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1 Executive summary 
The South Australian Government is proposing to rezone land in Seaton to support urban renewal 
and provide more housing choices. 

The proposal, known as the Seaton Code Amendment, would: 

• rezone from Housing Diversity Neighbourhood Zone to Urban Renewal Neighbourhood Zone 

• retain the Local Activity Centre Zone 

• apply the Affordable Housing Overlay (minimum 15% affordable housing) 

• apply the Noise and Air Emissions Overlay along Tapleys Hill Road to manage traffic impacts 

• allow buildings up to:  

o 10 levels (or 35 m) along the arterial roads, a section of the northeast corner, and a 
section to the east of Pedlar Reserve 

o 3 levels (or 12.5 m) along the interface with low-density residential dwellings along the 
southern and the northeastern boundary 

o 8 levels (or 28 m) for the remainder of the area. 

Feedback was invited on the draft Seaton Code Amendment from Tuesday 4 November to 
Tuesday 16 December 2025.  

Public engagement on the draft Code Amendment was delivered in accordance with the 
engagement plan (with minor changes), developed in-line with the Community Engagement 
Charter. 
 
A total of 55 submissions were received during the consultation period from members of the 
community, council, state government agencies/bodies and local residents. Submissions were 
received via YourSAy, email and the PlanSA website.  
 
The majority of community members and affected private landowners raised concerns about the 
draft Code Amendment, while the majority of stakeholders were supportive. 
 
Key themes raised during consultation included:  
 

• the general need for more housing and some respondents supported the intent to 
redevelop and renew the Seaton area 

• proposed increased maximum building heights, especially for affected and neighbouring 
landowners 

• the location and sufficiency of car parks, particularly the potential increase in on-street 
parking 

• increased housing density that is facilitated, with some concerned that it would be the 
cause for many of the other concerns raised 

• the capacity of the current infrastructure was raised by respondents, given the proposed 
increased maximum building heights 
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• traffic congestion; from existing peak school hour traffic on Glenburnie Street and the 
potential for increased traffic congestion resulting from the facilitation of the increased 
housing density 

• the lack of privacy of properties adjacent to, or near the proposed increased maximum 
building heights 

• the impact of the built form of the potential resulting developments, on both properties in 
the Affected Area, and the surrounding area 

• uncertainty surrounding SA Housing Trust tenants, where they were to be located and the 
social disruption that will result from their relocation.  

As a result of feedback received a change to the Code Amendment was made, with the 
introduction of Concept Plan 174: Seaton Urban Renewal. 

Overall, the engagement process was found to meet the minimum requirements to meet the 
Community Engagement Charter principles and further opportunities for improvement have 
been identified as a result of reviewing the engagement process.  
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2  Purpose 
This report has been prepared by the Chief Executive of the Department for Housing and Urban 
Development (the Designated Entity) under section 73(7) of the Planning Development and 
Infrastructure Act 2016 (the Act) for consideration by the Minister for Planning in determining the 
Seaton Code Amendment (the Code Amendment).  

The report details the: 

• engagement that has been undertaken 
• outcomes of the engagement, including a summary of the feedback received 
• response to the feedback  
• proposed changes to the Code Amendment.  

In addition, the report evaluates the effectiveness of the engagement and whether the principles of 
the Community Engagement Charter have been achieved. Any changes to the engagement plan 
during the process are also outlined. 
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3 Introduction 
The Planning and Design Code (the Code) contains the planning rules and policies that guide what 
can be developed in South Australia. These planning rules are used by councils and other planning 
authorities to assess development proposals. A Code Amendment is a proposal to change the 
policies, rules or mapping within the Code, which can change the way that future developments are 
assessed.   

The Chief Executive of the Department for Housing and Urban Development (DHUD), with the 
approval of the Minister for Planning, initiated the Seaton Code Amendment in accordance with 
section 73(2) (b) of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016 (the Act). 

The South Australian Government is proposing the Seaton Code Amendment, a rezoning initiative 
designed to support urban renewal and increase housing choices. The Affected Area was identified 
as part of a ‘State Significant Infill Area’ in the Greater Adelaide Regional Plan (GARP).  

The Code Amendment seeks to rezone approximately 39 hectares of land in Seaton from the 
Housing Diversity Neighbourhood Zone to the Urban Renewal Neighbourhood Zone, unlocking 
opportunities for more diverse, medium-to-high-density housing. 

If approved, the Code Amendment would enable a range of new dwellings, including townhouses 
and apartments, as part of Renewal SA’s Greater Seaton urban renewal project. Taller buildings 
would be supported, making the most of the area’s strong transport links while ensuring lower-scale 
development along existing low-density residential edges. 

Seaton is well-serviced by shops, schools, public transport and community facilities, making it an 
ideal location for a medium-to-high-density neighbourhood. The proposed rezoning aims to create a 
community that offers quality open spaces, local amenities, affordable and diverse housing options 
and a design that integrates seamlessly with the surrounding area. This work forms part of the South 
Australian Government’s Housing Roadmap, which is focused on increasing housing supply and 
choice across the state. 

The area affected by the Code Amendment lies within the City of Charles Sturt and is jointly owned 
by Renewal SA, the SA Housing Trust and private landowners. It is bound by West Lakes Boulevard 
and Pedlar Street to the north, Frederick Road to the west, Tapleys Hill Road to the east and 
Glenburnie Street to the south. 

The draft of the Code Amendment released for public consultation proposed the following key 
changes to the Code: 

• rezone approximately 39 hectares from the Housing Diversity Neighbourhood Zone to 
Urban Renewal Neighbourhood Zone to facilitate the creation of a medium-to-high-density, 
mixed-housing neighbourhood 
 

• retain the Local Activity Centre Zone  
 
• spatially apply the Affordable Housing Overlay over the entire Affected Area  

 
• spatially apply the Noise and Air Emissions Overlay over the eastern boundary of the 

Affected Area 
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• along the eastern, western boundaries, the northwestern corner of the Affected Area, and a 
section on the northern boundary (to the east of Pedlar Reserve):  

o spatially amend the Maximum Building Height (Levels) TNV from 2 levels to 10 
levels 

o spatially amend the Maximum Building Height (Metres) TNV from 9 m to 35 m 

• along the northeastern boundary and most of the southern boundary: 

o spatially amend the Maximum Building Height (Levels) TNV from 2 levels to 3 
levels 

o spatially amend the Maximum Building Height (Metres) TNV from 9 m to 12.5 m 

• for the remaining Affected Area: 

o spatially amend the Maximum Building Height (Levels) TNV from 2 levels to 8 
levels 

o spatially amend the Maximum Building Height (Metres) TNV from 9 m to 28 m.  
 

A number of investigations informed the draft Seaton Code Amendment including: 

• infrastructure capacity investigation  
• stormwater management plan  
• transport and parking investigation   
• environmental noise assessment  
• Aboriginal and cultural heritage investigation.  

These investigations ensure the proposed changes are suitable and that future development can 
be well-supported by infrastructure and sensitive to environmental and community considerations. 
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4 Engagement approach 
The process for amending a designated instrument (including the process to amend the Planning 
and Design Code) is set out in the Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016. The Act 
requires consultation in relation to the Code Amendment to comply with the Community 
Engagement Charter. 

The Designated Entity prepared an engagement plan to apply the principles of the Community 
Engagement Charter. The purpose of this engagement was to: 

• inform the community of the Code Amendment, its purpose, the process and opportunities 
to provide feedback, raise concerns, contribute information and ideas and ask questions to 
influence the Code Amendment 

• engage with the community, industry and government stakeholders on how the open 
spaces included in the Code Amendment could be utilised and designed to support a future 
residential community 

• consult with industry and government stakeholders to obtain their expertise and 
recommendations and incorporate into the Code Amendment 

• engage with the community, industry and government stakeholders to identify new 
infrastructure required to support a future residential community 

• engage with the community to understand the impact a future residential development may 
have on the existing community and groups 

• consult with the community and government stakeholder to understand the impact a future 
residential development could have on existing services, including healthcare, education, 
recreation, transportation and traffic and the environment, and what additional resources 
may be required 

• provide opportunities for local knowledge and views to be heard and understood and, 
where possible, incorporated into the Code Amendment 

• close the loop with stakeholders and inform them of the outcomes of the engagement 
process and how they can access the final version of the code amendment.  

