
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX 3. COPY OF WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS (REDACTED) 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SCOTTY’S CORNER CODE AMENDMENT 

SUBMISSIONS 

  

 

     SUPPORT 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Friday, 3 September 2021 7:15 PM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  Aaron 
Family name:  Burt 
Organisation:   

Email address:  
Phone number:  

Comments:  I support this as it is in desperate need of rejuvenation. It's a major corridor into Adelaide and it's 
quite the eyesore for anyone passing. Any investment on this corner will go a long way. 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to proponent 
email:  info@futureurban.com.au 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Monday, 6 September 2021 6:42 PM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  adam 
Family name:  dellaverde 
Organisation:   

Email address:  
Phone number:  

Comments:  Site is ageing and untidy. A new development would be ideal, especially if it brings new health 
and / or commercial amenities to the area. 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to proponent 
email:  info@futureurban.com.au 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Friday, 3 September 2021 11:57 AM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  ben 
Family name:  lewis 
Organisation:  Public 
Email address:  
Phone number:  

Comments:  I can't see any issues with this amendment so long as all parking, safety and access regulations 
are all met. 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to proponent 
email:  info@futureurban.com.au 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Friday, 3 September 2021 12:04 PM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  Chris 
Family name:  Dindler 
Organisation:   

Email address:  
Phone number:  

Comments:  I support the rezoning of Scotty’s Corner to be consistent with surrounding areas on Main North 
Road as it is a critical and landmark entry point to Adelaide from the north. 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to proponent 
email:  info@futureurban.com.au 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Friday, 3 September 2021 12:37 PM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  ED 
Family name:  Wright 
Organisation:   

Email address:  
Phone number:  
Comments:  This is Great for the area and the Community. 
Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to proponent email: info@futureurban.com.au 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Saturday, 14 August 2021 4:52 PM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type: Member of the public 
Given name:  Frida 
Family name:  Cheok 
Organisation:   

Email address: 
Phone number
Comments:  I support the rezone and redevelopment of Scotty’s corner. It had been an ugly eyesore in our suburb 
Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Tuesday, 14 September 2021 8:15 AM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  Greg 
Family name:  Hobson 
Organisation:   

Email address:  
Phone number:  

Comments:  

The proposed development of the Scottys Motel site will breathe life into what has become a 
moribund intersection dominated by empty and rundown properties. Nottage Terrace has become in 
recent years, a major thoroughfare and can hardly be considered a normal suburban street it is high 
time this neglected section of Adelaide, right on the cities doorstep received some attention , and the 
chance of gaining some architectural substance sorely absent from this locale.Please do not allow the 
bleating of some over- privileged NIMBY'S to stand in the way of what is right for Adelaide and right 
for the area. 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to 
proponent 
email:  

info@futureurban.com.au 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Friday, 3 September 2021 11:57 AM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  henry 
Family name:  treloar 
Organisation:   

Email address:  
Phone number:  

Comments:  Support growth thru our city fringe Higher density living / development is good for our 
suburbs 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to proponent 
email:  info@futureurban.com.au 

 



1

From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Friday, 10 September 2021 2:04 PM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  Henry 
Family name:  Botha 
Organisation:  Higgins Botha  
Email address:  
Phone number:  

Comments:  

Dear Sir/Madam, As your guidelines mention , the Scotty Corner area represents a major thoroughfare 
into the City of Adelaide. I make the following points: 1. This area has not changed for the last forty 
years. 2. Forty years ago, Adelaide, Perth and Brisbane had almost identical populations. 
Unfortunately, in 2021, Adelaide's population is SIGNIFICANTLY less than Perth or Brisbane. 3. During 
the last forty years the overall cityscape of Adelaide has not changed significantly whereas Perth and 
Brisbane cityscapes are significantly different and they present as progressive and viable cities. 4. This 
proposal represents an opportunity to upgrade the Scotty Corner precinct to hopefully commence to 
match the vibrant cities of Perth and Brisbane. In short, Adelaide cannot continue to lag behind our 
other capital city counterparts . I trust this proposal will be accepted so the residents of Adelaide can 
start to see an improvement surrounding the corridors leading into the City of Adelaide Thank you, 
Henry Botha Ratepayer in Walkerville , Victor Harbor and City of Mitcham 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to 
proponent 
email:  

info@futureurban.com.au 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Tuesday, 14 September 2021 8:11 AM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  Jaideep 
Family name:  Patel 
Organisation:   

Email address:  
Phone number:  

Comments:  I am in favour of this Scottys corner amendment. This corner needs to redeveloped in some 
sought of new infrastructural development for this area. 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to proponent 
email:  info@futureurban.com.au 
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Note: This email and any attachments are confidential, privileged or private and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to 
whom they are addressed. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender immediately and delete the email. Future 
Urban Pty Ltd. disclaims liability for the contents of private emails. 
 

From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>  
Sent: Tuesday, 14 September 2021 6:38 PM 
To: info <info@futureurban.com.au> 
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
 

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  James 
Family name:  Bills 
Organisation:   

Email address:  
Phone number:  
Comments:  If this site does not warrant a re-zoning, what will?! 
Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to proponent email: info@futureurban.com.au 

 



 

 

 

EPA 594-366 

 

Ms Emily Nankivell 

Senior Consultant 

Future Urban 

Level 1, 74 Pirie Street 

ADELAIDE SA 5000 

 

Dear Ms Nankivell 

 

“Scotty’s Corner” Code Amendment - 1-5 Nottage Terrace and 43 Main North Road, Medindie 

Thank you for providing the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) with the opportunity to 

comment on the Scotty's Corner Code Amendment. 

When reviewing documents such as this Code Amendment, the key interest of the EPA is to ensure 

that all environmental issues within the scope of the objects of the Environment Protection Act 1993 

are identified and considered. The EPA is primarily interested in the potential environmental and 

human health impacts that would result from any development that may be proposed subsequent 

to this Code Amendment.  

At the Code Amendment stage, the EPA works to ensure that appropriate zoning and overlays are 

applied in the Code to allow proper assessment at the development application stage. The EPA may 

also provide comments on any environmental reports that are included with the Code Amendment 

in order to assist with assessment of environmental issues at the development application stage. 

The EPA understands that the affected area is the land located at 1-5 Nottage Terrace, Medindie and 

43 Main North Road, Medindie – more particularly described as: 

 Allotment 98 on Certificate of Title 4059/471; 

 Allotment 99 on Certificate of Title 4059/472; 

 Allotment 8 on Certificate of Title 4071/378; 

 Allotment 15 on Certificate of Title 4120/868; 

 Allotment 7 on Certificate of Title 4003/468; 

 Allotment 3 on Certificate of Title 4173/283; and  

 Allotment 2 on Certificate of Title 4173/282. 

The contiguous subject land comprises an area of approximately 7,300 square metres located on the 



 

southern side of the signalised intersection of Nottage Terrace and Main North Road and is currently 

zoned Suburban Business and Established Neighbourhood and is subject to a number of Overlays 

and Technical Numeric Variations (TNVs). 

The amendment seeks to zone the affected area as Urban Corridor (Business) which is the same 

zone on the north western side of Main North Road located on the intersection. 

With respect to Overlays, the EPA understands the following is proposed: 

 Retain the following Overlays to the Affected Area: 

o Aircraft Noise Exposure (ANEF 20) Overlay; 

o Airport Building Heights (Regulated) Overlay – All structures over 45 metres; 

o Advertising Near Signalised Intersections Overlay; 

o Future Road Widening Overlay; 

o Hazards (Flooding - Evidence Required) Overlay; 

o Major Urban Transport Routes Overlay; 

o Prescribed Wells Area Overlay; 

o Regulated and Significant Tree Overlay; and 

o Traffic Generating Development Overlay. 

 

 Remove the following Overlays from the Affected Area: 

o Historic Area Overlay (Medindie Historic Area Statement (Walk2)); 

o Stormwater Management Overlay; and; 

o Urban Tree Canopy Overlay 

 

 Apply the following Overlays to the Affected Area: 

o Affordable Housing Overlay; 

o Design Overlay; and 

o Noise and Air Emission Overlay. 

 

Noise & Air Quality 

Given that the Noise and Air Emission Overlay is proposed to be applied to the affected area, the 

EPA notes that during its submissions on the Planning and Design Code that the Noise and Air 

Emissions Overlays appeared to coincide with what was contained in the now superseded 

Development Plans under the Development Act 1993.  DPTI’s Technical Information Sheet 08: Noise 

and Air Emissions – Overlay 3 outlined the areas where the Overlay was intended to be applied to. 

South of the Nottage Terrace intersection, Main North Road is a “Type A” road, and north of the 

intersection it is a “Type B” road. Therefore, the application of the Noise and Air Emissions Overlay is 

supported in order to ensure new noise sensitive developments are sited and constructed to 

appropriately mitigate road traffic noise. 



 

Site Contamination 

The EPA understands that the affected area has been the subject of Preliminary Site Investigation 

report. The report titled ‘Preliminary Site Investigation (PSI) + Targeted Soil Investigations’ from Mud 

Environmental dated 2 August 2021 has been included in the investigations associated with the 

proposed amendment. The PSI notes there have been a number of Class 1 and 2 Activities that have 

occurred on and or near the affected area with reference to Practice Direction 14 - Site 

Contamination Assessment 2021. 

Collectively, the Planning, Development and Infrastructure (General) Regulations 2017, Practice 

Direction 14 - Site Contamination Assessment 2021 and the Planning and Design Code contain 

processes for site contamination assessment when land use changes to a more sensitive use. Any 

future development applications at the affected area will be subject to the site contamination 

assessment scheme provisions.  

The EPA does not oppose the rezoning on site contamination grounds. 

Conclusion 

The EPA considers that the amendment demonstrates that rezoning of the affected area from 

Suburban Business and Established Neighbourhood to Urban Corridor (Business) is appropriate. 

The EPA has no further comment to make on the proposed Zone or Overlays. 

For further information on this matter, please contact Robert de Zeeuw on or 

 

Yours sincerely 

James Cother 

PRINCIPAL ADVISER, PLANNING POLICY & PROJECTS 

ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION AUTHORITY 

16 September 2021 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Tuesday, 7 September 2021 10:29 AM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  James 
Family name:  Franklin 
Organisation:   

Email address: 
Phone number

Comments:  

As a resident on Walkerville, I strongly support the rezoning of the subject site to this proposal. The 
rezoning will strongly activate what is surely one of the busiest intersections in SA, and a significant 
'front door' to interstate travellers entering the CBD area. The intersection has reached a point where 
single residential homes should no longer be in existence, with high brick and brush fences making the 
corner look empty and void of all interaction with a high volume transport corridor. The site is perfect 
for apartments, office and small retail/bar. 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to 
proponent 
email:  

info@futureurban.com.au 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Friday, 3 September 2021 2:42 PM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  Jeremy 
Family name:  Caldwell 
Organisation:   

Email address:  
Phone number:  

Comments:  It would be great to one day have a welcoming building on this significant site that is the 
gateway to Adelaide 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to proponent 
email:  info@futureurban.com.au 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Tuesday, 14 September 2021 1:42 PM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  Jochi 
Family name:  Maker 
Organisation:   

Email address:  
Phone number:  

Comments:  
Finally some proactive action on redeveloping and rejuvenating what is a tired site at Scotty’s 
Corner. It makes no sense for a nice site to be still zoned the way it is compared to immediately 
across the road. About time! 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to 
proponent email:  info@futureurban.com.au 

 



1

From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Wednesday, 15 September 2021 10:14 PM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  John 
Family name:  Lewis 
Organisation:  None 
Email address:  
Phone number: 

Comments:  

This site is ready for rezoning. It would revitalise this corner area and provide medium density 
residential with good access to public transport into the CBD and also to the suburbs away from the 
city. It has good access to the Parklands that provide an amenity for occupants. The benefits of 
rezoning and redevelopment outweigh the concerns that may be expressed by local residents. 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to 
proponent 
email:  

info@futureurban.com.au 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Saturday, 11 September 2021 2:48 PM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  Marg 
Family name:  Hill 
Organisation:   

Email address:  
Phone number:  

Comments:  
I have NO objection to the proposed rejoining of Scotty’s Corner. The area needs development and is 
an eyesore. However, I feel any new plan would need to consider the general effect on nearby 
housing and provision of green space. 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to 
proponent email: info@futureurban.com.au 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Tuesday, 14 September 2021 10:29 AM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  michael 
Family name:  croser 
Organisation:   

Email address:  
Phone number:  

Comments:  This site is an eyesore and redevelopment would be great for a prominent entrance to the city 
of Adelaide. 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to proponent 
email:  info@futureurban.com.au 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Friday, 3 September 2021 12:30 PM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  ralph 
Family name:  bryant 
Organisation:   

Email address:  
Phone number:  

Comments:  

I agree with the proposal to amend the zoning of the site to accommodate a mixed use multi-story 
site. I have been a resident within prospect and surrounding areas for many years and believe the area 
needs some vibrancy. The area has always looked tired and needs some fresh life put into the area. 
There are no cafes, bars, restaurants and next to no offices in the Medindie area. I believe we should 
have some new development on not just this corner, but the rest of the Main North Road Medindie 
precinct, rather than let it sit aged and empty in an area next to North Adelaide and the CBD. 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to 
proponent 
email:  

info@futureurban.com.au 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Thursday, 9 September 2021 2:44 PM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  Reece 
Family name:  Boroughs 
Organisation:   

Email address:  
Phone number:  

Comments:  I am in favour of the proposed rezoning of Scotty's Corner. The proposal will enable future 
development in the area, assisting with job creation and will enhance the community of the area. 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to proponent 
email:  info@futureurban.com.au 

 



1

From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Friday, 3 September 2021 12:10 PM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  Rhyce 
Family name:  Scott 
Organisation:  CBRE 
Email address:  
Phone number:  

Comments:  All for it. Will create jobs and move Adelaide into the future. We should be supporting 
development! 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to proponent 
email:  info@futureurban.com.au 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Monday, 6 September 2021 9:09 AM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  Stuart 
Family name:  Angas 
Organisation:   

Email address:  
Phone number:  

Comments:  

As a North Adelaide property owner I am in favour of this code ammedment for Scotty Corner. We 
need to encourage good development that keeps the area moving forward in a positive manner. 
Population growth and increased traffic are going to occur regardless so zoning changes need to occur 
to allow property to be developed in line with changing requirements. 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to 
proponent 
email:  

info@futureurban.com.au 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Friday, 3 September 2021 12:01 PM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  Thomas 
Family name:  Cooper 
Organisation:   

Email address:  
Phone number:  
Comments:  Very supportive of development in the area. We need to see progress to create jobs. 
Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to proponent email: info@futureurban.com.au 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Tuesday, 7 September 2021 2:37 PM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  ben 
Family name:  mellows 
Organisation:   

Email address:  
Phone number:  
Comments:  
Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to proponent email: info@futureurban.com.au 
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From: David Kilne
Sent: Wednesday, 25 August 2021 12:01 PM
To: info
Subject: Scotty's Corner

SCOTTY?S CORNER AMENDMENT CODE 

Prospect Local History Group wishes to comment on the proposed Code Amendment for the Scotty?s Corner 
in Medindie. 
 
Our major areas of concern are:  

 Proposed increases in height limits  
 Removal of the Medindie Heritage Zone and transition to a Heritage Areas Overlay  
 Impact on development in nearby area of City of Prospect  

We are very concerned about the proposed increase in height limits to seven storeys. This is at odds with the 
generally low rise character of Main North Rd and the adjacent housing areas. In contrast, City of Prospect 
allows a maximum of five storeys on Main North Rd. Consistency should be applied to ensure continuity of 
streetscape and usage. 
 
Heritage Zones provide a measure of protection for our valued heritage area, ensuring our traditional stock of 
fine old dwellings is preserved for future generations and preventing inappropriate development. We have 
been unable to discover exactly what a Heritage Area Overlay is and what type or level of protection it offers. 
This must be elaborated in much greater detail before we would be able to support this change. 
 
If the re-zoning is approved, then the precedent will be set for an increase in height, density and usage on the 
western side of Main North Rd, opposite Medindie, and could also impact on Medindie Gardens, which is 
another traditionally low density suburb of the early twentieth century. 
 
In all, more elaboration and reassurance is required before we could lend our support to this proposal. 
 
Regards, 
David Kilner 
  
 

Dr David Kilner 
Convener 
Prospect Local History Group 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Friday, 17 September 2021 4:45 PM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  Malcolm 
Family name:  Cochran 
Organisation:  None 
Email address:  
Phone number:

Comments:  

Develop the site for High Density Living - include Social Housing Include GENEROUS garden **ONLY 
give vehicle access/egress to the North-West.** (The little roads to the south are incompatible with 
ANY increase in traffic). NB: Access/egress to the North becomes State Govt responsibility. If it permits 
a big development, it must face its responsibilities. 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to 
proponent 
email:  

info@futureurban.com.au 
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Attn: Emily Nankivell 

“Scotty’s Corner” Code Amendment 

Future Urban 

Level 1 / 74 Pirie Street 

ADELAIDE SA  5000 

 

Dear Emily, 

Re: Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment  

 

I refer to your letter dated 6 August 20201 seeking our comments on the above Code 

Amendment and wish to advise the following: 

 

SA Water currently provides water and sewerage services to the area subject the above code 

amendment. Water and sewer networks augmentation may be required should the proposed 

rezoning generate an increase in demands.  

 

The extent of the augmentation works (if required) will be dependent on the final scope and 

layout of the future developments and will be required to comply with the SA Water Technical 

Standards including those for the minimum pipe sizing (refer to 2nd paragraph of the “Provision 

of Infrastructure” section on page 2). This advice should be provided to prospective 

developers. 

 

Our general comments in respect to new developments or redevelopments are provided 

below. 

 

SA Water Planning  

• SA Water undertakes water security and infrastructure planning that considers the longer 

term strategic direction for a system. That planning seeks to develop a framework that 

ensures resources and infrastructure are managed efficiently and have the capacity to 

meet customer requirements into the future. The information contained in the Code 

Amendment document regarding future re-zoning and land development will be 

incorporated in SA Water’s planning process. 

 

Protection of Source Water   

• Development/s shall have no deleterious effects on the quality or quantity of source 

water, or the natural environments that rely on this water.  In particular, the following 

conditions shall apply: 

- Landfill shall be outside of Water Protection Zones; 

- Landfill area to include leachate collection facilities; 

- Effluent disposal systems (including leach drains) to be designed and located to 

prevent contamination of groundwater; and 

- Industry must be located in appropriate areas, with safeguards to ensure wastewater 

can be satisfactorily treated or removed from the site 

• Development shall avoid or minimise erosion.  

• Development shall not dam, interfere, or obstruct a watercourse 



 

 

 

• The Natural Resources Management Act 2004 includes wide ranging powers over 

source water quantity issues. The Department for Environment and Water should be 

consulted, if in doubt, over compliance with this Act. Source water quality issues are 

addressed by the Environment Protection Authority through the Environment Protection 

Act 1993. 

 

Provision of Infrastructure 

 

• All applications for connections needing an extension to SA Water’s water/wastewater 

networks will be assessed on their individual commercial merits. Where more than one 

development is involved, one option may be for SA Water to establish an 

augmentation charge for that area which will also be assessed on commercial merits 

• SA Water has requirements associated with commercial and multi-storey developments 

as outlined below: 

- Multi-storey developments:  For buildings with 5 stories and above, a minimum of 

DN150 water main size is required. For buildings with 8 stories and above, a minimum 

of DN 200 water main size is required. 

- Commercial/Industrial developments:  A minimum of DN 225 receiving main size is 

required for sewer and a minimum DN 150 main size for water. 

 

Trade Waste Discharge Agreements 

 

• Any proposed industrial or commercial developments that are connected to SA 

Water’s wastewater infrastructure will be required to seek authorisation to permit the 

discharge of trade waste to the wastewater network. Industrial and large dischargers 

may be liable for quality and quantity loading charges. The link to SA Water’s Trade 

Waste website page is attached for your information: Trade Waste Guidelines and Fact 

Sheets 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment. Please 

contact Peter Iliescu, Engineer, Systems Planning Wastewater on telephone (08) 7424 1130 or 

email peter.iliescu@sawater.com.au in the first instance should you have further queries 

regarding the above matter. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

per Matt Minagall 

Senior Manager, Customer Growth 

Phone: 

Email: 

 

https://www.sawater.com.au/my-business/trade-waste/trade-waste-management/trade-waste-guidelines-and-fact-sheets
https://www.sawater.com.au/my-business/trade-waste/trade-waste-management/trade-waste-guidelines-and-fact-sheets
mailto:peter.iliescu@sawater.com.au
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Sunday, 5 September 2021 12:08 PM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  Michael 
Family name:  Harvey 
Organisation:   

Email address:  
Phone number:  
Comments:  
Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to proponent email: info@futureurban.com.au 
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I find it sad that it is proposed this landmark icon from this location...Ever since I was a child 
Scotty has greeted motorists and passengers entering the northern ' gate' of the city...there's 
just something very welcoming about his presence. 
 
If he really has to go from there and can't be incorporated into the new design, I would firmly 
hope that he be re-installed elsewhere.Strathalbyn, being a very Scottish heritage town, is one 
possibility...or perhaps, on the banks of the Torrens...Pinky Flat .. 
Rymill Park...by the lake ..? 

I do not feel rezoning this location would be effective for the area. Firstly if rezoned, the 
potential for a building to be up to 7 levels high at this location would not only be an eyesore 
but impractical given the density of residential housing around it. Even with upcoming 
development at the intersection it would be harder for traffic and flow if there was more than 
one business on this location and if there was any need for an increase in traffic.  
 
Scotty's is deemed the first big 'thing' in Aus and to loose this would be to loose a part of 
Adelaide's heritage, character and charm.  
 
A really unique and special aspect of Adelaide is how open and welcoming our city skirt is, 
filling it with taller CBD style buildings will detract from that.  

rezoning would be great, just not to 7 stories. 3-4 storey of medium density development 
would be perfect  

We believe that  apart from the statue - the rest is a slur to the area 
Presumably the statue can be retained as part of any new Building concept to keep the 
"historic character"  
Apart from that - the rest should go ! 
Adelaide should be a progressive city and not restricted by the comments of a few 
Adelaide should be supporting the growth of the inner City suburbs - benefits of Employment 
/ local spending etc An upgrade to Scotty corner will improve the area 
We do not think traffic is an issue as presumably access will be via main roads which are 
already being upgraded for higher capacity   
We cannot see where there would be any loss of open space as most is cemented carparks / 
buildings now - where is the loss 
Only a few propertires would be affected by additional shadowing - as already affected by the 
2 storey complex now 
If the higher structure is closest to Nottage terrace  - I expect there to be minimal shadowing 
impact 
 
The above commnts also apply to the degrading Car lots on North East Road - which should 
also be developed for urban living 
 
FULL SUPPORT for the development and growth of residential living in the Medindie area 
 
I hope these comments assist  
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Dear Rachel, 
Thank  you for reaching out regarding the proposed development.  
 
I completely support the rezoning and potential to build up to 7 storeys on the Scotty's Motel 
site.  
 
