yes Maybe No Unsure
geographic area

City of Campbelltown | 24% 13% 63% -

(8 surveys)
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Q) Do you feel the key differences between co-located housing, granny flats and other similar types of
housing are clear in the draft Code Amendment and other information provided?

(8 surveys)

Council/ Yes No Unsure
geographic area
City of Campbelltown | 25% 25% 50%

Likert Scale Questions — Issues of Importance

Q) How important do you feel the following aspects are for co-located housing?

Retaining the original home?

(9 surveys)

Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Noti important
geographic area important at all
City of Campbelltown | 56% 33% - - 11%

Providing more housing diversity, including small lot homes

Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all

City of Campbelltown | 11% 23% 11% 11% 44%

(9 surveys)

Preserving the look and feel of established neighbourhoods

Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all

City of Campbelltown | 67% 11% - - 22%

(9 surveys)

Preserving the Urban tree canopy

Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all

City of Campbelltown | 78% - - 11% 11%

(9 surveys)




Off-street parking
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Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
City of Campbelltown | 45% 22% 11% - 22%
(9 surveys)
Provide communal open space
Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
City of Campbelltown | 34% 11% 33% 11% 11%
(9 surveys)
Provide other shared facilities
Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not Important
geographic area Important At All
City of Campbelltown | - 23% 44% - 33%

(9 surveys)
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Results of surveys received from City of Prospect residents (17 surveys completed)

*the overall level of support provided also includes those who indicated support with some concerns

Support for the Code Amendment:

Council/ Support* Oppose Neutral No position stated
geographic area

City of Prospect 41% 53% 6% -
(17 surveys)

Q) Do you think co-located housing is something that you or your family would be interested in building
or buying now or in the future?

Council/ Yes Maybe No Impartial/ Unsure
geographic area neutral

City of Prospect 25% 6% 69% - -

(16 surveys)

Q) Do you feel co-located housing planning rules should apply more broadly than just the Established
Neighbourhood Zone in these six council areas (view affected area map)?

Council/ Yes Maybe No Unsure
geographic area

City of Prospect 41% 18% 29% 12%
(17 surveys)

Q) Do you think the proposed planning rules for co-located housing provide the right balance between
increasing housing diversity in established residential areas and protecting heritage, streetscape
character and the urban tree canopy?

Council/ Yes Maybe No Unsure
geographic area

City of Prospect 27% 13% 60% -
(15 surveys)

Q) Do you agree with the proposed areas where co-located housing would be allowed under the draft
Future Living Code Amendment (view the map)?

Council/ Yes Maybe No Unsure
geographic area

City of Prospect 29% - 59% 12%
(17 surveys)
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Q) Do you feel the key differences between co-located housing, granny flats and other similar types of
housing are clear in the draft Code Amendment and other information provided?

Council/ Yes No Unsure
geographic area
City of Prospect 41% 29% 30%
(17 surveys)
Likert Scale Questions — Issues of Importance
Q) How important do you feel the following aspects are for co-located housing?
Retaining the original home?
Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
City of Prospect 52% 18% 23% - 7%
(17 surveys)
Providing more housing diversity, including small lot homes
Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
City of Prospect 23% 12% 18% 12% 35%
(17 surveys)
Preserving the look and feel of established neighbourhoods
Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
City of Prospect 76% 12% 12% - -
(17 surveys)
Preserving the urban tree canopy
Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
City of Prospect 82% - 18% - -
(17 surveys)




Off-street parking
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Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
City of Prospect 76% 6% 12% 6% -
(17 surveys)
Provide communal open space
Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
City of Prospect 52% 23% 18% - 7%
(17 surveys)
Provide other shared facilities
Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
City of Prospect 18% 18% 41% 18% 5%
(17 surveys)
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Results of surveys received from City of Unley residents (18 surveys completed)

*the overall level of support provided also includes those who indicated support with some concerns

Support for the Code Amendment:

Council/ Support* Oppose Neutral No position stated
geographic area

City of Unley 61% 28% 11% -
(18 surveys)

Q) Do you think co-located housing is something that you or your family would be interested in building
or buying now or in the future?

Council/ Yes Maybe No Impartial/ Unsure
geographic area neutral

City of Unley 44% 17% 33% 6% -

(18 surveys)

Q) Do you feel co-located housing planning rules should apply more broadly than just the Established
Neighbourhood Zone in these six council areas (view affected area map)?

Council/ Yes Maybe No Unsure
geographic area

City of Unley 44% 22% 22% 12%
(18 surveys)

Q) Do you think the proposed planning rules for co-located housing provide the right balance between
increasing housing diversity in established residential areas and protecting heritage, streetscape
character and the urban tree canopy?

Council/ Yes Maybe No Unsure
geographic area

City of Unley 50% 17% 33% -
(18 surveys)

Q) Do you agree with the proposed areas where co-located housing would be allowed under the draft
Future Living Code Amendment (view the map)?

Council/ Yes Maybe No Unsure
geographic area

City of Unley 59% 5% 18% 18%
(17 surveys)
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Q) Do you feel the key differences between co-located housing, granny flats and other similar types of
housing are clear in the draft Code Amendment and other information provided?

Council/ Yes No Unsure
geographic area

City of Unley 56% 28% 16%
(18 surveys)

Likert Scale Questions — Issues of Importance

Q) How important do you feel the following aspects are for co-located housing?

Retaining the original home?

Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
City of Unley 44% 39% 11% 6% -

(18 surveys)

Providing more housing diversity, including small lot homes

Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all

City of Unley 56% 6% 33% 5% -

(18 surveys)

Preserving the look and feel of established neighbourhoods

Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
City of Unley 56% 33% 11% - -
(18 surveys)
Preserving the urban tree canopy
Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
City of Unley 78% 16% 6% - -
(18 surveys)




Off-street parking
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Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
City of Unley 44% 12% 22% 22% -
(18 surveys)
Provide communal open space
Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
City of Unley 44% 44% 12% - -
(18 surveys)
Provide other shared facilities
Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
City of Unley 11% 44% 39% 6% -
(18 surveys)
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Results of surveys received from Town of Walkerville residents (6 surveys completed)

*the overall level of support provided also includes those who indicated support with some concerns

Support for the Code Amendment:

Council/ Support* Oppose Neutral No position stated
geographic area

Town of Walkerville | 83% 17% - -
(6 surveys)

Q) Do you think co-located housing is something that you or your family would be interested in building
or buying now or in the future?

Council/ Yes Maybe No Impartial/ Unsure
geographic area neutral

Town of Walkerville | 50% 17% 23% - -

(6 surveys)

Q) Do you feel co-located housing planning rules should apply more broadly than just the Established
Neighbourhood Zone in these six council areas (view affected area map)?

Council / Yes Maybe No Unsure
Geographic Area

Town of Walkerville | 66% 17% 17% -
(6 surveys)

Q) Do you think the proposed planning rules for co-located housing provide the right balance between
increasing housing diversity in established residential areas and protecting heritage, streetscape
character and the urban tree canopy?

Council / Yes Maybe No Unsure
Geographic Area

Town of Walkerville | 66% 17% 17% -
(6 surveys)

Q) Do you agree with the proposed areas where co-located housing would be allowed under the draft
Future Living Code Amendment (view the map)?

Council/ Yes Maybe No Unsure
geographic area

Town of Walkerville | 83% - 17% -
(6 surveys)
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Q) Do you feel the key differences between co-located housing, granny flats and other similar types of
housing are clear in the draft Code Amendment and other information provided?

(6 surveys)

Council/ Yes No unsure
geographic area
Town of Walkerville | 66% 17% 17%

Likert Scale Questions — Issues of Importance

Q) How important do you feel the following aspects are for co-located housing?

Retaining the original home?

Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all

Town of Walkerville | 33% 50% 17% - -

(6 surveys)

Providing more housing diversity, including small lot homes

Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all

Town of Walkerville | 50% 17% 33% - -

(6 surveys)

Preserving the look and feel of established neighbourhoods

Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
Town of Walkerville | 50% 33% - - 17%
(6 surveys)
Preserving the Urban tree canopy
Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
Town of Walkerville | 83% -17% - - 1-

(6 surveys)




Off-street parking
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Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
Town of Walkerville | 33% - 33% 17% 17%
(6 surveys)
Provide communal open space
Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
Town of Walkerville | 33% 50% 17% - -
(6 surveys)
Q) Provide other shared facilities
Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
Town of Walkerville | 17% 17% 66% - -

(6 surveys)
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Results of surveys received from the residents of other metropolitan council areas
(76 surveys completed)

*the overall level of support provided also includes those who indicated support with some concerns

Support for the Code Amendment:

Council/ Support* Oppose Neutral No position stated
geographic area

Other metropolitan | 87% 9% 4% -

councils

(76 surveys)

Q) Do you think co-located housing is something that you or your family would be interested in building
or buying now or in the future?

Council/ Yes Maybe No Impartial/ Unsure
geographic area neutral

Other metropolitan | 50% 24% 20% 4% 2%
councils

(76 surveys)

Q) Do you feel co-located housing planning rules should apply more broadly than just the Established
Neighbourhood Zone in these six council areas (view affected area map)?

Council/ Yes Maybe No Unsure
geographic area

Other metropolitan | 79% 8% 9% 4%
councils

(76 surveys)

Q) Do you think the proposed planning rules for co-located housing provide the right balance between
increasing housing diversity in established residential areas and protecting heritage, streetscape
character and the urban tree canopy?

Council/ Yes Maybe No Unsure
geographic area

Other metropolitan | 62% 21% 12% 5%
councils

(76 surveys)
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Q) Do you agree with the proposed areas where co-located housing would be allowed under the draft
Future Living Code Amendment (view the map)?

councils
(76 surveys)

Council/ Yes Maybe No Unsure
geographic area
Other metropolitan | 57% 18% 17% 8%

Q) Do you feel the key differences between co-located housing, granny flats and other similar types of
housing are clear in the draft Code Amendment and other information provided?

councils
(76 surveys)

Council/ Yes No Unsure
geographic area
Other metropolitan | 58% 16% 26%

Likert Scale Questions — Issues of Importance

Q) How important do you feel the following aspects are for co-located housing?

Retaining the original home?

councils
(76 surveys)

Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
Other metropolitan | 46% 32% 12% 7% 3%

Providing more housing diversity, including small lot homes

councils
(76 surveys)

Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
Other metropolitan | 61% 24% 5% 7% 3%

Preserving the look and feel of established neighbourhoods

Councils
(76 surveys)

Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
Other Metropolitan | 50% 28% 12% 8% 2%




Preserving the urban tree canopy
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Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
Other metropolitan | 80% 16% 3% - 1%
councils
(76 surveys)
Off-street parking
Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
Other metropolitan | 29% 33% 26% 11% 1%
councils
(76 surveys)
Provide communal open space
Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
Other metropolitan | 53% 34% 11% 1% 1%
councils
(76 surveys)
Provide other shared facilities
Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
Other metropolitan | 25% 39% 28% 1% 7%

councils
(76 surveys)
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Results of surveys received from the residents of regional council areas (15 surveys

completed)

*the overall level of support provided also includes those who indicated support with some concerns

Support for the Code Amendment by council area:

Council/ Support* Oppose Neutral No position stated
geographic area

Regional councils | 73% 20% 7% -

(15 surveys)

Q) Do you think co-located housing is something that you or your family would be interested in
building or buying now or in the future?

