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GENERAL RESIDENTIAL AND 
MISCELLANEOUS DPA
DRAFT STATEMENT OF INTENT 

CONSULTATION SUMMARY
February 2015

BACKGROUND

The General Residential and Miscellaneous 
Development Plan Amendment (DPA) is being 
developed by the City of Onkaparinga (council) in 
order to resolve a wide range of matters. 

It is primarily associated with medium density 
housing as identified by council through 
consultation with the community during the 
preparation of its Strategic Directions Report in 
2012 and the Medium Density Policy Project.

Drafting the Statement of Intent (SOI) is the first 
official step in the DPA process (refer diagram 
overleaf ). Council must first reach agreement 
with the Minister for Planning before the DPA 
can formally commence. The SOI is generally 
an information scope and outlines current 
policy context, previous investigations, future 
investigations and desired policy intent.

The draft SOI identifies that Council will examine a 
number of issues and policy responses including:

• residential development occurring across the
council area and within the Medium Density
Policy Area 40 of the Residential Zone

• review the locations and boundaries of areas
allowing medium density residential infill and
minimum allotment sizes

• consider policy to support improved dwelling
design outcomes (particularly to address the
impact to streetscapes and neighbouring
properties)  

• stormwater management and updated flood
mapping

• matters of interface between residential and
non-residential land uses

• responding to rezoning requests and
miscellaneous matters.

To ensure the scope of the DPA as outlined in the 
SOI is clear and appropriately resolves key issues, 
Council undertook community engagement to seek 
feedback. This comprised a 8 week consultation 
period from 24 November until 23 January 2015. 
Consultation on the draft SOI was not a statutory 
requirement but rather an opportunity for council to 
learn from the community at the early stages of the 
project to inform its scope.

Council received a number of written submissions 
during the consultation from the respondents as 
listed and summarised in Appendix 1. 

Comments received as part of this consultation 
will inform the final SOI to be endorsed by Council. 
Comments will also inform investigations and policy 
responses prepared as part of the DPA.

A further consultation period will be held following 
agreement with the Minister on the scope of the 
DPA and preparation of draft policy for community 
feedback. The final DPA outcomes will be subject to 
the Minister’s approval.

General Residential and
Miscellaneous Development
Plan Amendment (DPA)
Statement of Intent (for consultation)

HAVE YOUR SAY!

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

Your feedback on the draft Statement of Intent will 
help to shape the scope of the DPA.

Written submissions will be accepted until 5pm on 
Friday 23 January 2015 and should be addressed to:

General Residential and Miscellaneous DPA
City of Onkaparinga
Ramsay Place, Noarlunga 
PO Box 1, Noarlunga Centre SA 5168

or email 
generalresidentialdpa@onkaparinga.sa.gov.au

The consultation period extends for a period of 
eight weeks with additional business days added to 
account for the public holidays over the Christmas 
and New Year’s season.

NEXT STEPS

Following the close of public consultation, we will 
consider feedback received and make revisions 
to the Statement of Intent. The revised Statement 
of Intent will then be put forward to Council for 
endorsement and subsequently lodged with the state 
government’s Minister for Planning. 

Once agreement is reached with the state 
government, the DPA process will formally 
commence in accordance with the SOI.

FURTHER INFORMATION

For further information regarding the DPA, 
including a copy of the draft Statement of Intent 
and other useful resources, visit 
www.onkaparingacity.com/generalresidentialdpa
or contact Daniel Jellings, Team Leader Development 
Policy on 8301 7212 or email
generalresidentialdpa@onkaparinga.sa.gov.au

COMMUNITY INFORMATION SESSION

Council will be holding a community information 
session on Wednesday 10 December 2014 at the 
Christies Beach Surf Life Saving Club from 6.30pm 
to 8pm. 

Come along to hear more about the project, learn 
about our existing residential policies and help scope 
the investigations that will inform the DPA. For more 
information and to register your attendance, visit 
www.onkaparingacity.com/generalresidentialdpa
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SOI CONSULTATION
FEEDBACK SUMMARY

We are proposing to amend our development
plan to support improved housing development
outcomes across the residential zone.

This information brochure provides details of the 
General Residential and Miscellaneous Development 
Plan Amendment (DPA) and explains the role of 
its Statement of Intent, which is open for public 
consultation. 

We are seeking feedback in response to the draft 
Statement of Intent (SOI) to inform Council’s 
approach to the upcoming DPA.

WHY ARE WE UNDERTAKING THIS DPA?

The DPA is being undertaken to resolve a wide 
range of matters identified by council through 
consultation with the community during the 
preparation of its Strategic Directions Report in 2012. 
It is also informed by our ongoing review of our 
medium density policy areas. 

The DPA proposes to respond to a number of issues 
and improve development plan policy as it relates to 
matters such as:

• residential development occurring across the 
council area and within the Medium Density Policy 
Area 40 of the Residential Zone 

• review the locations and boundaries of areas 
allowing medium density residential infill, minimum
allotment sizes and consider policy to support 
improved dwelling design outcomes 
(particularly to address the impact to 
streetscapes and neighbouring properties) 

• stormwater management and updated 
flood mapping

• matters of interface between residential and 
non-residential land uses

• responding to rezoning requests and 
miscellaneous matters.

WHAT IS A STATEMENT OF INTENT (SOI)?

In simple terms, the SOI is an agreement between 
council and the state government about the scope of 
the DPA, outlining:

• why we are doing this – what is the rationale and 
motivation for the DPA

• what (and how) council proposes to investigate to 
resolve the nominated issues

• who we will engage with (including both state 
government and within our own communities)

• when we will complete key stages of the project.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THE 
CONSULTATION ON THE SOI?

The role of the consultation with the community for 
this draft SOI is to ensure that:

• we understand the issues that should be resolved 
through the DPA

• the community are made aware of the DPA, the 
issues nominated for review and the proposed 
approach of council

• there is an opportunity for feedback and 
suggested additions to the scope of the SOI (and 
resultantly to the DPA).

WHAT IS THE PROCESS FOR AMENDING 
THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN?

The process for amending our development plan is 
outlined in this diagram:

Council approves SOI 
for consultation

Undertake community 
engagement on draft 
SOI (eight weeks) 

SOI amended, approved 
by Council and sent to 
Minister for Planning for 
agreement

Council undertake 
investigations

Prepare draft DPA for 
endorsement by Council 
for consultation

Minister for Planning 
approves consultation to 
commence

Referral to ERD 
Committee for final 
checks and balances

Undertake public and 
state agency consultation 
(eight weeks) and hold 
public meeting

Prepare consultation 
report and response to 
submissions

Prepare revised DPA for 
approval by Council to 
submit to Minister for 
Planning

Minister for Planning 
approves DPA

WE ARE HERE

ENGAGEMENT METHODS

The engagement on the draft SOI comprised the 
following:

• a short fact sheet to accompany the SOI to
explain the DPA process, the role of the SOI, the
opportunity for feedback and the ‘next steps’ of
the project

• targeted distribution of the SOI and a fact
sheet to interest groups (such as community
groups, business associations and development
industry representatives)

• advertising in the local messenger (southern
times)

• further details on our website
• community information session (including

targeted invitations).

DPA PROCESS & ENGAGEMENT METHODS
Community Information Session

As part of the 8-week consultation period, a 
facilitated community information session was 
held on Wednesday 10 December at 7 pm at the 
Christies Beach Surf Life Saving Club. This session 
was conducted at the start of the consultation 
period to ensure that the community was fully 
aware of the draft SOI and had an opportunity to 
engage with council officers and each other. 

The primary purpose of the session was to:

• introduce the DPA, related SOI and explain the
policy amendment process

• explain the context to council’s proposed
policy direction and approach

• explain council’s understanding of the key
issues affecting development in the Residential
Zone and Medium Density Policy Area 40

• interact with the community to clarify, confirm
and/or expand key issues and concerns

• identify perceptions of medium density
housing.

The session was attended by seven elected 
members and over 100 members of the community. 
The session was facilitated by council with external 
support provided by Kylie Fergusen of Jensen 
Planning  + Design.

The session included two engagement exercises 
with the outcomes of these summarised in 
Appendix 2.
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SOI CONSULTATION
FEEDBACK SUMMARY

KEY OUTCOMES OF CONSULTATION

ISSUES RAISED
The predominant issues associated with medium 
density housing raised by the community during 
consultation include:

• size of allotments
• poor building design, building bulk and scale
• loss of privacy and increased noise
• traffic and car parking impacts
• assessment processes and lack of consultation
• protection of character and impact on existing

residents
• buildings too high and loss of sunlight
• adverse impacts on infrastructure including

garbage collection, open space and
stormwater.

POSITIVE RESPONSES
There were also some positive comments relating 
to:

• increased housing choice, more modern
housing and lifestyle options

• acknowledgement of population growth in
area and state government policies to support
this

• over time an increased population will better
support existing centres

• transformational change is a long process and
there are many benefits of medium density
housing.

For more information refer Appendices 1, 2 and 3.

BUILT FORM 
Community information session attendees were 
asked to identify built form elements that they liked 
and disliked, such as landscaping, streetscaping and 
built elements in response to given examples of 
medium density housing.

General elements liked:
• some high quality design and fit
• when there is good landscaping
• street tree planting
• greater setbacks.

General elements disliked:
• lack of landscaping
• multi storey development
• lack of eaves and articulation
• dominance of driveways and hard surfacing
• loss of views
• on street car parking
• scale and lack of building setback.
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SOI CONSULTATION
FEEDBACK SUMMARY

NEXT STEPS
• Comments received as part of this consultation 

will inform the final SOI to be endorsed by 
Council and sent to the Minister for Planning
for his approval.

• Once the Minister has approved the SOI the
DPA will formally commence.

• Comments will also inform investigations and 
policy responses prepared as part of the DPA.

Council would like to thank all the people who 
participated in the community information 
sessions and workshops, and to all who have 
provided written submissions and feedback 
to date. There will be more opportunities for 
community feedback and input into the DPA 
during the statutory consultation stage of the 
project.  

General Residential and
Miscellaneous Development
Plan Amendment (DPA)
Statement of Intent (for consultation)

HAVE YOUR SAY!

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

Your feedback on the draft Statement of Intent will 
help to shape the scope of the DPA.

Written submissions will be accepted until 5pm on 
Friday 23 January 2015 and should be addressed to:

General Residential and Miscellaneous DPA
City of Onkaparinga
Ramsay Place, Noarlunga 
PO Box 1, Noarlunga Centre SA 5168

or email 
generalresidentialdpa@onkaparinga.sa.gov.au

The consultation period extends for a period of 
eight weeks with additional business days added to 
account for the public holidays over the Christmas 
and New Year’s season.

NEXT STEPS

Following the close of public consultation, we will 
consider feedback received and make revisions 
to the Statement of Intent. The revised Statement 
of Intent will then be put forward to Council for 
endorsement and subsequently lodged with the state 
government’s Minister for Planning. 

Once agreement is reached with the state 
government, the DPA process will formally 
commence in accordance with the SOI.

FURTHER INFORMATION

For further information regarding the DPA, 
including a copy of the draft Statement of Intent 
and other useful resources, visit 
www.onkaparingacity.com/generalresidentialdpa
or contact Daniel Jellings, Team Leader Development 
Policy on 8301 7212 or email
generalresidentialdpa@onkaparinga.sa.gov.au

COMMUNITY INFORMATION SESSION

Council will be holding a community information 
session on Wednesday 10 December 2014 at the 
Christies Beach Surf Life Saving Club from 6.30pm 
to 8pm. 

Come along to hear more about the project, learn 
about our existing residential policies and help scope 
the investigations that will inform the DPA. For more 
information and to register your attendance, visit 
www.onkaparingacity.com/generalresidentialdpa
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APPENDIX 1 

CONSULTATION OUTCOMES

Agenda for the Strategic Directions Committee 17 March 2015 Page 7 of 65



CONSULTATION 
RESPONDENTS
Consultation responses were received from the 
following individuals:

1 B & G Armstrong, Abeffoyle Park
2 P Spinks, O’Halloran Hill
3 G & M Hennessey
4 G Hutchens, Happy Valley (nominated as on behalf 
of surrounding residents)
5 M & J Kennedy, Aberfoyle Park
6 L Menzies, Port Noarlunga South
7 A Langley, Port Noarlunga South
8 R Hibberd & B Conlon, Port Noarlunga South
9 C Chapman, Port Noarlunga South
10 Megan Lewis, Port Noarlunga South
11 C Picton MP, Member for Kaurna
12 B Johnston, Christies Beach
13 E Williams, Christies Beach
14 URPS (on behalf of Zytek Consulting and 
Management)
15 Molly Holding
16 K Hutchinson (in support of G Hutchens 
submission)
17 T Cowell
18 Traudi Lapse (Onkawatch)
19 Virginie Massen, Seaford
20 Warren Smit
21 Sandra Brown, Onkaparinga Hills
22 D & M Chamberlain, Christies Beach
+ unnamed submissions

Note: 
Respondents 6-11 all live/own land in Port 
Noarlunga South and submitted a standard or 
proforma letter as part of their submission.

Refer Appendix 3 for full copies of submissions 
(names and addresses removed for privacy).

SUMMARY OF 
CONSULTATION 
SUBMISSIONS AND 
RESPONSES 
The following is a summary of consultation responses 
received from written submissions in addition to the 
community information session and workshop grouped 
under relevant headings.

Visual amenity, character and design
• Concerns were raised regarding loss of vegetation

(including larger trees), impact on local amenity and
loss of existing character.

• Incremental change or loss of what is considered
‘special’ about these neighbourhoods was a strong
concern, as was the need to protect the natural
environment.

• Many respondents noted personal adverse
experiences from residential infill development.

• Building design of residential infill was often
considered poor and referred to as a ‘concrete
jungle’ as well as the need to protect the visual
quality of the coast environment to avoid creating a
new ‘Bondi Beach’.

• There was a common request for development
to be more sensitive and respect context and
neighbours.

• Building height (including three storeys) was often
considered too high and that new policy should
more strongly protect established street character.

• Likewise, respondents sought increased buildings
setbacks to minimise visual intrusion and noise, and
to protect privacy, etc.

• Caution was raised by one respondent stating
that much design guidance was already in the
Development Plan and that an appropriate amount
of flexibility to address site specific issues should be
retained.

CONSULTATION OUTCOMES
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SOI CONSULTATION
FEEDBACK SUMMARY

Open space and vegetation
• A number of respondents were concerned 

that new developments did not have sufficient 
areas for children and/or animals, and a lack 
of space for landscaping, and that driveways 
should not be considered as open space.

• The need was expressed to protect urban 
tree cover and native vegetation and provide 
sufficient open space, albeit considered more 
difficult with medium density housing.

• The loss of vegetation was considered negative 
by many respondents.

Car parking and movement
• Concerns were raised that new infill 

development did not provide sufficient space 
onsite for car parking and that internal areas 
for manoeuvring were too small for users. 