The engagement period ran for 6 weeks from Tuesday 4 November to Tuesday 16 December 
2025.  

4.1 Engagement activities 
The following engagement activities were delivered during the consultation period.  

Activity Description Target audience  

Stakeholder letters Provided key stakeholders and 
affected/adjacent landowners with details of 
the draft Code Amendment, notified them of 
the consultation and events, and directly 
invited feedback. 

A total of 1,596 letters were sent via mail.  

A total of 32 letters were sent via email.  

All stakeholders 
Affected and adjacent 
landowners 
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See Attachment 1 to view example 
stakeholder letter. 

Council communications 
team  

City of Charles Sturt was contacted by email 
to discuss collaboration opportunities such as 
tapping into their events, marketing material 
(eg EDMs, social media). 

Council  

PlanSA website: 

• consultation page 
• news story 
• homepage banner. 

Provided detailed technical information on the 
draft Code Amendment and invited 
feedback/participation in the consultation. 

The PlanSA code amendment page received 
210 views and was visited by 195 people.    

The news item received 287 views and 193 
clicks.  

See Attachment 1 to view the webpage, 
banner and news story. 

All stakeholders 
 

Emails  Emails were sent to the stakeholders 
identified in the engagement plan to: 

• announce engagement was open 
• promote online and in person 

information sessions 
• alert to last chance to have their say. 

 
Each email was distributed to 22 
stakeholders.  
 

Council 
MPs 
Industry  
Traditional owners 
State government 
Communications  

YourSAy consultation 
webpage and survey 

A dedicated page on the YourSAy website 
was created as the primary location for the 
community to find easy to understand 
information and to submit feedback via a 
survey.  

YourSAy received a total of 1123 visits by 
1032 people.  

Supporting material documents were 
downloaded 422 times.  

38 YourSAy submissions were received from 
37 people. 

See Attachment 1 to view the webpage and 
analytics. 

All stakeholders 
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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. 

The map was downloaded 229 times on 
YourSAy.  

All stakeholders 
 

Frequently asked questions Plain-English FAQs were developed and 
published on the YourSAy website to help 
interested community understand the code 
amendment.  
60 people visited the FAQs page on 
YourSAy, with 73 downloads/views. 

See Attachment 1 to view the FAQs. 

All stakeholders 
 

Fact sheet A plain English fact sheet was developed and 
published on the YourSAy and PlanSA 
websites to help interested community 
understand the code amendment. 

The fact sheet was downloaded 54 times by 
46 people from YourSAy.  

See Attachment 1 to view the fact sheet. 

All stakeholders 
 

Images Images provided by Renewal SA and 
featured on YourSAy, PlanSA and 
information boards.  

All stakeholders 

Planning Ahead e-
newsletter 

Articles mentioning the code amendment 
were featured in Planning Ahead in the 
October and November 2025 editions.  

The October edition was sent to 2914 
recipients, and opened by 1856 people. 448 
clicks to the PlanSA webpage.  

The November edition was sent to 2899 
people and opened by 1585. 15 clicks to the 
YourSAy webpage. 

See Attachment 1 to view the articles. 

Planning 
professionals 

Industry bodies 

Councils 

State agencies 

Community interested 
in planning 

YourSAy e-newsletter The consultation was promoted via the 
YourSAy monthly e-newsletter published on 
17 November 2025. 

South Australian 
community 
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E-news sent to 33,832 people, opened 
13,437 times, 175 clicks to Seaton Code 
Amendment consultation page. 

See Attachment 1 to view the e-newsletter. 

Social media  

 

A social media campaign included curated 
organic posts and stories, supported by 
boosted posts.  

The following social media channels were 
used to promote public consultation:  

- PlanSA Facebook  
- YourSAy Facebook and Twitter/X 
- DHUD LinkedIn. 

A total of 5 posts were published on the 
PlanSA Facebook page and were viewed 
17,091 times by 9,600 people, received 543 
link clicks and attracted 9 new followers. 
15,369 views and 532 link clicks were 
through paid boosted posts. 

YourSAy Facebook post received 243 views 
by 131 people with 1 comment, 2 link clicks 
and 2 interactions. 

1 YourSAy Twitter/X post received 53 views. 

1 DHUD LinkedIn post received 804 
impressions with 15 link clicks and 6 likes. 

Posts were shared by stakeholders including 
Seaton Community Centre and State 
Planning Commission Chair, Craig Holden. 

See Attachment 1 to view posts. 

All stakeholders 
 

Online public information 
session 

Delivered an online community information 
session on Wednesday 19 November from 
5:30 pm-6:30 pm to promote the draft code 
amendment. The session was advertised via 
boosted social media, stakeholder letter, 
PlanSA and YourSAy websites and with the 
support of council. Registration was through 
Eventbrite.  
 
5 people took part in the session.  
 

All stakeholders, 
particularly 
landowners, occupiers 
and adjacent owners.  
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Following the event, an email was sent to all 
7 people who registered to acknowledge their 
involvement, as well as a link to the YourSAy 
survey. 

In-person community 
information session  

An in-person drop-in community information 
session was held at Seaton Community 
Centre on Thursday 13 November from 1 pm-
3 pm. 

The session was advertised via social media, 
stakeholder letter, PlanSA website, YourSAy 
and stakeholder social media shares.  

The public were invited to drop-in any time 
during the session to speak with staff, ask 
questions and learn more about the proposal. 

Hard copies of the draft Code Amendment, 
fact sheets, frequently asked questions and 
maps were available, along with display 
boards to provide key information and assist 
conversations. 

A follow up email was sent to those who 
registered prior to the event as well as those 
people who were happy to leave their details 
on the day (15 in total). The intent of the 
email was to acknowledge their involvement 
and include a link to the YourSAy survey.  

Attended by about 40 people 

See Attachment 1 to view the event display 
boards. 

All stakeholders, 
particularly 
landowners, occupiers 
and adjacent owners.  
 

Eventbrite  The information sessions were promoted via 
the Eventbrite website, which included 
sending email notification to all people who 
follow the PlanSA Eventbrite profile. 
 
The event pages for the drop-in session 
received 217 page visits.  

The event pages for the online session 
received 59 page visits.  

See Attachment 1 to view the event pages 
and email notifications. 
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PlanSA helpdesk  
(phone and email) 

The PlanSA contact details were provided 
throughout the engagement period and the 
public and stakeholders were invited to make 
contact if they had enquiries. 

The service desk was briefed to assist people 
in obtaining further information or to speak 
with a project team. 

There were 3 email enquiries and 2 phone 
enquiries.  

 

Media  An article providing information about the 
proposed Code Amendment was published in 
The Advertiser following initiation. 

A targeted media release was issued to The 
Advertiser on launch of consultation. 

Media coverage:  

- The Advertiser: ‘Taller, smaller: Huge 
1300-home infill project in Adelaide 
suburb’, 26 July 2025    

- The Advertiser: ‘10-storey builds to 
tower over golf course’, 5 November 
2025   

All stakeholders  

Stakeholder meetings  An online meeting was held with City of 
Charles Sturt. Monthly meetings were held 
with Renewal SA throughout 2025.  

1 meeting held with council and 8 meetings 
with Renewal SA. 

Council  

Renewal SA  

Policy Forum An overview of the draft Code Amendment 
was presented at the forum. 

118 people viewed the presentation. 

See Attachment 1 to view the slides.  

Planning practitioners  
Councils 

 

4.2 Mandatory requirements 
The following mandatory engagement requirements have been met. 

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

The draft Seaton Code Amendment was relevant to the City of Charles Sturt who were notified of 
the consultation and invited to share their feedback by letter and followed up with phone calls and 
meetings.  

A submission was received from the City of Charles Sturt. 

Notice and consultation with the Local Government Association 

The Charter requires that the LGA be notified in writing and consulted, where the proposed Code 
Amendment is generally relevant to councils.  