Council/ Yes Maybe No Impartial/ Unsure
geographic area neutral

Regional councils | 47% 19% 20% 7% 7%

(15 surveys)

Q) Do you feel co-located housing planning rules should apply more broadly than just the
Established Neighbourhood Zone in these six council areas (view affected area map)?

Council/ Yes Maybe No Unsure
geographic area

Regional councils | 67% 20% 13% -
(15 surveys)

Q) Do you think the proposed planning rules for co-located housing provide the right balance
between increasing housing diversity in established residential areas and protecting heritage,
streetscape character and the urban tree canopy?

Council/ Yes Maybe No Unsure
geographic area

Regional councils | 60% 20% 20% -
(15 surveys)

Q) Do you agree with the proposed areas where co-located housing would be allowed under the draft
Future Living Code Amendment (view the map)?

Council/ Yes Maybe No Unsure
geographic area

Regional councils | 67% 20% 13% -
(15 surveys)
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Q) Do you feel the key differences between co-located housing, granny flats and other similar types

of housing are clear in the draft Code Amendment and other information provided?

Council/ Yes No Unsure
geographic area

Regional councils | 73% 7% 20%
(15 surveys)

Likert Scale Questions — Issues of Importance

Q) How important do you feel the following aspects are for co-located housing?

Retaining the original home?

Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
Regional councils | 47% 47% - 6% -

(15 surveys)

Providing more housing diversity, including small lot homes

Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
Regional councils | 53% 20% 20% - 7%

(15 surveys)

Preserving the look and feel of established neighbourhoods

Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
Regional councils | 73% 27% - - -
(15 surveys)

Preserving the Urban tree canopy
Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
Regional councils | 93% 7% - - -

(15 surveys)




Off-street parking
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Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
Regional councils | 60% 7% 26% 7%
(15 surveys)

Provide communal open space
Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
Regional councils | 47% 13% 33% - 7%
(15 surveys)

Provide other shared facilities
Council/ Very Important Neutral Unimportant Not important
geographic area important at all
Regional councils | 27% 20% 39% 7% 7%

(15 surveys)
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Attachment 5: Changes to Established Neighbourhood Zone assessment
classification and applicable policies (Tables 1-5) proposed by the Future
Living Code Amendment



Note:

Changes proposed by the Code Amendment are outlined as follows:

e Deletion shown by red text with strikethrough e.g. remeve-text
e Addition shown by green text with underline e.g. add text.
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Table 1 - Accepted Development Classification — No changes envisaged by the Future Living Code Amendment.

Table 2 - Deemed-to-Satisfy Development Classification — No changes envisaged by the Future Living Code Amendment.

Table 3 - Applicable Policies for Performance Assessed Development — Changes envisaged by the Future Living Code Amendment are outlined in track changes below (red-text for deletions,

green text for insertions):

Only those classes of development (i.e. table rows) proposed to be amended by the Code Amendment are shown in the table below, for clarity.

The following table identifies the policies that are applicable to the assessment of the identified Class of Development. Policies referred to are Performance Outcome policies, and any associated Designated Performance Features.
Relevant Desired Outcomes are not listed, but automatically apply in relation to a Performance Assessed Development. Where a development comprises more than one Class of Development the relevant policies will be taken to be

the sum of the applicable policies for each Class of Development.

Class of Development

Co-located housing in the
Co-located Housing
Overlay

Land Use and Intensity
PO 11

Site coverage
PO 3.1

Building Height
PO 4.1

Primary Street Setback
PO 5.1

Secondary
Street Setback
PO 6.1

Side Boundary Setback
PO 8.1

Rear Boundary Setback
PO 9.1

Appearance
PO 10.1, PO 10.2

General Development Policies

Clearance from Overhead Powerlines
PO 1.1

Design in Urban Areas [All Development
[On-site Waste Treatment Systems]]
PO 6.1

Design in Urban Areas [All Development
[Earthworks and sloping land]]
PO 8.1, PO 8.2, PO 8.3, PO 8.4,PO 85

Design in Urban Areas [All Development
[Overlooking / Visual Privacy (low rise
buildings)]

PO 10.1, PO 10.2

Design in Urban Areas [All Development
[Site Facilities / Waste Storage (excluding
low rise residential development)]]

PO 11.1, PO 11.2, PO 11.3, PO 11.4, PO
11.5

Design in Urban Areas [All residential
development [Front elevations and passive
surveillance]]

PO 17.1, PO 17.2

Design in Urban Areas [All residential
development [Outlook and Amenity]]
PO 18.1, PO 18.2

Design in Urban Areas [Residential
Development - Low Rise [External
appearance]]

Applicable Policies

Subzone

(applies only in the area
affected by the Subzone)

None

Overlay

(applies only in the area affected by the Overlay)

Affordable Housing Overlay [Land Division]
PO 1.1,PO1.2,PO13

Affordable Housing Overlay [Built Form and Character]
PO 2.1

Affordable Housing Overlay [Affordable Housing Incentives]
PO 3.1, PO 3.2

Affordable Housing Overlay [Movement and Car Parking]
PO 4.1

Aircraft Noise Exposure Overlay [Land Use and Intensity]
PO 11

Airport Building Heights (Aircraft Landing Areas) Overlay [Built Form]
PO 11

Airport Building Heights (Regulated) Overlay [Built Form]
PO 1.1

Building Near Airfields Overlay
PO 1.3

Character Area Overlay [All Development]
PO 11

Character Area Overlay [Built Form]
PO 2.1, PO 2.2, PO 2.3, PO 2.4, PO 2.5

Character Area Overlay [Context and Streetscape Amenity]
PO 6.1, PO 6.2

Character Preservation District Overlay [Land Use and Intensity]