• Resultant impact meant more cars parking on 
street and car parking stress. 

• A lack of control and people using on site 
garaging for other uses was also considered to 
exacerbate the problem.

• Many respondents did not consider the 
street network capable of accommodating 
additional demand created by medium density 
development. 

Infrastructure
• A number of respondents raised issues 

regarding the demand on infrastructure 
created by additional housing such as sewage 
in Happy Valley.

• A comment was raised that council should 
consider ‘who pays for the cost’ of demand on 
services.

• Consider limiting the number of new dwellings 
and reduce the policy area boundary.

• A number of respondents believed that 
development that resulted in an additional 
three or four dwellings was too great and 
should not be allowed. 

• There was some acknowledgement of 
population growth and the changing demand 
for smaller houses in response to demographic 
changes and state government policies.

• A respondent suggested a review of centres to 
determine their suitability as ‘gravitational hubs 
for development’. 

• A further question was raised regarding the 
criteria for infill, specifically its relationships to 
proximity to centres, public transport and open 
space.

• Caution was expressed by one respondent 
highlighting that over time increased 
population will better support existing centres 
and that transformational change is a long 
process – with many benefits of medium 
density housing. 

• This same respondent also requested that any 
change to policy area boundaries should take 
into account the desired attributes for medium 
density housing, plus other locational and 
accessibility requirements. 

• Christies Beach and Port Noarlunga were cited 
as desirable locations for medium density 
housing (but also subject to the highest 
number of submissions raising concerns with 
previous development outcomes).

Assessment of applications
• A number of respondents felt strongly that 

medium density housing applications were 
not adequately consulted on and questioned 
internal processes.

• Similarly, many believed that the rigidity of 
assessment was inadequate with approved 
developments not meeting development plan 
policy guidelines. 

• Mark Street, Happy Valley, 8 Boxwood Road, 
O’Halloran Hill and 25 Ramsgate Avenue, 
Christies Beach were (amongst others) cited as 
a poor examples of the application of policy 
and/or demonstrated policy shortfalls. 

• This theme of residents not being part of the 
process and being frustrated, alienated or 
impinged upon was a strong concern from the 
response collective.

• It should be noted that one respondent sought 
no public notification as part of the assessment 
of applications in the policy area.

CONSULTATION OUTCOMES (CONT)

Agenda for the Strategic Directions Committee 17 March 2015 Page 9 of 65



8

SOI CONSULTATION
FEEDBACK SUMMARY

Other impacts
• Impact of noise (including air conditioners 

and other plant) was raised as in issue for infill 
development. 

• Stronger protection of noise environmental 
quality was sought. 

• Noise transfer between new and existing 
developments was a very strong adverse 
impact for many respondents. 

•  Likewise, loss of privacy was commented by 
many others as an adverse impact of this type 
of development. 

•  A sense of cynicism and facilitating ‘money 
making’ for developers rather than promoting 
good development was expressed by some 
respondents. 

•  Others considered the level of change as too 
great and that densification was too high in 
these parts of the council area.

•  Other respondents raised concerns regarding 
fire safety (with buildings closer together), 
emergency access and bushfire risk.

Specific requests
•  Owners of property on Windebanks Road, 

Aberfoyle Park confirmed their support 
for proposed rezoning of their subject 
land, although questioning the draft SOI’s 
nomination of only a portion of the site as 
proposed for rezoning investigations.

• A group of land owners in Port Noarlunga 
South made requests for the removal of 
medium density policy areas and reversion 
to the Residential Zone to protect coastal 
environs, views and loss of character (among 
other things) with a maximum building height 
of two storeys and minimum allotment size of 
300 square metres.

CONSULTATION OUTCOMES (CONT)
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APPENDIX 2 

ENGAGEMENT EXERCISES AND 
RESULTS 
Community Information Session 10 December 2014
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SOI CONSULTATION
FEEDBACK SUMMARY

ENGAGEMENT EXERCISES AND RESULTS

As part of the community information session 
on 10 December 2014 at the Christies Beach Surf 
Life Saving Club, session attendees were asked to 
participate in two engagement activities:

•  nominate issues and opportunities of medium 
density development on ‘post-it’ notes and 
place under general categories (three notes per 
attendee)

•  place red dots on built elements that they 
disliked and yellow dots on built elements they 
liked on provided images that represented 
examples of medium density housing.

A sample of the workshop results are provided 
below with the feedback collected and analysed 
to inform investigations and policy responses as 
part of the DPA.
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SOI CONSULTATION
FEEDBACK SUMMARY

ENGAGEMENT EXERCISES AND RESULTS
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SOI CONSULTATION
FEEDBACK SUMMARY

ENGAGEMENT EXERCISES AND RESULTS

DETAILED OUTCOMES (POST-IT NOTE 
EXERCISE)

No Backyards
• 4 (comments) 

Ugly
• Who allows such awful decisions of new 

properties?
• Can exiting sewerage handle a massive input 

of waste
• New developments should add to, not 

decrease attractiveness of area
• Encouraging building that is attractive and 

adds to the ‘value’ of the area – more rates and 
more attractive place to live

• Ugly two storey development
• It’s really hard to watch concrete boxes replace 

character, beachside houses
• Yards full of rubbish (containers) and old cars
• Lived in Christies for years. We are not Glenelg 

– loss of character – ugly
• Needs to be more consistency with the type of 

building put on smaller blocks
• New small houses jammed on very small blocks 

that have been subdivided, are built next 
to large houses on large blocks creating an 
unbalanced aesthetic look street/suburb

• Depressing, barren concrete surrounds houses 
and townhouses. No room for trees or much 
plants

• Set standards for building quality abodes that 
are environmentally friendly. Where are these.

Too many people
• Long term residents forced to move rather than 

live next to a future slum
• Too many people , cars on street, noisy pets
• Too much noise
• Overcrowding, too many people living in one 

house
• Federal and state developer driven policies 

result in population growth that is too rapid. 
Modest immigration of 70000 pa during 
Hawke/Keating years was preferable to the 

high levels today
• Will the people who profit from subdivision 

pay for the infrastructure needed to support 
the increase in population?

• Too many people in small blocks
• Crime
• No community feel

Boxed – In
• Density of housing on normal house blocks
• Ratio of building to block size (blocked in
• Boxed in 
• Concerned about closeness of properties to 

each other ie:
• No privacy
• No room to move
• Neighbourhood disputes will increase
• Parking issues
• In case of a fire – safety
• Told by council that development going 

ahead and that we have no further option to 
complain

• Houses too close (4x two storey) per old block
• 1 access road
• Next block (houses) almost touching
• What happens in case of fire in first on
• Diagram showing Roy Terrace (Main Road) 

intersecting with Side Road access
• Loss of personal amenity
• Fire hazard and lack of accessibility
• Too many houses / dwellings per block
• Backyards too small/ no back yard

Parking
• No clear sighting of traffic
• Not enough carport space
• Increased demand on parking
• Lack of parking
• Parking like UK – terrible
• New developments, roads too narrow
• Increased traffic safety concerns 
• Work truck and deliveries to same premises 
• Cars blocking pathways in front of new 
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SOI CONSULTATION
FEEDBACK SUMMARY

ENGAGEMENT EXERCISES AND RESULTS

townhouses
• No on-street parking

Loss of privacy
• Loss of privacy – being completely overlooked 

and having an entertainment area 70cm from 
your bedroom

• Lack/loss of privacy 
• Loss of confidence in council to truly listen 

and represent residents views – progress??? 
Creating slums

• Behavioural/psychological/social issues
• Already had 2 storey built overseeing our 

kitchen. Complained to council, advised block 
out toilets work

Loss of sunlight
• Loss of sunlight – existing solar installations and 

backyards/gardens overshadowed
• Loss of sunlight on solar panels

Lost character
• Changing the feel and look of the 

neighbourhood
• Environmental impact on our coastline
• Loss of character – Christies Beach is a 

beachside suburb, not the Bronx
• Ad hoc development – what will streetscapes 

look like. Is there a good example of what MD 
should look like

• How does the building design reflect 
sustainability?

• What I’ve seen built seems to detract from 
natural environment – stormwater/solar 
orientation

• Changing character and beauty of area
• No planning for pedestrians and cyclists/

gopher users
• Character – loss of it around coastline
• Most developments are done for profit. They 

are not built by someone for their family home 
or holiday home. They therefore don’t care 
how they address the street or how they look. 
Council needs to create more guidelines

Blocks too small
• Blocks too small

• Small blocks encourage building on the 
boundary – 2 storey blank wall right on 
the boundary

• Destroying privacy/sunlight/airflow
• Council should not allow building on 

boundary
• Too many units on too small a block
• What plans are for community parks in 

areas with smaller yards
• Social problems that will occur in H/

Density when kids grow up
• 8 double storey T/Houses where there 

were only 2 single storey houses
• One block size should not be less than 

450sqm for a family home (currently 
2 storey homes on 300spm blocks 
where home footprint is all but the 
entire block – no room for trees/shrubs 
– environmental disaster and loss of 
privacy for neighbours

• Block size changing for sub division 
minimum ?

More people to support local 
business

• We are part of a tourist region. What will 
attract the tourists and where will you 
put it?

• X number of roads have been block for 
over 40 years. Why haven’t houses been 
built on these? Spaces

• Reclaim land from the sea and build a 
large marina

Roads and Transport 
Infrastructure

• Increased demands on already over 
stretched infrastructur

• Congested roads
• Increased traffic flow and noise
• Negative impact of development on 

established areas e.g. increase garbage 
bins with no increase in facilities

• Extra people create more traffic. 
Will infrastructure (roads and public 
transport) be improved before the 
people move in
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SOI CONSULTATION
FEEDBACK SUMMARY

ENGAGEMENT EXERCISES AND RESULTS

• Insufficient non-car transport infrastructure eg 
scooter/bike/foot tracks

Affordable housing
• Our next generation needs affordable housing 

or are we happy to see them stuck in rentals all 
their lives

• No housing choice that is affordable
• The impact on low income earners competing 

against investors and developers for cheap 
homes with a yard for children

• Positive – affordable for first home owners. We 
would love to buy a house with a big backyard 
but cannot afford rising house prices

Height
• Loss of open spaces and farm land due to 

building single storey. Height should be 3-4 
storeys

• Height – 3 houses are not needed. They are 
ruining the character of the region

• Agree to build 3 storeys 
• Height of units – loss of privacy
• Resident’s determine planning development 

regulations
• Privacy – height restrictions
• What about the strategy – about keeping up 

the infrastructure with population growth? Ie 
schools, doctors, hospitals, reads, traffic etc

• Yes, build higher and closer wisely to preserve 
views – stack the single dwelling

• Bins too many to fit across the front of one block 
with six homes

• Quality of life reduced – measures in place 
for dealing with increased conflicts between 
neighbours

• Will the cost of subdivision come down to enable 
investors to develop

• Lack of communication/consultation with people 
who are immediately affected by changes. Locals 
find out after developments approved and 
concerns are not addressed.

• What is the minimum land size for medium 
density development

• No Marina at Maslin Beach – sand moves south 
to north. Destruction of surf breaks, no sand on 
Moana, impact on marine sanctuaries

• Height/3 storey housing (not necessary) – this 

causes privacy issues and sunlight issue
• Follow European model of apartments and 

shared public space. Preserve farming land
• Maintain current open space zoning in 

Onkaparinga
• Resident notification of development plans 

that affect us as neighbours in proximity and 
visual proximity

• Lack of space for recreation – private and 
public

New types of housing
• There is inconsistency between published 

planning policy documents and how they 
are applied

• I am a young professional working in 
Morphett Vale and I am in support of new 
housing ie townhouses, group dwellings and 
hammerhead developments

• If not advised prior to build, what process of 
appeal after

• Will new development be restricted by an 
ageing monopoly

• Med-density is necessary. More intelligent 
design. Developers should employ architects 
that place utmost importance on sustainable 
living environments

• At the moment Development Planning 
appears to be too ‘pro’ development (and 
developers)

• In the current planning environment DA’s 
listed as community title are too easily 
approved and lack scrutiny. Are 9 ‘legal 
loophole’ for developers

• No more black roofs
• I don’t want an old house. I want to build a 

new one to call my own – close to amenities
• Current guidelines skewed in developer’s 

favour – needs more middle ground and 
opportunity for consultation.

Loss of sunlight
• Loss of sunlight
• Sustainability – save water save land for food
• Northern winter sun and solar panel access 

needs to be maintained
• Sunlight – how is it worked out if a 2 storey 

dwelling is built on your northern side?
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SOI CONSULTATION
FEEDBACK SUMMARY

ENGAGEMENT EXERCISES AND RESULTS
• Many households have invested in solar power. 

Houses in backyards will limit sunlight and the 
ability to produce sustainable energy

No backyards
• No backyards
• Cramming of dwellings
• No garden and not enough parks
• 2 setbacks from boundaries. Council should ban 

building right up to boundaries ie parapet walls 
(No)

• This is a good thing for single person household

Noise
• Having six houses next to you is 6 times the 

noise
• Environment – traffic
• Area used to be quiet and now becoming too 

noisy
• Noisy barking dogs close by. Stress of dealing 

with neighbours
• Noise pollution
• Noise – people and cars, dogs, cars – having a 

driveway and garages for 4 cars next to your 
bedroom is invading your peaceful enjoyment 
of your home

Landscaping
• Worry that 2 storey homes with balconies will 

have washing hanging off it
• Not enough parks
• Owing to small blocks we need more parks for 

people
• Better smaller gardens less likely to be left for 

weeks to flourish
• Where are the trees? If there is no room for even 

small trees, then the Council needs to provide 
them on the street

• Loss of greenery and trees. Turning the area 
into a concrete and iron hot box – is an 
environmental disaster

No heading
• Environmental and water sustainability
• Infrastructure – far more stormwater going 

straight out to the Gulf killing remaining 
seagrasses – another environmental disaster. 
No effort made to redirect to wetlands

• More hospitals
• Sustainability – where does all the effluent go? 

Environmental degradation of coastline.
• (From the Maslin area) Increasing loss of space / 

natural corridors for wildlife
• Appropriate infrastructure of recreational space 

for medium density infill
• Communicative social interplay for new 

community models
• Convenient transport and shopping precincts 

positive for building positive communities
• Suggestion – how about ‘encouraging’ those 

sitting on vacant blocks for 30 years to sell – 
this would provide infill automatically

• Stormwater runoff damaging the coastal 
environment

• Loss of value on people’s properties
• Community voices lost in the fact of developers 

with money who don’t care about the area
• Raising of funds for council, landowners, 

Government
• No obvious ‘plan’, ‘vision’ of what the suburb 

(area) will look like in the future. Little evidence 
of beautification

• Lost of value of house
• High Density brings social / economic 

problems. Increase in policing surveillance
• As an ocean swimmer, very lucky to have 

our beautiful clean ocean. Worried about the 
environment

• Loss of value of existing house as they can’t be 
developed except by builder

• Not being informed of impending development 
that will impact on existing house

• Old house bulldozed and ugly with being built
• What happens when through neighbour 

moving or natural attrition house is sold, 
double storey home built, blocks our light. We 
will move – why should we.