This draft Code Amendment is specifically relevant to the City of Charles Sturt council area so a 
notice was not sent to the LGA. However, communications activities such as Planning Ahead e-
newsletter and the Policy Forum were targeted to notify key stakeholders of the consultation, 
including the LGA. 

Notice and consultation with owners and occupiers of land that 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. 

A letter was sent to the landowners, adjacent owners, occupiers, Renewal SA, SA Housing Trust 
and the City of Charles Sturt informing them of the consultation, details of in-person and online 
information sessions and how to provide feedback.  

4.3 Compliance with the engagement plan 
Consultation was carried out in-line with the engagement plan, with the following amendments: 

• LinkedIn posts promoting the consultation were published on the Department for Housing 
and Urban Development profile rather than the State Planning Commission profile, and 
additional social media posts were published on the YourSAy Facebook and Twitter/X 
profiles 

• an ‘easy-read’ guide was not required because the information provided via the YourSAy 
website, fact sheet and frequently asked questions was written in plain-English and could 
be understood by the general public  

• a letter was not sent to the LGA to notify them of the consulation as the draft Code 
Amendment was specifically relevant to the City of Charles Sturt, however, communication 
methods such as the Planning Ahead e-newsletter and Policy Forum presentation were 
targeted towards stakeholders that include LGA members.  
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5 Evaluation of engagement  
To ensure the principles of the Community Engagement Charter are met, an evaluation of the 
engagement process for the Code Amendment has occurred.  

5.1 Performance indicators for evaluation  
The minimum mandatory performance indicators have been used to evaluate engagement on the 
Code Amendment. These measures help to gauge how successful the engagement has been in 
meeting the Charter’s principles for good engagement.  

The minimum mandatory performance indicators required an evaluation of responses from 
members of the community on the engagement. This includes an evaluation of whether (or to what 
extent) community members felt: 

1. that the engagement genuinely sought their input to help shape the proposed Code 
Amendment 

2. confident their views were heard during the engagement 
3. they were given an adequate opportunity to be heard 
4. they were given sufficient information so that they could take an informed view 
5. informed about why they were being asked for their view, and the way it would be 

considered.  

A further evaluation of the engagement process is required to be undertaken by (or on behalf of) 
the Designated Entity. The minimum performance indicators require an evaluation by the 
Designated Entity of whether (or to what extent) the engagement: 

1. occurred early enough for feedback to genuinely influence the planning policy, strategy or 
scheme 

2. contributed to the substance of the final draft Code Amendment  
3. reached those identified as communities or stakeholders of interest  
4. provided feedback to community about outcomes of engagement 
5. was reviewed throughout the process and improvements put in place or recommended for 

future engagement.  

5.2 Evaluation against the Charter principles 
The following is a summary of the evaluation of the engagement against the five principles of the 
Charter. This was determined through community evaluation of the engagement process as well 
as evaluation undertaken by the Department for Housing and Urban Development’s 
Communications and Engagement Team on behalf of the Designated Entity. The full results of the 
evaluation are contained in Attachment 2 to this engagement report. 

Community evaluation was undertaken through an engagement evaluation survey. The survey was 
sent to 62 people who participated in the engagement by providing feedback on the draft Code 
Amendment or registered to attend an information session. 

A total of 6 responses (10%) were received and contributed to evaluating the engagement process 
against the Charter principles. Responses were from landowners within the affected area (1), 
members of the local community (4) and council (1). 
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(1) Engagement is genuine  

People had faith and confidence in the engagement process 

Public consultation ran for 6 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. Key state and local 
government agencies, industry bodies, Traditional Owners, utility providers, local community and 
affected/adjacent landowners and occupiers were directly informed 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 meetings, targeted e-newsletters, online 
and in-person public information sessions, and website content. Discussions were also held with 
the City of Charles Sturt regarding utilising their networks to share information. 
 
Broad communication methods to raise awareness of the consultation across the broader 
community were also used to ensure all affected and interested people were aware of, and able 
to participate in, the engagement, including an article in The Advertiser, social media posts 
(including boosted Facebook post to increase reach). 
 
55 submissions were received from a range of stakeholders and community, representing the 
majority of the identified stakeholder groups in the engagement plan. This indicates endeavours 
to encourage participation in the engagement process were successful. 
 
Participants in the engagement provided well informed, honest feedback covering a range of 
views, topics and technical aspects, which were all acknowledged and were all considered. As a 
result of feedback received, changes have been recommended in finalising the draft Code 
Amendment for the Minister’s consideration. 
 
In response to the engagement evaluation survey, 2 respondents did not feel engagement 
genuinely sought their input to help shape the Code Amendment, with half of respondents 
agreeing engagement genuinely sought their input. These survey results indicate engagement 
participants generally felt engagement was genuine. 

 

Evaluation statement Strongly 
agree 

Agree Neither 
agree 
nor 
disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

I feel the engagement genuinely 
sought my input to help shape the 
proposal  

0% 50% 
(3) 

17% (1) 33% (2) 0% 
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(2) Engagement is inclusive and respectful  

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

Detailed stakeholder mapping as part of engagement planning identified a wide range of 
stakeholders that may be impacted or interested in the draft code amendment, and the most 
appropriate channels for communication and engagement to meet their needs. All key 
stakeholders were directly contacted and invited to participate in the consultation, as per the 
engagement plan.  
 
A range of in-person, hard copy/print and digital methods were used to share information and 
gather feedback, to meet the different preferences and abilities to access information across the 
impacted and interested community.  
 
To ensure easy access to information at a convenient time for all interested stakeholders and 
community, a range of digital communication methods were used, as well as hosting a public 
online information session.  
 
The YourSAy website was the primary community consultation website, focussing on easy-to-
understand information, with more technical information available for people wanting further 
details. People were also able to view the website content in more than 200 languages, making 
information available to South Australia’s culturally and linguistically diverse communities. 
 
A public in-person information session was also held to ensure people preferring to speak 
directly with staff were able to participate in a way that met their needs. The in-person and online 
information sessions were held on different days of the week and at times that allowed people to 
participate during and after working hours. People could also directly email or phone  
staff if they preferred to discuss their queries and concerns directly.  
 
A hard copy of the draft Code Amendment was displayed in the City of Charles Sturt office and 
the DHUD Pirie Street office in Adelaide to ensure information was accessible to people with 
limited internet access or who preferred to view printed materials. 
 
Traditional Owners were provided with information and directly notified of the consultation and 
invited to provide their feedback. 
 
Through the engagement process, feedback was received from advocacy organisation, Purple 
Orange, regarding the needs of people with disabilities and integration of disability access. 
 
Feedback was received via YourSAy online survey, email and PlanSA online feedback form. All 
submissions were acknowledged and considered. 
 
Only 1 engagement evaluation survey respondent did not feel they were given an adequate 
opportunity to be heard and were not confident their views were heard during the engagement.  
 
Half of the survey respondents felt neutral regarding being given an adequate opportunity to be 
heard and whether their views were heard during engagement. However, more participants felt 
they were heard than not.  
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These responses indicate that adequate opportunities to provide feedback were provided, but 
improvements could be made to ensure all interested and affected stakeholders and community 
feel confident they can fully participate and be heard during engagement. 
 
It is noted that all landowners and occupiers within the affected area and adjacent to the area 
were directly provided with information about the draft Code Amendment and invited to 
participate in the consultation. This did not include people who have bought into the Renewal SA 
developments within the affected area and have not yet taken ownership of the apartment. This 
data was not available to us during the consultation. This was raised in the engagement 
evaluation survey as a concern. Letters were sent to landowners and occupiers based on 
information provided by council. This has been highlighted as an opportunity for improvement in 
future consultations, noting that other communication methods used to raise awareness were 
effective in notifying them of the consultation and encouraging their participation. 
 
It was also raised that the survey participant expected information to be provided by the council 
and at West Lakes Shopping Centre. The City of Charles Sturt had access to information about 
the draft Code Amendment and made a hard copy available for community to view in their office.  
 
The number of submissions received, including a large proportion of feedback from local 
community, and participation by almost all stakeholder groups identified in the engagement plan 
demonstrates that affected and interested people had the opportunity to participate and be 
heard. However, the engagement evaluation survey results demonstrates there are opportunities 
for improvement.  
 