Class of Development

General Development Policies

PO 20.1, PO 20.2, PO 20.3

Design in Urban Areas [Residential
Development - Low Rise [Landscaping]]
PO 22.1

Design in Urban Areas [Residential
Development - Low Rise [Car parking,
access and manoeuvrability]]

PO 23.1, PO 23.2, PO 23.3, PO 23.4, PO
23.5, PO 23.6

Design in Urban Areas [Residential
Development - Low Rise [Waste storage]]
PO 24.1

Design in Urban Areas [Co-located
Housing, Group Dwellings, Residential Flat
Buildings and Battle axe Development
[Amenity]]

PO 31.2

Design in Urban Areas [Co-located
Housing, Group Dwellings, Residential Flat
Buildings and Battle axe Development
[Communal Open Space]]

PO 32.1, PO 32.2, PO 32.3, PO 32.4, PO
325

Design in Urban Areas [Co-located
Housing, Group Dwellings, Residential Flat
Buildings and Battle axe Development
[Site Facilities / Waste Storage]]

PO 35.1, PO 35.2, PO 35.3, PO 35.4, PO
35.5, PO 35.6

Design in Urban Areas [Co-Located
Housing, Group Dwellings, Residential Flat
Buildings and Battle axe Development
[Water sensitive urban design]]

PO 36.1, PO 36.2

Design in Urban Areas [Laneway
Development [Infrastructure and Access]]
PO 44.1

Infrastructure and Renewable Energy
Facilities [Water Supply]
PO 11.2

Infrastructure and Renewable Energy
Facilities [Wastewater Services]
PO 12.1, PO 12.2

Interface between Land Uses
[Overshadowing]
PO 3.1, PO 3.2, PO 3.3
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Applicable Policies

Subzone

(applies only in the area
affected by the Subzone)

Overlay
(applies only in the area affected by the Overlay)

PO 1.2

Character Preservation District Overlay [Built Form and Character]
PO 2.1, PO 2.2, PO 2.3

Character Preservation District Overlay [Built Form and Character in the Rural Area]
PO 3.1, PO 3.2, PO 3.3, PO 3.4, PO 3.5, PO 3.6

Character Preservation District Overlay [Earthworks]
PO 4.1

Coastal Areas Overlay [Hazard Risk Minimisation]
PO 2.1, PO 2.2, PO 2.3,PO 2.4,PO 2.5

Coastal Areas Overlay [Coast Protection Works]
PO 3.1, PO 3.2

Coastal Areas Overlay [Environment Protection]
PO 4.1, PO 4.2, PO 4.3, PO 4.4,PO 4.5, PO 4.6, PO 4.7

Coastal Areas Overlay [Access]
PO 5.1,PO5.2,PO5.4

Coastal Flooding Overlay
PO11

Co-located Housing Overlay [Land Use and Intensity]
PO 1.1

Co-located Housing Overlay [Site Dimensions and Land Division]
PO 2.1, PO 2.2, PO 2.3

Co-located Housing Overlay [Built Form and Character]
PO 3.1, PO 3.2,P0O 3.3,P0O 3.4,PO 3.5,PO 3.6

Co-located Housing Overlay [Open Space]
PO 4.1

Co-located Housing Overlay [Internal Privacy and Overlooking]
PO 5.1, PO 5.2, PO5.3

Co-located Housing Overlay [Parking and Access]
PO 6.1, PO 6.2

Co-located Housing Overlay [Pedestrian Access]
PO 7.1,PO 7.2

Co-located Housing Overlay [Landscaping]
PO 8.1, PO 8.2

Defence Aviation Area Overlay [Built Form]
PO 1.1

Future Local Road Widening Overlay [Future Road Widening]
PO 11




Class of Development
General Development Policies

Site Contamination
PO 1.1

Transport, Access and Parking [Vehicle
Access]
PO 3.1, PO 3.5,PO 3.6

Transport, Access and Parking [Vehicle
Parking Rates]
PO 5.1

Transport, Access and Parking [Corner Cut-
Offs]
PO 10.1
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Applicable Policies

Subzone

(applies only in the area
affected by the Subzone)

Overlay
(applies only in the area affected by the Overlay)

Future Road Widening Overlay [Future Road Widening]
PO11

Gas and Liquid Petroleum Pipelines Overlay [Land Use and Intensity]
PO 1.1

Gas and Liquid Petroleum Pipelines (Facilities) Overlay [Safety]
PO 1.1

Gateway Overlay [Built Form and Character]
PO 1.1,PO1.2,PO 1.3

Gateway Overlay [Landscaping]
PO 3.1, PO 3.2,PO 3.3,PO 34

Hazards (Acid Sulfate Soils) Overlay [Land Use and Intensity]
PO 1.1

Hazards (Bushfire - General Risk) Overlay [Siting]
PO 11

Hazards (Bushfire - General Risk) Overlay [Built Form]
PO 2.1

Hazards (Bushfire - General Risk) Overlay [Habitable Buildings]
PO 3.1, PO 3.2, PO 3.3

Hazards (Bushfire - General Risk) Overlay [Vehicle Access — Roads, Driveways and Fire Tracks]
PO 5.2, PO5.3