• Loss of lifestyle
• Roof styles require gables and character 

features should be on facades
• Very poor recreation facilities for youth eg 

woeful ‘skate parks’
• No investment or planning in Placemaking in 

medium density designated areas.
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SOI CONSULTATION
FEEDBACK SUMMARY

APPENDIX 3 

SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED 
Complete copies of submissions received during consultation (with names and 
addresses removed for privacy)
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25th January 2015 

To whom it may concern 

We are long term residents of Christies Beach and purchased a house 25 years ago in 
Fenton Avenue. David is self employed and I work full time and study. I am writing 
this letter to appeal to the state policy makers and the Onkaparinga Council to 
reconsider their commitment to medium density housing.  

I am a community minded person and understand this area and its diverse nature. I 
served six years on the Beach Road Main Street Committee, Kindergarten council, 
high school and primary school Governing Councils. I follow local affairs closely and 
contribute and input where I can. I was unaware of the new policy Bill and because 
of our busy professional lives we missed any consultation forums. I was aware of the 
recent public meeting at Christies Beach Surf Club with Bill Jamison, but could not 
attend due to a prior commitment.  

We have serious concerns relating to our suburb and its surroundings as well as our 
personal residential dwelling.  I have attached a more comprehensive response in 
the following pages. However I wish to highlight some of my concerns which will 
affect us as residents. 

As a local who knows residents well in this community, I have had many disturbing 
conversations recently from residents who have had their well‐being affected by the 
outcomes of this policy. Including myself and Margie Goodwin. We have prepared a 
statement attachment which we would like you to read and require urgent action 
and answers. There are many concerns both Margie and ourselves and residents 
have about this new policy and a current development next door. 

Sub‐divisions have been in this suburb for twenty years placing two dwellings on a 
block either by 'hammerheading' or division with street facing housing have become 
acceptable for many residents. However new planning agreements that allow four 
two story dwellings which are close to boundaries, facing existing residents 
backyards and personally invasive are not seen as a quality of life in our allotted 
spaces!  I know of people that have moved as out of the area In one instance a 
double block behind Woolworths is developing eight double story dwellings next to 
their home. We are not in a position to sell! (Told to just sell up by staff member at 
desk at the council last month.) 

We use a compliant combustion heater as our only source of heating and can not 
afford the extra utility expense. I have talked discussed concerns with council and we 
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are aware of 'buyer beware' for the new residents next door, but have future 
concerns of feuds and complaints for our only form of heating. Occasionally we light 
a pizza oven and again this in compliant and has been checked by council staff. We 
installed a pool for relaxing and exercise and the new proposed dwelling face directly 
over it. We are concerned for our peace, privacy and well being. Our children have 
concerns about space and swimming outside with two storey houses overlooking the 
pool. Our pets, our dog and chickens may make more noise due to unprecedented 
extra activity with four houses next door and fear future complaints. 

I have concerns for the Elders of our community and their well‐being as we are 
already aware of the stress bought about by these developments. I am including 
testimonies in the attached document. 

Within the following pages we will expand on our, Margie's and other residents 
concerns and ask that you reconsider the approval process of this high density bill 
until further community consultation can be processed.  

I look forward to a prompt response 
Regards 
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CITY OF ONKAPARINGA INFILL  DEVELOPMENT – summary of concerns raised by local residents. 

CONSULTATION 

Existing residents and property owners should be consulted.  New development is ignoring their  

rights and impacting on their enjoyment of their property.  Many developments affect the wider 

community and their views and rights are equally as important.  People feel they are being ignored 

by Councils as the developer $  speaks loudly.  As many of the development decisions are in 

complete contradiction of Council’s own Development Plan and what many would regard as 

common sense people are left questioning the integrity of those applying the rules. 

We are presently left shaking our heads over the Mark St, Happy Valley development shambles. 

The developer describes it as a tree studded estate – even though it intends removing every tree on 

site.  The area is a natural creek setting full of significant trees, abundant birdlife and koalas.  It is a 

truly beautiful area. 

The development comprises blocks with access from A ONE WAY SINGLE CARRIAGEWAY AT THE END 

OF A NO THRU ROAD.  This single carriage way is between two existing houses (owners thought they 

lived at the end of a No Thru Road) and is 1 metre from their boundaries.   Can only be described as 

dangerous and in total disregard of existing residents. 

All of this is in complete contradiction of the guidelines contained in Council’s own Development 

Plan but has been approved and not one resident consulted.   Too many non‐complying areas that 

impact on those with no input into the process.  

CORRUPTION 

Approvals need to be above board and transparent.  Residents should be kept informed. 

Freedom of Information requests should not be required for a resident to view documents directly 

relating to an adjoining development especially when non‐complying in many areas.   

Non complying developments need to have a major benefit to the area not be largely problematic 

for existing residents.   

The relationship between all involved in the approvals process is coming under scrutiny due to 

continued problematic development occurring.  Council is meant to be acting under the guidelines of 

it’s own Development Plan and the supposed protection that gives to residents.  It seems that the 

opposite is happening and for no benefit to anyone other than a developer. 
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EMERGENCY ACCESS 

Emergency vehicles must be able to access properties easily.  This is not negotiable as  peoples’ lives 

are at stake.  

SERVICES – SEWERAGE AND STORMWATER 

As the resident of a property known to SA Water as a ‘regular’ problem area and having to deal with 

backflow of sewerage on more than one occasion it is very important that services are able to cope 

with the additional demands from extra housing in the area. 

AMENITY 

All development will affect amenity – some more so than others.  Residents expect to have some 

input into what is happening rather than be completely ignored and disregarded.  Many residents 

who bought in the Happy Valley area are in complete dismay of the tree carnage occurring.  They are 

asking how this can happen as they thought this was protected by legislation and the planning 

process.  

Immediate neighbours may be affected by privacy, traffic, noise and natural daylight issues.  There 

are many considerations to be taken into account.  

TRAFFIC/PARKING 

Infill development should not create dangerous traffic scenarios on existing roads.  It should also not 

restrict neighbouring properties access.  Sufficient parking for residents and visitors’ vehicles must 

be provided in the development.  It is unrealistic  to provide a single driveway and single car parking 

space for a 3 bedroom house.  Garages are often used as storage/home gyms etc and then the cars 

that should be parked there end up parked on the roadway outside a neighbours’ house.   Parking 

spaces in these properties need to accommodate opening doors of a ‘real’ car i.e. 4 wheel drive or  5 

seater sedan as most are not adequate for a decent sized car.  

There must also be safe pedestrian and bicycle access.  

NATURAL RESOURCES 

We must consider the natural resources in the area.  Nature corridors, plants and animals should be 

protected.  Once these are removed they are gone forever.  Council must act to protect for future 

generations and not cave to developers out for a quick $.   
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OPEN SPACE 

Roadways and driveways are not open space ‐ they are a thoroughfare.  Most infill property will 

barely support growing a shrub let alone a tree.  This is against the principals of climate change.  

Trees clean the air, store carbon, reduce salinity and are vital to local fauna. 

NOISE LEVELS 

Infill development impacts on existing residents when buildings are too close or sited 

inappropriately.  Simple things like watching TV or having a normal conversation in a back yard can 

create a considerable noise impact.  Vehicle movements can interrupt sleep patterns and affect work 

performance and create grumpy, tired children.   Sound proofing measures need to be taken –  not 

always a cheap option but well worth the effort.  Air conditioners, spa pumps and the like all 

contribute to noise levels in these developments. 

CONCLUSION 

Residents expect some sort of consultation/consideration regarding infill development.  It impacts 

on the largest purchase most people would make in a lifetime.  Their environment at home is where 

they spend the most amount of time and therefore negative impacts at home cause the most 

interruption and stress to their lives.  Council is expected to act to achieve the best possible outcome 

for residents and not completely disregard and ignore them.  Council is there to serve their rate 

payers not treat them with contempt. 

As residents of Onkaparinga we ask for consideration of our comments on this matter.  The above 

views are those of residents in Mark St, Dennis St and Ernest Cres, Happy Valley. 
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Dear Daniel & Onkaparinga Council, 

Please accept my letter of submission to be considered for the revision of the DPA and SOI. 

I understand the need to support population growth in the older suburbs and if done well, it 
will benefit to our region. Unfortunately, I feel the current development plan has several 
flaws and is being interpreted in a way which is having a negative effect on our region.  

My main concern with medium density so close to our coastline is the negative 
environmental impact it is and will continue to have. 

I would like to see an amendment made in the upcoming DPA and SOI for medium density 
areas in Policy Area Maps Onka/57, 62 & 70 to be rezoned as residential and be removed 
from the medium density policy. These areas are listed as State Heritage Areas and are part 
of the Coastal Conservation Zones, which focuses on preserving the natural environment 
and coastline. If they cannot be rezoned then stricter controls need to be in place for new 
developments and subdivisions. 

The reasons for the rezone (or recommended development plans for all medium density 
areas) are: 

 MAXIMUM HEIGHT OF 2 STORIES/6M
By creating a maximum of height limit of 6m in these selected regions you will
protect the natural beauty and amenity of our coastline.

o The mid‐south coastline between the river mouth in Port Noarlunga to
Moana provides breathtaking views and serenity by the cliffs. With limited
visibility of housing from the waterline. It is important to keep the character
and beauty of this area not only for locals but tourists and other Adelaidians
to enjoy.

o In these residential areas, dwellings are mostly owned by single families or
elderly couples, with no children residing with them. Building 3 stories
dwellings, specifically along the Esplanade, gives no benefit in sustaining a
higher level of population growth. It only decreases the opportunity of
affordable housing in these areas and visually scars the coastline.

 MINIMUM SUB DIVISION SIZES of 300m2 and RATIO OF 50‐60% HOUSE TO LAND
SIZE.
In these specific regions (ONKA 57,62 and 70), 150m2 blocks are not appropriate and
increase the decline in the immediate environmental surroundings. The increase of
concrete and dwellings on small land lots, will cause a significant increase in storm
water runoff due to the lack of green space which before helped to absorb rainfall.

o We have already seen a significant decline in our cliffs from erosion. The
effects of storm runoff are visible in the ocean after a rain fall, causing it to
turn red/orange from rock deposit. Along with this there is extensive beach
erosion from large water run offs from storm water outlets  leading to large
amount of beach being washed away. This is currently happening at Seaford
and other outlet drains along this coastline.
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Have there been studies or projections undertaken to assess the impact of 
medium density so close to our coastline from an environmental standpoint 
as I’ve mentioned above?  

If the building on small land lots in these residential areas increases so close to the 
coastline, we will see accelerated erosion of our cliffs and negative impact on our 
marine life.  

o The impact on our marine life has already been severe. Along this mid‐south
coastline are reefs and fish sanctuaries. This ecosystem is fragile, as seen last 
year when hundreds of dead fish and several dolphins were washed up due 
to a slight increase in water temperature.  
What studies have been done to determine there will be no negative 
impact on these habitats from medium density being established so close to 
our coastline which will increase runoff and cliff/sand erosion? 

And how will medium density and the negative impact on our coastline then 
impact our natural tourism asset? 

I do hope you consider amending the medium density areas in Policy Area Maps Onka/57, 
62 & 70 to be rezoned as residential and keep the medium density areas further from our 
coastlines. I believe my suggested changes to the DPA will help promote a more sustainable 
development model which will encourage people to want to live in our area, help meet the 
state governments need for more affordable housing and still keep the beauty and 
character of our coastline suburbs. 

Sincerely,  

Your Name 

& 

Postal Address (it will be beneficial for the council to see you are local residence of 
Onkaparinga) 
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Dear  Daniel  and  Onkaparinga  Council,  

Please  accept  my  letter  of  submission  to  be  considered  for  the  revision  of  the  DPA  and  SOI.  

I  understand  the  need  to  support  population  growth  in  the  older  suburbs  and  if  done  well,  it  
will  benefit  to  our  region.  Unfortunately,  I  feel  the  current  development  plan  has  several  
flaws  and  is  being  interpreted  in  a  way  which  is  having  a  negative  effect  on  our  region.    

My  main  concern  with  medium  density  so  close  to  our  coastline  is  the  negative  
environmental  impact  it  is  and  will  continue  to  have.  

I  would  like  to  see  an  amendment  made  in  the  upcoming  DPA  and  SOI  for  medium  density  
areas  in  Policy  Area  Maps  Onka/57,  62  &  70  to  be  rezoned  as  residential  and  be  removed  
from  the  medium  density  policy.  These  areas  are  listed  as  State  Heritage  Areas  and  are  part  
of  the  Coastal  Conservation  Zones,  which  focuses  on  preserving  the  natural  environment  
and  coastline.  If  they  cannot  be  rezoned  then  stricter  controls  need  to  be  in  place  for  new  
developments  and  subdivisions.  

The  reasons  for  the  rezone  (or  recommended  development  plans  for  all  medium  density  
areas)  are:  

• MAXIMUM  HEIGHT  OF  2  STORIES/6M
By  creating  a  maximum  of  height  limit  of  6m  in  these  selected  regions  you  will
protect  the  natural  beauty  and  amenity  of  our  coastline.

o The  mid-‐south  coastline  between  the  river  mouth  in  Port  Noarlunga  to
Moana  provides  breathtaking  views  and  serenity  by  the  cliffs.  With  limited
visibility  of  housing  from  the  waterline.  It  is  important  to  keep  the  character
and  beauty  of  this  area  not  only  for  locals  but  tourists  and  other  Adelaidians
to  enjoy.

o In  these  residential  areas,  dwellings  are  mostly  owned  by  single  families  or
elderly  couples,  with  no  children  residing  with  them.  Building  3  stories
dwellings,  specifically  along  the  Esplanade,  gives  no  benefit  in  sustaining  a
higher  level  of  population  growth.  It  only  decreases  the  opportunity  of
affordable  housing  in  these  areas  and  visually  scars  the  coastline.

• MINIMUM  SUB  DIVISION  SIZES  of  300m2  and  RATIO  OF  50-‐60%  HOUSE  TO  LAND
SIZE.
In  these  specific  regions  (ONKA  57,62  and  70),  150m2  blocks  are  not  appropriate  and
increase  the  decline  in  the  immediate  environmental  surroundings.  The  increase  of
concrete  and  dwellings  on  small  land  lots,  will  cause  a  significant  increase  in  storm
water  runoff  due  to  the  lack  of  green  space  which  before  helped  to  absorb  rainfall.

o We  have  already  seen  a  significant  decline  in  our  cliffs  from  erosion.  The
effects  of  storm  runoff  are  visible  in  the  ocean  after  a  rain  fall,  causing  it  to
turn  red/orange  from  rock  deposit.  Along  with  this  there  is  extensive  beach
erosion  from  large  water  run  offs  from  storm  water  outlets    leading  to  large
amount  of  beach  being  washed  away.  This  is  currently  happening  at  Seaford
and  other  outlet  drains  along  this  coastline.
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Have  there  been  studies  or  projections  undertaken  to  assess  the  impact  of  
medium  density  so  close  to  our  coastline  from  an  environmental  standpoint  
as  I’ve  mentioned  above?    