The old motel is a terrible eyesore and to be fair a horrible position on the corner of two main 
roads. Increasing the height limit on this site and all along the Medindie section of Main North 
Rd will actually help protect the suburb from noise by creating a barrier.  
 
I would support rezoning and development along Nottage Tce, Northcote Tce and Main North 
Rd. 
 
We do not want a repeat of the old LeCornu site in North Adelaide where these large parcels 
of land are left vacant for years. 7 storeys is very reasonable and will help gentrification along 
the urban corridors with mixed use. Moreover it will increase amenity in the suburb - there 
are currently no cafes or restaurants in the suburb. 
 
FYI I have no conflict of interest. I am not a developer. I do not own any land along these 
corridors. I am a surgeon who sees a good opportunity for the suburb and community I live in. 

Fully support it. The Motel is currently occupied as a half way house for criminals re-entering 
society and is basically a drug den.  It's not safe in the streets around the Motel. The place 
should be bulldozed immediately. Keep 'Scotty' somewhere for sentimental value and create 
a decent development on the land. 

My mains concerns are: overshadowing, increased traffic into Da Costa Ave, the building being 
too high. I would prefer the space to be turned into a dog park or nursery to complete with 
the pollution on Main North Road.  

As a long standing resident of Medindie, over 20 years, I am extremely concerned about this 
potential development. I believe it will cause additional traffic, a potential loss of historic 
character and open space as well as causing overshadowing to a number or properties. 
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Thank you for this opportunity Rachel. 
 
As family residents of Medindie we are strongly opposed to the proposed re-
zoning of Scotty’s corner. 
 
Allowing a high rise here will be condemning a whole generation of children to not being able 
to play in their own backyards, swim in their pool, shoot some hoops, without having to worry 
about the piercing, unrelenting scrutiny of strangers peering down on them from high above 
the menacing castle next door. Even a visit into the kitchen, sitting down to watch TV will be 
impossible without the constant and intolerable tension of strangers stripping away the calm 
privacy that ought otherwise prevail, tearing a hole in the fabric of our neighbourhood.  
 
If the State Commission and Assessment Panel approves the re-zoning it is inevitable that the 
remainder of like sites in the suburb will also fall to this fate, noting in particular that the re-
zoning includes x2 residential dwellings. Medindie will be at risk of becoming an island 
bounded by high rises. This is entirely inappropriate noting there are no public open spaces in 
the suburb, other than a park bench at Hawkers Reserve. the closest playground is a 20 
minute walk away (Glover in Nth Adelaide) across major intersections. High rise high density 
living in Medindie will creates an unsustainable burden on traffic flows and utilities- the 
necessary infrastructure is simply not there.  The Town of Walkerville only recently 
implemented a traffic study 
(https://www.walkerville.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0028/806833/Medindie-
Transport-and-Parking-Plan.pdf) which would be obsolete in the context of high density living 
along MRN/Nottage and the additional volume along the rat run routes of Dutton, Hawkers, 
Elm, Victoria, etc.  
 
The proposed re-zoning must be strongly opposed immediately, firmly and unconditionally. 
 
I note we have separately written to you previously in respect of this matter copying you into 
correspondence with Hon Vicki Champan MP. 
 
Thank you for your kind attention to this issue. 

I do have concerns about 7 storeys on Main North Road given the loss of historic character.  
However of more concern is that the other main roads (Nottage Terrace and Northcote 
Terrace) could also have similar 7 storey developments.  I would be extremely concerned if 
this occurred. 

We have concerns over the proposed 7 storey development of Scotty’s Motel corner. On the 
basis of the scale being grossly out of proportion with the area, over-density of a 7 storey 
development site and increased congestion on Nottage and Main North Corner. Also concerns 
over future over-shadowing to neighbouring residents in the area and  loss of character to the 
area (many nearby homes are located in Historic conservation areas)  
3 storeys maximum seems a reasonable compromise to develop the site.  
We strongly oppose the proposed 7 storey development of Scotty’s Motel corner.  
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For the avoidance of doubt, we are strongly opposed to this re-zoning application. 
 
Clearly the impact of the Rezoning has a much greater affect on the broader community 
within the suburb. The broader area is materially affected as this site (and the other boundary 
sites along Main North Road) will restrict future expansion options for intersection 
improvements, stress utility services, eliminating public open spaces and result in needlessly 
heavy traffic. 
 
We note with concern that the Scotty's Corner re-zoning proposal also includes rezoning of 
current dwellings. Assuming it is approved, it is inevitable that the remaining commercial 
(Suburban Business) sites on Main North Road and the at the crn of Robe and Northcote 
Terraces will also be rezoned to accommodate 7 storey developments. In addition, it will set a 
precedent for the inevitable amalgamation of other residential dwellings all along the 
boundary roads of Medindie and inner Medindie to high rises. This is a real and present 
possibility noting the suburb will ultimately be no different that Fullarton or Parkside. This is 
wholly inappropriate noting that Medindie should properly be recognised as a Historic 
Conservation area with developments complimentary, not completely destructive, to the 
constitution of the suburb. 
 
The proposal appears to not only ignore the impact on the nearby community but to also 
undermine the intention of the current $19M being spent to improve congestion at this 
intersection. This is therefore also a matter for the Commonwealth, as this project received 
significant Federal funding.  
 
In addition, the following factors must be considered: 
 
- on street parking in the suburb has already been restricted due to current levels of activity - 
Many residents have noted that the Council only recently implemented a traffic study (here) 
which would be obsolete in the context of high density living along MRN/Nottage and the 
additional volume along the rat run routes of Dutton, Hawkers, Elm, Victoria, etc. 
- There is no public open space to support high rises in the suburb -  the nearest playground is 
Glover North Adelaide, a 20 minute walk across two major roads; 
any underground development will have to contend with the high water table and 
consequent hydrological impact on adjacent properties; 
- the loss of light and privacy to current residents and consequent devaluation of property 
values. 
 
Medindie acts as a buffer zone to the urban wildlife corridor that the Adelaide City Council has 
created with the parklands which surround the city and this wildlife corridor is worth both 
protecting and preserving.  This network of green spaces provide sanctuary not only for bird 
life but for skinks and native lizards etc.  Building highrise density living on the outskirts of 
Medindie will significantly impact the health of this corridor as well as aesthetically detract 
from the character of the suburb, also changing the interface for the entrance to the city.   
 
The deterioration of this area by allowing multi-storey developments will significantly detract 
away from the gateway to the CBD famously known for its iconic parklands and noted recently 
by the Economist as the most livable city in Australia. 
 
Residents can only trust that governments will take their social responsibilities seriously and 
work with Councils to maintain the existing character of the city as a whole.  We believe such 
developments on the outskirts of Medindie may be short term financial gain for the very few 
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at the expense of the vast majority . 
 
It is imperative that as custodians of the area, the skateboards should be maintaining this 
iconic and historical character suburb "as is" for generations to come.   Privacy in one's own 
home and backyard is pivitol to general health and wellbeing. 
  

I am concerned about this development and any further developments as it could open the 
floodgates to more from developers who want to create value from the address! 

No problem with refining however height should be kept to three or 4 levels. This is 
substantially an area with large format single story or 2 story properties no overshadowing 
should be allowed and the planning should be consistent with the existing amenities  

In addition to the concerns raised regarding potential overshadowing, traffic concerns and 
potential loss of open space  - as one of the properties directly adjacent to site seeking 
rezoning - I'm concerned about the potential loss of privacy for our young family when using 
our backyard and possible parking issues if the high density buildings do eventuate.  

There is no need for a new development at Scotty’s Motel. There aren’t any amenities for 
large scale accommodation, such as coffee shops, restaurants or stores in the area. The 
housing prices will go down with a multistory building looking into the backyards of the 
residents of Medindie. My house is behind the motel, so if they expand, people will be able to 
see directly into my yard. It’s a lovely area and suburb with a very high median house price 
that is known for its old historical houses. My house has been standing for over 100 years and 
I don’t want it’s beauty tainted by an eyesore. 

I think that it is way to high and the rezoning would be detrimental to the residents 
throughout the whole suburb.  Those main roads are incredibly busy all the time so any excess 
driveways and lots of additional residents would slow down this thoroughfare and cause 
accidents.  People would looks for options through the backstreets.  Medindie is a tiny suburb 
and we already get heaps of traffic from having a school in there and people taking short cuts 
throughout.  It would absolutely ruin the feel of this beautiful suburb, where we all pay a lot 
of rates, if we then had hundreds of people living right on top of us and trying to find their 
way in and out.  We are not a high density area and should be protected from changes that 
ruin the feel of the suburb we have chosen to live in. 

three stories is to high for medindie why go more  
the house two doors down had to keep the front as is in a rebuild .and i can not see any one 
being allowed to go three stories let alone 5 or 7 being allowed 
the area is manly old homes and a factory of seven stories simply does not fit on this site .also 
how is evey one going to get out and into any were in medindie  
its difficult to get onto any of the main roads know  
surrounding medindie with tall building is short sited and just reduce the pleasures of this 
little area  

I have concerns that this proposed development is not in keeping with the character of 
Medindie  
No infrastructure has been developed to accommodate the increased traffic and residents 
that such a development would require. 



Appendix: Responses received to survey conducted on the proposed re-zoning. 
 

6 
 

My concern is similar to those already raised by others. 
Additional concern is the extra stress on the existing infrastructure ie roads, sewerage, 
stormwater and increased traffics not only from the Develpoment itself but from other 
accessing it. Thank you. 

I object to the proposal to build a 7 level complex on the site. This will encroach on the privacy 
of local residents and cast a long shadow over adjacent properties and loom over the entire 
neighbourhood. The intention of rezoning two residential properties on Nottage Terrace is 
neither justified nor appropriate. Nottage Terrace is entirely 1-2 storey residential, not 
commercial. 
 
Amenities are not suitable. The local public school is already at full capacity; there is no 
additional local parking capacity; the proposal of underground car parking will interfere with 
the water table, which is less than 1m below the surface at times during the year; the nearest 
playground is the Glover Playground 20 minutes walk away across major roads; and the 
impact on traffic will be detrimental, increasing congestion for every driver and negating the 
benefit and waste the $19M of state and federal funds and demonstrating a significant lack of 
planning and integration of development.  
 
I am not opposed to the development of the site but it should be within the existing 
development code which I believe allows for up to 3 levels.  
 
I trust that you will represent the views of the residents and your constituency and publicly 
join in objecting to this proposal. The common sense of deep concern regarding this issue 
amongst the community is very strong. 

My opinion about the development would be the same as others in Tennyson street!!! 
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I am strongly opposed to the rezoning of Scotty's Motel. The existing regulations are 
adequate, and developers should comply with them. 
I say this because: 
1. Scotty's Corner re-zoning proposal also includes the rezoning of current dwellings. If this 
were to be approved, it is inevitable that the remaining commercial (Suburban Business) sites 
on Main North Road and the corner of Robe and Northcote Terraces will also be rezoned to 
accommodate 7 story developments. In addition, it will set a precedent for the inevitable 
amalgamation of other residential dwellings all along the boundary roads of Medindie and 
inner Medindie to high rises. This is a real and present possibility noting the suburb will 
ultimately be no different than Fullarton or Parkside. This is wholly inappropriate noting that 
Medindie should properly be recognised as a Historic Conservation area with developments 
complimentary, not completely destructive to the constitution of the suburb. 
2. The proposal undermines the intention of the current $19M being spent to improve 
congestion and reduce accidents at this intersection. This is therefore also a matter for the 
Commonwealth, as this project received significant Federal funding. 
3. There is no public open space to support high rises in the suburb - the nearest playground is 
Walkerville Oval, a 15-minute walk, or Glover North Adelaide, a 20-minute walk, both need 
children to cross major roads. 
4. Any underground development will have to contend with the high water table and 
consequent hydrological impact on adjacent properties. 
5. Medindie acts as a buffer zone to the urban wildlife corridor that the Adelaide City Council 
has created with the parklands which surround the city and this wildlife corridor is worth both 
protecting and preserving. This network of green spaces provides sanctuary not only for 
birdlife but for skinks and native lizards etc. Building high-rise density living on the outskirts of 
Medindie will significantly impact the health of this corridor. 
6. Multi-storey developments will significantly detract from the character of the suburb, and 
detract from the gateway to the CBD famously known for its iconic parklands and noted 
recently by the Economist as the most liveable city in Australia 
7. Residents can only trust that governments will take their social responsibilities seriously 
and work with Councils to maintain the existing character of the city as a whole. It’s troubling 
that developments on the outskirts of Medindie may be a short-term financial gain for the 
very few at the expense of the vast majority. 
8. As custodians of the area, it is imperative that the stakeholders should be maintaining this 
iconic and historical character suburb "as is" for generations to come. 
9. High-density high-rise living in the suburb will have a material adverse impact on the 
immediate neighbourhood in terms of privacy and quality of life. The loss of light and privacy 
to current residents and consequent devaluation of property values. 
10. Privacy in one's own home and the backyard is pivotal to general health and wellbeing. 
11. On-street parking in the suburb has already been restricted due to current levels of 
activity. The Council only recently implemented a traffic study which would be obsolete in the 
context of high density living along MRN/Nottage and the additional volume along the rat run 
routes of Dutton, Hawkers, Elm, Victoria, etc. 

The changes to re-zoning will create a precedent for future development along that traffic 
corridor. With the volume traffic passing that site daily, access and egress would be a 
significant hazard to motorists using that busy intersection. With the current roadworks to 
improve the traffic flow, this development would tend to negate any gains to improve that 
flow  

I am for the re zoning.  Permitting 7 storey buildings and creating a business precinct is good 
for the current graveyard of empty car yards and closed business. It will revitalise the area. 
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It will overlook/over-shadow neighbouring residents, create more traffic congestion and pave 
the way for other 7 storey buildings along the local corridor roads, changing the nature and 
character of a lovely suburb, making it less liveable, more stressful and less enjoyable.  

If this is permitted, I'm concerned it will detrimentally change the character of the 
neighbourhood and may open the flood gates to other developments in excess of 3 storeys 
along Main North Road between Scotty's and Robe Tce. 

I think that the rezoning proposal is quite out of character for Medindie. The current Scotty's 
Corner is an amusing and iconic two storey vignette on the way into town.  To replace it with 
a seven storey development is wildly out of scale.  I live in a two storey house on Dutton 
Terrace, and we are a landmark because of our height.  Can you imagine seven storeys? 
And of course, is this the thin end of the wedge? If Scotty's is allowed then presumably the 
entire strip of *single* storey car yards would become fair game for seven storey 
development. 

7 building levels is too high, particularly on that site: 
     It will create an overcrowded corner. That corner is quite a small area and even a single 
building  of that height in that corner will create a feeling of crowding.  Should more buildings 
of that height eventuate, that corner will feel claustrophobic. 
     It will generate a large amount of traffic which that corner cannot cope with.   Whilst there 
is an upgrade in progress, the upgrade will only improve the traffic situation for the current 
levels, rather than providing for the additional traffic that will be generated  
     It will set a dangerous precedent.  We can all see what has happened on Churchill Road 
with the high density hosing that has been allowed.  The best that can be said about it is that 
it is unattractive. 
     Additional housing created in a single building of that size will put enormous pressure on 
current facilities - schools, roads, shopping centre parking etc. Should additional buildings be 
allowed under the precedent that it sets, these local facilities will simply not cope.  

I don’t believe re-zoning of the Scotty’s corner site is appropriate given the historic character 
of the suburb and the potential traffic issues as result would result in an undesirable outcome 
for the residents of Medindie and surrounding suburbs.  

Our family of four adults share the collective view that high rise and high density is not only 
out of character with this suburb, it severely impacts the right to quiet amenity for various 
long term stakeholders such as residents, students, parents and staff of Wilderness.  Rezoning 
along Main North Road will further create a pinch point for an already congested section of 
the road. Traffic is a major concern for the suburbs residents & students, and this would 
exacerbate that concern. We have an opportunity to encourage creative, long term, 
aesthetically pleasing development for what could be an amazing  gateway to the city from 
Scotty's corner through to Robe Terrace and we shouldn't waste that opportunity with ill 
conceived infill housing developments.     
 
We recognise the importance of commercially viable development but those seeking to 
rezone along Medindie's boundaries is exploitative, opportunistic and sets a dangerous 
precedent to developers who are not invested in the well being of this local community. It's 
clear that developers are preying on governments fear of housing shortages in the future - 
don't fall victim.  After watching the misfortunes of interstate high rise residents thoughout 
the pandemic, we suspect many South Australians would prefer housing solutions that do not 
encompass high-rise anyway. It's time to think smarter on this front. Moreover, don't allow 
these development applications to continually be put up; it's not fair to locals and potential 
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home buyers who risk having their hard earned houses devalued. Developers should be made 
to accept the planning laws that have been in place and widely accepted.  
 
Many of us see this as something that will affect our vote so we urge you to strongly oppose 
rezoning and encourage you to hold firm on the existing guidelines.   

Big Scotty MUST STAY , the fest must be demolished and rebuild.......although the attraction  
and historical draw card of the new development......will be obviously revolved around .... The 

Story of Big Scotty.  ( pending whomever holds the current deeds ). 👁 

Didn’t know there was any proposal. Would like to be kept in the loop. 

As outlined in the letter sent to the Deputy Premier and Minister for Planning which we 
copied to you We are opposed to the rezoning Urban Corridor Business Zone. It will cause 
increased traffic congestion and privacy issues to adjoining property owners. There are 
insufficient utilities in Medindie to support high density building. Real concerns that this will 
set a precedent for Main North Rd Northcote and high density along these corridors. The 
zoning should stay as it is. Not opposed to development but no more than the current 3 
stories.  

The proposal to amend the Planning and Design Code ( the Code) contains information in 
support of amendments to the zones to Urban Corridor ( Business) which allows building up 
to 7 (seven) stories.We believe this is too high and should be retained at its current level of 
three stories, with no amendment to the zones. 
If the code were changed and a 7 story building was erected this would cause the following : 
a) A large show over our property which would prevent many plants on our property from 
flowering and stunt their growth. 
b) This would give residents of such a building a chance to look to the south over my back 
yard, take away my privacy, give a feeling of somebody looking over my shoulder;lder, 
denying sunlight to the solar panels on my roof and materially rob the value of our property  
c) It would negate the current roadworks which are designed to open up and make safer and 
speedier the intersection at Nottage Terrace and Main North Road because vehicles of 
residents, visitors and shoppers would be attempting to enter and exit from the site 
d) the view from homes in Medindie would see this tower and upset the quiet residential 
character of the area in which we live. 
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I agree with the residents view "that we are we are strongly opposed to the rezoning of 
Scotty's Motel. The existing regulations are adequate and there should be no change to 
zoning rules." Quote from email received 30/7/2021. I include residential blocks also in this 
rezoning.  
 
I am exceedingly disappointed that Vicky didn't consult Rachel prior to "the process is one 
where as the Planning Minister to have a change of the rules, which is what we’re talking 
about here, first of all I have to give permission for that to go out to public consultation" 
Quote from 5aa transcript. It demonstrates a dysfunction party, that won't cross-consult or 
even inform each other before or after giving permission. It is now causing residents 
(including me) stress, cost (the residents have created a fighting fund), and a lot of time and 
effort to provide our view that our representative should have already have been aware. Lucy 
seems to be on the ball with earier involvement, engagement and action.  
 
Concerns (to spell them out): 
- side street traffic. 
- side street parking.  
- residential block shadowing. 
- lack of privacy. 
- Main North Rd congestion.  
- Nottage Tce congestion.  
- Residential block been rezoned.  
- residential block facing Tennyson been turned into a driveway.  
- increase in crime. 
- increase in walk through traffic. 
- light pollution emanating from the building. 
- further developments seeking re-zoning along Main Nth Rd/Dutton/Robe/North gate 
 
Questions: 
Are council residential parking permits allowed for residents whom don't live on a street, but 
have no parking on their street? 
Will this be sorted/advised before approval is given to rezone? 
 
Is cross traffic management going to be planned/advised before approval to rezoned?  
 
What protection will be in place to ensure a residential block facing Tennyson can't be used as 
a driveway to the Nottage facing blocks? 
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This is a large commercial development not in keeping with the nature of the residential 
suburb. A development should by definition add value and beauty to an area, rather than 
detract from it.  
Medindie contains many heritage listed houses and is of historical value, contributing to the 
old world charm of Adelaide. High density high rise buildings are not in keeping with the 
nature of the suburb. 
 
The proposal includes inappropriate rezoning of the 2 private house sites on Nottage Tce.  
If this proposal proceeds, it creates a precedence for all suburbs in the area (or in all areas) to 
be ringed by looming multistorey buildings, replacing residential sites and creating ugly 
crowded traffic corridors. This looks like crowded Sydney, not like beautiful Adelaide. 
  
Walkerville Council in 2019 limited even the height of the narrow Scottys figure to max 3 
stories (see their minutes on record).   
 
The tall structure would cause shadowing of houses close by, and erode privacy to those 
houses.  
A large residential capacity on that corner will also increase fast traffic through the centre of 
Medindie along Dutton Tce from NE Rd to Main Nth Rd so as to end up on the correct side of 
the road to pull into the corner complex.  Young school children walk through the suburb 
every day, to Wilderness school. Increasing fast traffic in the area is likely to result in injury 
and death.  
 
The traffic flow along Nottage Terrace has very markedly increased in the last few years. 
Creating yet more congestion around that corner will be dangerous, with the fast passage of 
cars around the corner.  
 
There is no provision for amenities associated with the development such as reasonable 
parking, and green spaces. 
 
It is disgusting on so many levels that the proposal has been given any oxygen.  The lure of the 
dollar must not trump a livable community.  
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 I DO NOT think the zoning should be changed in Medindie or Medindie Gardens or anywhere 
bordering R1 areas. When residents move in to a high value area, they do so based on the 
zone it is at that time. Properties here have a high buy in and this development will 
significantly affect the investment values. I believe this is ludicrous and no one in a R1 area 
should have to live next to a high rise building that is possible because a zone is changed at a 
whim of greed and Government neglect to its voters.  
 
If the zoning is changed, the R1 zoning in Medindie Gardens becomes a joke. I ask why have it 
at all? Let me also build apartments to maximise my investment.  It does not seem equitable 
to change the zoning for one party which will affect me and my investment and those of my 
neighbours. Also I would question the visibility of process and the integrity of the interested 
parties.  
 
My property and I will be greatly affected by a 7 story building, as proposed, anywhere nearby 
as this will affect the outlook and the privacy  in my own home. Each will be greatly 
compromised. I believe my mental attitude would be greatly affected if it was to go ahead as I 
thrive in a green, open  pleasing environment as most do. This monstrosity would destroy the 
current green open  landscape,  in effect, it will be “raped” by an tower of brick and other 
building products  looming in the sky destroying the visual landscape in my own private 
sanctuary.  
 
This highly regarded location that I live in  is one of the few  areas in Adelaide that does still 
have the historical character intact and it should remain that way and not be destroyed as 
other areas have been in South Australia. I live here for a reason. I thought the government 
was meant to protect people’s interests.  
 