Hazards (Bushfire - High Risk) Overlay [Land Use]
PO 11

Hazards (Bushfire - High Risk) Overlay [Siting]
PO 2.1

Hazards (Bushfire - High Risk) Overlay [Built Form]
PO 3.1

Hazards (Bushfire - High Risk) Overlay [Habitable Buildings]
PO 4.1,PO04.2,PO 43

Hazards (Bushfire - High Risk) Overlay [Vehicle Access —Roads, Driveways and Fire Tracks]
PO 6.2, PO 6.3

Hazards (Bushfire - Medium Risk) Overlay [Siting]
PO 11

Hazards (Bushfire - Medium Risk) Overlay [Built Form]
PO 2.1

Hazards (Bushfire - Medium Risk) Overlay [Habitable Buildings]
PO 3.1, PO 3.2,PO 3.3

Hazards (Bushfire - Medium Risk) Overlay [Vehicle Access - Roads, Driveways and Fire Tracks]
PO 5.2, PO 5.3

Hazards (Bushfire - Outback) Overlay [Habitable Buildings]
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Class of Development Applicable Policies

General Development Policies Subzone

(applies only in the area
affected by the Subzone)

Overlay

(applies only in the area affected by the Overlay)

PO 1.1

Hazards (Bushfire - Outback) Overlay [Vehicle Access - Roads and Driveways]

PO 2.2

Hazards (Bushfire - Regional) Overlay [Siting]
PO 1.1

Hazards (Bushfire - Regional) Overlay [Built Form]
PO 2.1

Hazards (Bushfire - Regional) Overlay [Habitable Buildings]
PO 3.1, PO 3.2, PO 3.3

Hazards (Bushfire - Regional) Overlay [Vehicle Access -Roads and Driveways]

PO 5.2, PO 5.3

Hazards (Flooding) Overlay [Flood Resilience]
PO 3.1, PO 3.2, PO 3.3, PO 3.4,PO35

Hazards (Flooding) Overlay [Environmental Protection]
PO 4.2

Hazards (Flooding) Overlay [Site Earthworks]
PO 5.1,PO5.2

Hazards (Flooding) Overlay [Access]
PO 6.1, PO 6.2

Hazards (Flooding — General) Overlay [Flood Resilience]
PO 2.1

Hazards (Flooding - Evidence Required) Overlay [Flood Resilience]
PO 1.1

Heritage Adjacency Overlay [Built Form]
PO11

Historic Area Overlay [All Development]
PO 1.1

Historic Area Overlay [Built Form]
PO 2.1, PO 2.2, PO 2.3, PO 2.4, PO 2.5

Historic Area Overlay [Context and Streetscape Amenity]
PO 6.1, PO 6.2

Historic Area Overlay [Ruins]
PO 8.1

Historic Shipwrecks Overlay [General]
PO 1.1

Interface Management Overlay [Land Use and Intensity]
PO 11

Key Outback and Rural Routes Overlay [Access - Safe Entry and Exit (Traffic Flow)]

PO 1.1




Class of Development
General Development Policies
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Subzone

(applies only in the area
affected by the Subzone)

Applicable Policies

Overlay
(applies only in the area affected by the Overlay)

Key Outback and Rural Routes Overlay [Access - On-Site Queuing]
PO 2.1

Key Outback and Rural Routes Overlay [Access - Existing Access Points]
PO 3.1

Key Outback and Rural Routes Overlay [Access - Location (Spacing)]
PO 4.1

Key Outback and Rural Routes Overlay [Access - Location (Sight Lines)]
PO 5.1

Key Outback and Rural Routes Overlay [Access - Mud and Debris]
PO 6.1

Key Outback and Rural Routes Overlay [Access - Stormwater]
PO 7.1

Key Outback and Rural Routes Overlay [Public Road Junctions]
PO 8.1

Key Railway Crossings Overlay [Access, Design and Function]
PO 11

Limited Dwelling Overlay
PO 1.1

Local Heritage Place Overlay [Built Form]
PO1.1,PO1.2,PO13,PO14,PO15 POL16,PO17

Local Heritage Place Overlay [Landscape Context and Streetscape Amenity]
PO 5.1

Local Heritage Place Overlay [Conservation Works]
PO 7.1

Major Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Access - Safe Entry and Exit (Traffic Flow)]
PO 1.1

Major Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Access - On-Site Queuing]
PO 2.1

Major Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Access — Location (Spacing) - Existing Access Points]
PO 3.1

Major Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Access — Location (Spacing) — New Access Points]
PO 4.1

Major Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Access - Location (Sight Lines)]
PO 5.1

Major Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Access - Mud and Debris]
PO 6.1

Major Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Access - Stormwater]
PO 7.1
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Class of Development Applicable Policies

General Development Policies Subzone

(applies only in the area
affected by the Subzone)

Overlay
(applies only in the area affected by the Overlay)

Major Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Building on Road Reserve]
PO 8.1

Major Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Public Road Junctions]
PO 9.1

Major Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Corner Cut-Offs]
PO 10.1

Mount Lofty Ranges Water Supply Catchment (Area 1) Overlay [Water Quality]
PO 1.1

Mount Lofty Ranges Water Supply Catchment (Area 1) Overlay [Wastewater]
PO 2.2, PO 2.3,PO 2.4

Mount Lofty Ranges Water Supply Catchment (Area 1) Overlay [Stormwater]
PO 3.1, PO 3.2, PO 3.3, PO 3.9

Mount Lofty Ranges Water Supply Catchment (Area 1) Overlay [Landscapes and Natural Features]
PO 4.1

Mount Lofty Ranges Water Supply Catchment (Area 2) Overlay [Water Quality]
PO 11

Mount Lofty Ranges Water Supply Catchment (Area 2) Overlay [Wastewater]
PO 2.1, PO 2.4,PO 2.5