 

Evaluation statement Strongly 
agree 

Agree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

I was given an adequate 
opportunity to be heard  

17% (1) 17% (1) 50% (3) 17% (1) 0% 

I am confident my views 
were heard during the 
engagement  

0% 33% (2) 50% (3) 17% (1) 0% 

(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 

The information available, including website content, social media posts, direct mail/email,  
e-newsletter articles, FAQs, fact sheets and concept plans, clearly outlined the changes to the 
planning rules proposed by the draft Code Amendment. Information was also targeted to the 
audience.  
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Communication and engagement activities focussed on technology-based engagement to 
ensure all stakeholders and interested community 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 a public information 
session held via Zoom.  
 
A drop-in information session was also held at Seaton Community Centre, providing 
opportunities for local community members to speak directly with staff to learn more about the 
draft Code Amendment, ask questions and share their feedback in person. This event was well 
attended by about 40 people 
 
Public in-person and online information sessions were held early in the consultation period, on 
different days during different weeks. The drop-in session was held in the afternoon so people 
could attend at a time that suited them over the 2 hours and the online session was held in the 
early evening to provide opportunities for as many people as possible to attend. 
 
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, email or writing. They 
were also invited to contact the PlanSA Customer Service Desk for further information. 
 
The considered and detailed feedback received shows that people were clear about the 
proposed change and how it would affect them. 
 
Generally, engagement evaluation survey participants felt they were given sufficient information 
to take an informed view, however responses were mixed. They also generally felt they were 
given an adequate opportunity to be heard, with only one respondent feeling they were not given 
the chance to be heard. It is noted that one participant felt the ‘process lacked sufficient 
information and community openness’. 
 
While there were concerns raised, the number of considered and detailed submissions received 
from a range of stakeholders and community, as well as the evaluation survey results generally 
being neutral or positive, indicate people were effectively engaged and engagement was fit for 
purpose. 

 

Evaluation statement Strongly 
agree 

Agree Neither 
agree 
nor 
disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

I was given an adequate opportunity 
to be heard  

17% (1) 17% 
(1) 

50% (3) 17% (1) 0% 

I was given sufficient information so 
that I could take an informed view 

0% 50% 
(3) 

17% (1) 17% (1) 17% (1) 

(4) Engagement is 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 
affected and interested stakeholders and community.  
 
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 Customer Service Desk if that was their preferred method of gaining 
information and providing feedback.  
 
Detailed and technical information was also available for stakeholders and people with an in-
depth interest in the draft Code Amendment.  
 
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. 
 
Engagement evaluation survey respondents indicated they heard about the consultation via a 
range of methods, including direct letters/emails, media, online and in-person information 
sessions and the YourSAy e-newsletter and website. 
 
The majority of engagement survey respondents either agreed or felt neutral towards being 
given sufficient information to take an informed view and to feeling informed about why they 
were being asked for their view and the way it would be considered. 
 
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 
agree 

Agree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

I felt informed about why I 
was being asked for my 
view, and the way it would 
be considered.  

0% 50% (3) 17% (1) 33% (2) 0% 
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Evaluation statement Strongly 
agree 

Agree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

I was given sufficient 
information so that I could 
take an informed view 

0% 50% (3) 17% (1) 17% (1) 17% (1) 

(5) Engagement processes are reviewed and improved  

The engagement was reviewed and improvements recommended 

The engagement process was reviewed throughout the consultation and, as a result, minor 
changes were made to the planned engagement.  

These included posting social media on the Department for Housing and Urban Development 
LinkedIn profile rather than the State Planning Commission profile, and an ‘easy-read’ guide was 
not required because the information provided via the YourSAy website, fact sheet and 
frequently asked questions was written in plain-English and could be understood by the general 
public. 

Based on feedback through the engagement evaluation survey, opportunities to raise awareness 
of future Code Amendment consultations through providing information at local shopping centres 
in neighbouring suburbs will be considered. 

Opportunities to directly notify people that are not yet landowners or occupiers but have 
purchased a home under construction in the affected area will also be explored for future 
engagements. 

See Section 4.3 for details of changes to the planned engagement activities that occurred as a 
result of reviewing the engagement process throughout the consultation.   

 

(6) Conclusions 

Overall, evaluation against the Community Engagement Charter principles demonstrates that the 
materials developed to inform the public about the draft Code Amendment were of a suitable level 
of detail, readily understandable and easy to access. Community generally 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.  

A good number of submissions were received from community and also from a range of targeted 
stakeholder groups, demonstrating broad awareness of the consultation and that accessible ways 
for submitting feedback were provided. 

As a result of feedback a change to the Code Amendment was made, with the introduction of 
Concept Plan 174: Seaton Urban Renewal.  

While the engagement process was found to meet the minimum requirements to meet the 
Community Engagement Charter principles, opportunities for improvement have been identified.   
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6 Engagement outcomes 
A total of 54 submissions were received from a range of individuals and organisations during the 
engagement period. 

The majority of feedback was submitted by members of the community and affected private 
landowners, with submissions received from stakeholders including state government agencies, 
council, industry, utilities and an advocacy organisation. 

The majority of community members and affected private landowners raised concerns about the 
draft Code Amendment, while the majority of stakeholders were supportive. 

Overall levels of support for the draft Code Amendment were: 

• 33 unsupportive 

• 9 impartial/neutral 

• 1 supportive with concerns 

• 12 supportive. 

Submissions were received via a number of channels: 

• YourSAy survey (38) 

• email submissions (11) 

• PlanSA online submission forms (5). 

A summary of each submission received from state agencies, local government, utilities, industry 
and advocacy groups is provided in Section 6. A summary of feedback provided by affected private 
landowners and community is also provided. These summaries should be read in conjunction with 
the full submissions so that they can be wholly understood and considered.  

Feedback has been categorised into themes, which are further explained in Section 7 of this 
report. Many respondents raised more than one theme, and all have been considered.  

Copies of all submissions (excluding ones from state government agencies) are included in 
Attachment 3. 

6.1  State agency/bodies submissions 

SA Housing Trust 

SA Housing Trust (SAHT) supports the draft Code Amendment and the inclusion of the Affordable 
Housing Overlay. SAHT is a major landowner within the Affected Area and is supportive of the 
delivery of a mix of social, affordable, and market housing.  

Department for Environment and Water  

The Department of Environment and Water (DEW) supports the overall intent of the draft Code 
Amendment to enable the area to progressively be redeveloped to a medium to high-density 
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neighbourhood. Further, DEW recognises the alignment between the Code Amendment and the 
State Government’s Housing Roadmap and the Greater Adelaide Regional Plan.   

DEW supports the retention of the following Overlays:  

• Hazards (Flooding) 
• Hazards (Flooding - General) 
• Prescribed Wells Area 
• Stormwater Management 
• Urban Tree Canopy 

DEW-Green Adelaide provided the following comments:  

• Queries the number of stormwater basins proposed in the Stormwater Management Plan 
(SMP) for the scale of development envisaged. 
 

• Suggests stormwater should be used for alternative purposes such as irrigation, which 
therefore could reduce quantity of detention basins required or the capacity of the basins.  

 
• Queries if peak flows could be discharged near West Lakes, and if so, recommends a 

hydrological assessment be conducted.  
 

• Notes that the SMP did not use the most recent Australian Rainfall and Runoff (ARR) 
guidelines and suggests that it should include future work to account for climate change.  

 
• Seeks to understand how the urban tree canopy target of 30% will be addressed.  

 
• Notes that as the Affected Area is within a Prescribed Well Area, a Groundwater Impact 

Assessment should be undertaken for all developments involving underground carparks.  

 

SA Water  

• SA Water provided a submission that spoke to Section 4.2.7 of the draft Code Amendment, 
the ‘Infrastructure Capacity Assessment’, acknowledging that the information within that 
section is only preliminary in nature.  

• It was noted that augmentation to existing SA Water infrastructure may be required with 
increased demand and discharge levels, although the nature and extent of the augmentation 
would be dependent on the final layout and scope of the development.  