The soon to become even higher  traffic flow on that corner would creat a risk to residents 
exiting and entering the apartments and it would potentially be dangerous for road users if 
cars are entering and exiting in a higher volume that is is now.  Accidents just waiting to 
happen and people’s being killed or injured will be on the increase. 
 
I have lived here for over 30 years and have never been so shocked by a government decision. 
Medindie Gardens is a location of low volume residency mandated by a R1 zoning but this 
zoning change is for high volume residency.  This is not logical or equitable to any exiting 
residents and SHOULD BE STOPPED. 
 
This is a community where long term residences socialise with each other regularly and enjoy 
our  wonderful  lifestyle in a great suburb. We and our community and the beautiful area 
should be protected. 
 
 I would be interested to know your position in this matter.  If I can do anything to support 
you should you decide to work in favour of my beliefs I would be happy to do so. 

Adelaide is generally low rise city and to put a seven story building (potential high rise 
corridor) in what is essentially an R1 zone would seem out of character. 
I operate business at 59 Main North Road and there is very little parking in the area for 
employees and clients. I do not know what the parking arrangements are for the development 
but I do believe that there will be increased parking in the streets around as people visit. 
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I drive around that corner nearly every day.  Any time a care wants to turn into a residential 
street of course there is a hold up of traffic, but I can't imagine having businesses that have 
multiple cars coming and going off and into Nottage Terrace.  Apart from Scotty's Motel, the 
whole street is residential and I would not want to be one of those living in the street with the 
uncertainty of rezoning.  Not fair for those that live directly behind or next to Scotty's corner 
either, with overshadowing and loss of privacy with a high rise building.   

Rezoning to 7 storeys is concerning- setting a precedent for others in the suburb to follow, 
loss of historic character, no green space planned to offset large carbon footprint, future 
traffic concerns, lack of parking, potential overshadowing.   

My concern is the precedent of allowing 7 storeys so close to residential zones, and the 
resulting street congestion. This will irreversibly change the character of the area. 

I am in favour of the development however I am aware a few residents on our street believe 
there should be a permanent island on Nottage Terrace at Corbin Rd due to the increased 
traffic so that cars are unable to cross traffic.  It is dangerous and prevents traffic flow. 

This proposal is not in Character with the area and no infrastructure has been put in place to 
cope with the increase in residents that such a proposal will generate  

The site definitely needs redevelopment. Cafe, wine bar, restaurant, lawns etc would fill a 
need at this end of Medindie. A 7 storey development is definitely not in keeping with the 
area and will intrude on neighboring properties. Any commercial development should be 
limited to two stories.  

Considering the residents in Tennyson Street who would have a towering structure at their 
back fence blocking out their winter sunshine and limited privacy, five storey rezoning would 
be unacceptable.  Then theirs car parking and access problems on a very busy main road.   

The proposal is too dominant and overlooks residences at the rear. It will also increase the 
internal traffic in Medindie, as residents from the new project who want to travel north or 
east are forced to turn left out of the project and circulate back through Dutton Terrace. 
Finally, and most importantly, it is not right to allow rezoning of existing single dwelling 
residential allotments to allow high-rise apartments, or even high density strata units, in 
Medindie. This will destroy the existing character of the Suburb and create a precedent where 
all such perimeter houses are rezoned for high rise, or multi dwelling strata developments. 

We are strongly opposed to the rezoning of Scotty’s Corner. There should be no change to 
current zoning. Anything more than 3 stories will change the  beautiful historic character of 
Medindie and cause overshadowing for nearby residents.  
The implications of further rezoning along The Main North Road in the empty car yards is 
devastating for Darling Street residents. We would be overshadowed and the value of our 
properties decimated.  
Alan and Bronwyn Cotton 
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PlanSA have spent a lot of time and money to implement a new Planning and Design Code 
across the entire state of which I am sure they are very proud. We also trust that they have 
implemented zoning regulations that they see as optimal and appropriate for the area they 
are designed to regulate. We consider the current zoning of the Scotty's Motel site and indeed 
the sites along Main North Rd to Robe Tce appropriate given the residential area they adjoin. 
We support NO CHANGE to the current zoing of all main road sites bounding Medindie. As 
PlanSA state in their own Welcome to PlanSA video, the rationale for NO CHANGE is clear ..... 
(the following is wording taken directly from the PlanSA Welcome Video). A change to the 
code will materially affect all of the PlanSA point below. 
- working together with communities to make our state better. 
- make sure that this will always be a great place to live. 
- focus on design that sits well within its context, but also works well, is energy efficient, 
sustainable and safe, and which improves connections between private land and public 
spaces. 
- Planning goes beyond what buildings look like. 
- creating better communal places where we meet and play, including our local streets. 
- Planning is about people and how we live. 
- putting people and communities at the centre of planning policy making. 
- opportunity for more involvement and information up front for you to have input into how 
you want to shape your local community. 
- changing the way planning applications will be assessed ..... more time for planners and 
communities to consider more complex proposals that require input from neighbours. 
- It's important we think beyond housing, about the essential things we depend on, like clean 
water and reliable energy and transport. 
- need to plan infrastructure so we have safe, affordable places with the best services and 
spaces for communities to meet, walk, play sport and live healthy lives. 
- It's how we're making one of the most liveable places in the world even better. 
 
We urge the State Government to keep the longterm vision for a well planned, sustainable, 
Green Adelaide in mind when approving changes to the planning code. Make sure that 
Renewal SA and Dept for Environment are not ignored. We have been named the most 
liveable city in Australia and 3rd most liveable in the world. We should be proud of this and 
continue to work towards maintaining it. Changes to zoning will undermine this vision for our 
city. 

I am against the proposed plan to rezone the Scotty’s Motel site. I am concerned this increase 
the population of our beautiful serene Medindie suburb and ultimately negatively impact land 
value.  

My family and I are very concerned about the proposed rezoning. We are worried about 
overshadowing caused by large buildings that are likely to be built along the bottom end of 
Main North Road. It has the potential to completely change the character of the Meninde 
suburb. Increased traffic is also an issue for residents seeking o come into or out of Dutton 
Terrace. 

I support development of this area however I definitely object to the notion of buildings that 
are 7 stories tall. The heights should be the same as those existing in the Medindie suburb 
which I think is 2 stories. Why should this strip be allowed to be treated differently? This area 
is a residential area that holds historic values to the city and has long been recognised as a 
tranquil suburb to live in. The neighbourhood streets of Medindie have not been developed to 
cope with the volume of cars that will definitely accompany multiple story buildings along that 
corridor. Existing residents should and must have the priority of development everywhere as 
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it is that group who have invested their lives in the neighbourhood - the developers have no 
investment or concern in sustaining and maintaining a precinct's character. In Australia there 
are thousands of examples of this - developers promise everything and very rarely deliver on 
this promises. This beautiful suburb should not be butchered for the benefit of a tiny number 
of property developers. Residents deserve  

It’s not appropriate fir the location. Traffic is a hazard on that corner already.  

7 storeys is not in keeping with the area. Apartments are not in keeping with the area. The 
suburb does not have the infrastructure to service a 7 storey apartment increase in 
population.  Surrounding properties will be de-valued. Two storey premium built apartments 
might be suitable in this suburb - not 7 storey slums. 

Very concerned about overshadowing, loss of open space and loss of privacy, particular as a 
parent of young children who deserve to be able to play in their backyard, in sunshine without 
prying eyes.  To live in a suburb outside of the CBD and have a government that I voted for, 
potentially approve a development that is completely at odds with the character and 
infrastructure of the suburb is very concerning.   
 
Medindie has no dwellings of this nature and does not have infrastructure to accomodate 
large scale / low cost residential dwellings of the size and nature proposed.  There are no 
parks, no commercial infrastructure, limited parking.  This is a busy intersection.  All benefits 
from the $19m upgrade would potentially be lost and increased traffic will result down my 
street and others.  
 
The suburb of medindie as a whole should be consulted and the timeframe for consultation 
should be extended given the complete lack of engagement from the developers, government 
or locks government to date.  
 
I am not against development but the existing zoning should not be changed - maximum 
height should not exceed 3 stories with 2 story maximum interfacing with adjoining 
properties.  

Dear Rachel, 
    Thank you for your information regarding the Scottys Motel site.  
I am not opposed to any development there as long the rules are followed. 
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Hi Rachel, 
 
We would like to express our concerns in regards to the application for the Scotty’s Motel 
large commercial development. A 7 story building would not add to the present beautiful 
suburb of Medindie and adjoining suburbs of Medindie Gardens and Fitzroy. There is a lot of 
heritage housing in these areas and a lot of them on the side of Scotty’s Motel. We do not 
want large story buildings in our suburb towering over our properties. If this was to be 
allowed is the old Stillwell Ford site next and all the way back to the Scotty’s corner. 
 
Please see the Walkerville Assessment Panel meeting that was held on the 14th day of 
October 2019 @ 5-30pm. The meeting was to discuss an application from this motel in 
regards to new signage facing Nottage Terrace and also Main North Road. The Walkerville 
Council stated in this meeting that the maximin height could not exceed over a set height as 
THREE STORIES is the maximin height in this area and that there is HERITAGE housing 
alongside and near this Motel. (see pages 5 & 6 of this meeting). 
 
This intersection is being upgraded to try and move the congested traffic more smoothly and 
quicker. Allowing this development will only add to the traffic congestion on Nottage Terrace 
and Main North Road. The traffic is already an issue in the side streets here in Medindie from 
rat runners day and night. At peak hour morning and afternoons, vehicles are racing down 
these side streets. Dutton Terrace and Hawkers roads are the two most effected. (Not 
according to the Walkerville Council. There is not a speed or rat running issue). We are 
concerned morning and night when we exit our properties because of the vehicles cutting 
through continuously. The council said they were looking into a 40 km zone for Medindie but 
nothing has come of this either. Medindie Gardens is 40 km. All that has happened from a 
survey that was carried out by a company that the council engaged on traffic movement is 
removing parking near the Wildy School and pushing the issue further up Nottage Terrace and 
surrounding streets.   
 
Last week the Advertiser had a large article in there in regards to the West Torrens Council 
stopping an eight story development occurring on Anzac Highway. The council said in this 
article that they hoped this would help other councils from allowing only up to THREE stories 
in height in which this development on Anzac Highway is now being limited to. 
 
We have no issue with the intersection upgrade to try and sort the traffic movement but we 
are totally against any developments above three stories on these main roads. 
 
As other people in the area have stated in previous newspaper articles, we have spent a 
considerable amount of money to purchase our homes in this suburb because of its position 
and beautiful surrounds. We do not want any large developments to take this away from us 
and the suburb.  
 
Concerned Medindie resdents 
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Dear Ms Sanderson, 
 
We wish to express our opposition to the government’s plans to rezone the Scotty’s Motel 
site and 2 residential properties on Nottage Terrace Medindie such that 7-story buildings can 
be erected. 
 
While this is a small incursion into Medindie, the potential for further destruction of the R1 
Residential rating of Medindie will be foreshadowed.  The low level strip development 
currently along Main North Road is to be expected, but the possibility of 7-storey 
development from Nottage Terrace to Robe Terrace would have a large impact on the 
residents in Nottage Terrace, Victoria Avenue, Tennyson Street, Dutton terrace, Elm Street 
and Darling Street.  In particular, a large building, formerly used for parking by Stillwell 
Motors, extends well into Medindie, adjoining 6 properties in Darling Street, and would 
immediately destroy the current amenity of living there, including year-long shadow, resulting 
in a severe impact on residential value.  Medindie as a premier suburb of Adelaide needs to 
be retained, and not threatened by the possibility of rezoning along Main North Road to 
include 7-story development. 
 
Please represent our concerns to the government. 

Thank you Rachel for listening to your constituents. I was very unhappy to read about this 
rezoning on the boundary of Medindie, we are a very small inner Adelaide suburb, and there 
appears some of the city planners are envious and resentful of our position. Most of our 
residents have worked very hard to afford a house in the suburb and we have a good 
community, (with the marked exception of the recent change of use of Scotty's Motel for 
social housing, and as a half-way house')! 
Perhaps if the people pushing for change to rezone some main roads could be taken to the 
ABC building on North East Road, and from the upper floors, take a look around into many 
Collinswood back gardens, they may realize how invasive this idea is! (I volunteered at SACAT 
for 7 years from the 8th floor and regularly felt fortunate I did not live there, overlooked all 
day. Shadowing nearby residents properties is also a huge consideration. I would resist 
vehemently to these changes! 

Seven storeys is too high. We will not be able to see the sunset.  
The entries appear to be left turn only. Many cars will enter Medindie internal streets at 
speed to cut through and access Scotties from the left. This will increase traffic danger on the 
quiet back streets where children are walking and riding  to and from schools and sports on 
the parklands.  
Most units only cater for one carpark. Most couples have two cars. The second cars will 
expect to park on Victoria Ave., crowding the entry to our home and limited parking for 
current residents and their guests. 
Extra pressure will be paced on infrastructure, such as water pressure, gas , electricity, 
internet. There are no nearby shops to cater for increased population in this area. 
If this is allowed, all the empty car lots along the main North Rd. will be developed to this 
height creating unattractive, high density development like Churchill Rd. This would 
essentially destroy the appeal of Medindie which is currently a beautiful, quiet inner city 
suburb. 
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- traffic congestion how will the new residents move in and out of the congested traffic area? 
 
This will land lock the intersection for future expansion.  
 
Crowding. residents adjacent. No privacy and impacted by noise from residence.  
 
Strain infrastructure ie power sewage etc.  
 
What is the future road plan. The intersection is going through a $19M expansion. If this 
development goes ahead then need another one.   
 
The corner is critical infrastructure. Main feeder. Fir Adelaide oval, entertainment centre, 
West park lands, convention center, elder park and Hindmarsh Stadium.  
 
The residential blocks adjacent should not rezoned. Otherwise all of Medindie will follow. It 
will be surrounded by 7 storey housing.  
 
There are no amenities ie open spaces for such a development.  
 
 
  

7 stories is ridiculous that corner is crazy as it is and as a pedestrian I have struggled with cars 
coming out of Scottys Motel without looking and at speed to get the gap in traffic. Our suburb 
doesn’t need this it doesn’t fit with the unique character. Why don’t we use that whole strip 
of vacant land along Main North Road and create a park instead - could you imagine? I’m 
pretty sure Medindie residents would help to pay for that - awesome!! 
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Rachel 
 
Thank you and the party for taking this on - it is a critical issue that goes to the heart of the 
way of life here in Medindie which must be conserved. 
 
The simple fact is that this is a suburb wide issue and it is fantastic to see so many residents 
across Medindie engaged to support the cause.  
 
It reflects a commonality of interests and values shared by residents.  
 
Interests values and character that are worth conserving. 
 
Knocking over established homes - zoned as such (Established Dwellings under the current 
rules) - to erect 7 stories for high density living, is not commensurate with those values and 
character. 
 
Heritage precincts like Medindie are highly prized the world over, offering a very liveable 
quality of scale, architectural details, gardens, and amenity. By allowing the insertion of high-
rise towers into it, you will rob that amenity, killing the golden goose with increased traffic 
congestion, overshadowing and destruction of heritage context.  
 
ADL was recently noted as the most liveable city in Australia by the Economist - if that is to be 
preserved we need to protect that standard of living and the character of historical suburbs 
like Medindie. 
 
The SA Government's Planning SA portal highlights that one of its objectives it to improve 
connections between private land and public spaces and to live healthy lives. The re-zoning to 
allow high density living in Medindie completely cuts across that objective. 
 
This rezoning proposition is clearly opposed by residents; it is a proposition that does not 
reflect the physical infrastructure of the suburb that cannot support it - Medindie has no 
public open spaces; closest playground is Glover north ADL which is a 20m walk across 2 
major roads; high density living will make problem traffic all that much worse noting a traffic 
study was conducted only in late 2019 by the Walkerville Council which led to tighter 
restrictions to manage rat ran routes and bad off street parking - all of which would only get 
much worse. 
 
The rezoning must be rejected. 
 
Thank you  
  

I would like to know more about the proposal and how it would fit in with the intersection 
upgrades etc. 
I would also like to know if we will lose the parking lane in front of our property. 

I am NOT against redevelopment of the site. The Scotties Motel is UGLY and an eyesore.  
It is on the corner of 2 main roads hence the noise and disruption to residents is overstated. 
It is not a 'heritage' building. 
I have lived in this area nearly all my life and always considered it a horrible building. 
Yes, bring on something modern!! 
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Thank you for your offer to represent the residents of the area and I look forward to your 
input to support us. 
In response to your survey request, I make the following comments: 
Zones are a fundamental and practical way to allow the coexistence of conflicting land use. 
When they are established, landowners rely on their permanence as they make significant 
commitments.  When a zone changes there are typically gains to some and losses to others.  
The proposal is to change Established Neighbourhood and Suburban Business Zones to Urban 
Corridor Zone.  This would allow a much larger development than otherwise. Urban Corridor 
zoning has been applied too large sites and frequently is master planned having all aspects of 
the development considered. Bowden seems to be a successful example.  
This is relatively small site, congested location with minimal support for new residents. It gives 
a windfall gain to the owners and causes significant loss to the adjacent and nearby residents.  
The proposal is narrowly focused and opportunistic and should not be allowed. The proposal 
already talks about urban corridor zone creeping further down the road. 

We are concerned about our privacy as the proposed 7 building levels will affect how we 
currently live in our house. It will allow for people to see into our backyard and will have an 
impact on the value of our property.  We are concerned about parking increases in local 
streets and extra car & foot traffic in the Medindie area. This will also affect the safety of 
living in our area and possibly result in increased larceny. We propose the new development 
stays at the current 3 level limit.  

Congestion is already difficult  
Three stories is allowed,NO MORE 
I will vote accordingly 

1. The legislation is set up for "Developer led” proposals which risk a very narrow view of the 
impact of a re-zoning or development proposal. For example, the current Scotty’s developers 
are not required to engage with the wider community but only those in its immediate vicinity. 
We have not received any communication from the Developers despite the fact that traffic or 
community amenity (parks etc) will be impacted by the development. 
2.     There is no evidence to us that an holistic approach has been taken by government to the 
area of which Scotty’s corner could be called the geographical centre. Prospect Council can 
apply different rules over the road and people in Collinswood, Medindie and Prospect can be 
impacted by a mismatch of competing proposals if the area is not treated as a single locale. 
The disaster of an ad hoc, developer led approach is clearly demonstrated in Churchill Road 
and in some cases along Prospect Road. 
3. If the re-zoning of Scotty’s goes ahead it will be a signal to all developers that the whole 
boundary of Medindie is open for re-zoning and large scale (lazy) development. We are 
concerned about the contagion effect along Main North Road and other parts of Medindie 
4. The Main North Road corridor is important for transport to and from the city. It is already 
very busy and dangerous to access from side roads. As you mentioned the area is possibly 
moving from one where car yards were the main business to other uses. The current zoning (3 
storeys) along the Medindie side is a balance approach to managing a transport corridor, 
commercial uses and importantly the needs and rights of the neighbouring residents and is 
not limited to the Scotty's footprint. 
5. We have been advised by our Councillor Ms Mary Lou Bishop, that when a developer 
includes a certain amount of community accommodation in its proposal, then the government 
will look extremely favourably on it. A token gesture of a few cheap flats should not be given 
undue weight in the government’s consideration of the Scotty’s application. 
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6. Keeping the current zoning does not consign the Scotty’s corner or any of the land 
bordering Main North Road the uneconomic basket. In Australia we seem to have a 
development culture of always going up our out. It is clear a developer will make more money 
if it can add height to a plot but that should not be the driving force behind a re-zoning 
decision. I appreciate that you worry about sites being tired or left undeveloped (88 
O’Connell) but that does not mean everything else, including the negative impact on 
neighbourhood values, should be sacrificed to the wishes of the landowner. As you said, it is 
privately held land so you cannot force the owner to use it however government should also 
resist the demand that it will not be developed unless the developer gets its way. Let them 
keep paying land tax on unused land or watch how the cost of upkeep of a tired old facility 
shapes their decision about the benefits of a new development within the current zoning 
regulations. 
7. We lived in London for many years and was amazed at what developers were able to do 
with limited space, low height restrictions, heritage classifications and sympathy for the 
community and the development’s neighbours. We cannot see why developers cannot apply 
the same ingenuity to the current 3 storey zoning. 
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I am strongly opposed to the rezoning of Scotty's Motel. The existing regulations are 
adequate, and developers should comply with them. 
I say this because: 
1. I believe the Department of Infrastructure and Transport should suspend (or reject) this 
application and take a more holistic approach before applications such as this are considered. 
2. Scotty's Corner re-zoning proposal also includes the rezoning of current dwellings. If this 
were to be approved, it is inevitable that the remaining commercial (Suburban Business) sites 
on Main North Road and the corner of Robe and Northcote Terraces will also be rezoned to 
accommodate 7 story developments. In addition, it will set a precedent for the inevitable 
amalgamation of other residential dwellings all along the boundary roads of Medindie and 
inner Medindie to high rises. This is a real and present possibility noting the suburb will 
ultimately be no different than Fullarton or Parkside. This is wholly inappropriate noting that 
Medindie should properly be recognised as a Historic Conservation area with developments 
complimentary, not completely destructive to the constitution of the suburb. 
3. The proposal undermines the intention of the current $19M being spent to improve 
congestion and reduce accidents at this intersection. This is therefore also a matter for the 
Commonwealth, as this project received significant Federal funding. 
4. There is no public open space to support high rises in the suburb - the nearest playground is 
Walkerville Oval, a 15-minute walk, or Glover North Adelaide, a 20-minute walk, both need 
children to cross major roads. 
5. Any underground development will have to contend with the high water table and 
consequent hydrological impact on adjacent properties. 
6. Medindie acts as a buffer zone to the urban wildlife corridor that the Adelaide City Council 
has created with the parklands which surround the city and this wildlife corridor is worth both 
protecting and preserving. This network of green spaces provides sanctuary not only for 
birdlife but for skinks and native lizards etc. Building high-rise density living on the outskirts of 
Medindie will significantly impact the health of this corridor. 
7. Multi-storey developments will significantly detract from the character of the suburb, and 
detract from the gateway to the CBD famously known for its iconic parklands and noted 
recently by the Economist as the most liveable city in Australia 
8. Residents can only trust that governments will take their social responsibilities seriously 
and work with Councils to maintain the existing character of the city as a whole. It’s troubling 
that developments on the outskirts of Medindie may be a short-term financial gain for the 
very few at the expense of the vast majority. 
9. As custodians of the area, it is imperative that the stakeholders should be maintaining this 
iconic and historical character suburb "as is" for generations to come. 
10. High-density high-rise living in the suburb will have a material adverse impact on the 
immediate neighborhood in terms of privacy and quality of life. The loss of light and privacy to 
current residents and consequent devaluation of property values. 
11. Privacy in one's own home and the backyard is pivotal to general health and wellbeing. 
12. On-street parking in the suburb has already been restricted due to current levels of 
activity. The Council only recently implemented a traffic study which would be obsolete in the 
context of high density living along MRN/Nottage and the additional volume along with the 
rat run routes of Dutton, Hawkers, Elm, Victoria, etc 

Heritage! Sorry -- the site (Scotty's) is an eyesore. Happy to see mixed-use development of the 
site. A building of 7 stories in the inner city precinct seems reasonable to me. 
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As a long term resident of Medindie I am shocked at the possibility of having 7 storey high 
development along the Urban Corridor currently consisting of Scotty's Motel and a number of 
vacant car yard sites. 
I realize that some form of development must occur on these vacant spaces, but the prospect 
of having 7 storey "megaliths" towering over ones back yard fills me with alarm! 
Apartment buildings up to 4 storeys high could be an acceptable compromise if 
"development" has to go ahead. (and some uniformity in design!) 
Many Medindie residences "back up" to these vacant areas and owners would certainly not 
appreciate large multi storied buildings overlooking their back yards. 
Scotty's Corner seems to be unsuitable for such a large development because of the major 
intersection. No residences should be demolished to create such a dominant (and possibly 
unaesthetic) structure. 
More development also creates more traffic driving thru' some fairly narrow streets. Elm St 
already has a lot of thru' traffic and any increase could be quite dangerous with regard to 
parked cars etc. 
Residents seem to have little power over government planning decisions -- hopefully some 
compromise can be reached re Scotty's Motel and other vacant land running up to Robe Tce, 
so that the ambiance and historic value of this Medindie/Nth Adelaide area is not irrevocably 
altered by the greed of a few developers. 
Prospect Rd has seen this "mish mash" of development which has not entranced its 
appearance. Churchill Rd has let apartment developers run rampant, creating a large number 
of cheaply build out of scale structures which will not stand the test of time. 
I hope the Walkerville Council and elected members can lobby on our behalf. 