Mount Lofty Ranges Water Supply Catchment (Area 2) Overlay [Stormwater]
PO 3.1, PO 3.2, PO 3.3, PO 3.9

Mount Lofty Ranges Water Supply Catchment (Area 2) Overlay [Landscapes and Natural Features]
PO 4.1

Native Vegetation Overlay [Environmental Protection]
PO1.1,PO12,PO14

Non-Stop Corridors Overlay [Non-Stop Corridor Overlay]
PO 11

Resource Extraction Protection Area Overlay [Protection of Strategic Resources]
PO 1.1

River Murray Flood Plain Protection Area Overlay [Wastewater]
PO 11

River Murray Flood Plain Protection Area Overlay [Built Form and Character]
PO 4.1, PO 4.3

River Murray Flood Plain Protection Area Overlay [Flood Resilience]
PO 5.1, PO 5.2, PO 5.3

River Murray Flood Plain Protection Area Overlay [Environmental Protection]
PO 6.1, PO 6.2, PO 6.3

River Murray Flood Plain Protection Area Overlay [Access]
PO 7.1,PO7.2,PO7.3

Scenic Quality Overlay [Land Use and Intensity]
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Class of Development Applicable Policies
General Development Policies Subzone Overlay

(applies only in the area (applies only in the area affected by the Overlay)
affected by the Subzone)

PO 1.1

Scenic Quality Overlay [Built Form and Character]
PO 2.1

Scenic Quality Overlay [Landscaping]
PO 3.1

Scenic Quality Overlay [Earthworks]
PO 4.1

Significant Interface Management Overlay [Land Use and Intensity]
PO 11

Significant Landscape Protection Overlay [Land Use and Intensity]
PO 1.1

Significant Landscape Protection Overlay [Built Form and Character]
PO 2.1, PO 2.2

Significant Landscape Protection Overlay [Landscaping]
PO 3.1

Significant Landscape Protection Overlay [Earthworks]
PO 4.1

State Heritage Area Overlay [Built Form]
PO1.1,PO12,PO13,PO14,PO15

State Heritage Area Overlay [Landscape Context and Streetscape Amenity]
PO 5.1

State Heritage Area Overlay [Conservation Works]
PO 7.1

State Heritage Place Overlay [Built Form]
PO1.1,PO 1.2, PO13,PO14,PO15 PO16,PO17

State Heritage Place Overlay [Landscape Context and Streetscape Amenity]
PO5.1

State Heritage Place Overlay [Conservation Works]
PO 7.1

State Significant Native Vegetation Areas Overlay [Environmental Protection]
PO11

Stormwater Management Overlay
PO 1.1

Traffic Generating Development Overlay [Traffic Generating Development]
PO1.1,PO1.2,PO13

Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Access - Safe Entry and Exit (Traffic Flow)]
PO 11

Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Access - On-Site Queuing]
PO 2.1
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Class of Development Applicable Policies
General Development Policies Subzone Overlay

(applies only in the area (applies only in the area affected by the Overlay)
affected by the Subzone)

Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Access - (Location Spacing) - Existing Access Point]
PO 3.1

Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Access — Location (Spacing) — New Access Points]
PO 4.1

Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Access - Location (Sight Lines)]
PO 5.1

Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Access — Mud and Debris]
PO 6.1

Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Access - Stormwater]
PO 7.1

Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Building on Road Reserve]
PO 8.1

Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Public Road Junctions]
PO 9.1

Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Corner Cut-Offs]
PO 10.1

Urban Tree Canopy Overlay
PO1.1

Water Resources Overlay [Water Catchment]
PO1.1,PO12,PO15 PO16,PO17,PO138

Fence None Clearance from Overhead Powerlines None Airport Building Heights (Aircraft Landing Areas) Overlay [Built Form]
PO 1.1 PO 1.1
Design [All development [Fences and Airport Building Heights (Regulated) Overlay [Built Form]
Walls]] PO 11
PO 9.1

Character Area Overlay [All Development]
PO 1.1

Character Area Overlay [Ancillary Development]
PO 4.4

Coastal Flooding Overlay
PO 1.1

Co-located Housing Overlay [Internal Privacy and Overlooking]
PO 5.2, PO5.4

Defence Aviation Area Overlay [Built Form]
PO 11

Future Road Widening Overlay [Future Road Widening]
PO 11

Gateway Overlay [Landscaping]
PO 3.3
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Class of Development Applicable Policies

General Development Policies Subzone

(applies only in the area
affected by the Subzone)

Overlay
(applies only in the area affected by the Overlay)

Hazards (Acid Sulfate Soils) Overlay [Land Use and Intensity]
PO 11

Hazards (Flooding) Overlay [Flood Resilience]
PO 3.6

Heritage Adjacency Overlay [Built Form]
PO 1.1

Historic Area Overlay [All Development]
PO 1.1

Historic Area Overlay [Ancillary development]
PO 4.4

Historic Shipwrecks Overlay [General]
PO 11

Local Heritage Place Overlay [Built Form]
PO1.1,PO1.2,PO13,PO15

Major Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Corner Cut-Offs]
PO 10.1

Marine Parks (Managed Use) Overlay [Land Use]
PO 1.1

Marine Parks (Restricted Use) Overlay [Land Use]
PO1.1

Ramsar Wetlands Overlay [General]
PO1.1,PO1.2,PO13,PO14

River Murray Flood Plain Protection Area Overlay [Flood Resilience]
PO 5.4

Scenic Quality Overlay [Built Form and Character]
PO 2.1

Scenic Quality Overlay [Earthworks]
PO 4.1

Significant Landscape Protection Overlay [Built Form and Character]
PO 2.1, PO 2.2