If  the  building  on  small  land  lots  in  these  residential  areas  increases  so  close  to  the  
coastline,  we  will  see  accelerated  erosion  of  our  cliffs  and  negative  impact  on  our  
marine  life.    

o The  impact  on  our  marine  life  has  already  been  severe.  Along  this  mid-‐south
coastline  are  reefs  and  fish  sanctuaries.  This  ecosystem  is  fragile,  as  seen  last  
year  when  hundreds  of  dead  fish  and  several  dolphins  were  washed  up  due  
to  a  slight  increase  in  water  temperature.    
What  studies  have  been  done  to  determine  there  will  be  no  negative  
impact  on  these  habitats  from  medium  density  being  established  so  close  to  
our  coastline  which  will  increase  runoff  and  cliff/sand  erosion?  

And  how  will  medium  density  and  the  negative  impact  on  our  coastline  then  
impact  our  natural  tourism  asset?  

I  do  hope  you  consider  amending  the  medium  density  areas  in  Policy  Area  Maps  Onka/57,  
62  &  70  to  be  rezoned  as  residential  and  keep  the  medium  density  areas  further  from  our  
coastlines.  I  believe  my  suggested  changes  to  the  DPA  will  help  promote  a  more  sustainable  
development  model  which  will  encourage  people  to  want  to  live  in  our  area,  help  meet  the  
state  governments  need  for  more  affordable  housing  and  still  keep  the  beauty  and  
character  of  our  coastline  suburbs.  

Sincerely  

Vicky  Langley  

23  Nedland  crescent  
Port  Noarlunga  South  
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Wendy Possingham

From: Leslie-Anne Menzies <leslie-anne@angelstoinspire.com.au>
Sent: Wednesday, 21 January 2015 1:05 PM
To: general residential DPA
Cc: Daniel Jellings
Subject: Submission for revision of the DPA and SOI

Dear Daniel & Onkaparinga Council, 

Please accept my letter of submission to be considered for the revision of the DPA and SOI. 

I understand the need to support population growth in the older suburbs and if done well, it will benefit to 
our region. Unfortunately, I feel the current development plan has several flaws and is being interpreted in a 
way which is having a negative effect on our region.  

My main concern with medium density so close to our coastline is the negative environmental impact it is 
and will continue to have. 

I would like to see an amendment made in the upcoming DPA and SOI for medium density areas in Policy 
Area Maps Onka/57, 62 & 70 to be rezoned as residential and be removed from the medium density policy. 
These areas are listed as State Heritage Areas and are part of the Coastal Conservation Zones, which focuses 
on preserving the natural environment and coastline. If they cannot be rezoned then stricter controls need to 
be in place for new developments and subdivisions. 

The reasons for the rezone (or recommended development plans for all medium density areas) are: 

 MAXIMUM HEIGHT OF 2 STORIES/6M

By creating a maximum of height limit of 6m in these selected regions you will protect
the natural beauty and amenity of our coastline.

o The mid-south coastline between the river mouth in Port Noarlunga to
Moana provides breathtaking views and serenity by the cliffs. With limited 
visibility of housing from the waterline. It is important to keep the character 
and beauty of this area not only for locals but tourists and other 
Adelaidians to enjoy.  

o In these residential areas, dwellings are mostly owned by single families or
elderly couples, with no children residing with them. Building 3 stories 
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dwellings, specifically along the Esplanade, gives no benefit in sustaining a 
higher level of population growth. It only decreases the opportunity of 
affordable housing in these areas and visually scars the coastline.  

 MINIMUM SUB DIVISION SIZES of 300m2 and RATIO OF 50-60% HOUSE TO LAND
SIZE.

In these specific regions (ONKA 57,62 and 70), 150m2 blocks are not appropriate and 
increase the decline in the immediate environmental surroundings. The increase of 
concrete and dwellings on small land lots, will cause a significant increase in storm 
water runoff due to the lack of green space which before helped to absorb rainfall.   

o We have already seen a significant decline in our cliffs from erosion. The
effects of storm runoff are visible in the ocean after a rain fall, causing it to 
turn red/orange from rock deposit. Along with this there is extensive beach 
erosion from large water run offs from storm water outlets  leading to large 
amount of beach being washed away. This is currently happening at 
Seaford and other outlet drains along this coastline. 
Have there been studies or projections undertaken to assess the 
impact of medium density so close to our coastline from an 
environmental standpoint as I’ve mentioned above?  

If the building on small land lots in these residential areas increases so close to the coastline, we will 
see accelerated erosion of our cliffs and negative impact on our marine life.  

o The impact on our marine life has already been severe. Along this mid-
south coastline are reefs and fish sanctuaries. This ecosystem is fragile, as 
seen last year when hundreds of dead fish and several dolphins were 
washed up due to a slight increase in water temperature.  
What studies have been done to determine there will be no negative 
impact on these habitats from medium density being established so 
close to our coastline which will increase runoff and cliff/sand 
erosion? 

And how will medium density and the negative impact on our coastline then 
impact our natural tourism asset? 

I do hope you consider amending the medium density areas in Policy Area Maps Onka/57, 62 & 70 to be 
rezoned as residential and keep the medium density areas further from our coastlines. I believe my 
suggested changes to the DPA will help promote a more sustainable development model which will 
encourage people to want to live in our area, help meet the state governments need for more affordable 
housing and still keep the beauty and character of our coastline suburbs. 
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Dear Daniel & Onkaparinga Council, 

Please accept my letter of submission to be considered for the revision of the DPA and SOI. 

I understand the need to support population growth in the older suburbs and if done well, it 
will benefit to our region. Unfortunately, I feel the current development plan has several 
flaws and is being interpreted in a way which is having a negative effect on our region.  

My main concern with medium density so close to our coastline is the negative 
environmental impact it is and will continue to have. 

I would like to see an amendment made in the upcoming DPA and SOI for medium density 
areas in Policy Area Maps Onka/57, 62 & 70 to be rezoned as residential and be removed 
from the medium density policy. These areas are listed as State Heritage Areas and are part 
of the Coastal Conservation Zones, which focuses on preserving the natural environment 
and coastline. If they cannot be rezoned then stricter controls need to be in place for new 
developments and subdivisions. 

The reasons for the rezone (or recommended development plans for all medium density 
areas) are: 

 MAXIMUM HEIGHT OF 2 STORIES/6M
By creating a maximum of height limit of 6m in these selected regions you will
protect the natural beauty and amenity of our coastline.

o The mid‐south coastline between the river mouth in Port Noarlunga to
Moana provides breathtaking views and serenity by the cliffs. With limited
visibility of housing from the waterline. It is important to keep the character
and beauty of this area not only for locals but tourists and other Adelaidians
to enjoy.

o In these residential areas, dwellings are mostly owned by single families or
elderly couples, with no children residing with them. Building 3 stories
dwellings, specifically along the Esplanade, gives no benefit in sustaining a
higher level of population growth. It only decreases the opportunity of
affordable housing in these areas and visually scars the coastline.

 MINIMUM SUB DIVISION SIZES of 300m2 and RATIO OF 50‐60% HOUSE TO LAND
SIZE.
In these specific regions (ONKA 57,62 and 70), 150m2 blocks are not appropriate and
increase the decline in the immediate environmental surroundings. The increase of
concrete and dwellings on small land lots, will cause a significant increase in storm
water runoff due to the lack of green space which before helped to absorb rainfall.

o We have already seen a significant decline in our cliffs from erosion. The
effects of storm runoff are visible in the ocean after a rain fall, causing it to
turn red/orange from rock deposit. Along with this there is extensive beach
erosion from large water run offs from storm water outlets  leading to large
amount of beach being washed away. This is currently happening at Seaford
and other outlet drains along this coastline.
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Have there been studies or projections undertaken to assess the impact of 
medium density so close to our coastline from an environmental standpoint 
as I’ve mentioned above?  

If the building on small land lots in these residential areas increases so close to the 
coastline, we will see accelerated erosion of our cliffs and negative impact on our 
marine life.  

o The impact on our marine life has already been severe. Along this mid‐south
coastline are reefs and fish sanctuaries. This ecosystem is fragile, as seen last 
year when hundreds of dead fish and several dolphins were washed up due 
to a slight increase in water temperature.  
What studies have been done to determine there will be no negative 
impact on these habitats from medium density being established so close to 
our coastline which will increase runoff and cliff/sand erosion? 

And how will medium density and the negative impact on our coastline then 
impact our natural tourism asset? 

I do hope you consider amending the medium density areas in Policy Area Maps Onka/57, 
62 & 70 to be rezoned as residential and keep the medium density areas further from our 
coastlines. I believe my suggested changes to the DPA will help promote a more sustainable 
development model which will encourage people to want to live in our area, help meet the 
state governments need for more affordable housing and still keep the beauty and 
character of our coastline suburbs. 

Sincerely,  

Christopher G Chapman 
19 Nedland Cresc, 
Port Noarlunga South, 
SA 5167 
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tfl Disposal Code: 

'Retention: 

No: 

19 Kurrajong Court ABERFOYLE PARK SA 5159 
Fax/Tel: 618 8370 7203 

Email: graemearmstrong@bigpond.com 

January 9, 2015 

Onkaparinga Council 
P 0  Box 1 
Noarlunga Centre 
South Australia 5168 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Ref: Council's medium/density living policy 

The following comments are made supporting articles reported in the Messenger on December 10 
and 17. 

Any policy should include an evaluation as to what attracted people to move and live in the 
various areas of Onkaparmga and how this has changed with time. It would also be interesting to 
understand why people relocate out of Onkaparinga to look at the other side of the coin and this 
could be possibly introduced through an on-going Land Agent survey, monitored by the Council. 

In our case we are a minority group of Australians who have migrated in retirement from 
Brisbane (Ferny Grove) to Adelaide to live in the Onkaparinga Oaks Estate. We moved from an 
outer western foothills suburb in Brisbane to an outer southern foothills suburb in Adelaide to be 
closer to family. Both were environmentally similar open living with trees and plentiful wild life. 
However, the negatives for increasing housing density in the Aberfoyle Park area is clearly 
demonstrated by the approvals already granted. Take a drive along Oaks Ridge Road, 
Homestead Drive and Coachwood Drive and the future is not hard to predict. 

I assume the present block sizes were used to design the service requirements (roads, footpaths, 
power, water and sewerage) for the area. Based on the past 30 year of development in Brisbane I 
would have to conclude that road widths in Aberfoyle Park are acceptable, but marginal, for the 
original development. However, recent subdivision approval of acreage allotments has 
significantly downgraded access road design to maximise housing. There are two examples of 
this on Oakridge and Homestead Drives where the internal roads are too narrow to permit access 
for weekly Council waste disposal. Waste from these houses is now collected and removed from 
the major road accesses, which creates a safety situation. One must question the width of these 
roads for major access with parking permitted on both sides and the significant increase in 
bicycle use. 

The original development block size design in many cases gave consideration for off street 
parking of vehicles. With subdivision this consideration is being lost putting increased pressure 
on access roads. Increased housing will lead to increased pressure on services for water, power 
and sewerage. Presently the roads are trenched to access these services and in the past the road 
repairs of these trenches has been poor. This will lead to premature road surface failures and 
higher maintenance costs. 

The change in significant tree provisions has taken the responsibility for protection of the trees, 
and hence the environment, away from councils and placed it with the home owners. This has 
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handed a potential capital gain to the property owners. People knew what they were buying when 
they first invested in the area and the risks. I consider this change to be largely politically 
motivated, but it will have a significant down side on the environment. Trees will go along with 
the wild life. 

The Council now has bi-laws regarding parking of vehicles on footpaths and- verges. However, 
drive down any street today and you will see mfrmgements of these bi-laws Why have hi-laws if 
you are not prepared. to enforce them? The safety dangers now, and with increased motor vehicle 
density, these safety issues need to be seriously addressed. Roads are too narrow to consider 
increased density of stationary vehicles. Vehicle parking on one side of all access roads would 
improve the present congestion. 

Council consideration during this evaluation of the medium/density policy must include "who 
pays for the costs" The increased density of people will put pressure on services People who 
own property based on the o r ,  developed land area have already paid their share of service 
costs in full and should not be requested to contribute further. Likely additional costs could be: 

- Upgrading these services. 
- Premature failure of roads due to poor quality repairs for access trenching of services 
for the additional housing. 
- Any Costs associated with the need for future road widening. 
- Any costs associated with controlling excess motor vehicle parking. 
- Any costs associated with additional tree planting due to removal of significant trees. 

People who subdivide their properties are making capital gains. These people could contributing 
at the time of subdivision approval to a Council managed fund for future additional service 
upgrade costs. 

All these problems need to be considered now in developing the housing policy and not left for 
adhoc future consideration. Roads are already under width designed for safety of the residents 
and access for delivery vehicles. What may have been appropriate for housing density 30 years 
ago cannot be extrapolated to be the same today. 

All housing approvals should include areas designated for off-street parking. I know of one 
house where the two car garage houses only a pool table while the four permanent cars (plus two 
frequent visitors) park on the road side. Imagine what a further subdivision of this block could 
lead to without regulated off-street parking. There are examples of garages under the main roof 
being converted to living areas with the resultant increase in roadside parking. 

People running a business from private dwellings need to keep their business vehicles and storage 
of materials off access roads and verges during non business hours. There are good examples of 
what to do and not to do on the roads previously mentioned. 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit our thoughts and concerns to your planning review 
committee for consideration in the Council's medium/density living policy. 

Yours sincerely 

Betty and (3raeme Armstrong 
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Hi 
A couple of issues 
I am getting people contacting me asking when and where the next consultation meeting 
would be on. The people who have contacted me missed the last meeting because they 
heard about it too late. Initially I gave them the generalresidentialdpa site but there are no 
updates of future meetings on the site 

The question is; can you email a list of the dates for future proposed consultation meetings 
and where they will be held to all Elected Members. 

Question two 
I have never been able to find out how many new infill dwellings and residents can be 
accommodated within the older established areas, but hopefully through this DPA process it 
may happen. But I have a concern within this DPA. 

Question 
Will we be able to look at the density options along Beach Road and the Noarlunga TOD and 
other similar Development Plans in this DPA. If we can’t investigate all options within this 
SOI can we change the draft to include those DPs 

Reason 
Councillors, for example, may have an appetite to increase the densities along Beach Road, 
the Noarlunga TOD and other major transport routes to 65 or above dwellings per hectare 
and in return reduce the densities in the suburbs to 30 dwellings per hectare (3 dwellings on 
a 1,000 sqm block). 