Once the corner of Main North Road and Nottage Terrace is completed, the traffic will flow 
smoothly and efficiently. 
I'm not bothered what happens what happens to Scotties Motel or the big Scotsman as long 
as the new developments do not impact on the flow of traffic. 
However if the new development comprises residential/shopping to 7 stories high, I cannot 
see how it will make the corner again become dangerous and congested. More people will be 
entering and leaving the corner block which I think will be impractical. 
Any development will require expert planning to ensure that traffic flow is not slowed or 
made dangerous.  
Maybe Scotties corner should become a lovely park as the block opposite could also become. 

We oppose this development on the grounds that it is not in character with the area. 
Also no additional infrastructure has been planned for the increase in population that this 
development would attract. 
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In response to the official consultation regarding the development of the Scotty’s Motel site 
and adjacent properties I wish to lodge the following comments. 
 
• The proposed six level development will cause overshadowing of adjacent residential 
properties 
• The value of many local properties and the quality of life enjoyed by local residents will be 
adversely impacted by any rezoning, without any compensation provided and to the 
detriment of all. 
• Traffic congestion at this intersection will be increased and will negate the benefit of the 
current $19M State and Federally funded road works. 
• Additional congestion will be created, impeding traffic flow on Nottage Terrace and onto 
Main North Road and I believe substantially increase local traffic on roads within the suburb.  
• The complex would infringe upon the privacy of residents, with the tower block looming 
over the suburb and having oversight of almost every Medindie residents’ private garden and 
home.   
• The proposal to re-zone and include two residential houses in the development is 
inappropriate as this is a residential, suburban road. Nottage Terrace has no building above 
two levels and is entirely residential housing. The construction of a multi-level building 
complex would be incongruous with the local area and does not meet Part 2 Div 1 Section 14 
c(i) of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016—1.7.2019. 
Further there are no local amenities to support residents of such a complex. The nearest main 
playground is the Glover Playground 20 minutes walk from Scotty’s across two major roads 
and the local public primary schools are already at capacity.  
There is no proposal to provide any useful public space.  
• There is minimal local parking available and very little foot traffic, consequently the site 
does not lend itself to commercial / retail development  
• A full hydrological survey is needed as any excavation would have to deal with a high water 
table at various times of the year. Any excavation such as a car park or for footings would 
therefore impact on water flowing under adjacent properties. 
• The notification is not in the spirit of the Community Engagement Charter. 
• The current zoning of Scotty’s and the two included residential properties is appropriate as 
it currently stands and provides for development that is suited to the conditions and 
circumstances of the site. 
 
In conclusion, the proposed rezoning is inappropriate to the location and the proposed 
complex unsuitable, given the lack of local amenities, infrastructure and adverse impact on 
hundreds of local residents. In the absence of an independent traffic impact study on all 
affected roads (main and local) the evident extra commuter pressure this will place on this 
intersection will increase congestion, further delay traffic and waste the effort and 
considerable expense of the current works being undertaken. The lack of effort to engage in a 
meaningful and early manner with all those affected by the proposal undermines any 
confidence in the process, causes undue distress and disproportionately favours the 
proponent who operates with dedicated staff, financial support and experience. Local 
residents do not have these resources and are being forced to defend their homes and 
lifestyle from rezoning changes that are unwarranted, as current zoning allows for 
development that is fit for purpose. The fact that this consultation process has to be through 
the proponents advocate undermines any pretence of independence and demonstrates a bias 
in the process in favour of the proponent, while the community has to contend with the 
added restrictions brought by COVID19. 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to provide comment. 
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No issues but I believe height should be limited to 3-4 levels. 

Dear Rachel 
Hoping this short reply finds you fit and healthy in relation to the subject matter. My family 
and myself are totally against rezoning the sites in question because our street and many 
other Prospect streets are over crowded with motor vehicles parking and speeding in our 
once quiet orderly streets. 
So please Rachel do your best on our behalf and stop this proposed re-zoning if the 
Environment Protection Authority were half serious about their businesses it would have 
saved my self and many other responsible people trying to do their job for them. 

I am against it. I don’t believe adding residential apartments to the area is a good idea. This 
will cause significant congestion & I believe the land should remain for commercial purposes.  

We strongly oppose any change to the existing zoning for both Scotty's Corner and the 
Buckingham Arms for the reasons cited above ie: 
1. Potential overshadowing from future development 
2. Potential loss of historic character of Medindie and Gilberton 
3. Potential invasion of privacy 
4. Increased local traffic 

As residents of Victoria Avenue, Medindie SA 5081 we strongly oppose the Scotty's code 
Amendment. The current zoning which includes Suburban Business Zone and Established 
Neighbourhood zone is a good mix of being able to develop the site yet maintaining the 
integrity and fabric of this neighbourhood. The new proposal of rezoning it as Urban Corridor 
Business zone is ill conceived and will irreparably damage the quality and fabric of the whole 
Medindie suburb.  
 
A seven-storey structure in such a limited space will be a constant eyesore and there is no 
doubt it will have an adverse and deleterious spill over effects into the immediate 
neighbourhood, not to mention medium to longer term creeping effect into the rest of 
Medindie despite any assurances from the developers. It is a bad idea and should not be 
allowed to proceed. 

My husband has already responded to this and we are both in strong opposition for this 
development in its current form to proceed. This construction will do irrepairable damage to 
our street, quality of life, the value of our houses and suburb.  

We object the rezoning of the site, which in particular allowing up to 7 storey high building. 
This is increase traffic in an already very busy intersection. Also building of proposed 
apartment (even with allocated parking lot for residents, typically one per unit) may not work 
as a single household often have two cars, and the additional car is likely to be parked closeby 
in the neighbourhood and likely onto out residential street. 
 
We are also particularly concerned of overlooking issues into our 
neighbourhood/backyard/front yard, losing privacy. 
 
We will also lose the street appeal, historical character typical of medindie. 
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I have major concerns with car parking issues.  I don't agree with the rezoning and high rise 
development for Scotty's. 
There are major carparking issues where apartments have been built along Churchill Road.  
The apartments on Churchill road are overcrowded and lacking character. Any approved 
development at Scotty's needs to ensure sufficient carparking for all apartments and the 
apartments need to be designed with character in keeping with the area. The apartments 
need to have a minimum of 2 car parks each. 
I don't understand why if planning laws are in place why wealthy parties can then rezone their 
land for their profits when other home owners aren't allowed to do the same.  

John Rau's legacy of ruining major transport corridors must be reversed. This re-zoning must 
be prevented. The traffic issues would be horrendous. The amenity of the area would be 
completely destroyed. 
If Hove residents can prevent the construction of an under/over pass at the expense of 
thousands of motorists, then Medindie residents must be allowed to prevent this re-zoning. 
Imagine if the apartment complex development had proceeded opposite this site. This would 
be the most congested corner on Adelaide's transport corridor. 
Lucy Hood must wear the blame for the possibility of re-zoning as a member of John Rau's ALP 
(all his party!!!) 

Dear Rachel, 
Thank you for drawing my attention to the proposed zoning changes along main roads. I 
notice that there are numerous high rise buildings along Churchill Rd. and Prospect Rd. People 
have to live somewhere and we don't want Adelaide to spread along the whole of the 
Adelaide Plains. For those reasons I am not against the proposed zoning changes. As for 
Scotty's Corner I am sure that the future owners will design the site in such a way as to 
minimise any adverse traffic problem. After all it is in their interests!! 

I am against this proposal. I feel development of up to seven stories will impact traffic, 
appearance, heritage etc. 

Approve of the development. 
Current building an eyesore 

The building and area needs a facelift or rebuild, asking for a rezoning of 7 stories is just 
developer greed and not progress. 
There is no need for this type of development. It was only directly across the road on another 
vacant lot there was a proposal for a 6 storey development, the development never went 
ahead due to lack of sales and interest from the public. 
Who would want to live 7 storeys up under a flight path? This building complex will end up 
with empty/run down apartments, with a greater substandard than the current Scotty's 
motel. This is not something you want to see in this area. 
The residents of this area have paid a lot of money to live in character homes and pay high 
council rates yearly, plonking a 7 storey building in between is not what you call fitting or 
progress. 
Such a building will only encourage further developments to build such out of place buildings 
along Nottage Terrace and Main North Road. 
Replacing Scotty's Motel with a 2-4 level building would be something more suitable. 

I do not agree with re-zoning Scotty's Corner as it will lead to high rise along Main North Rd  
Medindie empty car yards. 
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While we are not directly affected by the proposal, we are not happy on how this will impact 
on the properties adjacent to the motel. 
The site needs to be developed in agreement with both the residents + communities needs. 
Currently, the motel is an 'eyesore' and it houses questionable tenants. 
A seven storey proposal is not ideal but it does need to be demolished and rebuilt. 

If developed parking and traffic would be higher in volume. I should not like it to infringe on 
residences in Nottage Tce. 
Currently there are vacancies on Main North Rd (ex car sales sides) they would possibly be 
better sides to develop. 
Medindie, Walkerville is a pleasant area to live in - a great shame if it is spoiled. 
I say no to this development but my knowledge is limited + trust those who know so much 
more to make the sensible decision. 

1. Seven storeys is far too high. It was a mistake to even contemplate it as a possible height 
level. Two levels are high enough - No overshadowing! 
2. A tall building - higher than the present 2 levels - will cause wind turbulence in the area and 
affect surrounding residences. Will all possible designs be modelled and wind-tunnel tested? 
Will results be circulated to Medindie residents? 
3. A large building up to 7 levels will act as a radiator of heat in the summer adding to 
temperature in the area. This will increase use of air conditioners, use of water for gardens + 
costs to residents. 
4. Traffic levels will increase in the area. One cannot assume that the occupants of a tall 
buildings and their visitors will not own and use motor vehicles. Where will they park? What 
access? 
5. Building works will cause noise + dust and disrupt surrounding local traffic and residents 
amenities. Tree cover will be reduced. We need more, not fewer, mature trees, 
6. Further discussions should be made public and residents notified. 

The current zoning should remain for all of the reasons mentioned above. In addition this 
would open the 'flood gates' to more development which inevitably will negatively impact the 
surrounding suburbs and their beauty + character. 

I am very concerned about this proposal:  
1) Traffic issues (already Walkerville + Stephen Tce, not to mention Hackney Rd, are very slow 
at peak hour + this will add to congestion.) Gilbert St is already used as a through road + 
despite the 6 bumps, traffic flow on Gilbert St will increase. 
2) Open space. Large trees + gardens are under intense pressure from in-fill, building + large 
blocks being sold + developed for multiple dwellings. Council can plant more trees on their 
land but have little control over private land (+ Walkerville has limited open space). If this 
development went ahead I would like to see strict conditions + penalties on retaining mature 
trees, the amount/percentage of land for gardens/non-paved areas. Some developments in 
North Adelaide have no unpaved area at all + few if any trees. 
3) Overshadowing. I believe every block has a right to a minimum number of hours of 
sunlight/day to generate solar power. So any permission for tall buildings needs to be 
cognizant of neighbours' existing + future rights to sunlight. 
As to overshadowing + overlooking neighbours' dwellings + backyards, also issues that need to 
be addressed. 

Morning and afternoon traffic is already extremely congested with Park Rd becoming a virtual 
car park at times. 
Vehicle emissions during lengthy delays and stoppages which result from traffic disruption 
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during construction work will increase dramatically. 
The volume of traffic around this intersection, if high density housing or business premises are 
erected, will increase causing further congestion. 

Definite concerns regarding the height of the proposed building and precedent that would set 
for the remainder of the suburb hemmed by main roads.  
Appreciate the current widening of the intersection to allow better traffic flow but surely 
benefit to traffic flow might be lost if more traffic in and out of the site - firstly during the 
building of such a big structure,  and then once lived in, 7 stories would accomodate a lot of 
people/cars. How many car parks?? Parking already an issue in the suburb.  
Lastly- a lot of those new appartments a bit garish i.e. Churchill road. Will date.  

leave it a Suburban Business Zone and Established Neighbourhood Zone 
we have enough traffic issues as it is 
double the population towards the outskirts of Adelaide. 

We strongly oppose the proposal to rezone the site to the Urban Corridor. 
Multi-level buildings (up to 7 levels) will have a negative effect. 
- increased parking issue 
- increased traffic 
- loss of privacy for residents/shadowing 
-detract from historical, residential nature of Medindie and Medindie Gardens (and Prospect) 
The residents opinion needs to be clearly acknowledged. 

The corner at Scotty's Hotel is an eyesore and it could be improved with 3 storey buildings on 
each of the 3 corners. But 7 storey - no it will spoil the street scape and be visible to the 
surrounding houses. 
Whatever is built it MUST allow for adequate parking - not like Churchill Road. 

I am not good at writing English, but I speak it well. I think it would be bad idea to change 
SCOTTY's. We are losing so much of the old buildings. SCOTTY's is a place everyone knows. 
Most of us like it. I worked there years ago too, and so would many over the years. 
The buildings are too tall and close to each other these days. They are close to heavy traffic 
areas too making pollution very bad and bad for residents. We need to care more than we do. 
Too many don't. 
I hope you will make a stand. 

I am concerned about this. Since Adelaide (Greater Adelaide I presume) was recently elevated 
to a high position internationally as one of the most livable cities in the world, I think we need 
to be careful to keep our place on the list. This won't be done by allowing very tall buildings to 
be built in inappropriate places. Already a 15 storey and 2x 13 storey buildings have been 
approved for O'Connell Street - highly inappropriate in my opinion and that of many other 
people. One of the charms of Adelaide is that tall buildings are mostly grouped together in the 
CBD which is surrounded by parklands. Why allow multi-storey buildings to be built in 
suburban areas. There are no other very tall buildings presently anywhere near this site. Also 
Medindie, the suburb between this site and the parklands is a unique and beautiful area and 
'overlooking' and overshadowing are serious concerns in my opinion. Also there is a heritage 
aspect to be preserved. This site should be protected, not converted from an Established 
Neighbourhood Zone to an Urban Business Zone.  
Thank you for your good work. 
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My responses are: 
 
It is outrageous that there has been no direct notification of this proposal to all residents of 
Medindie. Even for those not directly to the south of  the proponent’s site, there are serious 
problems being created for all residents of streets internal to Medindie, most particularly 
increased traffic. The proponent has totally ignored this issue. I only became aware of the 
proposal through the efforts of other residents.  
 It is totally unnecessary, and unacceptable, to rezone existing residential land in Medindie to 
allow commercial development up to seven storeys. While it is clearly time for Scottys Motel 
to be redeveloped, the existing site is adequate to permit this, as illustrated by the excellent  
proposal submitted to Council some five years ago.  
The current proposal is simply a strategy by the land owner to increase the value of it’s land. 
There is absolutely no benefit to residents of Medindie, or the wider community, to rezone 
either the existing Suburban Business Zone or the existing Established Neighbourhood Zone.  
The proponent’s traffic study shows that the proposal will increase the number of vehicles 
exiting the site by several times. In asserting that this is within the capacity of the existing 
arterial roads, it totally ignores the fact that those vehicles can only turn left and proceed 
south on Main North Road. In reality, a big proportion will want to actually travel either north 
on Main North Road, or East on Nottage Terrace. To do so they will be forced to either do a U-
turn on Main North Road (with considerable traffic  disruption) or circulate back through the 
internal roads of Medindie (principally Dutton Terrace and Victoria Avenue), thus increasing 
the traffic on those suburban roads a lot to the detriment of the amenity and safety of 
existing residents. 
If the existing Residential Land is rezoned to allow seven storey development, it will be equally 
permissible for all other residential land along Nottage, Northcote and Robe Terraces to be 
similarly rezoned. The result will be to make Medindie even more of a traffic island than it 
already is. It is already almost impossible to leave Medindie and make a right turn safely. 
 
My position is that the application should be totally rejected, there is absolutely no need or 
benefit, other than to the proponent, for it to proceed. 

This is one of the busiest intersections in Adelaide and with the current upgrade to the 
intersection, traffic will increase and make access and egress a nightmare and an accident 
waiting to happen. 
A seven (7) storey complex is totally out of character for our suburb and we will finish up like 
Churchill Road and Prospect Road with multi storey housing. These roads look terrible and I 
do not want our area to look like that. 
The zoning needs to be ground floor dwellings and if we don't object to this proposed 
development then the flood gate will open. 
Off street parking is also a problem in our area and this is getting worse. Tackle this problem 
as well. 

The proposal documents present a very detailed plan which does not look unreasonable. 
Nottage Tce has not had a great record as far as heritage is concerned for some time (viz:- 
some of the new buildings) 
This road has been a traffic nightmare ever since Mr Mulligan's last effort some years ago, and 
with the latest government works may improve (time will tell no doubt) 
The land south of Scotties Motel has been an absolute eye-sore for the last 30 years - Shame 
on Walkerville Council and the corner opposite for the last 10 years! (shame on Prospect 
Council (always more interested in Prospect Rd than Main Nth Rd!) 
Therefore I feel the proposed development could not make the site any worse and may make 
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it better. 
For that position the "Urban Corridor (Business Zone)" is more reasonable than what we see 
now. 

The zoning should not be changed as this would detract from living conditions for residents of 
the suburb as well as historic character of the suburb. 
1. No change to existing zoning rules. 3 storeys is more than sufficient and does not interfere 
with the character of the area. 
2. It will set a precedent for all the houses on Nottage and Main North Road and encourage 
people to subdivide and the old historic houses will be destroyed. 
3. Traffic will be cause bottle neck and congestion 
4. Lack of infrastructure to support high density living 
5. Adverse impact on the amenity of the suburb 

1) 7 story, high density will overlook the private homes and their outdoor living area of a 
significant number of Medindie residents. 
2) There is virtually no infrastructure to support such a development. 
Consider "our" street: Victoria Ave is already burdened with traffic seeking to bypass the lights 
or just take a short cut. 
Victoria Ave is the only access route for people coming from the city to such a building 
without crossing the traffic. 
Cars and people from such a building will spill over into the relatively quiet suburban setting. 
3) People come to live in Medindie for predominately two reasons 1) retirement (elderly) 2) 
access to high quality schools (young). This high rise development will change the nature of 
this unique small suburb. 
4) Medindie has a very particular part in the history of South Australia in particular the 
architecture, the many fine homes built and occupied by early settlers of our state. 
The building of a seven story monstrosity, inevitably leading to similar edifices along the 
adjacent stretch of road being rapidly abandoned by the used car industry will spell disaster 
for Medindie. 
This action needs to be vigorously opposed. 

I'm opposed to rezoning for the following reasons: 
 
[1] Overshadowing for direct neighbours and overlooking for many more. 
[2] Nothing in Medindie is currently greater than 3 storeys - so 7 storey development out of 
character with a historic suburb. 
[3] No traffic impact assessment for roads within Medindie. Some returning cars are bound to 
use Medindie roads to avoid Robe/Northcote/Nottage route, especially in rush hour. 
[4] No health assessment of high density housing within 50 metres of roads with significant 
traffic. 
[5] Precedent for rezoning of the entire strip down to Robe Terrace. 

WE are strongly against this re zoning, it will change the nature and culture of an historic 
suburb.  It will cause huge privacy issues as the Northern part will be completely looked over 
and it will reduce the value of our real estate.  It must not be allowed to go ahead. 

The Scotty's Motel should be upgraded to attract more interstate travellers to the area. It is in 
need of an upgrade at the moment . The corner opposite is already being upgraded. It will be 
a gateway to North Adelaide and the City of Adelaide .I have no objections ( although I do not 
live next door ) as long as adequate parking is available and ther are visable arrows for In and 
Out . I wish the developer well . 
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1. Access to and from the site especially in view of recent upgrades to the intersection. 
2. Parking for mixed use. There is no adjacent road parking available and very little near by 
and much of that services existing businesses. In other recent developments in South 
Australia 1 car park per dwelling has proved inadequate, and offices and shops will need 
multiple parking facilities to function properly, which will require multilevel car parking.  
3. Overlooking neighbouring residencies. 
4. Will the new development do anything to add or detract from local amenities or values. 
5. At 7 stories it will be by for the highest building within 2 kilometers and totally out of 
keeping with the local area. 

I personally don't think the proposal to rezone the corner is the best for the residences 
around. The corner is always too busy with traffic daily, the amount of traffic increased in the 
last 5 to 10 years is not acceptable. If the rezone goes ahead the traffic brought in by the new 
businesses will make it worse. 

No please. the rezone will make the area more busy, more noise, more people, more traffic. 
Current situation is always too bad. The traffic has increased 5 folds in the last few years. 

The corner should be used as a low level business zone with amenities like coffee shops etc. 
That suits the neighbourhood - it's upmarket residential, NOT CBD. 

I have significant concerns regarding this development. 
 
My concern is about the right level of development - rather than no development at all. I, my 
family and neighbours live in the real world. 
 
Noting it is one of the first major residential developments since the introduction of the new 
planning Act - few ( if any) protections via court precedent are available to provide comfort as 
to recognition / interpretation of policy. 
 
My major concerns go to: 
 
- No communication : I have not received any direct advice from the Council, the Developer, 
The land owner. The scale and density proposed via the planning amendment would have 
suggested earlier, rather than no communication would have been needed - if there was a 
genuine intent to recognise community concern. Immediately - this behaviour suggests a 
deceptive trait. 
 