State Heritage Area Overlay [Built Form]
PO 1.1,PO 15

State Heritage Area Overlay [Ancillary Development]
PO 3.1,PO 34

State Heritage Place Overlay [Built Form]
PO1.1,PO12,PO15,PO16,PO17

State Heritage Place Overlay [Ancillary Development]
PO 3.4
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Class of Development Applicable Policies

General Development Policies Subzone Overlay

(applies only in the area affected by the Overlay)

(applies only in the area
affected by the Subzone)

State Significant Native Vegetation Areas Overlay [Environmental Protection]

PO 11

Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Corner Cut-Offs]
PO 10.1

Water Resources Overlay [Water Catchment]
PO1.1,PO14,PO17

Land division

Land Use and Intensity
PO 1.1

Site Dimensions and
Land Division
PO 2.1,PO 2.2

Land Division [All land division [Allotment
configuration]]
PO 1.1,PO 1.2

Land Division [All land division [Design and
Layout]]

PO 2.1, PO 2.2, PO 2.3, PO 2.4, PO 2.5,
PO 2.6, PO 2.7

Land Division [All land division [Roads and
Access]]

PO 3.1, PO 3.2, PO 3.3, PO 3.4, PO 3.5,
PO 3.6, PO 3.7, PO 3.8, PO 3.9, PO 3.10

Land Division [All land division
[Infrastructure]]

PO 4.1, PO 4.2, PO 4.3, PO 4.4, PO 4.5,
PO 4.6

Land Division [Minor Land Division (Under
20 Allotments) [Open Space]]
PO 5.1

Land Division [Minor Land Division (Under
20 Allotments) [Solar Orientation]]
PO 6.1

Land Division [Minor Land Division (Under
20 Allotments) [Water Sensitive Design]]
PO 7.1,PO 7.2

Land Division [Minor Land Division (Under
20 Allotments) [Battle-Axe Development]]
PO 8.1, PO 8.2, PO 8.3, PO 8.4

Land Division [Major Land Division (20+
Allotments) [Open Space]]
PO 9.1, PO 9.2, PO 9.3

Land Division [Major Land Division (20+
Allotments) [Water Sensitive Design]]
PO 10.1, PO 10.2, PO 10.3

Land Division [Major Land Division (20+
Allotments) [Solar Orientation]]
PO 11.1

None

Affordable Housing Overlay [Land Division]
PO1.1,PO1.2,PO13

Affordable Housing Overlay [Affordable Housing Incentives]
PO 3.1

Aircraft Noise Exposure Overlay [Land Division]
PO 3.1

Character Area Overlay [All Development]
PO 1.1

Character Area Overlay [Land Division]
PO 5.1

Character Area Overlay [Context and Streetscape Amenity]
PO 6.1, PO 6.2

Character Preservation District Overlay [Land Use and Intensity]
PO 11

Character Preservation District Overlay [Earthworks]
PO 4.1

Coastal Areas Overlay [Land Division]
PO1.1,PO1.2,PO13

Coastal Areas Overlay [Hazard Risk Minimisation]
PO 2.3

Coastal Areas Overlay [Coast Protection Works]
PO 3.1, PO 3.2

Coastal Areas Overlay [Environment Protection]
PO 4.2, PO 4.3, PO 4.5, PO 4.6, PO 4.7

Coastal Areas Overlay [Access]
PO5.1,PO5.2,PO5.3,PO5.4

Coastal Flooding Overlay
PO 11

Co-located Housing Overlay [Site Dimensions and Land Division]
PO 2.1,PO 2.2,PO 2.3

Dwelling Excision Overlay [Land Division]
PO 11

Environment and Food Production Areas Overlay
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Class of Development Applicable Policies
General Development Policies Subzone Overlay

(applies only in the area (applies only in the area affected by the Overlay)
affected by the Subzone)

PO 11

Future Local Road Widening Overlay [Future Road Widening]
PO1.1

Future Road Widening Overlay [Future Road Widening]
PO 1.1

Gas and Liquid Petroleum Pipelines Overlay [Land Use and Intensity]
PO 1.1

Gas and Liquid Petroleum Pipelines (Facilities) Overlay [Safety]
PO 1.1

Hazards (Bushfire - General Risk) Overlay [Land Division]
PO 4.1,PO 4.2, PO 4.3,PO 4.4

Hazards (Bushfire - General Risk) Overlay [Vehicle Access — Roads, Driveways and Fire Tracks]
PO 5.1, PO5.2,PO5.3

Hazards (Bushfire - High Risk) Overlay [Land Use]
PO 1.1,PO 1.2

Hazards (Bushfire - High Risk) Overlay [Land Division]
PO 5.1, PO 5.2, PO5.3,PO5.4,PO55

Hazards (Bushfire - High Risk) Overlay [Vehicle Access —Roads, Driveways and Fire Tracks]
PO 6.1, PO 6.2, PO 6.3

Hazards (Bushfire - Medium Risk) Overlay [Land Division]
PO 4.1, PO 4.2,PO4.3,P0O 4.4

Hazards (Bushfire - Medium Risk) Overlay [Vehicle Access - Roads, Driveways and Fire Tracks]
PO5.1,PO5.2,PO5.3

Hazards (Bushfire - Outback) Overlay [Vehicle Access - Roads and Driveways]
PO 2.1, PO 2.2

Hazards (Bushfire - Regional) Overlay [Land Division]
PO 4.1,PO04.2,PO 43

Hazards (Bushfire - Regional) Overlay [Vehicle Access -Roads and Driveways]
PO5.1,PO5.2,PO5.3