 

Environment Protection Authority SA 

The Environment Protection Authority SA (EPA) reviewed the draft Code Amendment and 
considered environmental issues within the scope of the objects of the Environment Protection Act 
1993 and relevant State Planning Policies (pursuant to the Planning, Development and Infrastructure 
Act 2016). Key issues raised include:  

• Concerns regarding the air emissions from nearby service stations.  
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• Recognition that the Groundwater Prohibition Area covers the subject site  

 
• Identification of standard assessments which may be needed to be undertaken at the 

development application stage, such as site contamination. 
 

Department for Infrastructure and Transport   

The Department for Infrastructure and Transport (DIT) is supportive of the draft Code Amendment, 
acknowledging the strategic approach to integrating land use and transport planning, noting the 
Affected Area’s proximity to ‘Go Zones’, that provide high-frequency bus services. DIT’s comments 
are summarised below.   

• Supportive of the proposal of both the Noise and Air Emissions and the Affordable Housing 
Overlay. 
 

• Notes the potential for a left turn onto West Lakes Boulevard from Sparrow Court; however, 
a full assessment would be necessary at the application stage. The case would be the 
same if there were to be a left turn into Sparrow Court from West Lakes Boulevard.   

 
• Emphasises the need for the safe walking and cycling connection along and across the 

arterial roads.  
 

• To enable street level activation on the adjacent arterial roads, DIT recommends a 
minimum setback of 3m to improve the pedestrian facilities.  

  

6.2  Local government submissions 

City of Charles Sturt  

The City of Charles Sturt (Council) supports the vision of the Code Amendment in the promotion of 
a more sustainable, liveable, and diverse urban community in Adelaide’s west, and approves of the 
application of the Affordable Housing Overlay. However, it does argue that policy should ensure that 
growth in area is appropriately scaled and sensitive to the surrounding character. The Council’s 
submission provided the following comments:   

• Suggests that the Code Amendment should be subject to updated technical investigations 
to reflect the full development potential yield.  
 

• Unsupportive of an increase of the Maximum Building Heights to 10 storeys due to the 
potential impacts with scale, visual amenity, and increased traffic.  

 
• Recommends that consideration should be given to maximum buildings heights that align 

with the character and scale of the scale of surrounding sites that have been redeveloped.  
 

• It is the view of Council that a stronger emphasis should be placed on appropriate building 
setbacks, in order to minimise the impact on neighbours.  
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• Advocates for the inclusion of a Concept Plan within the Code Amendment in order to 
indicate intended land uses, public open space, open space networks, key movement 
corridors, social infrastructure needs, and the transition of built form.  

 
• Believes transport and mobility planning should be coordinated in an attempt to reduce car 

dependency, improve active transport networks, and protect West Lakes Boulevard for 
future mass transit. The Council further raised the impacts on increased traffic and demand 
for on-street parking from any higher density development.  

 
• Underscores the need for social infrastructure to be planned proactively, ensuring that 

health, education, recreation, and community services increase where necessary, in line 
with the growing population.  

 
• Regarding public open space, it is the view of the Council that it should be accessible to 

all and exceed the minimum 12.5% legislative requirement.  

6.3  Infrastructure Providers submissions 

Australian Gas Networks (AGN)  

• Owned and operated by Australian Gas Infrastructure Group (AGIG), AGN did not have 
any objections to the Code Amendment, stating that gas mains would be installed should 
AGN reticulate gas within the subdivision.  

6.4  Industry submissions 

Urban Development Institute of Australia (SA) 

• The Urban Development Institute of Australia SA (UDIA) strongly supports the Code 
Amendment, and the facilitation of the development of medium-to-high-density housing. 
This vision is supported by the UDIA, who endorses the Code Amendment to deliver the 
vision.  
 

• It is the belief of the UDIA that the Code Amendment is a positive strategic step, given the 
scale and location of the subject site, it would maximise the potential for area and expand 
the local population.  

6.5  Community organisation and advocacy group submissions 

Julia Farr Association (JFA) Purple Orange 

JFA Purple Orange advocates for accessible housing for those with disability, emphasising that 
planning policy should be designed to facilitate access to essential services and outdoor space, not 
just the home. To ensure this is appropriately considered, the following recommendations were 
strongly encouraged:  

 
• The Model of Citizenhood Support should be used to inform the Code Amendment.  
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• A co-design process should be utilised in the finalisation of the Code Amendment, involving 
a diverse range of individuals, including those with disability. This would ensure the Code 
Amendment is fit-for-purpose of the community’s needs and is reflective of diverse needs.  
 

• Infrastructure within the Affected Area should adhere to Universal Design principles, 
therefore maximising access and ensuring accessibility.  
 

• The endorsement of the National Construction Code 2022 Liveable Housing Design (LHD) 
Standard for new development, with no concessions.  
 

• Collaboration by State Government with the building industry in an effort to promote the 
NCC 2022 LHD Standard.  
 

• The Code Amendment should include an ‘Accessible Housing’ Overlay, requiring the 
building of a certain percentage of homes to a higher accessibility standard, addressing 
the shortage of accessible housing.   

 

6.6 Affected landowner submissions overview 

SA Housing Trust  

• A substantial landowner within the Affected Area, the SA Housing Trust (SAHT) is 
supportive of the Code Amendment, and the delivery of a mix of affordable, social, and 
market housing through the urban redevelopment project by Renewal SA.  
 

• SAHT are supportive of the implementation of the Affordable Housing Overlay within the 
Code Amendment.  

Private landowners 

Private landowners, including tenants, provided submissions. These have been summarised below.  
 

• concern that future development would have a detrimental impact on the current feel of the 
area, given the proposed increased maximum building heights.  

• privacy concerns for those properties adjacent to, or nearby the proposed increased 
maximum building heights.  

• concern that future medium-to-high density development would overshadow their 
dwellings. 

• given the increase in housing density, numerous concerns were raised about parking, 
particularly on-street parking.  

• uncertainty regarding the infrastructure capacity to accommodate future medium-to-high 
density housing.  

 
 
Renewal SA, another major landowner, did not provide a submission as part of the Engagement. 
This Code Amendment originated from a request from the Chief Executive of Renewal SA to the 
Chief Executive of the Department for Housing and Urban Development (the Department) and 
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therefore early engagement was undertaken with Renewal SA during the preparation of this Code 
Amendment.  
 
 

6.7 Community submissions overview 
  
Community submissions generally expressed concerns regarding the proposed increased maximum 
building height, feeling that 8 or 10 levels is too high for this area. A frequent concern was the impact 
that the increased housing density would have on traffic, the infrastructure capacity, and the 
sufficiency of carparks. Some respondents were concerned with the impact of increased building 
heights on overshadowing and on their privacy, or the impact of the built form of potential 
developments. Additionally, some submissions were concerned with the relocation of SA Housing 
Trust tenants.  
 
Key themes from the community feedback include:   
 

• proposed increased maximum building heights, especially for affected and neighbouring 
landowners. 

• feedback recognised the general need for more housing and some respondents supported 
the intent to redevelop and renew the Seaton area. 

• the location and sufficiency of car parks, particularly the potential increase in on-street 
parking demand.   

• increased housing density that is facilitated, with some concerned that it would be the 
catalyst for many of the themes outlined in this section.  

• the capacity of the current infrastructure was raised by respondents, given the proposed 
increased maximum building heights.   

• traffic congestion; from existing peak school hour traffic on Glenburnie Street, and the 
potential for increased traffic congestion resulting from the facilitation of the increased 
housing density.  

• the lack of privacy of properties adjacent to, or nearby the proposed increased maximum 
building heights.  

• the impact of the built form of the potential resulting developments, on both properties in 
the Affected Area, and the surrounding area.  

• uncertainty surrounding SA Housing Trust tenants, where they were to be relocated and 
the social disruption that will result from the relocation of tenants.  

 

7 Engagement themes: summary, response and 
recommendations 

7.1 Increased maximum building heights  
Concerns regarding the proposed increased maximum building heights were prominent throughout 
the community submissions. The most recurrent theme within the submissions, the impact of the 
increased building heights, was strongly emphasised by respondents.  
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Of the submissions regarding building height, a substantial portion of them were concerns in relation 
to the proposed maximum of 8 and 10 building levels. Many respondents were of the view that these 
building heights were too tall and would negatively impact the area. There was feedback from some 
that it would be highly visible and stand out in low-density neighbourhood.  