- Traffic : it is recognised that the high volume of already existing traffic in the area is 
constraining. The addition of submitted 7 story accommodation on the expanded site will by 
its nature generates significant volumes. I note the size of the rooms are small - raising the 
prospect of higher volumes than normal.  
 
- Originally the intent of TOD's (Transport oriented developments) was to increase density, 
along main road corridors - where existing public transport would remove the requirement for 
on site carparking. In reality - we get both - high density ( overshadowing, congestion etc) 
while being asked to endure much higher volumes of traffic in traditionally sought quiet 
streets in a family suburb. Case studies of outcomes on Churchill road - provide no confidence 
that the suburb is ( and tax paying residents) will not be exploited. Perhaps we should see 
Tennyson street and Victoria Avenue closed to Northcote and main north road to " insulate" 
the neighbourhood and enable safety for its residents. 
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- Escalation: The proposed rezoning has implications for for extension of similar building bulk, 
density, overshadowing, traffic congestion and increased safety concerns - down the length of 
main north road to Robe terrace. Does this suggest ( in the absence of a corridor plan) a 7 
storey block along the same length  - all with onsite carparking?. No confidence is 
demonstrated via the Act or published ( and communicated) plans to suggest that this is not 
the case.  I hate to use a cliche - but is this the" thin edge of the wedge"?. 
 
- Change of height - post SCAP. I note the successful change in height ( added floor to an 
already high building) on Melbourne street of a current commercial building, post planning 
approval, on application by the land owner.  Does this suggest the 7 storey building going to 8 
- ( despite the current 3-5 level guideline?). 
 
(I note in our conversations you mentioned the development was 5 levels - i would refer you 
to the 900 page proposal submitted by the developer.) 
 
- Overshadowing : On the basis of a "wall " at 7-8 levels from the proposed development - I 
can anticipate all privacy will be lost to families and family homes in and across Medindie. If 
you extrapolate this further by the future 7-8 level height along Main North Road - the 
neighbourhood will live in a "shadowland". 
 
-Historic character of the suburb. People are attracted to Adelaide ( and suburbs like 
Medindie as an example) due to its well thought out, planned character. The nature of the 
development ( 7-8 storeys, bulk, shadow, small student style ghetto apartments) is strikingly 
at odds the this social and economic enabler. This brings into question if this is the outcome 
that was sought.   The destruction of 2 character homes to add to the bland, characterless 
bulk we will " inherit" - both here and down main north road - would not be seen as Council, 
or the Governments "finest hour". 
 
- Open Space: Medindie is a fine suburb lacking what changing suburbs require - open space. 
The Suburb demographically is changing with many younger families attracted to the location. 
But where to they play, de-stress, meet. 

Dear Rachel, 
A few years ago on changing the TV channel, I came upon a group of cyclists and thought it 
was some part of 'The Great Outdoors'. I would have changed the channel, but my viewing 
was suddenly arrested as my eyes became aware of the terrain these cyclists were passing 
through. It was very different to the Australian landscape as I know it. As the buildings coming 
into view along the way were just beautiful. Some old, but beautifully maintained. I though it 
strange that the cyclists continued to remain in the picture, but didn't question it because of 
my absorption with the landscape they were travelling through.  
A short time on and a banner stretching across the path came into view and my question as to 
"where-oh-where is it" was answered "the Tour de France'. So it was France! And what a 
beautiful country! So much of its architectural history lovingly preserved, a credit to the 
people who've cared for it beyond price. And then I thought of this beautiful country with its 
unique "nooks-and-crannies", flora and fauna. Young as it is by comparison to European 
settlement, there have been some beautifully constructed buildings and houses in its states 
too. 
Where are they now? The cities and suburbs of this country had some beautiful theatres, 
churches, banks, and houses e.g. sumptuous, inspirational, classical, warm, and gracious. And 
how much is left? 
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I do NOT support the rezoning at the Scotty's Corner site, in particular, the proposed change 
to the Neighbourhood Zone classification for the houses opposite my residence. I have no 
objections to the current zoning of a Suburban Business Zone for the Scotty's motel site. 
 
I am greatly concerned about the concept of this zone encroaching into an established 
residential area, opening the door for further commercial development. 
 
I have lived at 6 Nottage Terrace for 35 years and have direct experience of the amenity of 
this residential area. As a Prospect resident for over 50 years, I have regularly used the busy 
intersection currently undergoing "re-development". 
 
Excluding the commercial property next to mine and Scotty's motel opposite, both sides of 
Nottage Terrace consist of single dwellings that provide exceptional quality amenities for 
current, and future, inner city life such as: 
- proximity to the CBD re work, education and social activities 
- proximity to local public and private schools and tertiary educational institutions 
- centralised location affording timely access to suburban Adelaide 
- safe and secure area 
- high quality individual character homes with adequate fresh air and natural light 
- protected privacy  
- access to local greenspaces and sporting venues affording participation options 
- mature, substantial trees with associated green environment benefits 
- individual gardening capabilities that promote well being and good mental health 
- appreciable land and housing values 
 
As a long standing resident of Nottage Terrace, I have experienced the advantages afforded by 
this area through my different life stages. I have adapted to the inconvenience of increased 
traffic flow when both Main North Road and North East Road were eventually specified as 
arterial roads. Over the years, the aim has developed to "speed up" access to both the CBD 
and the northern and north-eastern urban spread. Saving a few minutes has been the 
promoted purpose of government decisions that have cost the State huge sums of money 
with no subsequent assessment of the success of failure of such expenditure. My personal 
view is that the traffic volumes will have to be reduced, possibly with improved public 
transport, and eventually decrease if Australia is to meet its climate change action. 
 
Being aware of the amenity of this area, I decided to continue to reside at Nottage Terrace for 
my post retirement years. Following 10 years of meticulous planning, I redeveloped the 
property, subdividing the land to provide more residences. To and fro communications 
occurred between Prospect Council, the Department for Infrastructure and Transport (DIT), 
the SA Zoning regulator, a Commercial Law consultant and myself. To enable the 
development, I have been required to effectively "donate" about a third of my land to provide 
turning circle movement within the boundary. Also, the sliding gate had to be placed a huge 
distance from the roadway so that side by side vehicles would not disrupt traffic flow getting 
in or out of the property. These considerations were specified by DIT so that access and egress 
to the 3 homes did NOT INTERFERE WITH THE TRAFFIC FLOW INTO NOTTAGE TERRACE. It was 
only by complying that development approval was eventually granted.  
 
Is a developer going to be subjected to similar stringent planning design and regulation 
criteria in order to meet the same considerations as I had to? 
 
Equity issues must be addressed. Getting in and out of the immediate area will become even 
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more problematic. No matter what changes are made to the intersection design, it is simply 
the volume of vehicles and inattention of drivers that cause the rear end accidents. Past 
changes have never been able to solve this issue. Excessive speed negotiations of the various 
turns (often late at night) contributes to the increased risk that drivers will lose control of 
their vehicles and hit nearby fencing or walls, possibly sustaining catastrophic injuries or even 
death. The only times my wall was hit and permanently damaged, occurred when there were 
2 lanes entering Nottage Terrace from the city. Excessive  speed twice resulted in vehicles 
becoming airborne after hitting the gutter and slamming into the wall of 6 Nottage Terrace. 
 
With the long-term impact of the pandemic unable to be determined and the lifestyles of 
most people on this planet changed forever, I find it incredulous that any government 
department, or local authority, could be so short-sighted to even consider such a zone 
change. The proposed development would reduce the current level of amenity that has 
stabilised over many years. Any proposal to increase local traffic in the area and subsequent 
additional access to residential or commercial premises could be considered a breach of the 
Local Nuisance and Litter Control Act 2016. 
 
It seems the political climate in this country is of the opinion that the world will “get back to 
what we had”. I do not support this belief. In less than 10 years, climate issues will force major 
changes to the Australian way of life. Reductions in the traffic volume may become legislated 
necessities. Overcrowding in multi-storied apartments and/or residences will continue to 
endanger our health with such close living arrangements. Social Psychology has identified the 
minimal space required by humans to enable good health, social relations and well being. 
Already urban in-fill, while adding to increased revenues to local and state governments, has 
facilitated the current disease transmission, enabled domestic violence and mental health 
issues to increase while contributing greatly to the energy crisis. 
 
Allowing development of the proposed area is a backwards step. An increase to traffic in the 
Medindie suburb with locals using alternative routes to get to their destinations is surely 
unreasonable. Any multi story development seeks to undo the benefits of the area. The 
current zoning is appropriate and should be maintained as a residential setting. The footprint 
of Scotty’s motel should not be expanded and local residents retain their right to continue 
their normal lifestyle behaviours. 
 
This Code Amendment is inappropriate and unnecessary.to "donate" a similar quantity of land 
to facilitate vehicle movements and respect residential opinion to be fair and equitable to all 
concerned parties. In my opinion, ANY development of the specified areas would soon result 
in intrusive access and egress issues that would negate the most recent attempt to improve 
the intersection. 

I don't think it should go ahead as  the houses on Nottage Terrace are heritage listed and that 
will affect the character of the suburb . My other concern will be the traffic.  

No change to zoning please. 
Thoroughly agree with concerns above.  
Excessive height for this area. 
This is the thin edge of the wedge and shows how pathetic the new plans laws are. 

Don’t agree with it. So many empty car yard sites on main north road, it would set precedent 
for multi storey development that is not needed and would be an infringement to the 
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residents. Would change the landscape of the suburb. Already we have lack of parking and 
any future developments would be a major problem for residents. 

I live in this area because, there are no shops, no high rise, no crowding and it is pleasant to 
walk the streets.  There is nothing wrong with the area the way it is.   What are the 
demographics for the area ? Has anyone approached you and said they wished we had high 
rise development in the area ? The council is already having parking issues.  Will adding high 
rise solve this or add to it ? A few people ie developers and the council see a bucket of money 
to make. Its just greed and who will suffer ? The existing  residents . Leave us alone, its been 
fine so far.   
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From:

Sent: Wednesday, 11 August 2021 7:57 AM
To: Emily Nankivell
Cc: McDonald, Tomas
Subject: FW: "Scotty's Corner" Code Amendment | Consultation 
Attachments: NETWORK INTEGRITY FACT SHEET 2021 InfraCo V1O.pdf; Telstra Duty of Care v29.0 

(1).pdf

 
Good Morning Emily, 
 
Thanks for letting us know of your planned works, Telstra do not believe we need to be involved at this point in time. 
 
Please find our Duty of Care document and our Network Integrity flyer for your reference. 
 
 
Kind Regards 
  
  
Jaki Rusev 
Regional Program Specialist 
Network Integrity  
Design & Construction | InfraCo Operations  

 

 

 

  
 

This email may contain confidential information. If I've sent it to you by accident, please let me know and then delete it 
and your reply. If you wish not to receive sales and marketing emails from Telstra, click here.  
 
 
 



Telstra’s Network Integrity Team manages the civil and con-
struction work for relocations on Telstra’s assets and infra-
structure. The team ensures compliance in the field to avoid 
damage to Telstra’s valuable assets, which could lead to ser-
vice disruptions for our Customers.

Some of the work the Network Integrity Team manage             
includes:
• Relocation of existing Telstra infrastructure or assets, i.e. 

relocation of pits or cables for new footpaths or driveways
• Commercial works, which involve provision of Telstra net-

work for non-standard services where there is no existing 
Telstra Infrastructure (i.e. mobile vans or garages), Lead-in 
Upgrades.

• The beneficiaries of the communications network are the 
Communities and businesses within those Communities. 
Telstra protects and maintains their infrastructure however 
it is used by many Carriers.

The Network Integrity Team does not manage:

• Work beyond the main distribution frame

• New connection lead-ins

• Telstra equipment removals for demolished or 
destroyed buildings

• Cable locations (refer to DBYD 1100.com.au)

• New installation or fault enquiries

• Faults reported to Service Providers 

Contact Us
If you've spotted damaged equipment including pits, pillars, cabinets, un-
derground cables, overhead cables, elevated joints and manhole covers 
the preferred method of reporting is via the Snap Send Solve APP. This 
will allow you to direct your enquiry to all relevant authorities including 
Telstra. This can be downloaded at either Google Play or the Apple Store 
or submitted online https://report.snapsendsolve.com/upload_photos

This will allow you to direct your enquiry to all relevant authorities includ-
ing Telstra.

An example of what happens, when Network Integrity 
are not engaged - Telstra Infrastructure is unsafe to 
Pedestrians, Telstra Staff and Telstra's Network.

An example of what happens, when Network Integrity 
are not engaged - Telstra Infrastructure is unsafe to 

Pedestrians, Telstra Staff and Telstra's Network.

Network Integrity

SCAN ME

Your 'one stop shop' for Telstra Asset Education, Consultation, Protection and Relocation.



Network Integrity
Frequently asked questions
I’ve had my job logged, what happens 
now?
Once your request has been received by Net-
work Integrity, your request will be assigned 
to a member of the Network Integrity Team, 
or an Industry Specialist nominated by the 
team, who will contact you within five to seven 
business days. The Team Member will discuss 
any requirements with you, and if needed, 
organise a site meeting to discuss the work 
required. 

Your request will then be sent out for quotes. 
Telstra will review the quotes received, and 
will send you the most suitable quote for 
acceptance. Telstra requires the acceptance 
page on the quote to be signed and returned 
before works can commence.

If development and land access approvals are 
required, or materials need to be ordered, this 
may cause a delay to works commencing on 
site.

When the work is finished and the completion 
notice is received by Telstra, we will final-
ise the project and issue an invoice to the        
nominated Invoice Contact. 

Where can I find more information?
For general enquiries or new projects, call 1800 810 443 or email 
Network Integrity team at networkintegrity@team.telstra.com

To request an asset relocation or commercial works, visit  
telstra.com and search for “relocating network assets”.

For Telstra faults, visit the Consumer Advice page on telstra.com 
or call 132 203 

Under no circumstance should anyone try to move or alter Telstra’s network 
infrastructure without authorisation. Under the Commonwealth Telecommu-
nications Act 1997 only persons authorised by Telstra can undertake work on 
Telstra’s assets or enter a facility owned and operated by Telstra. Interfering 
(including entry or tampering) with the infrastructure is a criminal offence under 
the Commonwealth Criminal Code Act 1995. If we know of, or find unauthorised 
personnel in our network, under the Telecommunications Act we reserve the right 
to take legal action.            V1 – May 2021

An example of what happens, when Network Integrity are 
not engaged - Telstra Infrastructure is unsafe to Pedestrians, 
Telstra Staff and Telstra's Network.

Why do I have to pay for Telstra to move 
its assets?

It is common for Telstra to have cable running 
through private property. Telstra is required 
to utilise as far as practicable the most effi-
cient method to provide infrastructure, and 
substantial savings can often be made by 
traversing private property. These savings 
ultimately result in cheaper service charges 
which benefit all users of the network. 

Telstra is not obliged to create easements, 
and their powers and immunities under the 
Telecommunications Act, in a legal sense, 
provide a statutory form of tenure as an alter-
native to easements or lease.

Under Federal statutory requirements Telstra 
is required to provide a basic level of telepho-
ny to all Australians. When coupled with Tel-
stra’s obligations to service customers as effi-
ciently and economically as practicable, this 
often results in carriers being forced to utilise 
private property the same as other Utilities.

SCAN ME

Your 'one stop shop' for Telstra Asset Education, Consultation, Protection and Relocation.
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DUTY OF CARE 
 

TELSTRA CORPORATION ACN 051 775 556 

IMPORTANT: 

When working in the vicinity of telecommunications plant you have a "Duty of Care" that must be observed. 
Please read and understand all the information and disclaimers provided below. 

Telstra network is complex and requires expert knowledge to interpret information, to identify and locate 
components, to pothole underground assets for validation and to safely work around assets without 
causing damage. If you are not an expert and/or qualified in these areas, then you must not attempt these 
activities. Telstra will seek compensation for damages caused to its property and losses caused to Telstra 
and its customers. The 5 P’s to prevent damage to Telstra assets are listed below.  Construction activities 
and/or any activities that potentially may impact on Telstra's assets must not commence without first 
undertaking these steps. Construction activities can include anything that involves breaking ground, 
potentially affecting Telstra assets. 

 
 

If you are designing a project, it is recommended that you also undertake these steps to validate 
underground assets prior to committing to your design. 
 
 
 

All damages to Telstra Network must be reported immediately   
 Call 13 22 03 Say “Damages” at the voice prompt, then press 1 to 

speak to an Operator 
 Or report online  

https://service.telstra.com.au/customer/general/forms/report-damage-
to-telstra-equipment 

 
 
(The following pages contain more detail on each step below and the contact details to seek further 
advice. AS5488-2013 is the Australian Standard for the Classification of Subsurface Utility Information.) 
 

 
 

1 PLAN: 

The essential first step in preventing damage - 
You must have current Telstra plans via the DBYD process. Telstra advises that the accuracy of the 
information provided by Telstra conforms to Quality Level D as defined in AS5488-2013. This means the 
information is indicative only, not a precise location. The actual location may differ substantially from that 
shown on the plans - refer to steps 2 & 3 to determine actual location prior to proceeding with construction. 
 
 

2 PREPARE: 
The essential second step in preventing damage - 
Engage a Telstra Accredited Plant Locator. To be able to trace and identify individual subsurface cables and 
ducts requires access to Telstra pits and manholes. Only a Telstra Accredited Plant Locator (TAPL) is 
authorised to access Telstra network for locating purposes. A TAPL can interpret plans, validate visible assets 
and access pits and manholes to undertake electronic detection of underground assets prior to further 
validation. All Telstra assets must be located, validated and protected prior to commencing construction. If 
you are not authorised to do so by Telstra, you must not access Telstra network or locate Telstra network. All 
Telstra Accredited Plant Locators are required to have DBYD Locator Certification. 
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3 POTHOLE: 
The essential third step in preventing damage - 
All Telstra assets must be positively identified (i.e. validated), by physically sighting them. For underground 
assets this can be done by potholing by hand or using non-destructive vacuum extraction methods (Refer to 
‘validation’ as defined in AS5488-2013 QL-A). Underground assets located by electronic detection alone 
(step 2), are not deemed to be ‘validated’ and must not be used for construction purposes. Some 
TAPL’s can assist with non-destructive potholing for validation purposes. If you cannot validate the Telstra 
network, you must not proceed with construction. Telstra will seek compensation for damages caused to 
its property and losses caused to Telstra and its customers. 
 
 

4 PROTECT: 
The essential fourth step in preventing damage - 
Telstra assets must be protected to avoid damage from construction activities. Minimum working distances 
around Telstra network must be maintained. These distances are provided in this document. Telstra can also 
provide advice and assistance in regards to protection – refer to the following pages. 
 
 

5 PROCEED: with obligations 
Only proceed when the above steps have been completed. 

 
 

STEP 1 - PLAN 
Dial Before You Dig / Telstra Plans 

The actual location of Telstra assets may differ substantially from that shown on the plans. Telstra 
does not warrant or hold out that its plans are accurate and accepts no responsibility for the 
accuracy shown on the plans. Steps 2 and 3 must also be undertaken to determine actual location 
of network. 

 
 Telstra DBYD plans are not suitable for displaying Telstra network within a Telstra exchange site. For advice on 

Telstra network within a Telstra exchange site contact Telstra Plan Service on 1800 653 935. 
 Telstra owns and retains the copyright in all plans and details provided in conjunction with the applicant's 

request. The applicant is authorised to use the plans and details only for the purpose indicated in the applicant's 
request. The applicant must not use the plans or details for any other purpose. 

 Telstra plans or other details are provided only for the use of the applicant, its servants, agents or Telstra 
Accredited Plant Locators. The applicant must not give the plans or details to any parties other than these, and 
must not generate profit from commercialising the plans or details. 

 Please contact Telstra Plan Services immediately should you locate Telstra assets not indicated on these plans. 
 Telstra, its servants or agents shall not be liable for any loss or damage caused or occasioned by the use of 

plans and or details so supplied to the applicant, its servants and agents, and the applicant agrees to indemnify 
Telstra against any claim or demand for any such loss or damage. 

 Please ensure Telstra plans and information provided remains on-site at all times throughout the inspection, 
location and construction phase of any works. 

 Telstra plans are valid for 60 days after issue and must be replaced if required after the 60 days. 
 Emergency situations - receiving Telstra plans Telstra's automated mapping system (TAMS) will provide a 

fast response for emergency situations (faster than an operator can provide manually via a phone call - see 
below for fast response requirements). Automated responses are normally available 24/7. 

To receive a fast automated response from Telstra your request must - 

 Be a web request lodged at DBYD (www.1100.com.au). The request will be then forwarded to 
Telstra. 

 Contain your current email address so you can receive the automated email response. 
 Be for the purposes of 'mechanical excavation' or other ground breaking DBYD activity. (Requests 

with activity types such as conveyancing, planning & design or other non-digging activities may not 
be responded to until the next business day). 
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 Be for an area less than 350 metres in size to obtain a PDF map (over 350 metres will default to DWF 
due to size) this does not include congested CBD areas where only DWF may be supplied. 

 Be for an area less than 2500 metres in size to obtain a DWF map (CBD’s less) 
 

 Data Extraction Fees. In some instances a data extraction fee may be applicable for the supply of Telstra 
information. Typically a data extraction fee may apply to large projects, planning and design requests or 
requests to be supplied in non-standard formats. For further details contact Telstra Plan Services. 

 
 Electronic plans - PDF and DWF maps If you have received Telstra maps via email you will have received 

the maps as either a PDF file (for smaller areas) or DWF file (for larger area requests). All requests over 
approximately *350m or in congested CBD areas can only be supplied in DWF format. There are size limits 
on what can be provided. (* actual size depends on geographic location of requested area). If you are unable 
to launch any one of the softcopy files for viewing and printing, you may need to download and install one or 
more of the free viewing and printing products such as Adobe Acrobat Reader (for PDF files) or Autodesk 
Design Review (for DWF files) available from the internet 

 
 

o Pdf files - PDF is the default softcopy format for all requests for areas up to approx *350m in length. 
(*depends on geographic location of request). The PDF file is nominally formatted to A3 portrait sheet 
however it can be printed on any size sheet that your printer supports, e.g. either as the full sheet or 
selected areas to suit needs and legibility. (to print a selected area zoom up and print ‘current view’) If 
there are multiple layers of Telstra network you may receive up to 2 sheets in the single PDF file 
attachment supplied. There are three types or layers of network normally recorded - local network, 
mains cables or a combined layer of local and mains (usually displayed for rural or semi-rural areas). If 
mains cable network is present in addition to local cables (i.e. as separate layer in a particular area), the 
mains will be shown on a separate sheet. The mains cable information should be read in conjunction with 
the local cable information. 

 

o DWF files – DWF is the default softcopy format for all requests for areas that are over 350m in 
length. Maximum length for a DWF automated response is approx 2500m - depending on 
geographic location of request (manually-processed plans may provide larger coverage). The DWF 
files differ from PDF in that DWF are vector files made up of layers that can be turned on or off and 
are not formatted to a specific sheet size. This makes them ideal for larger areas and for transmitting 
electronically. 