Hazards (Bushfire - Urban Interface) Overlay [Land Division]
PO1.1,PO1.2,PO13,PO14,PO15 PO1.6

Hazards (Bushfire - Urban Interface) Overlay [Vehicle Access - Roads, Driveways and Fire Tracks]
PO 2.1

Hazards (Flooding) Overlay [Land Division]
PO 1.1

Hazards (Flooding) Overlay [Site Earthworks]
PO 5.1, PO5.2

Hazards (Flooding) Overlay [Access]
PO 6.1, PO 6.2
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Class of Development Applicable Policies

General Development Policies Subzone

(applies only in the area
affected by the Subzone)

Overlay
(applies only in the area affected by the Overlay)

Heritage Adjacency Overlay [Land Division]
PO 2.1

Historic Area Overlay [All Development]
PO 1.1

Historic Area Overlay [Land Division]
PO5.1

Historic Area Overlay [Ruins]
PO 8.1

Key Outback and Rural Routes Overlay [Access - Safe Entry and Exit (Traffic Flow)]
PO1.1

Key Outback and Rural Routes Overlay [Access - On-Site Queuing]
PO 2.1

Key Outback and Rural Routes Overlay [Access - Existing Access Points]
PO 3.1

Key Outback and Rural Routes Overlay [Access - Location (Spacing)]
PO 4.1

Key Outback and Rural Routes Overlay [Access - Location (Sight Lines)]
PO 5.1

Key Outback and Rural Routes Overlay [Access - Mud and Debris]
PO 6.1

Key Outback and Rural Routes Overlay [Access - Stormwater]
PO 7.1

Key Outback and Rural Routes Overlay [Public Road Junctions]
PO 8.1

Key Railway Crossings Overlay [Access, Design and Function]
PO 1.1

Limited Land Division Overlay [General]
PO 1.1,PO 1.2

Local Heritage Place Overlay [Land Division]
PO 4.1

Major Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Access - Safe Entry and Exit (Traffic Flow)]
PO 11

Major Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Access - On-Site Queuing]
PO 2.1

Major Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Access — Location (Spacing) - Existing Access Points]

PO 3.1

Major Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Access — Location (Spacing) — New Access Points]

PO 4.1
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(applies only in the area
affected by the Subzone)

Overlay
(applies only in the area affected by the Overlay)

Major Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Access - Location (Sight Lines)]
PO 5.1

Major Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Access - Mud and Debris]
PO 6.1

Major Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Access - Stormwater]
PO 7.1

Major Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Building on Road Reserve]
PO 8.1

Major Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Public Road Junctions]
PO 9.1

Marine Parks (Managed Use) Overlay [Land Use]
PO 1.1

Marine Parks (Restricted Use) Overlay [Land Use]
PO 1.1

Mount Lofty Ranges Water Supply Catchment (Area 1) Overlay [Water Quality]
PO 1.1

Mount Lofty Ranges Water Supply Catchment (Area 1) Overlay [Wastewater]
PO 2.1,P0O 2.2, PO 2.3,PO 2.4

Mount Lofty Ranges Water Supply Catchment (Area 1) Overlay [Stormwater]
PO 3.1, PO 3.3, PO 3.9

Mount Lofty Ranges Water Supply Catchment (Area 1) Overlay [Landscapes and Natural Features]
PO 4.1

Mount Lofty Ranges Water Supply Catchment (Area 1) Overlay [Land Division]
PO5.1,PO5.2

Mount Lofty Ranges Water Supply Catchment (Area 2) Overlay [Water Quality]
PO 11

Mount Lofty Ranges Water Supply Catchment (Area 2) Overlay [Wastewater]
PO 2.1, PO 2.3,PO 2.4,P0O 2.5

Mount Lofty Ranges Water Supply Catchment (Area 2) Overlay [Stormwater]
PO 3.1, PO 3.2, PO 3.3, PO 3.9

Mount Lofty Ranges Water Supply Catchment (Area 2) Overlay [Landscapes and Natural Features]
PO 4.1

Mount Lofty Ranges Water Supply Catchment (Area 2) Overlay [Land Division]
PO5.1,PO5.2

Native Vegetation Overlay [Land division]
PO 2.1

Non-Stop Corridors Overlay [Non-Stop Corridor Overlay]
PO 1.1

Ramsar Wetlands Overlay [Land Division]
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Overlay
(applies only in the area affected by the Overlay)

PO 21

Resource Extraction Protection Area Overlay [Protection of Strategic Resources]
PO 11

River Murray Flood Plain Protection Area Overlay [Land Division]
PO 3.1, PO 3.2

River Murray Flood Plain Protection Area Overlay [Access]
PO 7.1,PO7.2,PO73

River Murray Tributaries Protection Area Overlay [Land Division]
PO 2.1,P0O 2.2

Significant Interface Management Overlay [Land Use and Intensity]
PO 1.1

State Heritage Area Overlay [Land Division]
PO 4.1

State Heritage Place Overlay [Land Division]
PO 4.1

State Significant Native Vegetation Areas Overlay [Land division]
PO 2.1

Traffic Generating Development Overlay [Traffic Generating Development]
PO 1.1,PO1.2,PO13

Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Access - Safe Entry and Exit (Traffic Flow)]
PO 1.1

Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Access - On-Site Queuing]
PO 2.1

Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Access - (Location Spacing) - Existing Access Point]
PO 3.1

Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Access — Location (Spacing) — New Access Points]
PO 4.1

Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Access - Location (Sight Lines)]
PO5.1

Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Access — Mud and Debris]
PO 6.1

Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Access - Stormwater]
PO 7.1

Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Building on Road Reserve]
PO 8.1

Urban Transport Routes Overlay [Public Road Junctions]
PO 9.1
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