By the use of this strategy we may achieve the projected increase in dwellings without 
destroying the ambience of the suburbs 

Say for example, if we considered mixed use developments on Beach Road of say 4 to 5 
floors from the Esplanade to the Noarlunga Centre we would probably take the heat of the 
suburbs and create a vibrant energetic area. Such densities could probably lead to maybe a 
tram or shuttle busses offering regular transport options along Beach Road to the Noarlunga 
TOD. 

What I am trying to do is get as many options as possible on the table so this time with 
knowledge of what went before we can make some good decisions for our residents and 
neighbourhoods. 
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My wife and I attended the Community consultation on 10/12/14 re a draft statement of 
Intent on improved housing development. 
I gather that you and the Council staff were made aware of the anger and frustration of 
the audience. 
I cannot understand that if a Draft Statement is to formulated, why has Council allowed 
property development for mid density housing in our area. Surely approval should have 
been given 'after the event and not before'. 
We are one of the family's badly affected through Council approval. Our house is located in 
Petersen Crescent which is a main thoroughfare for entry to Colonnades. Opposite us a 
house was demolished and a 2 storey house has been built on the corner of Young Ave. 
Behind it on the same block 2 more 2 storey units are to be built. 2 blocks west on another 
corner, the house is to be demolished and 4 2storey units to be built. Further developments 
are being readied along Fox Ave with multiple houses of 2 storeys to be built on corner 
blocks, along with similar in Saltash Ave on a busy road behind Woolworths. Surely Council 
should have been aware of the problems created with lack of parking facilities as well as 
traffic problems. 
Behind us in Bice Ave, the block was cleared and 3 single storey dwellings built so close 
together and with very small rear yards ‐ why did Council approve this without any 
thought to nearby residents who have been affected by this re parking, privacy ‐ we can 
look into the living areas of the houses, health and welfare , fire hazard etc. 
A particular item of concern that was not raised at the meeting was the effect on children, 
Surely with this mid density housing, there will be very limited playing areas for the 
children living in these houses. Has Council taken this into account with present and future 
housing or is it expected that children will be required to stay indoors!! 
Surely established residents should be notified by Council of any development proposed 
whether single or multiple storey, so that their considerations can be taken into account 
before approval! 
Older residents are angry as you are aware, that they are 'being forced' to sell up and 
move out into retirement homes or other areas not so affected. Surely consideration 
should be given to these longstanding ratepayers and their health and welfare taken into 
account! 
Cynically, established residents feel that mid density housing is a further revenue raising 
effort by landowners, Council and the government! 
Also pet ownership should be taken into account in these practically non‐existent rear 
yards. We are faced with a loud barking dog that is affecting our health and lifestyle. 
Complaints to Council throw the problem back to the complainant rather than investigate 
the problem.  
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General Residential and MsceHaneous DPA 
Cl- Chief Executive Officer 
City of Onkapuhnga 
P 0  Box 
NOARLUNOACENIRE S/\ 5168 

Draft General Residential and Miscellaneous Development Plan Amendment 

I am writing to you m relation to the Draft General Residential and Miscellaneous 
D e v e 1 n p m e n t  Plan /\ro n d m e n t  consultation. 

As the Member for Kaurna I have been approached by a n u m b e r  o f  constituents 
with concerns in relation to the medium density policy of bra City of Onkupa ir 

V!hr le I a m  s u p p o r t i v e  of medium density housing across the state, I believe the City 
of Onkoporinga s current pclic\ is too hroab. I believe it is 'ihal that nevi 
developments are in keeping vith the r t u r l  c i  v t ronn  nt properly take into 
account neighbouring properties and take into consideration parking and other local 
concerns. 

I have seen 5 0 0 1 0  e x o r n l e o  of i Cuonimits t h t  I 0OlEv0 e inay not ha v'-- 
those issues in to a c c o u n t  a n d  a m  leased to coo that the, GiG' of OrAupur inga are 
r evm ncr t:~~eir pollcy toy ards mo bore du rm  y housing, rig, 

Thank you roIr your time, 

'inurs sincerely, 

Chris Pcton MP 
N. nrLer f o r  Kaurna 
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Urban & Regional 

Planning Solutions 

ABN 19 104 348 905 

Plan ∙ Facilitate ∙ Resolve 

Ref:   2014-0349 

22 January 2015 

Mr Daniel Jellings 

Team Leader, Development Policy 

City of Onkaparinga 

Ramsay Place 

NOARLUNGA CENTRE  SA  5168 

By email: danjel@onkaparinga.sa.gov.au 

Dear Daniel 

Submission on Proposed Policy Amendments to Medium Density Policy Area 40 for Zybek 

Consulting & Management  

Introduction 

Further to our meeting, I confirm URPS has been engaged by Simon Zybek, Zybek 

Consulting & Management (herein after “Zybek”) to comment on the proposed Statement 

of Intent currently out for consultation. 

Background 

Zybek provides project management and development advisory services to clients across 

the Metropolitan Adelaide region, including, quite significantly within the City of 

Onkaparinga.   

Zybek works considerably within the Onkaparinga area.  In addition to those projects 

currently in planning stages (of which there are approximately 16), Zybek estimates that 

they have undertaken 10 completed developments within the Onkaparinga area.  Zybek 

would be one of the most prominent developers and advisors on development of 

residential housing projects within your Council. 

As an active developer within the Council area, Zybek would like to take the opportunity 

to respond to the invitation to “Have Your Say!” on the draft Statement of Intent (SOI) for 

the proposed General Residential and Miscellaneous Development Plan Amendment 

(DPA).  

Discussion 

We see there being two main aspects of the SOI (and the proposed DPA) that Zybek 

would like to comment on. These are: 

• Review of the Areas Zoned for Medium Density Residential Infill; and

• Residential Infill Design Outcomes.

Suite 12/154 Fullarton Road 

(cnr Alexandra Ave)  

Rose Park, SA 5067 

Telephone 

(08) 8333 7999  

mail@urps.com.au 

www.urps.com.au 
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Review of the Areas Zoned for Medium Density Residential Infill 

It is noted that the SOI proposes the review of some of the medium density policy area 

boundaries “to ensure quality urban design outcomes and to enhance the quality and 

character of our neighbourhoods.”  

On considering the reasons put forward for this review of policy area boundaries, some 

appear to be more of a “chicken-or-egg” nature.  By this we mean that reasons put 

forward for boundary review, such as “poor performing centres”, “ongoing high private 

vehicle use” and “quality of public open space and pedestrian networks”, could in effect 

be overcome by having an increased population in proximity that would support the 

viability of the centre and lead to demand for, and provision of, increased services.  This, in 

turn, would reduce some of the need for vehicle travel and traffic by having the required 

retail and community services conveniently located within the neighbourhood.   

Increased development would also increase the rate (population) base for the area, 

enabling Council to consider upgrading the quality of the open space.  As well as being 

more confident that the increased population arising from medium density development 

would result in more usage of the open space, improvements to it would also increase the 

likelihood of nearby residents utilising it more often. 

Timing is also important - it is noted that it has been only four years since the introduction of 

the policies in the Residential Infill and Desired Character DPA.  As you are no doubt 

aware, it takes time to effect the development outcomes being sought, particularly with 

“new” forms of development such as medium density housing.   

As medium density residential developments become more established within the Council 

area, the benefits of such development will become more apparent, both at a strategic 

level and in catering for a segment of the Council population.  The provision of housing 

choice, facilitating “ageing in place” and the ability to “downsize” (better matching the 

population profile with housing stock), are some of the clear and undisputed benefits of 

medium density housing (which you have acknowledged).   

From feedback provided, many of Zybek’s clientele have enjoyed residing within, or found 

it easy to, market smaller accommodation.  More affordable and manageable allotments 

with more manageable garden areas are highly desirable under current economic and 

climatic conditions.  

In saying all of the above, it is recognised that some areas set aside for medium density 

housing development exhibit more of the desired attributes than others.  This should be 

taken into account, along with other market factors, in deciding on the retention of areas. 

As a prime example, that part of the Policy Area located either side of Beach Road in 

Christies Beach and Port Noarlunga is considered to meet many of the desired attributes 

for medium density housing location.  Caution is expressed to Council that it does not 

unnecessarily reduce areas on the basis that the desired form of development has not yet 

occurred.  

Another aspect to be considered in the medium density housing discussion is community 

awareness and attitudes.  It is understood that the survey undertaken for the Medium 

Density Project indicated a lack of awareness or understanding by the general community 

on what forms medium density residential development might take and where it could be 

located.  Council is encouraged to continue its community consultation programs to 

promote the benefits of medium density housing in appropriate locations.  Perhaps this 
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could be undertaken in conjunction with developers who have demonstrated good 

design aspects in their developments. 

Residential Infill Design Outcomes 

As indicated above, it is evident from Council’s Medium Density Project survey that a 

proportion of the general community lacks awareness or understanding in relation to 

medium density housing.  

This is apparent in some representations made in response to public notification of medium 

density housing applications, even when the required “standards” set in Development 

Plan policy have been met.  Many issues have been raised which are either not truly 

‘planning issues’ or which lack proper understanding of the merits of the proposal in the 

context of the policy intent.  (The ‘change’ in character obviously brings with it some 

concern, however this is not of itself reason for concern and often these developments 

can be much less impacting than many residents first think.  Needleless to say, it is 

understood and appreciated this change can be confronting. 

While it is acknowledged that not all medium density developments meet all design 

policies (nor should they) and some aspects of some developments have required 

“rethinking”, there is already a plethora of policies available to guide medium density 

housing development.  These are not only in the Residential Zone and specific Policy Area 

policies, but also in the wider General Section policies, including under Crime Prevention, 

Design and Appearance, Energy Efficiency, Interface Between Land Uses, Land Division, 

Landscaping, Fences and Walls, Medium and High Rise Developments (3 or More Storeys), 

Natural Resources (ie WSUD), Residential Development, Sloping Land, and Transportation 

and Access. 

In this context, caution is again expressed for any policy amendments that propose to add 

more design “detail”, as an amount of flexibility ought to be maintained to appropriately 

accommodate different sites’ constraints which, as you know can vary considerably.  

Elements such as allotment shapes, road frontages/access locations, land topography 

and mature trees (just to name a few) can all vary effect, and give rise to unnecessary 

conflict by application of overly specific quantitative policy.   

In this circumstance, community awareness programs on the benefits of medium density 

housing development and how they are designed would appear to be of value.  There 

may also be opportunities for interaction between medium density housing developers 

and Council assessment staff to ensure “points of view” are truly understood.  We and 

Zybek would welcome such interactions.  

It is also suggested that Council might consider a review of the Public Notification 

requirements for medium density housing which is to be located within the Medium Density 

Policy Area 40 of the Residential Zone.  Given the stated intent of the Policy Area to 

accommodate medium density dwellings and the specific policies that apply, and the 

fact that a large number of additional policies in the Residential Zone and General Section 

of the Development Plan are also relevant, it is considered appropriate that most medium 

density proposals in the Policy Area not be subject to Public Notification requirements.  In 

this regard it is noted that such an approach already applies to the Seaford Heights Policy 

Area 43 of the Residential Zone. 
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Summary 

While the rationale for seeking to amend the Development Plan in relation to medium 

density housing areas and its design is understood, caution is expressed with regard to the 

extent that this may take. 

It is considered a lack of awareness or understanding of medium density housing locations, 

policies and issues by the general community can be dealt with in other ways, and does 

not necessarily require amendment to planning policies.  

A concentrated effort on community awareness is supported, perhaps with good 

examples of finalised developments being used to “showcase” design elements employed 

to meet planning guidelines and account for site constraints. 

Council is to be commended for its foresight in recognising population growth and 

changes in its area, and for providing opportunity for medium density housing as a means 

of accommodating a portion of this growth and change. 

It is now important in our view that this foresight is not negated by significantly reducing 

medium density opportunities, particularly in areas which meet key locational, 

topographic, transport and service requirements.  Equally important is the need to ensure 

that any policy amendments are justified on a planning basis (not a lack of awareness) 

and do not further and unnecessarily constrain medium density development 

opportunities. 

As we have pointed out, our client has demonstrated there is significant demand by 

investors in the community for medium density housing.  It is important that these housing 

opportunities are not significantly reduced through either area or unreasonable constraint 

through excessive guidelines and ‘over-planning’. 

Should you wish to discuss any aspects of this submission further, please do not hesitate to 

contact me on 8333 7999 or Simon Zybek on 0410 127 711. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on this draft SOI. 

Yours sincerely, 

Matthew King MPIA CPP 

Director 
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Dr	  Virginie	  Masson	  
258	  Seaford	  Road	  
Seaford,	  SA	  5169	  

Daniel	  Jellings	  
Team	  Leader	  Development	  Policy	  
City	  of	  Onkaparinga	  	  
PO	  Box	  1	  
Noarlunga	  Centre,	  SA	  5168	  

Re:	  Draft	  Statement	  of	  Intent	  

Dear	  Daniel	  Jellings,	  

Thank	  you	  very	  much	  for	  providing	  me	  with	  a	  copy	  of	  the	  SOI	  drafted	  by	  the	  
Onkaparinga	  Council.	  	  After	  careful	  reading	  of	  the	  document,	  I	  would	  like	  to	  
highlight	  a	  few	  things.	  

Page	  3:	  “From	  outcomes	  of	  the	  review,	  it	  is	  evident	  that	  there	  are	  opportunities…”,	  I	  
would	  think	  these	  are	  more	  “needs”	  than	  opportunities.	  	  

Page	  7:	  Editing	  problem	  second	  column,	  first	  row	  of	  the	  table.	  Also,	  the	  use	  of	  the	  
work	  “sympathetic”	  in	  this	  context	  is	  rather	  cryptic.	  	  

Page	  12:	  “support	  activity	  centres	  by	  encouraging	  a	  ‘critical	  mass’	  of	  population	  
through	  infill	  development	  in	  appropriate	  locations”.	  	  I	  cannot	  help	  but	  think	  that	  
this	  problem	  of	  “vibrant”	  Centres	  is	  being	  tackled	  the	  wrong	  way	  around.	  As	  
suggested	  on	  Page	  3,	  a	  thorough	  review	  of	  the	  current	  Activity	  Centres	  should	  be	  
completed	  before	  (or	  at	  least	  alongside)	  even	  considering	  using	  those	  Centres	  as	  
some	  gravitational	  hubs	  for	  development.	  Hence	  this	  statement	  should,	  in	  my	  
opinion,	  be	  revised.	  