 How to view Telstra DWF files – 
Telstra DWF files come with all layers turned on. You may need to turn individual layers on 
or off for viewing and printing clarity. Individual layer names are CC (main cable/conduit), DA 
(distribution area network) and sometimes a combined layer - CAC. Layer details can be 
viewed by either picking off the side menu or by selecting ‘window’ then 'layers' off the top 
menu bar. Use 'layers' to turn individual layers off or on (double click or right click on layer 
icon). 

 How to print Telstra DWF files – 
DWF files can be printed on any size sheet – either their entirety or by selected areas of 
interest. Some DWF coverage areas are large and are not suited to printing legibly on a single 
A4 sheet - you may need several prints if you only have an A4 printer. Alternatively, an A3, A1 
or larger printer could be used. To print, zoom in or out and then, by changing the 'print range' 
settings, you can print what is displayed on your screen to suit your paper size. If you only have 
a small printer, e.g. A4, you may need to zoom until the text is legible for printing (which is why 
you may need several prints). To print what is displayed on your screen the 'view' setting should 
be changed from 'full page' to 'current view'. The 'current sheet' setting should also be selected. 
You may need to print layers separately for clarity and legibility. (Details above on how to turn 
layers on or off) 

 How to change the background colour from white to black (when viewing) Telstra 
DWF files – 
If using Autodesk Design Review the background colour can be changed by selecting ‘Tools’ 
then ‘options’ then ‘sheet’. Tick the box ‘override published paper colours’ and select the colour 
required using the tab provided. 
 

 
 

 

‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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STEP 2 – PREPARE 
Telstra Accredited Plant Locator (TAPL): 

Utilising a TAPL is an essential part of the process to identify network and to trace subsurface 
network prior to validating. A TAPL can provide plan interpretation, identification and electronic 
detection. This will assist in determining the position of subsurface assets prior to potholing 
(validating). Some TAPL’s can also assist in validating underground detected network. Electronic 
detection is only an indication of the existence of underground network and can be subject to 
interference from other services and local conditions. Electronic detection must not be used 
solely to determine location for construction purposes. The electronic (indicative) subsurface 
measurements must be proven by physically sighting the asset (see step 3 – Pothole ). 

 
 All TAPL’s locating Telstra network must be able to produce a current photo ID card issued by Telstra. A list of 

TAPL’s is provided with the Telstra Dial Before You Dig plans. 
 All TAPL’s in addition to the Telstra photo ID card must also have current DBYD Locator Certification with ID 

card. 
 Telstra does not permit external parties (non-Telstra) to access or conduct work on Telstra network. Only Telstra 

staff, Telstra contractors or locators whom are correctly accredited are authorised to work on or access Telstra 
manholes, pits, ducts, cables etc. This is for safety as well as for legal reasons. 

 The details of any contract, agreement or retainer for site assistance to locate telecommunications plant shall 
be for you to decide and agree with the Telstra Accredited Plant Locator engaged. Telstra is not a party to any 
contract entered into between you and a Telstra Accredited Plant Locator. 

 Payment for the site assistance will be your responsibility and payment details must be agreed before the 
engagement is confirmed. 

 Telstra does not accept any liability or responsibility for the performance of or advice given by a Telstra 
Accredited Plant Locator. Accreditation is an initiative taken by Telstra towards the establishment and  
maintenance of competency standards. However, performance and the advice given will always depend on the 
nature of the individual engagement. 

 Neither the Telstra Accredited Plant Locator nor any of its employees are an employee or agent for 
Telstra. Telstra is not liable for any damage or loss caused by the Telstra Accredited Plant Locator or its 
employees. 

 

  Electronically derived subsurface measurements (e.g. depths/alignments by locating 
devices) 

All locator provided measurements for Telstra assets must have the AS5488-2013 quality level specified 
- (e.g. QL-A, B, C or D). These quality levels define the accuracy of subsurface information and are 
critical for determining how the information is later used – for example if suitable for excavation 
purposes. 

 
1) An example of a subsurface measurement with no quality level specified – (i.e. not to be used) 

Telstra cover - 0.9m 

The measurement above has no AS5488-2013 quality level specified and must not be provided by a locator or 
used for design or construction. This is because it is not known whether the measurement is actual or derived 
(where ‘actual’ means validated and ‘derived’ means assumed and not validated, e.g. electronic or other). Typically 
damages occur by constructors incorrectly using unvalidated measurements as actual measurements. 

 

2) An example of a subsurface measurement with quality level B specified – 

Telstra cover - 0.9m (QL-B) 

Where (QL-B) complies with AS5488-2013 QL-B (for example an electronic location that complies with QL-B) 

(Note QL-B means it has not been validated and must not be used for construction purposes around Telstra 
network, however it would assist further investigation to determine the actual location) 

3) An example of a subsurface measurement with the quality level A specified – 
Telstra cover - 0.6m (QL-A) 

Where  (QL-A)  complies  with  AS5488-2013  QL-A  (and  is  deemed  suitable  for  excavation  purposes). 
In this example the asset has been electronically located first, (QL-B) and then physically exposed (QL-A). 

 
Note -Telstra will seek compensation for damages caused to it its property and losses caused to Telstra and its 
customers if unvalidated subsurface measurements are used for construction and subsequently result in damage 
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to Telstra assets. Only measurements conforming to AS5488-2013 (QL-A) are deemed by Telstra to be validated 
measurements. 
 
 

 Rural landowners - Rural Locations Subsidy Scheme Where Telstra-owned cable crosses 
agricultural land, Telstra may provide on-site assistance with cable location. You must contact Telstra 
Plan Services to determine eligibility and to request the service. 

Please note the following – 

 If eligible, the location assistance must be approved and organised by Telstra. Telstra will not pay for 
a location that has not been approved and facilitated by Telstra (Telstra is not responsible for payment 
assistance when a customer engages a locator directly). 

 Telstra will only “subsidise” the location up to $330 (Incl. GST). This will cover one hour on-site 
location only, private lead-in locations are for lead-ins 100m or longer. Any time required in addition 
to Telstra-funded time can be purchased directly from the assigned Telstra Accredited Plant Locator. 

 This service does NOT include the use Mechanical Aids or Hydro Excavation (Vac Trucks) to 
locate and should be discussed between the Accredited Plant Locator and the private rural 
landowner 

 The exact location, including depth of cables, must be validated by potholing, which may not be 
covered by this service. 

 This service is nominally only available to assist private rural land owners. 
 This service nominally covers one hour on-site only, private lead-in locations are for lead-ins 100m or 

longer. Any time required in addition to Telstra-funded time can be purchased directly from the assigned 
Telstra Accredited Plant Locator. 

 This service does not apply to previously located network at the same location (i.e. it is a once off). 
 This service does not apply to other carriers’ cables (marked as ‘OC’ on Telstra plans). 
 

 
 

 

 
STEP 3 – POTHOLE 
Validation as defined in AS5488-2013 (QL-A). 

After utilising a Telstra Accredited Plant Locator and prior to commencing construction, any 
electronically detected underground network must be positively identified (validated) by 
physically sighting it. This can be done by careful hand digging or using non-destructive water 
jet methods to expose the network. 

Manual potholing needs to be undertaken with extreme care and by employing techniques least likely to damage 
cables. For example, align shovel blades and trowels parallel to the cable rather than digging across the cable. 
Some Telstra Accredited Plant Locators are able to provide or assist with non-destructive potholing methods to 
enable validation of underground cables and ducts. 

If you cannot validate the underground network then you must not proceed with construction. 
Telstra will seek compensation for damages caused to its property and losses caused to Telstra 
and its customers. 

 
Important note: The construction of Telstra’s network dates back over many years. Some of Telstra’s pits and 
ducts were manufactured from asbestos-containing cement. You must take care in conducting any works in the 
vicinity of Telstra’s pits and ducts. You must refrain from in any way disturbing or damaging Telstra’s network 
infrastructure when conducting your works. We recommend that before you conduct any works in the vicinity of 
Telstra infrastructure that you ensure your processes and procedures eliminate any possibility of disturbing, 
damaging or interfering in any way with Telstra’s infrastructure. Your processes and procedures should incorporate 
appropriate measures having regard to the nature of this risk. For further information - 

https://www.telstra.com.au/consumer-advice/digging-construction/relocating-network-assets 

 
 

 
 

‐‐‐   ‐‐‐ 

‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
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STEP 4 – Protect: 
 

You must maintain the following minimum clearance distances between construction 
activity and the validated position of Telstra plant. 

 
 

Jackhammers/Pneumatic 
Breakers 

Not within 1.0m of actual validated location. 

Vibrating Plate or Wacker 
Packer Compactor 

Not within 0.5m of actual validated location of Telstra 
ducts. 
300mm compact clearance cover before compactor can 
be used across Telstra ducts. 

Boring Equipment 
(in-line, horizontal and vertical) 

Not within 2.0m of actual validated location. 
Constructor to hand dig or use non-destructive water jet 
method (pothole) and expose plant. 

Heavy Vehicle Traffic (over 3 
tonnes) 

Not to be driven across Telstra ducts (or plant) 
with less than 600mm cover. 
Constructor to check actual depth via hand digging. 

Mechanical Excavators, Farm 
ploughing and Tree Removal 

Not within 1.0m of actual validated location. 
Constructor to hand dig or use non-destructive water jet 
method (pot-hole) and expose plant. 

 

 For blasting or controlled fire burning please contact Telstra Plan Services. 
 

 If conducting roadworks all existing Telstra pits and manholes must be a minimum of 1.2m in from the back 
of kerb after the completion of your work. 

 
 After the completion of any ground work in footways or roadway whereby the existing levels are being 

changed the depth of cover of the existing Telstra asset at the completion of work must not be less than 
the existing level before work commenced. 

 

Regardless of whether the surface is being raised or lowered, any work impacting the depth of cover 
of Telstra underground assets should not commence before consultation with Telstra Network Integrity 
representatives, to discuss the possibility of ‘protection’ or relocation (including lowering of the asset)”. 

 

 For clearance distances relating to Telstra pillars, cabinets and RIMs/RCMs please contact Telstra 
Plan Services. 

 
 If Telstra plant is situated wholly or partly where you plan to work (i.e. in conflict, where a pit or manhole 

would be in a driveway or other vehicle thoroughfare), then Telstra's Network Integrity Group must be 
contacted to discuss possible engineering solutions to protect Telstra assets. 
Please phone 1800 810 443 or email NetworkIntegrity@team.telstra.com 

 
 You are not permitted to relocate or alter or repair any Telstra assets or network under any circumstances. 

 
It is a criminal offence under the Criminal Code Act 1995 (Cth) to tamper or interfere with 
communication facilities owned by a carrier. Heavy penalties may apply for breach of this prohibition, 
and any damages suffered, or costs incurred by Telstra as a result of any such unauthorised works 
may be claimed against you. 

 
Only Telstra and its contractors may access and conduct works on Telstra’s network (including its plant and 
assets). This requirement is to ensure that Telstra can protect the integrity of its network, avoid disruption to 
services and ensure that the relocation meets Telstra’s requirements. 

 

 If Telstra relocation or protection works are part of the agreed solution, then payment to Telstra for the cost of 
this work shall be the responsibility of the principal developer, constructor or person for whom the work is 
performed. The principal developer or constructor will be required to provide Telstra with the details of their 
proposed work showing how Telstra's plant is to be accommodated and these details must be approved by 
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the Regional Network Integrity Manager prior to the commencement of site works. 
Please phone 1800 810 443 or email NetworkIntegrity@team.telstra.com 
Further information - 
https://www.telstra.com.au/consumer-advice/digging-construction/relocating-network-assets 

 

 
Damage to Telstra's network must be reported immediately – 
132 203 Say “Damages” at the voice prompt, then press 1 to speak to an Operator 
 
 
Or report online: 
https://service.telstra.com.au/customer/general/forms/report-damage-to-telstra-equipment 

 
 
 You will be held responsible for all plant damage that occurs or any impacts to Telstra’s network as a result 

of your construction activities. This includes interfering with plant, conducting unauthorised modification 
works and interfering with Telstra’s assets in a way that prevents Telstra from accessing or using its assets 
in the future. 

 
 Telstra reserves all rights to recover compensation for loss or damage to its cable network or other 

property including consequential losses. 
 
 

 
 
 

STEP 5 – Proceed:  Additional obligations during project 
construction: 

 
 Unimpeded Access: All public verge works / projects must take into consideration and make allowances for 

maintaining 24/7 unimpeded access to Telstra’s network access points located in or in close proximity to the 
proposed project while construction is in progress. This access includes but is not limited to, Pits, Manholes, 
Pillars and Cabinets etc. 

 
 Access by Telstra and its Contractors: Fault restoration, connect and dis-connection tasks are appointment 

driven and Telstra and its Contractors appointed to these tasks cannot be denied access.  Where project works 
pose a safety risks to attending Telstra Personnel or Contractors, you must have procedures in place to allow 
Telstra and its Contractors to be escorted and kept safe on site.  

 
 Completion of Project:  On the completion of all project works, you must ensure unimpeded, safe access has 

been maintained to all Telstra network access points within or in close proximity to  project boundaries.  
 

 You will be held responsible for all costs incurred by Telstra as a result of you not providing unimpeded access 
or access to Telstra and its Contractors as required.   

 
 Telstra reserves all rights to recover compensation for loss or damage it suffers including consequential losses. 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
  

‐‐‐‐‐ 

‐‐‐‐‐ 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Thursday, 16 September 2021 6:16 AM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  Adrian 
Family name:  Winsor 
Organisation:  Nil 
Email address:  
Phone number:

Comments:  

I live in Medindie. Medindie is bound by major roads and has no parks and few safe pedestrian/cycle 
crossing across these major roads. Rather than add to congestion of the corner and local population 
with such a large development, a smaller development (lower height/size) would be better. If this was 
combined with a Council request to state government to acquire the (car yards) on the Medindie side 
of Main North road for a linear park this would be of benefit to the residents and to enhance the 
beauty of the city. There would be no need to change the zoning of the two houses on Nottage Tce. 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to 
proponent 
email:  

info@futureurban.com.au 
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From: Alison Lamshed
Sent: Friday, 3 September 2021 3:29 PM
To: info
Subject: Submission re Scotty's Motel Zone Changes
Attachments: SUBMISSION RE ZONE CHANGE.docx

Please find attached my submission. I have registered for the public meeting on Wednesday 8th September. 
The attached document is about 8 minutes long. Being aware there is a strict 5 minute limit, I will endeavour 
to edit my document for a verbal presentation. I do NOT have to verbally present if there are a large number 
of individuals wishing to express their opinion.  
 
Many thanks 
Ali Lamshed 



SUBMISSION RE ZONE CHANGE 

I do NOT support the rezoning at the Scotty’s Corner site, in particular, the proposed 
change to the Neighbourhood Zone classification for the houses opposite my residence. 
I have no objections to the current zoning of a Suburban Business Zone for the Scotty’s 
motel site.
I am greatly concerned about the concept of this zone encroaching into an established 
residential area, opening the door for further commercial development. 

I have lived at for 35 years and have direct experience of the amenity 
of this residential area.  As a Prospect resident for over 50 years, I have regularly used 
the busy intersection currently undergoing “re-development”.

Excluding the commercial property next to mine and Scotty’s motel opposite, both sides 
of Nottage Terrace consist of single dwellings that provide exceptional quality amenities 
for current,  and future, inner city life, such as:-

 Proximity to the CBD re work, education and social activities
 Proximity to local public and private schools and tertiary educational institutions
 Centralised location affording timely access to suburban Adelaide
 Safe and secure area
 High quality individual character homes with adequate fresh air and natural light
 Protected privacy
 Access to local greenspaces and sporting venues affording participation options
 Mature, substantial trees with associated green environment benefits 
 Individual gardening capabilities that promote well being and good mental health
 Appreciable land and housing values.

As a long standing resident of Nottage Terrace, I have experienced the advantages 
afforded by this area through my different life stages. I have adapted to the 
inconvenience of increased traffic flow when both Main North Road and North East Road 
were eventually specified as arterial roads. Over the years, the aim has developed to 
“speed up” access to both the CBD and the northern and north-eastern urban spread. 
Saving a few minutes has been the promoted purpose of government decisions that 
have cost the State huge sums of money with no subsequent assessment of the 
success or failure of such expenditure. My personal view is that the traffic volumes will 
have to be reduced, possibly with improved public transport, and eventually decrease if 
Australia is to meet its climate change action.

Being aware of the amenity of this area, I decided to continue to reside at Nottage 
Terrace for my post retirement years. Following 10 years of meticulous planning, I 
redeveloped the property,  subdividing the land to provide 3 residences. To and fro 
communications occurred between Prospect Council, The Department of Infrastructure 
and Transport (DIT), the SA Zoning regulator, a Commercial Law consultant and myself. 
To enable the development, I have been required  to effectively “donate” about a third of 



my land to provide turning circle movement within the boundary. Also, the sliding gate 
had to be placed a huge distance from the roadway so that side by side vehicles would 
not disrupt traffic flow getting in or out of the property. These considerations were 
specified by DIT so that access and egress to the 3 homes did NOT INTERFERE WITH 
THE TRAFFIC FLOW INTO NOTTAGE TERRACE. It was only by complying that 
development approval was eventually granted. 
 
Is a developer going to be subjected to similar stringent planning design and regulation 
criteria in order to meet the same considerations as I had to? 

Equity issues must be addressed.  My expectation is that a development plan would also 
have to “donate” a similar quantity of land to facilitate vehicle movements and respect 
residential opinion to be fair and equitable to all concerned parties. In my opinion, ANY 
development of the specified areas would soon result in intrusive access and egress 
issues that would negate the most recent attempt to improve the intersection.  

Getting in and out of the immediate area will become even more problematic. No matter 
what changes are made to the intersection design, it is simply the volume of vehicles 
and inattention of drivers that cause the rear end accidents. Past changes have never 
been able to solve this issue. Excessive speed negotiations of the various turns (often 
late at night) contributes to the increased risk that drivers will lose control of their 
vehicles and hit nearby fencing or walls, possibly sustaining catastrophic injuries or even 
death. The only times my wall was hit and permanently damaged, occurred when there 
were 2 lanes entering Nottage Terrace from the city. Excessive speed twice resulted in 
vehicles becoming airborne after hitting the gutter and slamming into the wall of 6 
Nottage Terrace,

With the long-term impact of the pandemic unable to be determined and the lifestyles of 
most people on this planet changed forever, I find it incredulous that any government 
department, or local authority, could be so short-sighted to even consider such a zone 
change. The proposed development would reduce the current level of amenity that has 
stabilized over many years. Any proposal to increase local traffic in the area and 
subsequent additional access to residential or commercial premises could be considered 
a breach of the Local Nuisance and Litter Control Act 2016.

It seems the political climate in this country is of the opinion that the world will “get back 
to what we had”. I do not support this belief. In less than 10 years, climate issues will 
force major changes to the Australian way of life. Reductions in the traffic volume may 
become legislated necessities. Overcrowding in multi-storied apartments and/or 
residences will continue to endanger our health with such close living arrangements. 
Social Psychology has identified the minimal space required by humans to enable good 
health, social relations and well being. Already urban in-fill, while adding to increased 
revenues to local and state governments, has facilitated the current disease 
transmission, enabled domestic violence and mental health issues to increase while 
contributing greatly to the energy crisis. 

https://www.legislation.sa.gov.au/LZ/C/A/LOCAL%20NUISANCE%20AND%20LITTER%20CONTROL%20ACT%202016.aspx


Allowing development of the proposed area is a backwards step. Increases to traffic in 
the Medindie suburb, with locals using alternative routes to get to their destinations is 
surely unreasonable.  Any multi story development seeks to undo the benefits of the 
area. The current zoning is appropriate and should be maintained as a residential 
setting. The footprint of Scotty’s Motel should not be expanded and local residents retain 
their right to continue to undertake their normal lifestyle requirements. 

This Code Amendment is inappropriate and unnecessary.

Alison Lamshed
 



        Alistair McFarlane and family 

 
18Th September 2021 

Hon Vickie Chapman MP 
Deputy Premier 
Attorney General Minister for Planning and Local Government 
 
Dear Minister 
 
RE “ Scotty’s Corner” Code Amendment Objection 
 
I seek to firmly register my Objection to  the “ Scotty’s Corner” Code Amendment planning proposal 
submitted by YS Super Investments Pty Ltd, and administered via Future Urban. 
 
I am firmly of the opinion that both the proposed zoning change and the process of communication 
and consultation in advising the community, are, and have been - deeply flawed, and see no reason 
why development within the defined parameters of the  current zone would nor deliver a suitable 
and balanced outcome. 
 
Both I and 5 other adult members of my family - residing at number  have never 
been consulted by the proponents, the Walkerville Council planning authorities, the proponents 
agents  /consultants / planners, or State Government planning authorities directly on this change. 
We do have a mail box. 
 
We live 200 metres away from the “impact area”, in an established residential property we have 
enjoyed as a family for 19 years.  
 
I became better informed via a neighbour late July ( over the fence chat), and then through the 
current Liberal member Rachel Sanderson (inadvertently), while she was on a street sentiment 
canvassing walk during a weekend,( 4 weeks ago). I have subsequently attended the proponents 
“consultation” meeting, and the Walkerville Council meeting 14-9-2021. 
 
We are concerned, that the new Planning and Design code is not being applied as initially intended. 
Both we and other residents residing in this small suburb, chosen by choice given its character and 
proximity to the city - will by direct consequence, be significantly negatively affected by the rezoning 
and proposed developed enabled by it. 
 
The following are the specifically nominated concerns ; arising from the impact of bulk,  design and 
density of the excessive design of the proposal; 

 Excessive traffic congestion and noise 
 Overshadowing and invasive lack of privacy 
 Loss of heritage character through the demolition and rezoning of character dwellings 
 Congestion affecting weekly rubbish collection and road circulation  



 Congestion inhibiting access by fire / ambulance in situations of emergencies. 
 No set back from a main road (73,000 cars per day and growing annually) 
 Poor mix of design and occupancy (left open) 
 Post approval flexibility to add additional floors / density – without community 

consultation  
 A move away from the original intent for Traffic Orientated Developments (TOD’s) to 

focus higher use on public transport, and minimal on-site carparks 
 Very Poor consultation over an extended time with residents. 
 No added private open space ( in an already under-supported suburb) 

 
It should be noted that I am a supporter of urban development. I both support well designed 
planned and delivered built form that fits with the character of the site and neighbourhood, but also 
development that is innovative and uses” fit for purpose” materials and finishes. I have been 
delivering Property professional services at a senior technical level for over 30 years. However - in 
my opinion ; 
 

 The designated site is not suited to the bulk density development outlined 
 The process for assessment has been prematurely rushed without all critical impacts 

assessed. 
 
I have had an opportunity, via information supplied by members of the suburb to read: 
 

 documentation as early as the 23RD February 2021, wherein the Walkerville Council planner 
states the site would suit taller buildings. ( no consultation). 