Many respondents believed the proposed maximum of 3 building levels within the area was 
acceptable. Certain submissions articulated a more hardline approach, believing that there should 
be no development higher than 3 building levels. This is particularly the case for Glenburnie Street, 
where several respondents were not supportive of the proposed increase to a maximum of 3 building 
levels.    

Multiple participants queried that the maximum building height for the nearby West Lakes 
development being a maximum of 5 building levels in comparison to the Code Amendment. 
Feedback also noted that there are no other developments along Tapleys Hill Road that are as high 
the proposed building heights.  

It should be noted that multiple participants were content having the maximum building height at 5 
or 6 levels, as opposed to 10 levels, believing it be more appropriate for existing residents.  

Council did not support the proposed maximum building height of 10 levels, due to the potential for 
impacts including scale, visual amenity, and negative traffic impact. It is Council’s belief that the 
proposed maximum building height should be reduced, and that for any increase in height, the 
resulting impacts must be considered in the context of other nearby major projects that are 
underway.  

Some community submissions expressed concern that the increased building height would result in 
overshadowing on existing 1 to 2 storey properties.   

Response: 

Increased Maximum Building Height:  

The concerns regarding the increased maximum building height are acknowledged, with it being the 
most recurrent theme within submissions. It should be noted however, that the Affected Area is part 
of a ‘State Significant Infill Area’ identified in the Greater Adelaide Regional Plan (the Regional Plan), 
encouraging higher density, diverse housing for well-located urban land that that no longer meets 
community preferences. Therefore, strategically, as the site has been identified for higher density 
housing, the proposed maximum building heights are considered appropriate for the area.  

Impacts of increased building height:  

While the Council raised concerns regarding scale, visual amenity, the Planning and Design Code 
contains provisions that address the scale and overshadowing of developments. Further, it is noted 
that the Council raised the potential impact on traffic; however, CIRQA have conducted a Traffic and 
Parking Investigation that indicated the impacts of building height (namely increased density), and 
the resulting traffic flows, could be adequately managed.   

Recommendations: 

No changes are recommended.  
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7.2 Increased housing density  
Given the existing lower density nature of the area and its surroundings, there were a considerable 
number of concerns that increasing the housing density would negatively impact the area. This 
theme, which is the result of the increase heights can, in turn, be seen as giving rise many of the key 
themes to be discussed.  

A number of submissions highlighted how any proposed increase in housing density would impact 
the existing transport infrastructure. Many suggested that the current local road network would be 
strained and believed it may require significant upgrading. The pressure and delays that would occur 
at turns onto surrounding arterial roads resulting from the increased housing density was also raised 
in numerous submissions.  

The belief that the increase in housing density would result in car parking problems was prominent 
within the submissions. Many expressed that this would lead to an increase of on-street parking and 
the associated safety issues. Further, several submissions talked to the increased housing density 
resulting in traffic congestion.  

The potential impact of the increased housing density on local social services in the surrounding 
areas was raised in certain submissions, concerned that the impact of the Code Amendment would 
strain these services.  

It should be noted that some submissions supported the medium-to-high density development that 
is facilitated by the Code Amendment, believing that it would be an improvement for the area.  

A small number of issues were raised regarding safety concerns in an area where housing density 
increases.   

The impact of the increased density leading to a reduced tree canopy cover was raised, with 
participants of the view that potential landscaping solutions would not relieve the situation. 

Response: 

Housing density:  

As previously mentioned, the Affected Area is identified in the Regional Plan as part of a ‘State 
Significant Infill Area’, it therefore is envisaged as an area to target for infill development and provide 
the opportunity for higher density housing outcomes. These are areas of state interest due to their 
capacity to significantly contribute to the delivery of more homes in the right places.  

The proposed zoning is designed to support an increase in housing density, taking advantage of 
well-located urban land that no longer meets community preferences, replacing it with diverse 
housing options. These policies with enable the delivery of diverse homes at a higher density, in an 
ideal location with more affordable homes, and cater to the needs of future residents.  

State planning policies emphasise the need for the delivery of affordable housing and a variety of 
housing types at appropriate locations. The Urban Renewal Neighbourhood Zone is supportive of 
this, enabling diverse housing options on well-located urban land.  

Whilst the small number of safety concerns are acknowledged, there are provisions within the 
Planning and Design Code that addresses passive surveillance.    
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Parking and traffic congestion:  

A Transport and Parking Investigation was undertaken to inform the draft Code Amendment and 
indicated that the transport infrastructure, following the increased housing density, will continue to 
operate adequately.  

Social Infrastructure:  

As part of the draft Code Amendment, an investigation into surrounding social infrastructure was 
conducted, which detailed and mapped an extensive network of the different forms of social 
infrastructure nearby the Affected Area. The investigation concluded that further social infrastructure 
was not required within the draft Code Amendment.  

Urban Tree Canopy:  

The Planning and Design Code includes the Urban Tree Canopy Overlay, which is applicable to the 
Affected Area. This Overlay seeks for residential development to preserve and enhance the urban 
tree canopy through the planting of new trees and retention of mature trees, where practicable. 
Further, the construction of a new dwelling in the Overlay requires that a new tree be planted, unless 
mature tree(s) can be retained, or payment is made into an off-set scheme.  

Recommendations: 

No changes are recommended.  

 

7.3 Infrastructure capacity  
Concerns regarding the capacity of the local infrastructure featured notably within the submissions. 
Many expressed their uncertainty that existing infrastructure would sufficiently support potential 
development with a proposed maximum building height of 8 and 10 levels. Forms of infrastructure 
highlighted in the submissions included: stormwater, transport, wastewater, public health, and social 
infrastructure.   

The most prominent concern was that the Code Amendment and resulting development, would put 
a strain on the existing infrastructure, and the consequences of that. Notably, many participants had 
concerns with the pressure that would be placed on the existing road infrastructure and the resulting 
perceived traffic delays that would occur. In their submission, the Department for Infrastructure and 
Transport (DIT) noted that any potential new future roads and exits would be required to meet DIT 
standards.  

Many emphasised that for such an increase in housing density, upgrades to the surrounding social 
infrastructure needed to be improved to accommodate an increase. In their submission, Council 
recommended that social infrastructure be planned proactively, with the State Government 
monitoring and ensuring that there is sufficient social infrastructure in the west of Adelaide.   

Some respondents spoke to the capacity at public health infrastructure centres such as hospitals 
surrounding the Affected Area. In which, they believed upgrades were required to support increased 
population within the Affected Area.  
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Certain submissions were of the view that the draft Code Amendment did not adequately display 
how future infrastructure would be implemented to support the Affected Area.   

Response: 

Infrastructure Providers:  

All relevant infrastructure providers were consulted prior to the draft Code Amendment and as part 
of the consultation. No concerns were raised; while SA Water noting the final nature and extent of 
the augmentation will be dependent on the final scope and layout of development.  

As such, given that the full extent of all forms of infrastructure is yet to be finalised, the Code 
Amendment is unable to illustrate this.   

Road infrastructure:  

Transport and Parking Investigations were conducted to inform the draft Code Amendment which 
indicated that the projected increased traffic flows can be sufficiently managed. The investigation 
found that while there is estimated to be an increase in the level of traffic, this was determined not 
to detrimentally affect the local roads and intersections within the Affected Area, nor turns onto 
arterial roads. 

DIT’s technical requirements for new future roads and exits is acknowledged, noting the decision to 
establish any new road connections will occur in the land division stage, and will be assessed by 
DIT at that stage. 

 Stormwater Infrastructure:  

Kellogg Brown & Root (KBR) prepared a Stormwater Management Report, which found no 
significant issues of concern. Augmentation to the stormwater infrastructure would need be required 
where necessary, though KBR proposes utilising the existing infrastructure where possible. 
Notwithstanding, stormwater management will be dealt with at the land division and development 
assessment.   