Page	  16:	  “Assess	  the	  benefits	  and	  implications	  of	  simplifying	  minimum	  
allotment…”.	  The	  example	  provided	  in	  brackets	  will	  certainly	  not	  ease	  the	  
community	  concerns	  regarding	  the	  handling	  of	  the	  medium	  density	  zoning	  
project,	  as	  it	  completely	  leaves	  out	  the	  characteristics	  of	  current	  neighborhoods	  
(e.g.	  Three	  storey	  homes	  within	  a	  single	  storey	  homes	  neighborhood).	  The	  
phrase	  “while	  supporting	  good	  quality	  urban	  design	  and	  liveable	  neighborhoods”	  
is	  pretty	  much	  an	  empty	  statement	  and	  reinforces	  the	  existing	  concerns	  
regarding	  the	  complete	  lack	  of	  clear,	  measurable	  and	  thus	  verifiable	  
development	  guidelines.	  	  If	  the	  council	  is	  serious	  about	  addressing	  community	  
concerns,	  then	  shouldn’t	  an	  investigation	  be	  initiated	  regarding	  the	  provision	  of	  
a	  list	  of	  clear	  measurable	  guidelines?	  (e.g.	  the	  maximum	  number	  of	  storeys	  
allowed	  for	  a	  newly	  constructed	  dwelling	  on	  an	  existing	  site	  within	  an	  already	  
established	  neighborhood	  cannot	  exceed	  the	  number	  of	  storeys	  of	  the	  adjacent	  
properties	  plus	  one	  –	  this	  would	  for	  example,	  clearly	  answers	  one	  of	  the	  
concerns	  raised	  by	  the	  community).	  More	  prescriptive	  guidelines	  should	  also	  be	  
used	  to	  determine	  the	  “optimal	  “	  size	  of	  allotments	  rather	  than	  adopting	  a	  one	  
size	  fits	  all	  rule	  with	  possible	  yet	  unclear	  exceptions	  to	  the	  rules	  allowed.	  
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Simplicity	  should	  not	  exclude	  harmonious	  development	  in	  favor	  of	  quick	  
implementation.	  	  The	  initiated	  investigation	  regarding	  Residential	  Density	  is	  
clearly	  off	  the	  mark.	  

Yours	  Sincerely,	  

Virginie	  Masson.	  

Agenda for the Strategic Directions Committee 17 March 2015 Page 43 of 65



I’m writing to you regarding the medium density issues that I’m about to face. 
My Property is located in 13 Hyde Place Christies Beach in a home which I purchased 
some 15 years ago, one for it’s location and secondly for the frontage which in itself 
is quite unique for the area. 
Just recently work has begun on a redevelopment project directly across the road 
from my property being 4 dwellings coupled with 4 single garages, and also a further 
fifth dwelling which will be built directly behind that subdivision.  
Upon pacing out the front of this new development in it’s early stages (framework) 
I’ve concluded that providing each of the occupants only possess a single vehicle and 
each of those occupant use their garages for the intended purpose then I can’t really 
see any disruption to the current parking arrangements on my side of the street.   
However if each of the occupants and a family member possess more then one 
vehicle per household there is going to be a problem as the kerb area allocated  to 
each of the four houses/units does not have the sufficient space for any on street 
parking, particularly if it’s a large family sedan. 
In my household we have 5 vehicles, 2 which are parked in the driveway with the 
remaining 3 being parked directly outside of my own property. Which basically 
means that due to the foreseeable parking shortage in the near future I’m likely 
going to have to either hope that my new neighbours park their additional vehicles 
around the corner outside Bice oval which is located only a short distance away, or 
I’m likely going to have to park my additional vehicles where ever there’s a space 
available.  
I guess the easiest solution to my problem would be for the council to reserve 3 
parking spaces directly outside the front my home so as my family and I are not 
inconvenienced by the Onkaparinga Councils lack for foresight by allowing the 
construction of 5 dwellings that provide nil street parking for it’s new residents.  

P.S. If you’re going to amend the high density laws then please give me ample 
notice as I’m assuming that my only option will likely be to subdivide my own 
property, and then build 6 dwellings all of which will meet the very same criteria of 
nil street parking spaces for the 6 new residents. 
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As part of your community consultation, my feedback is firstly, that many examples 
of urban infill already approved and built in the Christies Beach suburb do not satisfy 
the guidelines you've quoted that require "good urban design" which "provide(s) for 
vegetation". An example is provided in my street, Ramsgate Avenue, where 12 
double storey town-houses have been built at 25 Ramsgate Avenue, on an area 
previously devoted to two housing blocks. Each town-house has just a couple of very 
small token ground cover plants outside it. The overall effect of this development is 
of a 'concrete jungle', built and designed by people who care not one jot about 
aesthetics or the environment residents are forced to tolerate.  

I accept the government's priority to reduce urban sprawl, but developments like the 
one I've mentioned represent too much of a rushed change to land-use. Two 
dwellings where there was previously one is acceptable. Twelve where there were 
previously two is neither needed nor considerate to present residents. It will only be 
a matter of time before the development I've referred to above will be even more of 
an eye-sore than it is now, a slum in the making, in my opinion. And we must all pity 
the poor residents whose properties are over-looked by such developments.  

A second point in my feedback relates to the notification given to residents when a 
multi-storey development is up for approval. We have had a two-storey house built 
immediately behind us. (I am at 37 Ramsgate Avenue & the house behind us is at 13 
Andrew Terrace.) I knew nothing about it and neighbours have asked me if I knew it 
was going ahead as they didn't know either. Fortunately my back-yard has some tree 
cover but this new house looks straight into my neighbour's back yard and is very 
intrusive for them. How can people living immediately next to a development have 
no notice or say on such matters?  I went to a meeting at the Council offices where 
it was stated that immediate neighbours get a chance to respond, but we had no 
such opportunity. A visitor to my house told me that the notification goes in the 
public notices in the press. If this is the case, why would that be an acceptable 
procedure, given that the development is then effectively hidden, while more 
expense is incurred by council than if a notice was delivered just to the neighbours 
concerned.Can you respond to this question please?  

A third point I wish to make relates to the criteria that medium density infill occur 
in areas in "close proximity to higher order centres, public transport services and 
significant areas of public open space". These are good criteria. The development in 
Ramsgate Avenue is, in my opinion, questionable in its matching of these criteria. 
Yes, a bus goes nearby. But I wonder about the open space. The beach is about 0.6 
km away but there is no other nearby open space. And what 'higher order centre' is 
in close proximity?  

In summary, I ask that consideration be given to much more sensitive application of 
the urban infill principles, giving better regard to present residents, slowing the rate 
of infill to some extent, banning three storey developments and concentrating infill 
near transport corridors, an opinion that was attributed to the mayor in the local 
Messenger, after her recent re-election.  

Thanks for considering these views, 

Agenda for the Strategic Directions Committee 17 March 2015 Page 45 of 65



  I have read the 'Statement of Intent', and found it very interesting. 

The concern I, and many of the people I speak to in Christies Beach have, is the 
impact the redevelopment is going to have on our immediate neighbourhood. 
At the moment, old houses are being bulldozed and being replaced by 3 or 
4 new dwellings, some of which are 2 storey. When you live in a single storey house 
with a front and back garden, the thoughts of having 4x2storey houses built next 
door is devastating. I believe that each of us have a fundamental right to privacy and 
security, but being overlooked by 4x2 storey houses takes that away from us. I am 
not against 2 storey properties, but I feel there should be no more that 2 per block, 
each of which has a street frontage with a small front and back garden. A brand new 
development where all properties are 2 or 3 storeys is a different thing, but to 
squeeze them in between existing single storey houses that have a front and back 
garden seems wrong. I moved to Christies Beach, as it seemed a lovely place to 
spend my retirement - and it is, but I would hate to see it spoiled. 

Lots of us also feel that the redevelopment that is currently being done, could impact 
negatively on the value of our homes. There seems to be no overall plan, and that 
'anything goes' when it comes to the new properties being built. Some square, grey, 
concrete properties have been built on Salter Cres, which do not fit in with the look 
of that area at all. They look positively stark, featureless and ugly. I noticed on the 
Statement of Intent that one of the items listed is 'Design' and Development. I hope 
that future development is done more sensitively. I hope it maintains the ambience 
and  'Soul' of Christies Beach. Most importantly, I hope it does not damage the sense 
of 'home' that we all feel here. "Home is where the heart is ',  'a man's home is his 
castle', and 'home sweet home', may be cliches, but they are also truths. It's where 
we live, love, heal, and feel safe. It's our Sacred Space, and it is important to our 
overall wellbeing. Whatever development is done in the area, this Sacred Space 
mustn't be damaged or destroyed. 

  I agree we need to maintain and even increase our communal green areas. With 
Global warming, it is now more important than ever to protect and increase the 
number of trees in our neighbourhoods. Below is a link  re the 2020 vision for the 
ecology of our environment. It is part of the Adelaide Botanical Gardens website. You 
may find it interesting, though it is possible you have already seen it. 
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Please accept my letter of submission to be considered for the revision of the DPA 
and SOI. 

I understand the need to support population growth in the older suburbs and if done 
well, it will benefit to our region. Unfortunately, I feel the current development plan 
has several flaws and is being interpreted in a way which is having a negative effect 
on our region.  

My main concern with medium density so close to our coastline is the negative 
environmental impact it is and will continue to have. 

I would like to see an amendment made in the upcoming DPA and SOI for medium 
density areas in Policy Area Maps Onka/57, 62 & 70 to be rezoned as residential and 
be removed from the medium density policy. These areas are listed as State Heritage 
Areas and are part of the Coastal Conservation Zones, which focuses on preserving 
the natural environment and coastline. If they cannot be rezoned then stricter 
controls need to be in place for new developments and subdivisions. 

The reasons for the rezone (or recommended development plans for all medium 
density areas) are: 

 MAXIMUM HEIGHT OF 2 STORIES/6M
By creating a maximum of height limit of 6m in these selected regions you
will protect the natural beauty and amenity of our coastline.

o The mid-south coastline between the river mouth in Port Noarlunga to
Moana provides breathtaking views and serenity by the cliffs. With
limited visibility of housing from the waterline. It is important to keep
the character and beauty of this area not only for locals but tourists
and other Adelaidians to enjoy.

o In these residential areas, dwellings are mostly owned by single
families or elderly couples, with no children residing with them.
Building 3 stories dwellings, specifically along the Esplanade, gives no
benefit in sustaining a higher level of population growth. It only
decreases the opportunity of affordable housing in these areas and
visually scars the coastline.

 MINIMUM SUB DIVISION SIZES of 300m2 and RATIO OF 50-60%
HOUSE TO LAND SIZE.
In these specific regions (ONKA 57,62 and 70), 150m2 blocks are not
appropriate and increase the decline in the immediate environmental
surroundings. The increase of concrete and dwellings on small land lots, will
cause a significant increase in storm water runoff due to the lack of green
space which before helped to absorb rainfall.

o We have already seen a significant decline in our cliffs from erosion.
The effects of storm runoff are visible in the ocean after a rain fall,
causing it to turn red/orange from rock deposit. Along with this there
is extensive beach erosion from large water run offs from storm water
outlets  leading to large amount of beach being washed away. This is
currently happening at Seaford and other outlet drains along this
coastline.
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Have there been studies or projections undertaken to assess 
the impact of medium density so close to our coastline from 
an environmental standpoint as I’ve mentioned above?  

If the building on small land lots in these residential areas increases so close 
to the coastline, we will see accelerated erosion of our cliffs and negative 
impact on our marine life.  

o The impact on our marine life has already been severe. Along this
mid-south coastline are reefs and fish sanctuaries. This ecosystem is 
fragile, as seen last year when hundreds of dead fish and several 
dolphins were washed up due to a slight increase in water 
temperature.  
What studies have been done to determine there will be no 
negative impact on these habitats from medium density being 
established so close to our coastline which will increase 
runoff and cliff/sand erosion? 

And how will medium density and the negative impact on our 
coastline then impact our natural tourism asset? 

I do hope you consider amending the medium density areas in Policy Area Maps 
Onka/57, 62 & 70 to be rezoned as residential and keep the medium density areas 
further from our coastlines. I believe my suggested changes to the DPA will help 
promote a more sustainable development model which will encourage people to 
want to live in our area, help meet the state governments need for more affordable 
housing and still keep the beauty and character of our coastline suburbs. 

Port Noarlunga South, SA 5167 
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Thanks for your talk at the meeting tonight, it was interesting and you did a good 
job of explaining all about it. 

Sadly I was left with the impression that if we are lucky we might get to choose the 
colour of the front doors and not much else, due to the fact that the State 
Government are so short of money that they are being bought by rich developers. 

Anyway, I haven't totally given up. I spoke to you as we were leaving about building 
high rise behind the football club at Noarlunga. There could be serviced apartments, 
or flats, and they could be several storeys tall as they wouldn't be in the way of 
established residential areas and they are not on any flight path. If they were meant 
for single older people as you suggested they would need to have lifts, because a lot 
of older people can't manage stairs. They wouldn't be suitable for migrants as they 
generally have large families, but there are a lot of younger people who can't afford 
to buy a house these days and they could live there.  Incidentally I wonder where all 
those large families will live. 

England is now horribly overcrowded with cars parked up both sides of every street, 
narrow lanes of one way traffic  through in the middle of the road, but even the 
smallest houses have a small back yard and there are lots of beautiful parks with 
trees, lakes and flowers which we seem to be sadly lacking in Christies Beach. It 
seems like the new properties have no room for even a blade of grass and when you 
fly into Adelaide and look down there is one tiny green oval to be seen amongst all 
the buildings. 

It's hard to be positive and I believe that in about 20 years we will realise what a 
mistake we have made with all this ugly development covering every inch of land.  

Agenda for the Strategic Directions Committee 17 March 2015 Page 49 of 65



Based on concerns raised as a result of infill development 
I list below points: 

1. DRIVEWAYS
Driveways need to accommodate 4 wheel drive vehicles. Currently driveways
are too small for a number of infill properties and do not accommodate the
residents car, of the infill property. AS such cars are thereby in the street
creating loss of amenity and often negating council’s rubbish collection.
Residents and visitors with limited mobility are restricted by an easy
convenient access.
Access to community title localities via a narrow drive needs to provide a
buffer so that existing residents are not suffering anxiety from noise and
safety issues as cars and trucks pass by their bedroom windows. Most
roadways provide verge locations, as this type of development does not it
creates significant stress and fear to existing residents whom when they build
or bought their home, this type of development was not approved. The
development plan needs to better accommodate this to stop the significant
stress it creates to existing residents. Their home has always been their
castle and when their council changes this and they lose their amenity it
creates angst. I have witnessed residents stand by their property with a rifle
and heard men cry in desperation.
This should indicate there are things wrong with the development plan and
questions should be asked what has to be done to rectify this.

2. GARAGES
Are often used as storage space in small urban infill. As such vehicles are
parked on the roadside often blocking rubbish bin collection and denying
other residents visitor parking. Garages of infill must be used for the
approved purpose and not as a storage space or spare room.