 Found a link to the 1620-page Code Amendment documents ( parts 1 and part 2), and 
Engagement Plan – Community Engagement Charter – obligating the proponent ( having 
lodged directly, and not via Council) to properly consult with the affected community 

 On-line documentation prepared for the Walkerville Council meeting ( 15/09/2021) – 1797 
pages 

 
I have had the late opportunity to attend the RSL hall meeting (Wednesday  8th September) called by 
Future Urban to engage with the established neighbourhood on the proposed changes. The meeting, 
( poorly advertised)  was  well attended by residents (all seats taken)  voicing a unanimous objection 
to the development and the processes of communication. The same attendees did not enjoy 
responses from the proponents (question and answers), instead being advised the session was only 
to “record” comments. 
 
I noted at the time that with a set 60 minutes to discuss the content of a 1620-page document ( able 
to be read, interrogated, and corroborated only by select trained planers / planning lawyers), with 
those most directly affected ( the community) , the inability of the audience to get responses to key 
questions from the meeting convenors ( as the Act intended) – suggested the process was 
completely inadequate, and “gesture giving”. 
 
I can conclude from this insensitive behaviour that the obligations by the proponents to adhere to 
the obligatory Legislated Community Engagement Charter were being met “only in letter”. 
 



 I refer you to the Charters criteria for “measuring success”  ( meeting the 5 principles of 
community consultation) - which were in my opinion and as demonstrated – were defective. 
 
 
Specific Issues 
 
Background - On the 22 April 2021, the Minister for Planning and Local Government approved the 
initiation of the Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment to rezone 43 Main North Road Medindie and 1, 3 
and 5 Nottage Terrace, Medindie from the Suburban Business Zone and Established Neighbourhood 
Zone to Urban Corridor (Business) Zone. My specific concerns lie in; 
 
(a) Density: despite the volume of multiple reports, clarity on the actual use of the building and 

population inhabiting the site – is still unclear (after 7 months).  As the town of Medindie has 
1200 people in its boundaries, it can be assumed in the vicinity of 250-300 people will be house ( 
high density housing definition per Design code). If correct – that is a 25% increase in the suburb. 
There is no matching contribution to any amenity, or seeming comprehension of impacts at this 
magnitude. 
 
Although a 6-level development has been modelled by the proponent, the Urban Corridor 
(Business) Zone envisages buildings up to 8 levels if “significant development site” provisions are 
triggered.  Significant development site provisions trigger a bonus of 30% in building levels over 
the designated maximum TNV building height of 6 levels, resulting in buildings of 8 levels.  
(Does this then create a situation where 400 people are on site, given tacit approval for more “ 

dog box’s that may not sell).  I note the “wall” onto Nottage terrace (no setback) will force all  
traffic onto Tennyson Street. Difficult as it is now – it will be unworkable. Rubbish pick-up, 
emergency services access will be avoided to the detriment of the community. If the demolition 
of character homes were to provide egress as an option – where is the Value to the 
Community?. 
 

(b) Traffic: the suburb of Medindie is already very congested. Car access onto Nottage Terrace from 
Victoria Avenue, even mid-day -  is difficult and dangerous. “Rat racing” through backstreets to 
avoid already congested intersections is prevalent – but official volumes unrecorded. The 
upgrade on Main North Road and Nottage Terrace intersection is underway and can be 
anticipated to lead to an even greater volume ( and hours of use)  from heavy and mixed 
transport. To add to this the congestion from the occupants, visitors and workmen associated 
with the described development (up to 400 additional cars) will raise permanent health and 
safety concerns ( starting with cycling being avoided due to risk to life and limb). 
 
I understand no fully complete, reliable traffic volume reports have been done ( post completion 
of the roadworks at the intersection) that satisfy reliable professional standards, traditionally 
normal in these situations ( Mount Barkers poor planning is a reminder of haste). I can anticipate 
the upgrades will only increase volumes of traffic – which from experience will result.  I further 
understand traffic volumes on Nottage terrace ( from the east) to the intersection have been 
recognised by DPTI as being at or above maximum. The prospect of road widening within 2-3 
years (compulsory acquisition) is strong, and on current trends - unavoidable. 
 

(c) Precedent : the development is a “spot development” of a stranded site, with expectations that 
the addition of the two residential dwellings (neighbourhood zone) plots into the business zone ( 



suburban business zone) will yield additional plot-ratio benefits, providing bulk and height 
benefits – triggering additional rights (scale). Simply put this is a crude approach to bank profit 
from either an on-sell of the development rights, or progressive sale of product.  Possibly this is 
being done in anticipation that there will be few planning and or Court precedents to mitigate 
poor design - and given the delay in the delivery of the Act, State Government will be anxious to 
get results. I remain conscious however that the State Government seeks, through properly 
demonstrated due process, to arrive at the right; not expeditious, outcome/s.  
 
The real impact from the current plan, on amenity, the adjoining historic character housing, 
mental health of current residents, liveability from this development – does not feature in the 
submission. Further, the impact on the heritage overlay through the negative actions from the 
demolition of the residential character homes creates a presence for the same occurring on 
Nottage, and similar streets – to enable 7-8+ level development, in an uncoordinated manner. 
Again, this is foreseeable – but the process has demonstrated no recognition of the further 
negative impact this could make on an suburb already under unwarranted pressure. 

 
(d)  Opportunities for Government: The introduction of the new Planning and Design Code 

commenced on Friday 19th March 2021. The objective was to” improve consistency in decision 
making and assessment”.  
 
A review of recent public reports from Point data Pty Ltd ( https://pointdata.com.au ), (a 
technology company who revalue the Adelaide metropolitan area every week via advanced 
Machine learning and AI technology) pre and post the introduction of the Act - identified the 
level of overall benefit that the introduction will / can bring to SA Government.  
 
(i) Economic gain achieved: The change in valuation (before and after introduction of the 

Act), through the incorporation of newly created land subdivision potential was 
identified as $31 Billion in land value uplift. The impact of this assessment should 
provide SA Government with confidence that the Act is and will yield significant 
bankable economic benefits, and that it will come from sites across a number of LGA’s 
that are more appropriate of development, than in constrained Medindie .  
 
The current site was not identified in the assessment report as having merit for 
development beyond its current zoning potential. Why then develop for unsuitable 
outcomes, in the wrong place, with undue haste? 

 
(ii) A Strategic Planned Corridor: As located on Main North Road, the Scotty’s site ( as is),  is 

the start of a number of now largely vacant properties on the eastern side, previously 
used for retail car sales (caryards). Given the importance of Main North Road as a Key 
Gate way entry point into the city, the consideration of this entire strip of potentially 
amalgamated land for strategic managed development, under the considered provisions 
of a Planning and development plan – seems obvious.  

 
Recognised success with the  previously well-planned Adelaide airport to City co-
ordinated development corridor meant for example  a visually balanced built form, 
sympathetic to existing and new construction. It enabled a good allocation of on-site 
carpark, and TNV height ratios.  
 



 
A similar approach will enable any required provision for a road reserve to be created ( 
catering for future traffic volume growth – assumed on current trend), onsite carparks, 
building setbacks, provision for open space.  
 
Additionally, it would enable consideration of the place for multistorey  development 
within context of a continuity of mixed land uses more suitable for the larger area, 
setbacks, common carparking and location. 
 
The outcome would be a South Australian state legacy - to be proud of.  
 

Summary 
 Re-development ( right scale – well planned) of / on the present site, would be beneficial 
 No case has been made for a change in current zoning, which can already enable up to a 5-

story development, while enabling avoidance of density issues. This affords adequate capital 
gain to the owners, and residential product that may sell. The built form is more likely to sell 
in the market on good design, and not linger. 

 The assessment has been done is a hurried manner, with at times unco-ordinated consultants 
advice (traffic, heritage, flight path etc) which can and would (if adopted) result in a 
permanently flawed development, and loss of residents liveability.  

 The elimination of the role of informed elected members of the immediate community ( 
Walkerville Council) from the key end decision point within this process, is detrimental to 
outcomes. The process could be said to intimidate open discussion, and genuine debate. 

 The community consultation process (responsibility of the landowner/ agents as proponents 
in this occasion) has been delivered late, incompletely and without apparent intent to provide 
the means to have a proper public dialogue.  

 The State Government has the opportunity to create a gateway corridor, that supports a 
Vision for a sustainable breathing city, safe in the knowledge that significant economic 
development is already “ locked in”, on sites better capable of sustainable delivery of benefits 
to communities. 

 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
Alistair J McFarlane 
on behalf of the family and family members Medindie 5081. 
 



1

From:
Sent: Saturday, 18 September 2021 4:21 PM
To: info
Cc:

Subject: Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

I write as a Medindie resident to express my strong objection to the proposed Development Code Amendment of the 
Scotty’s Motel site and adjacent properties. 
 
The current zoning is appropriate and provides for development that is suitable for the conditions and circumstances of 
the site. There is no logical basis to proceed with a proposal that is so out of keeping with the urban environment and 
population demographics of Medindie and surrounding suburbs. 
 
97% of occupied in Medindie are separate or semi-detached houses and only 3% are flats or apartments. That is why we 
moved here in 1987.  Medindie is a beautiful historical suburb. A six storey building on Scotty’s Corner will not only 
affect the nearby properties but will tower over much of Medindie. The overshadowing, parking problems, loss of 
property value etc.. will be widely felt in Medindie. 
 
The code amendment proposal for the Scotty’s Corner site restricts the proposal to this site but acknowledges that it 
sits in a narrow strip of commercial properties, three of which are currently listed for sale. This Code amendment is 
likely to form the basis for future development applications for the western boundary of Medindie. A similar 
development would be directly behind the back fence of overshadowing my house and garden, 
rendering the solar panels and Tesla battery useless. More importantly, our quality of life would be deeply affected. 
 
Adelaide was recently rated as the world’s third most liveable city. A heritage precinct like Medindie is highly prized the 
world over. Allowing the rezoning proposal will take that away from the whole Adelaide community with increased 
traffic congestion, overshadowing and destruction of heritage context. 
 
The current zoning is suitable for development commensurate with the local fabric and culture of the area. The 
proposed rezoning is not. 
 
Yours Sincerely 
 
Dr Alan Cotton 
 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPad 



  
Medindie 
SA 5081  

 
To whom it may concern 
 
RE: Scotty’s Corner Development Code Amendment 
 
I write as a Medindie resident and as a qualified civil engineer experienced in local 
government, building design, heritage requirements and traffic engineering, to 
express my strong objection to the proposed Development Code Amendment of the 
Scotty’s motel site and adjacent properties.  
 
I have read the information provided by Future Urban and attended 2 public 
meetings in September. 
 
I find the Future Urban information substantially deficient regarding open space, 
traffic / parking and heritage matters.   
 
Incomplete and misleading information was provided by the report. Subsequent 
information withheld from the 1600-page Future Urban report has come to light 
following investigation by residents, their lawyers and discussions at the public 
meetings that challenges the content of the report. 
 
I find the proposed development density incompatible with all nearby areas; 
Medindie, Walkerville and Prospect Council areas. 
 
I find the proposed development does not adequately address or comply with State 
and Local Government policies. 
 
I find the code amendment report and limited information provision does not fully 
address or comply with the Community Engagement process required for a Code 
Amendment. 
 
For the above reasons I do not support the code amendment application.   
 
I am not opposed to a level of appropriate (low density) development of the Scotty’s 
Corner site, but there is no logical basis to support a proposal so out of keeping with 
the current urban environment of Medindie and surrounding suburbs.  
 
For these reasons, I request that you reject the proposed Development Code 
Amendment of the Scotty’s motel site and adjacent properties. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
Andrew Craig BE, ME, MBA 
 
18 September 2021 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Tuesday, 14 September 2021 3:39 PM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  ASHUTOSH 
Family name:  GUPTA 
Organisation:   

Email address:  
Phone number: 

Comments:  

We strongly object to the code amendment to construct the 7 Storey building at the Scotty's motel . 
Its a residential locality and is directly going to affect the privacy of the residents ,making it more 
congested from traffic point of view , more noisier and can you even imagine the impact on the 
heritage character of the area. 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to 
proponent 
email:  

info@futureurban.com.au 
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From: Betty Nguyen
Sent: Friday, 17 September 2021 11:20 AM
To: info
Subject: Scottys motel

 
Good morning 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
I’ve been given your email as a first contact in regards to the development of the scottys motel. 
 
We are located on and are totally against with the submission of the new development. 
 
We must have missed the notice to attend the Walkerville town hall meeting on Tuesday but I wanted to email to see if 
there is anything we can do to help with the petition. 
 
Being on and having a 7 storey high building will mean they will be able to see our backyard and us see 
them. 
It will lose its heritage and be more like commercial. We bought and built in the area for it’s purpose but if they were to 
change it is very unfair for people like ourselves as we have only been here for two and a half years. 
 
If there is anything else you recommend us to do please advise as we will try our best to do what it takes to convince 
them on their decisions. 
 
Hope to hear back from you. 
 
 
 
Kind Regards 
 
 
 
Betty Nguyen 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Monday, 13 September 2021 8:07 AM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  betty tran 
Family name:  nguyen 
Organisation:   

Email address:  
Phone number:

Comments:  

We are located on and will lose our privacy of our back yard. Having a 7 story high 
building on the corner of Medindie at the scottys motel will eliminate the purpose of the historical 
feature. We understand the importance of having a commercial building but we bought in the area 
thinking of the heritage value but if the building were to occur this will beat the purpose of our 
purchase which we believe to be very un fair. This area is known to be heritage and allowing for the 
development will definitely mean that we will lose its value in area and lose what we believe to be an 
on going heritage listing. We hope that this will not be allowed. And maintain to be what is only 
allowed. 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to 
proponent 
email:  

info@futureurban.com.au 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Friday, 27 August 2021 3:12 PM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  brett 
Family name:  ritchie 
Organisation:  None 
Email address:  
Phone number: 

Comments:  

I am totally opposed to new building heights beyond that currently in existence at Scottys ie beyond 3 
stories I am fully supportive of new living dwellings being built within the existing height restrictions 
only. As a resident backing directly onto the Kia car yard I will not agree to any proposed changes to 
height of residential dwellings. I am extremely concerned we will now be having to go through this 
process within medindie along the whole of main north east road Kind regards Brett 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to 
proponent 
email:  

info@futureurban.com.au 
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From: Ritchie, Brett (Health) 
Sent: Thursday, 16 September 2021 9:22 AM
To: info
Subject: development

Dear Sir/Madam,  
 
Re: Development of Scotty’s corner. 
 
I am totally opposed to any change of the code amendment for Medindie. 
Any future development must remain within the existing height restrictions to ensure the quality of our life-style is not 
negatively impacted for residents. There is absolutely no positive outcomes for any residents with the current proposal. 
Alternative accommodation for this area still can be provided without exceeding existing height of the Scotty’s corner. 
 
Until a complete and comprehensive study and evaluation of the impact from re-zoning and re-development has been 
done for the whole of the north main road corridor in Medindie (and not simply Scotty’s corner) there can be no 
decisions made regarding the overall negative impact on residents. 
 
This fragmented and piecemeal approach of developing one site at a time along Main North Road and then only 
evaluating the impacts from each site does not consider the overall and total negative impact of any future 
developments. 
 
It is unacceptable to put residents through this process again and again and without either sufficient time or meaningful 
consultation. 
 
I want both future urban planning and the Walkerville council to take a holistic approach to all potential future 
developments in this small land size suburb. This means a thorough study of all of the impacts on residents where the 
entire Main North Road area of Medindie is re-developed given the existing vacant land sites. Not to consider this is 
negligent on both parties. 
 
What is the justification of the rushed time line for comprehensive consultation? 
Why are we not awaiting the changes to the proposed road changes on Scotty’s corner before evaluating the traffic 
impact? 
What can be the possible life-style advantages to existing residents for a building that exceeds the current height 
restriction? 
 
What is the justification for exceeding the current height restrictions other than financial in terms of the positive 
benefits to residents? 
 
Recommend: Go back and provide the community of Medindie and Council of Walkerville with an acceptable 
development plan that does not exceed the existing height restrictions and provides us all with the quality life we 
deserve. 
 
Your approach of simply development for the sole benefit of the developer will fail and we will not accept this without a 
long and protracted fight. 
 
Kind regards 
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From: Bronwyn Thomas < >
Sent: Saturday, 18 September 2021 2:54 PM
To: info
Cc: attorneygeneral@sa.gov.au; Steven Marshall; David Spiers; Rachel Sanderson; Lucy 

Hood; Elizabeth Fricker; MaryLou Bishop
Subject: SUBMISSION - SCOTTY’S CORNER CODE AMENDMENT

Medindie SA 5081 

To whom it may concern 
 
As a Medindie resident I am writing to express my strong objection to the proposed Development Code Amendment of 
the Scott’s Motel site and adjacent properties. 
 
The proposal is completely inappropriate for Medindie, a beautiful, historical suburb of roughly 400 houses with very 
low residential density. A 6 storey high density development will cause overshadowing of adjacent residential 
properties, loss of solar energy and quality of life. 
 
For all of us in Medindie, a six storey development would be devastating: 
. The tower block would loom over Medindie, having oversight of many residents’ homes and gardens. 
. Street parking is already problematic and would be significantly worsened. 
. The value of our properties would go down. 
 
If the rezoning goes through, it is only a matter of time for the other vacant blocks on the Main North Road to follow. 
This would take away the sky in my backyard (yes 7 storeys is worse than 3) and after 40 years I would consider moving. 
 
Adelaide has been ranked as the world’s third most liveable city. Our leafy suburbs with historic bluestone houses and 
lovely gardens are part of this. Currently little Medindie is one of our top suburbs. If Scotty’s Corner and other 
properties on the Main North Road border are turned into high rise buildings you will destroy this. 
 
Yours sincerely 
Bronwyn Cotton 
 
 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPad 



1

From: Christine Redmond < >
Sent: Sunday, 19 September 2021 11:11 PM
To: info
Subject: Scotty's Corner rezoning

I am strongly opposed to rezoning of the land at Scotty’s corner. Medindie is a suburb of low density housing, with 
homes that have heritage character. A five-storey development is not suitable. It would impact on the suburb’s heritage 
character and would overshadow existing residences. 
Yours sincerely 
Christine Redmond 
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Subject: FW: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

 

From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>  
Sent: Sunday, 15 August 2021 11:56 AM 
To: DIT:Local Design Review <
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
 

Office for Design and Architecture SA, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer 
type:  Member of the public 

Given name:  Debbie 
Family name:  Adams 
Organisation:   

Email 
address:  
Phone 
number:  

Comments:  

Numbers of vehicles cutting through Medindie at speed would increase as people seek to approach from 
the left and enter the new development. This is an area where children are walking and riding to 
schools. Victoria Ave would become clogged with peoples second cars that they would want to park on 
the street. There are no local shops to support a high density development in Medindie. Extra pressure 
would be placed on infrastructure such as gas, water, electricity, internet. 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 
2:  No file uploaded 

Attachment 
3:  No file uploaded 

Attachment 
4:  No file uploaded 

Attachment 
5:  No file uploaded 

 



 

 

 
16 August 2021 
 
 
 
Emily Nankivell 
Future Urban 
Via email: info@futureurban.com.au  
 
 
 
Dear Ms Nankivell, 
 

Submission – Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment in relation to this Code Amendment. 
 
Having reviewed the Code Amendment documents, I provide the following comments and concerns 
regarding the proposed Code Amendment on behalf of City of Prospect: 
 

- It is concerning that the Code Amendment intends to remove the Historic Area Overlay 

from applying to two properties in the Medindie Historic Area without any heritage 

assessment having occurred in relation to the significance of the properties to the 

remainder of the Historic Area. We would have expected that a heritage assessment would 

be a minimum level of information that should reasonably be provided to support a Code 

Amendment of this nature. 

 

In the absence of this basic information, and in the absence of an opportunity for the 

community to consider this information as part of an engagement process, it is considered 

that the Code Amendment should not be approved.  

 
- It is considered unusual that the selected building height policies do not align to the 

policies which apply to the City of Prospect properties in the immediate locality at this 

intersection (being a minimum height of 4 storeys and a maximum height of 5 storeys).  A 

balanced built form outcome would be a superior planning and design outcome.   

 
- The design policies that apply within the Urban Corridor (Business) Zone seek a minimum 

50% of the site frontage have active uses with entries and/or glazed windows. Within City 

of Prospect, a Business (Retail) Subzone applies over the Urban Corridor (Business) Zone in 

order that sufficient commercial floor space (≤2,000sqm) can be provided as part of a 

development in order to achieve this active frontage provision. 

 

mailto:info@futureurban.com.au
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The proposed Code Amendment for this site does not include the application of the 
Business (Retail) Subzone, meaning that commercial floor space on the site would be 
limited to ≤500sqm. It does not appear that it will be possible to achieve the relevant 
design policies (i.e. the desired active ground level frontage) with this commercial floor 
space limit, and this unresolved policy tension should addressed. 

 
- Notwithstanding the above, the appropriateness of introducing new non-residential land 

uses such as shops, offices or consulting rooms in the Nottage Terrace streetscape is 

questionable. Both the northern (City of Prospect) and southern (Town of Walkerville) sides 

of Nottage Terrace are in Historic Area Overlays, with the historic character of these areas 

being defined by high quality, low density, low scale, detached dwellings. 

  
- The Code Amendment documents made available for public consultation are some 1,620 

pages in length. Council considers that an average member of the community would have 

very little prospect of gaining a comprehensive understanding the Code Amendment from 

the available material, thus making it very difficult to provide fully informed commentary in 

response to the proposal. 

 
While this is not the fault of the proponents of this particular Code Amendment, we 
consider that the Code Amendment process as demonstrated in this proposal is more 
opaque than the Development Plan Amendment process under the old planning system. 
This outcome does not align with the stated intent of the new planning system which is to 
facilitate genuine, meaningful engagement with the community about planning policy. 

 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Scott McLuskey 
Assessment Manager / Manager Development Services  



 

 

18 September 2021 
 
 
Attention: Emily Nankivell 
Future Urban 

 
 
 
My husband and I are residents of  Medindie, which is a property abutting the 
south side of the proposed development. 
 
We are strongly opposed to the proposed rezoning.   
 
The Code Amendment is so grossly flawed and procedurally deficient that it simply cannot proceed.    
 
The Community Engagement process was grossly inadequate.  
 

 The Designated Entity (Future Urban) had written to only some of the residents on Tennyson 
St and Nottage Tce, and the letter which had been received as both misleading and deceptive 
as it simply noted on page 2 that “feedback during the consultation will be used to inform and 
improve the Code Amendment”.  It failed to state that feedback from the process can 
ultimately lead to the rejection of the Code Amendment.   An ordinary person without 
expertise in the relevant Code Amendment planning legislation would not know the Minister 
could either approve, make amendments or critically, reject the Code Amendment.  This 
assumption from the Future Urban that the Code Amendment is a foregone conclusion, is 
reflected in their complete lack of engagement and regard to the sentiments and concerns of 
the community, the Walkerville Council and other stakeholders.   
 

 The residents have spent their own funds to engage an independent planner and planning 
lawyer to provide a report and submission in response to the 1000 page plus Code 
Amendment because there was no attempt made by Future Urban to explain, simply and 
honestly, what the Code Amendment would achieve and the impact it would have.   The 
Council has also expended significant funds to engage their own planning, traffic and heritage 
consultants to acquire information that should have been provided to the Council as part of 
this process.  
 