Social Infrastructure:  

To inform the draft Code Amendment, a Social Infrastructure Investigation was completed. This 
explored the forms of social infrastructure, including health centres and hospitals, that surrounded 
the Affected Area. From this investigation, it was determined that no further social infrastructure was 
required as part of this draft Code Amendment.  

Recommendations: 

No changes are recommended.  
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7.4 Traffic congestion  
Many respondents expressed concern that the increased maximum building height and housing 
density would lead to traffic congestion within the Affected Area. Much of this feedback emphasised 
how the existing road network would not be satisfactory for the increased housing density that could 
occur, if the Code Amendment was to be adopted. 

Numerous participants raised the impact that traffic congestion would have on existing local 
residents. Some raised the existing traffic congestion near the Seaton High School, directly opposite 
the Affected Area on Glenburnie Street, which is particularly prevalent during peak school hours. It 
is the view of some respondents that the Code Amendment would only further increase the traffic 
congestion on Glenburnie Street.  

On a different front, certain respondents believe that that the proposal to increase the height to a 
maximum of 3 building levels on Glenburnie Street, will only make the traffic congestion worse. 

Respondents raised the safety risks associated with potential increased traffic congestion, notably 
for pedestrians, but also, certain respondents were especially concerned for the elderly residents in 
the area. Numerous submissions addressed the perceived inevitable increase in on-street parking, 
and the impact that it will further have to congestion problems on the local streets.  

Some respondents suggested that both local roads, and the connections to arterial roads will also 
be impacted, particularly onto Tapleys Hill Road.   

In their submission, Council recommended that a Concept Plan be implemented as part of the Code 
Amendment, to show future land use distribution, built form transitions, open space networks, key 
movement corridors, and social infrastructure needs.    

Response:  

Traffic flow:  

To inform the draft Code Amendment, CIRQA conducted a Traffic and Parking Investigation, which 
concluded the potential increase in density, and the associated increased traffic flow, would be 
sufficiently managed. Accounting for the increase in traffic, the investigation found that the road 
infrastructure would operate functionally, not adversely affecting the intersections or flow onto the 
main roads. 

The increase in traffic flow on Glenburnie Street was examined in CIRQA’s investigation, which found 
that the intersections with both Frederick Road and Tapleys Hills Road would continue to operate 
satisfactorily and would not be detrimentally impacted.  

Parking:  

Concerns regarding the traffic congestion, particularly on Glenburnie Street, the increase in on-street 
parking, are noted; however, there are sufficient provisions in the Planning and Design Code to 
address on-street parking. 

Concept Plan:  

Within their submission, Council’s recommended that a Concept Plan be included as part of the 
Code Amendment. This was considered by the Department, and as a result, Concept Plan 174: 



 

 

OFFICIAL 

OFFICIAL  

Seaton Urban Renewal is to be implemented as part of the draft Code Amendment. It details open 
space, walking/cycling links, potential vehicle access, and potential left-in/left-out turns.  

Recommendations: 

Make the following changes to the draft Code Amendment:  

• Introduce Concept Plan 174: Seaton Urban Renewal within Part 12 of the Planning and Design 
Code.  

 

7.5 Privacy  
Numerous submissions addressed concerns relating to privacy. The feedback received primarily 
focused on how nearby, or adjacent future taller developments, would impede on the privacy of 
residents. As the majority of dwellings within the Affected Area are 1 to 2 storeys, many participants 
believe the proposed maximum building height would have a significant negative impact on their 
dwelling, overshadowing the existing allotments. 

While there were numerous submissions which addressed privacy concerns in general, some 
respondents conveyed that they were of the view that lower maximum building heights would be less 
invasive.  

Response: 

Planning and Design Code:  

The Planning and Design Code contains provisions to address visual privacy and overlooking, 
mitigating the direct overlooking of habitable rooms and private open spaces of neighbouring 
allotments. These provisions would be considered as part of the development application for any 
development proposed within the Affected Area.  

Recommendations: 

No changes are recommended.  

 

7.6 Impact of built form  
Many submissions expressed concern about the impact of the built form of the potential 
developments, if the Code Amendment was to be adopted. This change in the built form, from the 
existing low-density housing to medium-to-high density development, potentially up to 10 building 
levels in certain locations within the Affected Area, was evident in the feedback.  

Some raised the perceived disparity with the existing built form in Seaton that the Code Amendment 
would bring. Respondents therefore believed that draft Code Amendment proposed a built form that 
is inconsistent with that which is existing.  
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Response: 

The vast majority of dwellings within the Affected Area are government owned and this is the reason 
this area is proposed to undergo a major redevelopment. Existing government owned dwellings will 
be demolished and replaced with higher density housing in a staged and managed manner over the 
estimated 10-year life of the project.    

Along the interface with residential dwellings of 1 to 2 storeys in surrounding areas, the Code 
Amendment is only proposing an increase to 3 levels. This will enable a more orderly transition to 
the built form scale between the Affected Area and its surroundings. There are policies within the 
Planning and Design Code to address the interface of developments with adjacent dwellings, and 
the external appearance of the developments.  

Recommendations: 

No changes are recommended.  

 

7.7 SA Housing Trust tenants  
With a large number of SA Housing Trust (SAHT) tenants within the Affected Area, some 
respondents raised the uncertainty surrounding where they or others will be located during the 
delivery of the urban redevelopment project that is to be delivered by Renewal SA. Certain 
submissions argued that this will cause social disruption within the area. 

Response: 

While some submissions spoke to this issue, it is recognised that this a matter for SAHT and 
therefore cannot be addressed through this Code Amendment.  

Recommendations: 

No changes recommended.  

 

7.8 Other matters identified  
Through the consultation period there were other relevant matters identified. The Environmental 
Protection Agency SA (EPA) raised issues concerning air quality. In their submission, the Council 
recommended that further updated technical investigations be undertaken to inform the Code 
Amendment.  

Response: 

EPA: 

While the issues raised by the EPA are noted, there are sufficient provisions within the Planning and 
Design Code to address such issues. Further, there is no proposed change in land use, and the draft 
Code Amendment proposes to spatially apply the Noise and Air Emissions Overlay along the eastern 
boundary of the Affected Area.  
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Additional technical investigations:  

Council’s recommendation of additional technical investigations is acknowledged; however, it was 
determined there is no need for further investigations.   

Recommendations: 

No changes are recommended.  

 

8 Summary of recommended changes 
From the consultation, the following amendment to the draft Code Amendment is proposed:  
 

• Introduction of Concept Plan 174: Seaton Urban Renewal  
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9 Code Amendment instructions 
The following amendment instructions (at the time of drafting) relate to the Planning and Design 
Code, version 2026.1 published on 15 January 2026. Where amendments to the Planning and 
Design Code have been published after this date, consequences changes to the following 
amendment instructions will be made as necessary to give effect to this Code Amendment. 

Spatial Amendment (SAPPA)  
1. Spatially apply the Urban Renewal Neighbourhood Zone (in place of the Housing Diversity 
Neighbourhood Zone) to the ‘Affected Area’ shaded in pink, and bounded by the blue line in Map A 
contained in Attachment A.  
 
2. Spatially apply the following Overlay to the entire ‘Area Affected’, as shown in Map B 
contained in Attachment B:  
 

• Affordable Housing Overlay  
 

3. Spatially apply the following Overlay to the ‘Area Affected’, shaded in blue shown in Map C 
contained in Attachment C:  

 
• Noise and Air Emissions Overlay  
 

4. Spatially apply the following Technical and Numeric Variations (TNVs) to the ‘Area Affected’ 
bounded by the red line in Map D contained in Attachment D: 
 

• Maximum Building Height (Levels) TNV: Maximum building height is 10 levels.  
 

5. Spatially apply the following Technical and Numeric Variations (TNVs) to the ‘Area Affected’ 
bounded by the red line in Map E contained in Attachment E: 

 
• Maximum Building Height (Metres) TNV: Maximum building height is 35 metres.   

 
6. Spatially apply the following Technical and Numeric Variations (TNVs) to the ‘Area Affected’ 
bounded by the red line in Map F contained in Attachment F: 
 

• Maximum Building Height (Levels) TNV: Maximum building height is 8 levels.  
 