3. SET BACK AND BOUNDARY
Insufficient set back from the side fence intrudes on privacy and causes
noise problems due to closeness of buildings and insufficient soundproofing.
Previous to infill building, the resident already there has enjoyed a certain
environment and built accordingly. (eg windows, views, privacy and
appliances such as water pumps and air conditioners) The in situ resident has
equal rights to their needs, and these need to be taken into account. Again
the loss of amenity must be measured for existing residents. The planning
and building deparment needs to be seen to be working for the community in
best planning and development optimising on building a great place to live
work and play, rather than finding options to fit the developer ‘s plans.

4. ONSITE PARKING
there need to be sufficient allowance for cars to be parked onsite, visitor
parking and service vehicles. Most of the community titled housing built
recently has people from all areas angry and disappointed ‘at their council’ in
allowing such development that does not provide sufficient onsite parking.
Connington Crescent residents park in the shopping centre. This shopping
centre pays a premium in rates (commercial) yet has residents and visitors to
this site permanently take the places of shoppers. It clearly shows there is
inadequate parking for this housing development. The Mark St Happy Valley
development is expected to create issues for the homes that were once built
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on a dead end, now to have greater traffic entering and exiting, but also 
expected to have parking issues for the other residents in the once dead end 
road,  as the same old scenario of not having enough parking that meets the 
requirement of users in a community type housing development takes place. 

5. FIRE
Access to a property from all sides from that location needs to be made so
emergency services can safely work on or access a sight. Neighbors should
not be threatened by lack of access nor expected to provide access. A
safeguard to stopping the fire spreading to the other house should be
optimised. Existing owners, who were made to conform with regulations that
have now been removed to optimise infill, fear the consequences. However
most residents are not aware of changes to the goal posts until they are
confronted with issues they were told was not ok is now ok.  Exisiting
residents made choices in the lifestlyes they had and open space, but urban
infill changes their way of living and unfair that one man’s rights impacts on
another man’s rights.

6. NOISE
If living areas and garages are in close proximity to existing residents rooms
there is a considerable noise impact . People that live in existing houses do
not wish to be confronted with bathroom noises of an infill home or power
tools used in the garage against their bedroom wall which may sound like
they are using power tools in the same living room as the existing resident.
When someone is talking on the phone of a urban infill or even general
talking it is disturbing and encroaching on the privacy of the existing resident.
It sounds as if the person on the phone next door is standing behind them.
In the existing house the resident may be on the phone and cannot hear the
person they are talking to, when a infill house is talking on their phone, using
a power tool, playing music which may be objectional to the resident in the
existing house, or have a barking dog which may be only a wall and a few
feet away.  If residents of urban infill have visitors or a party, is sounds as if
the party is in the existing property and no one can sleep until the urban infill
house party has stopped. It does not have to be loud to sound excessive –
the intrusion is significant and needs to be better understood. Loss of
amenity is significant when buildings are too close.
It is disturbing not to be able to have confidential conversations in your own
home due to insufficient sound proofing and proximity of a infill house.
Perhaps the developer of the new building should be responsible for sound
proofing the existing building. (WHICH WAS THERE FIRST!!!)
I would ask in this assessment if you put yourself in this position. How would
you feel if your 12 year old daughter, whom goes to bed at 8pm cannot go to
sleep until 10- 11pm because the neighbors are in the spa. Her bedroom
window is vibrating from the noise of the motor let alone the conversation
and pump noise. You would then understand how hard it is to get her up at
7am to catch a bus to school. Is this best practice? I may add how you would
feel if your granddaughter was staying in your home and the language from
the party next door is clearly heard for several hours. How would you feel
when your 7 year old granddaughter asked the meaning of those profanities,
now imprinted in her brain and no doubt discussed with friends at school ‘of
what she heard when visiting grandmas’. These are things our planners and
those that develop the development plan need to feel  understand and
protect our society from having to endure.
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7. EXISTING LAND OWNERS RIGHT
Existing owners should have the right of comment as this affects their life. It
has huge impacts to their daily lives. It can add to daily stresses. Initial
houses are built to accommodate the status quo at the time, changing it can
change a multitude of living standards. Existing houses were originally
planned to accommodate certain living aspects, building a infill property
adjacent to house pumps, spar bath equipment, air conditioner units intrude.
Windows of rooms are unable to be opened, due to proximity of new building
and subsequent loss of privacy. There should be no development unless the
existing residents agree and a MUTUAL WIN/WIN/ situation is agreed upon.
When assessing this if the question of how would this effect my daughter if
this was put outside her bedroom, may help to put back the personal side,
which residents are screaming out to have put in place. The personal side
where intrusion and loss of amenity needs to be a valued aspect installed into
the infill development plan.

8. OPEN SPACE
There needs to be sufficient open space to allow rain penetration and
vegetation. No trees can be grown in many urban infill properties which is
against all the principals of climate change. Trees clean the air, lower the
salinity of the water table, store carbon, reduce noise and are vital habitat for
our local fauna. Trees have a calming effect on people in populated areas.
Some infill buildings cannot even sustain bushes let alone trees. Close ‘in your
face’ type development is only suitable where the boundaries are not
changed and existing residents in reasonable proximity are not negatively
impacted and have opportunities to have a say on the development. Infill
development  should only be in areas closer to the city where there is little
removal of existing trees that buffer noise and create ambience amenity and
habitat.

9. SOUND PROOFING
Infill properties should be made to sound proof their property and if
impacting the existing residents it should also be considered how to reduce
noise and if necessary pay to soundproof the existing house.

10. PARKING ISSUES
Owners of small infill properties are putting their bins outside their properties
and leaving their cars outside neighbors properties. Many of these urban fill
locations have 2-3+ cars.
At times the owners of urban infill properties leave their bins outside other
residents’ properties.

11. STREET LAYOUT
The street layout must be considered when infill is applied for. Some
locations may be  a small horseshoe street  on a larger horseshoe street,
some are on busy roads that have roundabouts and the gutter painted yellow
of which planners should understand there already is a traffic issue on this
road.  Some corner properties face the potential of having four infill
properties added to those corners which impact the parking, service vehicles,
access to bin collection days, visitor parking and emergency service access.
Cars backing out of properties are sometimes obstructed by insufficient space
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to move out when cars are parked on both sides of the street, especially 
when the car also has to manoeuvre past a stobie pole. It is essential 
planners view a sight at the sight, not in an office or googling as this does 
not give the real feel for problems and ability to stop or fix before it happens. 
Safe entry and exit from one’s  property must be taken into account. This 
function should not encroach on another property. 

12. SEWERAGE & STORMWATER
This should also be taken into account.
Some locations are at the collection point for the stormwater and sewerage
for this area. Infill adds to the water volume and it would seem has not been
adequately assessed.  More housing can cause worse drainge problems which
can affect existing households with more problems, both from a health aspect
and a damages and inconvenience of static sewerage flow or worse.
(backflow). In locations such as the development where the first commercial
vineyard in SA was cleared and developed into higher density homes by
Devine (Metro) the planners clearly stated there would be no more
stormwater than normal. However the next heavy rain in a following winter
saw floor water almost topping the bridge on Old South Road Old Reynella,
covering the pedestrian paths and seating. Residents clearly demonstrated
past flood waters issues in Old Reynella and that even John Reynell had to
move his home from the dampness issues of this locality. This concern was
responded to as it had well be allowed for. The flood clearly indicated it had
not.

 13.CORRUPTION 
      Approval needs to be above board and transparent, with existing residents 

kept informed. 
      People are starting to consider the relationship between state government 

, councils and land              developers.  Approvals given without discussion with 
existing residents has created far too much stress and will continue to do so if people 
do not have the opportunity of shaping and moulding the place they live in with best 
practice and as a desired location to live work and play. This ethos could be seen 
with a adequate development plan as seen by the residents that meets their needs. 

14.FUTURE VISION
How the development plan is altered should be based on 

1. How do we want our city to look?
2. ow HHoHow do we plan a better living area where people can living in

harmony with nature ?
3. How do we manage and retain our native corridors, place a higher priority

on our environment and its valued contribution to our sustainable future.
4. How to intersperse buildings with greenery?
5. How is  noise and encroachment on neighbours reduced?
6. Several years ago it was planned to stop hammer and axe shape infill

seeking developers buy up a minimum space to infill. This logic was a
result of constant residents requests and supported by elected members.
The reasoning behind it was never explored nor the objective met. Only
smaller allotment sizes were brought about which was reverse to what
the ratepayers sought, by and large.

7. How do we value our residents living environment noting overcrowding
causes more depression , violence and conflict and costs the council
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significantly in another direction.  Planners need to work with these issues 
and the costs and impacts to other areas of council.  

15 Environment – biodiversity 
This is by no means last and vital to impact the current trent of remove to 

optimise development 
Our biodiversity needs to have higher value and protection. Significant trees 

should not be seen as getting in the way of $1m of development. They need greater 
development plan support. Changes to the development plan need to include 
changing the current status of changing sites such as Mark St Happy Valley from a 
valued section of remnant indigenous flora in existance since prior to ‘white 
settlement’, to a high density concrete jungle including putting in large concret 
culverts in the place of a natural watercourse. Retaining walls to build up a flood 
plain and destroy the natural environment should not be an option. When Native 
Vegetation authorities identify locations that need ‘retaining if at all possible’ the 
development department should work around this. If the Dept of Environment is 
running second to the Planning Minister, this needs to be clearly outlined factually so 
residents whom are voters understand the impacts so they have the opportunity of 
impacting decisions of the State. When areas such as Mark St Happy Valley have 
planning applications, the impacts are significant so there needs to be changes in all 
the processes to enable residents to have a say about  their environment, its amenity 
and the intrusion on their lifestyles. 

The trees are unable to make a submission and explain their high value 
environmentally and the effects of peace still and quiet that they have on people. 
People come to live in areas because of this amenity. Removing it is a feeling of 
putting a bulldozer through one of the rooms of ‘your’ house. Trees clean the air, are 
watertable salinity monitors, habitat for birds, reduce the heat and scorch on the 
ground protecting all the micro species that few understand and value the 
contribution they make to our environment. The larger the trees the larger carbon 
they store. Why would governments support removing significant, regulated and the 
smaller understories of these massive environmental contibutors to replace it with 
concrete and plastic – this is the opposite to climate change strategies we are asked 
to make. Things must change to stop the removal of our native vegetation. On one 
hand the government wants native vegetation retained, yet when it comes to 
development there currently is little process of value that helps retain our 
biodiversity.  

Council as a regulatory body, paid for by the ratepayers needs to address this 
in better processes to reduce and if possible negate the loss of our biodiversity. 
16 General  
At times it seems to indicated that some of the planning ethos and practice 30 yrs 
ago had greater consideration for existing residents than it currently does. As such 
residents have concerns that there is an ethos of always saying yes to a developer 
and no to residents whom have been impacted negatively by the development 
decisions. Ratepayers see this as council focussing on earning more in rates and 
prodevelopment and have no concept of the actual costs to council. As such council 
has a long way to go to empower their community into understanding the 
development process so residents can feel they can shape and mould their council 
into the best place to live work and play. 

This is written in all good faith that change is embraced to improve the current 
negative developments on infill development happening in all areas. The infill higher 
density was planned to be within 600 meters of a transport hub/regional area, from 
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my memory. Somewhere these vital points have been lost and infill is happening 
carte blanch across the whole council and no area is safe from it it seems. The anger 
and frustration will continue at each location a developer identifies, until there are 
better boundaries put in place to limit where this happens so residents can have 
some certainty of where they live.  

Agenda for the Strategic Directions Committee 17 March 2015 Page 55 of 65



CITY OF ONKAPARINGA INFILL  DEVELOPMENT – summary of concerns 
raised by local residents. 
CONSULTATION 
Existing residents and property owners should be consulted.  New development is 
ignoring their  rights and impacting on their enjoyment of their property.  Many 
developments affect the wider community and their views and rights are equally as 
important.  People feel they are being ignored by Councils as the developer $  
speaks loudly.  As many of the development decisions are in complete contradiction 
of Council’s own Development Plan and what many would regard as common sense 
people are left questioning the integrity of those applying the rules. 
We are presently left shaking our heads over the Mark St, Happy Valley development 
shambles. 
The developer describes it as a tree studded estate – even though it intends 
removing every tree on site.  The area is a natural creek setting full of significant 
trees, abundant birdlife and koalas.  It is a truly beautiful area. 
The development comprises blocks with access from A ONE WAY SINGLE 
CARRIAGEWAY AT THE END OF A NO THRU ROAD.  This single carriage way is 
between two existing houses (owners thought they lived at the end of a No Thru 
Road) and is 1 metre from their boundaries.   Can only be described as dangerous 
and in total disregard of existing residents. 
All of this is in complete contradiction of the guidelines contained in Council’s own 
Development Plan but has been approved and not one resident consulted.   Too 
many non-complying areas that impact on those with no input into the process.  

CORRUPTION 
Approvals need to be above board and transparent.  Residents should be kept 
informed. 
Freedom of Information requests should not be required for a resident to view 
documents directly relating to an adjoining development especially when non-
complying in many areas.   
Non complying developments need to have a major benefit to the area not be largely 
problematic for existing residents.   
The relationship between all involved in the approvals process is coming under 
scrutiny due to continued problematic development occurring.  Council is meant to 
be acting under the guidelines of it’s own Development Plan and the supposed 
protection that gives to residents.  It seems that the opposite is happening and for 
no benefit to anyone other than a developer. 

EMERGENCY ACCESS 
Emergency vehicles must be able to access properties easily.  This is not negotiable 
as  peoples’ lives are at stake.  

SERVICES – SEWERAGE AND STORMWATER 
As the resident of a property known to SA Water as a ‘regular’ problem area and 
having to deal with backflow of sewerage on more than one occasion it is very 
important that services are able to cope with the additional demands from extra 
housing in the area. 

AMENITY 
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All development will affect amenity – some more so than others.  Residents expect 
to have some input into what is happening rather than be completely ignored and 
disregarded.  Many residents who bought in the Happy Valley area are in complete 
dismay of the tree carnage occurring.  They are asking how this can happen as they 
thought this was protected by legislation and the planning process.  
Immediate neighbours may be affected by privacy, traffic, noise and natural daylight 
issues.  There are many considerations to be taken into account.  

TRAFFIC/PARKING 
Infill development should not create dangerous traffic scenarios on existing roads.  It 
should also not restrict neighbouring properties access.  Sufficient parking for 
residents and visitors’ vehicles must be provided in the development.  It is unrealistic 
to provide a single driveway and single car parking space for a 3 bedroom house.  
Garages are often used as storage/home gyms etc and then the cars that should be 
parked there end up parked on the roadway outside a neighbours’ house.   Parking 
spaces in these properties need to accommodate opening doors of a ‘real’ car i.e. 4 
wheel drive or  5 seater sedan as most are not adequate for a decent sized car.  
There must also be safe pedestrian and bicycle access.   

NATURAL RESOURCES 
We must consider the natural resources in the area.  Nature corridors, plants and 
animals should be protected.  Once these are removed they are gone forever.  
Council must act to protect for future generations and not cave to developers out for 
a quick $.   

OPEN SPACE 
Roadways and driveways are not open space - they are a thoroughfare.  Most infill 
property will barely support growing a shrub let alone a tree.  This is against the 
principals of climate change.  Trees clean the air, store carbon, reduce salinity and 
are vital to local fauna. 

NOISE LEVELS 
Infill development impacts on existing residents when buildings are too close or sited 
inappropriately.  Simple things like watching TV or having a normal conversation in a 
back yard can create a considerable noise impact.  Vehicle movements can interrupt 
sleep patterns and affect work performance and create grumpy, tired children.   
Sound proofing measures need to be taken –  not always a cheap option but well 
worth the effort.  Air conditioners, spa pumps and the like all contribute to noise 
levels in these developments. 

CONCLUSION 
Residents expect some sort of consultation/consideration regarding infill 
development.  It impacts on the largest purchase most people would make in a 
lifetime.  Their environment at home is where they spend the most amount of time 
and therefore negative impacts at home cause the most interruption and stress to 
their lives.  Council is expected to act to achieve the best possible outcome for 
residents and not completely disregard and ignore them.  Council is there to serve 
their rate payers not treat them with contempt. 
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As residents of Onkaparinga we ask for consideration of our comments on this 
matter.  The above views are those of residents in Mark St, Dennis St and Ernest 
Cres, Happy Valley. 
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To my mind this is an ideal set up for multiple dwellings on a 1200 sq. mete block 
and, to a great degree, satisfies the Medium Density Housing criteria.   3 detached 
dwellings with 2 parking spaces per dwelling, individual garden space, (even having 
space for a washing line!!) conforms to the traditional  concepts of the area, no 
interference with neighbours and aesthetically appealing. 

     I believe that the biggest issue within the community is that of multiple 2 storey 
dwellings being crammed onto blocks with no consideration for incumbent resident’s 
changes in outlooks.  From my many conversations with people who care, there is no 
particular issue with 2-3 storey dwellings – IN THE RIGHT SITUATION!!!!    My 
photographic example of multiple dwellings per block shows how, with the right 
design and use of space, new constructions need not give neighbours reason for 
concern.    (As a matter of interest I wanted to purchase on of these dwellings but I 
was too slow.  There was an open inspection on Saturday and sold to A.N. Other on 
Sunday) 

   For many reasons I believe that  last nights meeting was informative to all parties 
albeit overdue.    
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On behalf of concerned residents of Onkaparinga  Region, I have drafted the pionts 
below: 

1. DRIVEWAYS
Driveways need to accommodate 4 wheel drive vehicles. Currently driveways
are too small for a number of infill properties so their vehicles are left in the
street. (view 1b Hammond Ave Morphett Vale as an example). There also
needs to be a stipulation that only the number of vehicles that can be
accommodated by the property may be kept by the owners or tenants.

2. GARAGES
Are often used as storage space in small urban infill. As such vehicles are
parked on the roadside often blocking rubbish bin collection and denying
other residents visitor parking.

3. SET BACK AND BOUNDARY
Insufficient set back from the side fence intrudes on privacy and causes
noise problems due to closeness of buildings and insufficient soundproofing.
Previous to infill building, the resident already there has enjoyed a certain
environment and built accordingly. (eg windows, views, privacy and
appliances such as water pumps and air conditioners) The in situ resident has
equal rights to their needs, and these need to be taken into account.

4. ONSITE PARKING
there need to be sufficient allowance for cars to be parked onsite.

5. FIRE
What happened to the prior legislation that did not allow such close living. It
was a safeguard to stopping the fire spreading to the other houses. Now it
threatens the existing owners, who were not faced with this problem in the
past. They made choices in the lifestlyes they had and open space, but urban
infill changes their way of living and unfair that one man’s rights impacts on
another man’s rights.

6. NOISE
If living areas and garages are in close proximity to existing residents
bedrooms there is a considerable noise impact . Power tools used in the
garage sound like they are using power tools in the same living room as the
existing resident.
When someone is talking on the phone of a urban infill or even general
talking it is disturbing and encroaching on the privacy of the existing resident.
If residents of urban infill have visitors or a party, is sounds as if the party is
in the existing property and no one can sleep until the urban infill house party
has stopped. It does not have to be loud to sound excessive – TOO CLOSE.
The RIGHT TO PRIVACY OF CONFIDENTIAL CONVERSATION WHEN USING A
NORMAL TALKING VOICE , is not met when buildings are too close.
It is disturbing not to be able to have confidential conversations in your own
home due to insufficient sound proofing and proximity of infill house. Perhaps
the developer of the new building should be responsible for sound proofing
the existing building. (WHICH WAS THERE FIRST!!!)

7. EXISTING LAND OWNERS RIGHTS
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Existing owners should have the right of comment as this affects their life. It 
has huge impacts to their daily lives. It can add to daily stresses. Initial 
houses are built to accommodate the status quo at the time, changing it can 
change a multitude of living standards. Existing houses were originally 
planned to accommodate certain living aspects, building a infill property 
adjacent to house pumps, air conditioner units intrude. Windows of rooms 
are unable to be opened, due to proximity of new building and subsequent 
loss of privacy. There should be no development unless the existing residents 
agree and a MUTUAL WIN/WIN/ situation is agreed upon. 

8. OPEN SPACE
There needs to be sufficient open space to allow rain penetration and
vegetation. No trees can be grown in many urban infill properties which is
against all the principals of climate change. Trees clean the air, lower the
salinity of the water table, store carbon, reduce noise and are vital habitat for
our local fauna. Trees have a calming effect on people in populated areas.
Some infill buildings cannot even sustain bushes let alone trees. Driveways
and carports should not NOT be considered as open space as it is a
thoroughfare not an area that can be used for greenery or entertainment.

9. SOUND PROOFING
Infill properties should be made to sound proof their property and if
impacting the existing residents it should also be considered how to reduce
noise and if necessary pay to soundproof the existing house.

10. PARKING ISSUES
Owners of small infill properties are putting their bins outside their properties
and leaving their cars outside neighbors properties. Many of these urban fill
locations have 2-3 cars.
At times the owners of urban infill properties park leave their bins outside
other residents properties.
Examples for parking bungles are seen in:
Connington Crescent Morphett Vale, where insufficient onsite parking
has resulted in an overflow of cars parked on commercial sites. HELLO !! How
was this approved? What brain child sited this area for approval. WAS IT
SITED AT ALL? HMM, perhaps this needs to be addressed as a priority. Ie
PHYSICAL SITING OF PROPOSED AREAS  BY QUALIFIED PERSONS. Who is
accountable for the muff ups? Who is responsible for compensation if
someone takes it to court? AND SOMEONE WILL. Whose money pays for the
compensation? The residents?
HMM, potential trouble here. Maybe consultation with residents may be
a wise move to gather viewpoints not thought of by planners..
57 Rousillion Prominade Old Reynella
3 Hammon Avenue Morphett Vale

11. STREET LAYOUT
The street layout must be considered when infill is applied for. Eg.3
Hammond Avenue is on  a small horseshoe street  on a larger horseshoe
street.. This effectively  means that 4 houses are  each on a corner and 4
corners are VERY close to each ather ( look it up!) ANY INFILL WILL CAUSE
DANGEROUS CROWDING of extra vehicles on the street where cars are
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constantly coming around corners. Why was this not taken into account? Why 
were in situ residents NOT INFORMED and asked to give comments or 
opinions AT ALL?   
Also, cars backing out of properties are sometimes obstructed by insufficient 
space to move out when cars are parked on both sides of the street, 
especially when the car also has to manoeuvre past a stobie pole. 
Safe entry and exit from one’s  property must be taken into account. This 
function should not encroach on another property. 
Other examples are: Connington St. Morphett Vale and 57 Rousillio, 
Promenade Old Reynella. 

12. SEWERAGE & STORMWATER
This should also be taken into account. View 5 Hammond Avenue Morphett
Vale.
The end of this section of Hammond Avenue is the collection point for the
stormwater and sewerage for this area. It already becomes congested and
has had to be cleared at times. More housing can cause worse drainge
problems which can affect existing households with more problems, both
from a health aspect and a damages and inconvenience of static sewerage
flow or worse. (backflow)

13.CORRUPTION
  If this comes to light it will open a BIG CAN OF WORMS. 

      Approval needs to be above board and transparent, with existing residents 
kept informed. 

 People are starting to consider the relationship between state government , 
councils and land 

     develepors as not above board and ethical. Legal proceedings and 
tarnishing of reputations    

    may ensue. 
       Approvals given without discussion with existing residents and PHYSICAL 

VIEWING OF THE SITE  is     
    negligent and unconstitutional. BOTH PARTIES NEED TO BE HEARD AND 

CONSIDERED. 
People are generally thinking that all the council is concerned with is more rates paid 
by infill housing. 

14.Emergency Access
This needs to be kept in mind when ANY  development is considered.Fire vehicles 
and ambulances must have access to properties  even if cars are parked on the 
street. 
15. Natural Resources
  Future generations have a right to enjoy nature corridors in their region. 
Plants and animals also are a part of our area and their rights need to be protected 
by the people in a position of responsibilty (councillors and council officers, state 
government personel). They, like children do not have a voice of their own and thus 
need champions for their rights as living creatures in our environment. NATURAL 
RESOURCES, ONCE GONE ARE GONE FOREVER. Councils must not be afraid to lobby 
state government for  what they believe is right !! Land Developers must not be 
allowed to literally have open slather for their own personal gain . We need to rise 
above that and safeguard our future environment. We need to think and act wisely. 
Perhaps Land Developers should not be allowed to “make donations to political 
parties “ thus setting up a doorway for corruption??? 
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Example : Mark St. Happey Valley 
Bushfire Zone.  
Changing the creek line and inserting a pipeline.  
Removal of native vegetation . 
HYPOCRISY AT ITS BEST !!   
The only ones that benefit in the end are the developers. Hail the almighty 
dollar. What was the council thinking? Was it thinking at all? WHO 
LOOKED AT THIS AREA ON SITE? WHO IN THE COUNCIL FOUGHT THIS? 
HELLO? ANYONE? (DEAFENING SILENCE) WHO IN THE STATE 
GOVERNMENT WENT ON SITE?  HELLO?? 
In the end, the most precious things are our natural resouces and these 
are priceless. HUNDREDS OF YEARS OF NATURE DESTROYED IN THE 
BLINK OF AN EYE.  
16.FUTURE VISION
Last but not least, The big picture needs to be taken into consideration. What sort of 
area do we all want Onkaparinga to be?  An area in harmony with nature ? People 
living in harmony? Space to have a bubble of privacy?  Room to intersperse buildings 
with greenery? Space to make a little noise without encroaching on neighbours? 
Space to talk in one’s home without the conversation heard by neighbours? Etc etc. 
Think carefully before approving something which is an antithesis to this. 
Overcrowding causes more depression , violence and conflict  than is worth the 
money ..It is a short term solution with alarming consequences. Surely the 
government can think of something else. If not, ASK THE PEOPLE.  
We the residents of Onkaparinga ask for due consideration of our comments without 
bias. 
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Dear Daniel and Onkaparinga Council, 

Please accept my letter of submission to be considered for the revision of the DPA and SOI. 

I understand the need to support population growth in the older suburbs and if done well, it 
will benefit to our region. Unfortunately, I feel the current development plan has several 
flaws and is being interpreted in a way which is having a negative effect on our region.  

My main concern with medium density so close to our coastline is the negative 
environmental impact it is and will continue to have. 

I would like to see an amendment made in the upcoming DPA and SOI for medium density 
areas in Policy Area Maps Onka/57, 62 & 70 to be rezoned as residential and be removed 
from the medium density policy. These areas are listed as State Heritage Areas and are part 
of the Coastal Conservation Zones, which focuses on preserving the natural environment 
and coastline. If they cannot be rezoned then stricter controls need to be in place for new 
developments and subdivisions. 

The reasons for the rezone (or recommended development plans for all medium density 
areas) are: 

 MAXIMUM HEIGHT OF 2 STORIES/6M
By creating a maximum of height limit of 6m in these selected regions you will
protect the natural beauty and amenity of our coastline.

o The mid‐south coastline between the river mouth in Port Noarlunga to
Moana provides breathtaking views and serenity by the cliffs. With limited
visibility of housing from the waterline. It is important to keep the character
and beauty of this area not only for locals but tourists and other Adelaidians
to enjoy.

o In these residential areas, dwellings are mostly owned by single families or
elderly couples, with no children residing with them. Building 3 stories
dwellings, specifically along the Esplanade, gives no benefit in sustaining a
higher level of population growth. It only decreases the opportunity of
affordable housing in these areas and visually scars the coastline.

 MINIMUM SUB DIVISION SIZES of 300m2 and RATIO OF 50‐60% HOUSE TO LAND
SIZE.
In these specific regions (ONKA 57,62 and 70), 150m2 blocks are not appropriate and
increase the decline in the immediate environmental surroundings. The increase of
concrete and dwellings on small land lots, will cause a significant increase in storm
water runoff due to the lack of green space which before helped to absorb rainfall.

o We have already seen a significant decline in our cliffs from erosion. The
effects of storm runoff are visible in the ocean after a rain fall, causing it to
turn red/orange from rock deposit. Along with this there is extensive beach
erosion from large water run offs from storm water outlets  leading to large
amount of beach being washed away. This is currently happening at Seaford
and other outlet drains along this coastline.
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Have there been studies or projections undertaken to assess the impact of 
medium density so close to our coastline from an environmental standpoint 
as I’ve mentioned above?  

If the building on small land lots in these residential areas increases so close to the 
coastline, we will see accelerated erosion of our cliffs and negative impact on our 
marine life.  

o The impact on our marine life has already been severe. Along this mid‐south
coastline are reefs and fish sanctuaries. This ecosystem is fragile, as seen last 
year when hundreds of dead fish and several dolphins were washed up due 
to a slight increase in water temperature.  
What studies have been done to determine there will be no negative 
impact on these habitats from medium density being established so close to 
our coastline which will increase runoff and cliff/sand erosion? 

And how will medium density and the negative impact on our coastline then 
impact our natural tourism asset? 

I do hope you consider amending the medium density areas in Policy Area Maps Onka/57, 
62 & 70 to be rezoned as residential and keep the medium density areas further from our 
coastlines. I believe my suggested changes to the DPA will help promote a more sustainable 
development model which will encourage people to want to live in our area, help meet the 
state governments need for more affordable housing and still keep the beauty and 
character of our coastline suburbs. 

Sincerely  

Adam Langley 

23 Nedland crescent 
Port Noarlunga South 
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