7. Spatially apply the following Technical and Numeric Variations (TNVs) to the ‘Area Affected’ 
bounded by the red line in Map G contained in Attachment G: 

 
• Maximum Building Height (Metres) TNV: Maximum building height is 28 metres.   
 

8. Spatially apply the following Technical and Numeric Variations (TNVs) to the ‘Area Affected’ 
bounded by the red line in Map H contained in Attachment H: 
 

• Maximum Building Height (Levels) TNV: Maximum building height is 3 levels.  
 

9. Spatially apply the following Technical and Numeric Variations (TNVs) to the ‘Area Affected’ 
bounded by the red line in Map I contained in Attachment I: 
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• Maximum Building Height (Metres) TNV: Maximum building height is 12.5 metres.   
 

10. Spatially apply Concept Plan 174: Seaton Urban Renewal as Technical and Numeric 
Variations layers to the entire Affected Area, as shown in Attachment K.  
 
11. In Part 13 – Table of Amendments, update the publication date, Code version number, 
amendment type and summary of amendments within the ‘Table of Planning and Design Code 
Amendments’ to reflect the publication of this Code Amendment. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

Map A 

Note: The above map is a printed representation of amendments that are proposed to the spatial layers of SA planning database if the 
Seaton Code Amendment is adopted by the Minister for Planning under section 73(10) of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure 

Act 2016 (the Act).  
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ATTACHMENT B 

Map B 

Note: The above map is a printed representation of amendments that are proposed to the spatial layers of SA planning database if the 
Seaton Code Amendment is adopted by the Minister for Planning under section 73(10) of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure 
Act 2016 (the Act).  
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ATTACHMENT C 

Map C 

Note: The above map is a printed representation of amendments that are proposed to the spatial layers of SA planning database if the 
Seaton Code Amendment is adopted by the Minister for Planning under section 73(10) of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure 
Act 2016 (the Act).  
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ATTACHMENT D 

Map D 

Note: The above map is a printed representation of amendments that are proposed to the spatial layers of SA planning database if the 
Seaton Code Amendment is adopted by the Minister for Planning under section 73(10) of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure 
Act 2016 (the Act).  
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ATTACHMENT E 

Map E 

Note: The above map is a printed representation of amendments that are proposed to the spatial layers of SA planning database if the 
Seaton Code Amendment is adopted by the Minister for Planning under section 73(10) of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure 
Act 2016 (the Act).  
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ATTACHMENT F 

Map F 

Note: The above map is a printed representation of amendments that are proposed to the spatial layers of SA planning database if the 
Seaton Code Amendment is adopted by the Minister for Planning under section 73(10) of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure 
Act 2016 (the Act).  
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ATTACHMENT J 

Map J 

Note: The above map is a printed representation of amendments that are proposed to the spatial layers of SA planning database if the 
Seaton Code Amendment is adopted by the Minister for Planning under section 73(10) of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure 
Act 2016 (the Act).  
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ATTACHMENT H 

Map H 

Note: The above map is a printed representation of amendments that are proposed to the spatial layers of SA planning database if the 
Seaton Code Amendment is adopted by the Minister for Planning under section 73(10) of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure 
Act 2016 (the Act).  
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ATTACHMENT I 

Map I 

Note: The above map is a printed representation of amendments that are proposed to the spatial layers of SA planning database if the 
Seaton Code Amendment is adopted by the Minister for Planning under section 73(10) of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure 
Act 2016 (the Act).  
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ATTACHMENT J 

Map J  

Note: The above map is a printed representation of amendments that are proposed to the spatial layers of SA planning database if the 
Seaton Code Amendment is adopted by the Minister for Planning under section 73(10) of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure 
Act 2016 (the Act).  
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ATTACHMENT K  

Note: The above map is a printed representation of amendments that are proposed to the spatial layers of SA planning database if the 
Seaton Code Amendment is adopted by the Minister for Planning under section 73(10) of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure 
Act 2016 (the Act).  
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Concept Plan 174: Seaton Urban Renewal 

Note: The above map is a printed representation of amendments that are proposed to the spatial layers of SA planning database if the 
Seaton Code Amendment is adopted by the Minister for Planning under section 73(10) of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure 
Act 2016 (the Act).  
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Attachments 
Attachment 1 Communication materials 

Attachment 2 Evaluation results 

Attachment 3 Copy of submissions received   
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Attachment 1 – Communication materials 
Example stakeholder letter 
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YourSAy webpage 
 

 
 
 
YourSAy e-newsletter 
 
November 2025   
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PlanSA website 
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Planning Ahead 
 
October 2025 
 

 
 
December 2025  
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Fact sheet 
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Eventbrite webpages 
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Eventbrite e-newsletter 
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FAQs 
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Policy Forum 5/12/2025 
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Display boards 
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Social media 
 
PlanSA Facebook 
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YourSAy Facebook and Twitter/X 
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Department for Housing and Urban Development LinkedIn 
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Stakeholder shares  
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Attachment 2 – Evaluation results 

Results of the community minimum mandatory evaluation indicators 
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Results and evaluation of Designated Entity’s engagement  

The engagement was evaluated by [insert name, position, company as relevant].  

 Evaluation statement Response options 

1 Engagement occurred early enough for 
feedback to genuinely influence the planning 
policy, strategy or scheme 

 Engaged when there was opportunity for input 
into scoping  

 Engaged when there was opportunity for input 
into first draft 

 Engaged when there was opportunity for minor 
edits to final draft 

 Engaged when there was no real opportunity 
for input to be considered 

 
Early stakeholder engagement with key 
stakeholders including Renewal SA, SA Housing 
Trust and Department for Infrastructure and 
Transport occurred early and contributed to 
development of the draft Code Amendment.  
 
Public feedback on the draft engagement provided 
an opportunity to shape final changes to the draft 
Code Amendment.  

2 Engagement contributed to the substance 
of the Code Amendment  

 In a significant way 
 In a moderate way 
 In a minor way 
 Not at all. 
 
As a result of feedback received a change to the 
Code Amendment was made, with the introduction 
of Concept Plan 174: Seaton Urban Renewal. 

3 The engagement reached those identified 
as the community of interest  

 Representatives from most community groups 
participated in the engagement 

 Representatives from some community groups 
participated in the engagement 

 There was little representation of the 
community groups in engagement 

 
Key stakeholders, including the affected council, 
affected landowners, state agencies, development 
and planning industry, utilitity, industry, local 
community and interested members of the public all 
actively participated in the engagement process.  
 
There was a good level of engagement from 
community, with the majority of feedback received 
from local community, members of the public and 
affected landowners. 

4 Engagement included the provision of 
feedback to community about outcomes 
of their participation 

 Formally (report or public forum) 
 Informally (closing summaries) 
 No feedback provided 
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 Evaluation statement Response options 

 
A ‘what we heard’ summary was emailed directly to 
everyone that participated in the engagement by 
submitting feedback and registering to attend an 
information session, 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 shared with the broader 
community in-line with the closing the-loop 
communications in the engagement plan. 

5 Engagement was reviewed throughout the 
process and improvements put in place, or 
recommended for future engagement  

 Reviewed and recommendations made in a 
systematic way 

 Reviewed but no system for making 
recommendations 

 Not reviewed  
 
Engagement was reviewed throughout and a 
number of minor amendments were made to 
engagement activities as a result of evaluation 
during the engagement process.  
 
This included posting social media on 
additional/alternative profiles. See Section 5.2 (5) 
for details of how the engagement process was 
reviewed. 

 Identify key strength of the Charter and guide It ensures appropriate efforts are made for 
interested and affected stakeholders and 
community have the opportunity to influence 
planning decisions regarding Code 
Amendments. It also ensures engagement is 
evaluated to support improvements in future 
engagement processes. 

 Identify key challenge of the Charter and 
guide 

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 
engagement participants have and their 
perception of their level of influence over the 
final outcome is made before the final outcome 
is decided. 
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Attachment 3 – Copy of submissions received  

Attach copies of all submissions received 
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