 Future Urban was put on notice early of the communities concerns with the engagement 
process and was also alerted to the Petition to stop the rezoning of the Scotty’s Hotel.  As at 
today’s date, this Submission now has 442 signatures.   Refer  Petition · Help stop the 
rezoning of Scotty's hotel. They are trying get 7 storeys approved! · Change.org.  Prior and 
subsequent attempts were also made by individual landowners, including my husband, to 
engage with Future Urban and the owners of Scotty’s Hotel.  All requests were ignored.  
 

 Other serious deficiencies in the Engagement Process were highlighted to Future Urban in a 
letter to the Minister dated 9 August 2021 from Kathleen and Nick Karagiannis (copy provided 
to Future Urban) and an email from my husband on or around the same date, but also the 
submission of the Walkerville Council dated 17 September 2021.   Further deficiencies will be 
addressed in the submission of Emma Herriman, of HWL Ebsworth Lawyers on behalf of 
numerous Medindie residents, including my husband and I.   The submission of Walkerville 
Council also gave examples of traffic information which was available to the Designated 
Entity, but not made available to the Council until the end of the engagement period when 
there was insufficient time to have their consultants consider this in full.    

 
Engagement has been non-existent.  The two communications that did occur (being Future 
Urban’s letter to a handful of households, and the community meeting at the end of the 



 

 

consultation period where attendees were permitted to make verbal submissions but Future 
Urban refused to answer any questions or provide any further information/clarity around the 
proposed Code Amendment) was misleading, not transparent and not true “engagement” .  
This type of engagement is deficient and contrary to the spirit of the Code Amendment 
process.    

 
The evidence provided by the Designated Entity in support of the Rezoning Application was 
incomplete, deficient and misleading.  

 
 In short, the Code Amendment failed to properly address the impacts of: 

o Significant Overshadowing, Overlooking and Loss of Privacy – the building 
heights proposed are simply too high with insufficient due diligence of the proposed 
height impacts.  The shadowing and intrusion on privacy is unfathomable and will 
cause irreversible and devastating damage and loss of amenity to my property and 
the adjourning residents.  

o Significant loss of heritage and character impacts including in relation to 3-5 
Nottage Terrace and the impacts of the proposed 6 + stories on the Tennyson Street 
skyline.  Most of the homes on Tennyson Street are over 100 + years old and the 
proposed height and usage will create poor interfacing, are not in line with the 
character and nature of the area.  

o Hydrogeological impacts – there was no hydrological survey to address that 
excavation would have to deal with a high water table at various times of the year 
when water is approximately 1.5 metres below the ground level. Any excavation such 
as a car park or for footings would therefore impact on water flowing under my 
property and our neighbouring properties.    This has been noted in the Walkerville 
Council submission and those of individual residents.  This lack of consideration is 
unacceptable. 

o Traffic and Parking – insufficient ‘real’ traffic data has been considered, particularly 
in light of the Nottage Tce/Main North Road upgrades and the impacts on rat routes 
through the streets Medindie, particularly Tennyson St, Victoria Ave and Dutton Tce. 

o Lack of public amenities – there is no local amenities, parks, playgrounds, bike 
routes, bus routes within a close proximity. 

o Strategic Vision – the Submission completely ignored the Council’s Community Plan 
and Urban Masterplan.  Another of many deficiencies.  

 
 Most troubling is the Designated Entity characterising the Rezoning as for “medium density” 

when the CIRQA traffic and parking impact report and the proposed height request indicates 
that what they are really seeking is “high density” and calling it “medium density”.   The Code 
Amendment also failed to address the 30% heigh bonus which could be afforded to them.  
This is misleading, deceptive and completely lacking in transparency.     
 

Having regard to these deficiencies above and which are, in addition to other matters, more fulsomely 
set out in the Submission of Emma Herriman, one can only conclude that factually, logically and 
equitably, that the only correct decision that can be made is for the Minister to reject the Code 
Amendment.   There is simply no basis for which a submission that is misleading and lacks 
transparency, evidence, incomplete or missing investigations, can be approved.    
 
The detriment to the proposed Code Amendment to the adjourning Tennyson Street and Nottage 
Terrace properties and to the residents of Medindie and other neighbouring suburbs such as 
Medindie Gardens and Prospect, will cause irreversible impacts which cannot be justified.  
 
  



 

 

Any development above the existing 3 stories is completely at odds with the character and nature of 
the suburb and will result in devastating shadowing, loss of privacy, loss of amenity and traffic and 
parking congestion that cannot be reversed.   
 
 
 
Kind regards 
 
 
Debra Panatsos  
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From: Prospect Residents Association <
Sent: Friday, 17 September 2021 11:38 AM
To: info
Subject: Submission from Prospect Residents Association
Attachments: Submission to Future urban.pdf

Please find enclosed  our submission in relation to the Scotty's Code 
Amendment 
 
 
Elizabeth Crisp 
President 
Prospect Residents Association 











1

From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Sunday, 19 September 2021 5:01 PM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment
Attachments: 878412673_1_878408913_1_Scotty_s_Corner_-_Code_Amendment_Submission_19.09.21

_clean2.PDF; 878412723_1_Attachment_2.pdf; 878407323_1_Attachment_2_-_P0304_
210917_Planning_Review_Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment2.PDF; 878412733_1
_Attachment_4.pdf; 878412773_1_Attachment_4_-_19_July_2021
_-_letter_to_Hon_V_Chapman_MP2.PDF

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer 
type:  Other 

Given name:  Emma 
Family name:  Herriman 
Organisation:  HWL Ebsworth Lawyers 
Email address: 
Phone 
number:  

Comments:  

Dear Emily, I confirm we act for a number of very concerned Medindie residents, in relation to the 
Scotty's Corner Code Amendment. I refer to my email sent to info@futureurban.com.au this afternoon, 
with their submission (including 5 attachments). In the event that submissions need to be sent through 
this portal, I attach the same here, nothing that there are not sufficient attachment options for 
Attachment 5. Please let me know if not received in the above mentioned email. Kind regards, Emma 
Herriman 

Attachment:  878412673_1_878408913_1_Scotty_s_Corner_-_Code_Amendment_Submission_19.09.21_clean2.PDF, 
type application/pdf, 334.5 KB 

Attachment 2: 878412723_1_Attachment_2.pdf, type application/pdf, 332.4 KB 

Attachment 3: 
878407323_1_Attachment_2_-
_P0304_210917_Planning_Review_Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment2.PDF, type application/pdf, 2.4 
MB 

Attachment 4: 878412733_1_Attachment_4.pdf, type application/pdf, 470.0 KB 

Attachment 5: 878412773_1_Attachment_4_-_19_July_2021_-_letter_to_Hon_V_Chapman_MP2.PDF, type 
application/pdf, 114.3 KB 

sent to 
proponent 
email:  

info@futureurban.com.au 
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19 September 2021 

 

 

Attention: Emily Nankivell 

Future Urban 

 

 

Email: info@futureurban.com.au 

This document, including any attachments, may contain privileged and confidential information intended only for 

the addressee named above.  If you are not the intended recipient please notify us.  Any unauthorised use, 

distribution or reproduction of the content of this document is expressly forbidden. 

 

Dear Emily 

 

Scotty's Corner - Code Amendment 

We refer to the above proposal to amend the Planning and Design Code (the Code), 

initiated by your clients, YS Super Investments Pty Ltd (the Designated Entity) that 

proposes a rezoning (the Code Amendment) of 43 Main North Road, as well as 1-5 Nottage 

Terrace, Medindie (the Affected Area).  

We confirm we act for the several property owners and occupiers in Medindie listed at 

Attachment 1 (our clients).  You will note a number are adjacent landowners along 

Tennyson Street, whose properties directly abut the Affected Area to its south.   

We request that you accept this submission on behalf of all of our clients which opposes 

the Code Amendment in no uncertain terms.  As a fundamental part of this submission, 

our clients' have procured the planning advice of Kieron Barnes, Director of the Planning 

Studio.  His independent report on the proposed Code Amendment (the Planning Report) is 

at Attachment 2.   

Our client's strongly-held view is that the Designed Entity has provided insufficient 

justification to amend the State's Planning and Design Code as provided for in the Code 

Amendment.  It is clear, when considered against the strategic of the State Planning 

Policies, the direction of the 30-year Plan for Greater Adelaide, the key objectives in the 

2020-2024 Living in the Town of Walkerville Strategic Community Plan (the Community 

Plan) and A Connected Community: Town of Walkerville Urban Masterplan (the Urban 
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Masterplan) (herein after together referred to as the 'Strategic Vision' for the Council's 

administrative area) that it fails to align with the Strategic Vision and suffers multiple other 

shortcomings, outlined in this submission and others, including that of the Council.  We 

believe it is lacking in a sufficient amount of necessary detail and highly important 

independent investigations as to render it misleading and unreliable. It seeks to provide 

substantial benefits to the Designated Entity and offers very little (if anything) by way of 

benefit to the community as a whole.  For those living adjacent or close to the Affected Area, 

the direct impacts and losses that it could bring about, are profound.   

We repeat our verbal submissions to Future Urban in the public meeting held by you on 8 

September, which you confirm was recorded and also those made at the public meeting with 

the Town of Walkerville (the Council) on 14 September, which we understand you were 

unable to attend (but to which the recording is available).   

We also refer to, support and repeat the submission made by the Council to the Designated 

Entity in relation to this Code Amendment, which obtained the support of its Members at this 

Special Meeting on 15 September and which we have been given an opportunity to read (the 

Council's submission).  

As an adjunct to this submission and further to the Council's submission, we wish to make it 

clear that in our opinion, the engagement process undertaken in relation this Code 

Amendment has been wholly deficient.  It has been piecemeal; directive rather than 

inclusive; way too brief for the level of complexity and issues involved, and the level of 

community concern raised in relation to it.  It has, in no way aligned with the expectations 

nor, in our view, met the principles of the Community Engagement Charter and therefore the 

requirements of section 73(6)(b) of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016 

(the PDI Act).  We expand on this more, below. 

We expect that this submission, along with all stakeholder submissions in relation to the 

Code Amendment, to be provided to the Minister for Planning and Local Government, the 

Honourable Vicki Chapman MP (the Minister), if and when the Designated Entity's Code 

Amendment and Engagement Report are submitted to her for decision-making.   

What our clients' oppose in the Code Amendment 

Our clients' oppose the Code Amendment in whole and for the following reasons: 

1. It has failed to take into account the Strategic Vision. 

Possibly the most fundamental failing in this Code Amendment, has been put 

perfectly by Mr Barnes in his attached Planning Report: 
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It is well established that Code Amendments should have regard to the strategic 

directions provided by the State Planning Policies, the Regional Plan (in this case, 

the 30-Year Plan for Greater Adelaide) as well as any relevant strategic plans 

prepared by the local Council. In this way, a Code Amendment can demonstrate its 

alignment with the aspirations of the broader community as expressed through these 

key strategic documents. In our opinion, this is a critical element which ensures that 

new or amended planning schemes demonstrate that they will provide a benefit to 

the community as a whole not just an individual land owner. It is also critical for a 

Code Amendment to clearly identity any possible negative impacts on nearby 

properties and then balance these against the overall benefits of the policy change 

to the broader community.  [Emphasis added] 

This Code Amendment has failed to do this entirely.  It presents no alignment (or 

rather support for any alignment) with the Council's Community Plan nor any 

reference at all to the Urban Masterplan, contrary to the requirements of Practice 

Direction 2, clause 9(c). 

In brief, the Council's Community Plan seeks to uphold Walkerville as a "[a] liveable, 

cohesive, safe, active and sustainable township" and espouses '7 key pillars' for 

meeting this vision.  By application to the Code Amendment, possibly the two most 

important of these pillars are: 

Pillar 3:  Mobility and movement, in which the central objective is to 

"provide easy traffic and pedestrian movement"; and 

Pillar 5:  Heritage, in which the central objective is to "protect and maintain 

the unique history of the township and its buildings." 

Neither of these 'pillars' have been met in the Code Amendment or what it proposes, 

as is evident from the Council's submission and the advice provided by its experts 

(namely, the Flightpath Heritage report dated 6 September 2021 (the Heritage 

Report), and the Stantec Traffic review dated 31 August 2021 (the Traffic Review), 

both attached to the Council's submission). 

Additionally, the Designated Entity has provided no assessment or confirmation of 

the alignment of the Code Amendment with the Urban Masterplan.  As such, the 

Code Amendment does not present an integrated strategic solution to the future 

development of the Affected Area or its surrounds; what is proposes is not in 

keeping with the strategic "vision and direction for the future development of 
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Walkerville over the next 30 - 50 years."1 Furthermore, it does not benefit from the 

inclusive, detailed and holistic research and consultation-supported conclusions 

reflected in those documents. Relevantly, the Urban Masterplan: 

(a) recognises the need to upgrade Main North Road as a commercial / retail 

corridor, while confirming the need to "minimise the impact of the 

commercial edge along Main North Road on residential areas";  [Emphasis 

added] 

(b) does not characterise the Scotty's Corner as a 'gateway' entrance to the 

Council area, nor an area of high-density development; 

(c) does not foreshadow the future development of Nottage Terrace as a high-

density mixed use corridor;  

(d) seeks to recognise and protect areas the subject of important conservation 

and heritage values; and 

(e) recognises the need to offset the shortfall of public open space available in 

Medindie.  

As the Code Amendment fails to address the documents comprising the Strategic 

Vision, its fails to provide any justification (or supporting independent assessment) 

for how the impacts associated with such deviations from the Strategic Vision can be 

managed or mitigated, where the Code Amendment does not align.   

Such a failure is a substantial one, and would have heavy impacts on the 

community-endorsed vision for the greater Council area.  The shortcomings are 

discussed more substantively in the report by Mr Barnes attached, to which we 

defer, and can also be evidenced in the challenges with the likely traffic and parking 

impacts, touched upon below.  Ms Barnes' view, with which we are, is that this Code 

Amendment should not proceed until further and detailed planning studies of the 

whole of the Suburban Business Zone along Main North Road and nearby land is 

undertaken to identify the most appropriate planning framework for the whole of that 

corridor, is an excellent example of the Code Amendment's prematurity and current 

lack of strategic policy support.   

This has also been recognised by the Council in its submission to this Code 

Amendment (in which it concludes that greater justification is required to support the 

Code Amendment's change of zoning): 

                                                      
1 Council Urban Masterplan, p. 4 
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Further concerns are held for how the rezoning can be justified against key strategic 

outcomes sought by the Town of Walkerville Urban Masterplan. For example, the 

package does not adequately address how the rezoning and future development of 

the site will connect with the greater community, how the change will reduce the 

traffic impact on the major arterial roads and more importantly, how the site will be 

served by the undersupply of public open space that currently exists within the 

Medindie suburb. It is very evident that the site is highly isolated by arterial roads 

and, as pointed out by Mr Maiorano, is at a great distance from good quality public 

open space. How will the development of this site contribute to the provision of 

active or passive public open space within the Medindie Area? Furthermore, the 

code amendment package fails to adequately address the urban fabric principles 5 

and 6 of Urban Masterplan, which seeks to reinforce the character and qualities of 

Walkerville’s core and develop strip commercial along Main North Road. At first 

glance, a seven (7) to eight (8) storey development would appear to be at odds with 

this 30 to 50 year vision for the Council area.  

These reflect concerns voiced by Mr Barnes in his attached Planning Report, 

especially in relation to the substantial compounding of what is already a 

shortcoming in terms of available public open space. 

Our clients strongly oppose this 'spot zoning' in strategic policy and infrastructure 

delivery terms and recommend that substantial work be done on ensuring that the 

Code Amendment meets and answer to these strategic policy requirements. 

2. The maximum building heights proposed are simply too high. 

The proposed TNVs for maximum building heights at 6 levels / 24.5 metres at 

DTS/DPF 3.1 are way over-height, and utterly unjustified, even when compared with 

the maximum building height TNVs along the Urban Corridor-zoned Main North 

Road (City of Prospect).   

In order that the height comparisons can be most easily understood, we attach a 

height-comparisons chart (Attachment 3), in which the existing maximum building 

height levels permitted in the Affected Area (under the SBZ and ENZ), and at various 

properties in the Urban Corridor along Main North Road, can be directly compared 

with what is proposed in the Code Amendment.  Despite suggestions in the Code 

Amendment Report that the proposed maximum building heights in the Code 

Amendment accord with those in the Urban Corridor along Main North Road, it can 

be clearly seen that this simply is not the case.  The Designated Entity is seeking 
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maximum building heights almost 10m higher than those established along MN 

Road.   

The height comparison is made all the more vast when one compares the current 

height limitations over 3-5 Nottage Terrace, being ENZ (at 9m maximum), compared 

to that proposed heights (at 24.5m maximum).  This reflects a sought maximum 

height in the Code Amendment of almost 3 times the existing permitted height 

maximum. 

In addition, and what we are of the firm view is misleadingly understated in the Code 

Amendment Report, the UC(B)Z includes DTS/DPF 5.1 which applies in relation to 

'Significant Development Sites'.  DTS/DPF 5.1 permits such sites to benefit from an 

additional 30% building height over maximum, if one of the 'social incentives' is met, 

as outlined in that policy. 

The Affected Area qualifies as a 'Significant Development Site'.  If the Code 

Amendment is adopted in its current form, and a developer agrees to deliver on one 

of the social incentives (for example, provide 15% affordable housing), s/he will have 

the policy support to build up to 8 levels or a massive 32m from ground level.   

The Code Amendment Report provides no discussion, research, analysis or 

assessment on the impacts of such heights, should they be sought.  The massing 

and shadow diagrams at Appendices 10 and 11 of the Code Amendment only reflect 

impacts of a development building height maximum of 6 levels / 24.5m from ground 

level.   

This is a significant failing in the Code Amendment, and renders our clients' not only 

grossly impacted but unable to understand, with any specificity or knowledge, how 

gross such impacts would be.  All that can be deduced with the information made 

available by the Designated Entity is that the impacts associated with 6 levels / 

24.5m are already substantial in terms of sense of enclosure (a well-raised point by 

URPS in their planning report for the Council (the URPS Report), massing, possible 

overlooking and overshadowing.  Another 30% building height across the Affected 

Area, especially for those of our clients who live in Tennyson Street to the south, and 

whose rear properties abut the Affected Area, would be devastating.  Development 

of the Affected Area to these heights would entirely overbear their properties, create 

a devastating sense of enclosure and result in serious overshadowing impacts, 

which will be impossible to offset.   
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The current maximum building height levels should be retained for the Affected Area 

(noting that the Significant Development Site incentives remain available to any 

future developer). 

3. The 30 degree plane test is not enough. 

This takes us directly to the only policy available in the proposed Code Amendment 

to offset these height impacts:  being DTS/DPF 4.1.  

Proposed DTS/DPF 4.1 requires that development of the Affected Area be 

undertaken within a 30 or 45 degree plane of a point which is 3m height from ground 

level at a boundary of an allotment used for residential purposes, within a 

neighbourhood-type zone (depending on orientation). 

For some of our clients, whose properties abut the Affected Area to the south, this 

plane test (in their case, proposed for 30 degrees) commences at 3m from ground 

level, at their back boundaries.  This envelope permits development which still 

results in significant overshadowing, sense of enclosure and (perceived or otherwise 

depending on the treatments sought by the relevant authority at the time an 

application for development is considered) a loss of privacy.  As noted in the 

Council's submission, the scale and mass of a development of even 6 levels will 

impair the north facing skyline of Tennyson Street (a conclusion reached in the 

independent Heritage Report).  

In addition, as well noted in the URPS Report, the 30 degree plane test cannot be 

applied simultaneously with a building of 7 or 8 levels.  This renders my clients to the 

south of the Affected Area, arguably unprotected in relation to their interface with the 

heights permitted.  While it is noted that existing PO16.1 (Design in Urban Areas 

(Medium to High Rise) in the General Development Provisions of the Code will go 

some way to offsetting the impacts of overlooking and incursion into our clients' 

privacy along Tennyson Street, they will do little to not alleviate the crushing sense 

of overdevelopment, mass and overshadowing felt at their properties should this 

Code Amendment be adopted. 

We very much support the Council's view (on advice from URPS) that, along with the 

30 degree plane test (which works with a reduced maximum height) any code 

amendment of the Affected Area include, at a minimum, a Concept Plan which 

provides for a minimum 3m landscape buffer zone along on the southern boundary 

to create greater height interface protections for those properties abutting the 

Affected Area to the south, along Tennyson Street.   
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4. There is insufficient justification for heritage and character impacts.    

Extraordinarily, and as a very serious omission in the proposed Code Amendment 

proposed, the Designated Entity has failed to undertake any independent heritage 

assessments (or indeed, procure an associated report) to justify the clear impacts on 

heritage and character that the Code Amendment creates.  Those heritage and 

character impacts include (as raised by our clients at both public meetings noted 

above) (herein referred to as the Heritage Impacts):  

(a) the loss of 3-5 Nottage Terrace, being properties that form a part of the 

Medindie Historic Area Overlay 

(b) the loss of a Representative Building at 5 Nottage Terrace, recognised for its 

heritage value 

(c) the extension of high-density mixed use (UC(B)Z) and associated interface 

impacts into what is held to be a highly valued and historic residential 

streetscape and suburb to the south, and 

(d) the setting of an undesirable precedent for the level of importance and 

weight which should be given to retaining ENZs with Historic Area Overlays 

and/or Representative Buildings, when future Code Amendments which 

seek such commercial incursions, are put forward (especially in this Council 

area). 

This omission is despite the content of the Strategic Vision for the Council area (see, 

for example, Pillar 5 of the Community Plan referenced above) and the fact that the 

whole of the Medindie suburb is subject to the Heritage Area Overlay (Medindie 

Historic Area Statement (Walk 2)) and awash with Representative Buildings.  

Indeed, Design Outcome 1 of the Historic Area Overlay requires that 'all 

development is undertaken having consideration to the historic streetscapes and 

built form as expressed in the Historic Area Statement' and the Medindie Historic 

Area Statement (Walk 2) confirms that the Overlay 'identifies localities that comprise 

characteristics of an identifiable historic, economic and / or social theme of 

recognised importance and sets out various attributes for which Medindie is 

recognised in heritage terms.  The fact that the Designated Entity has utterly failed to 

assess the Code Amendment's impacts on this heritage value is a significant 

shortcoming in its Code Amendment. 

Putting to one side our clients’ assessment that this omission is simply reflective of 

the level of importance that retaining the character and amenity of their area has 

been given by the Designed Entity's in this Code Amendment, Flightpath Heritage, 

for the Council, have addressed each of these issues in their Heritage Report.  
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Flightpath's excellent conclusions are summarised as follows: 

The loss of the Historic Area Overlay over 3 and 5 Nottage Terrace, Medindie is 

unacceptable for the following reasons:  

• The buildings will no longer be protected from demolition;  

• The Massing Diagram suggest a replacement building that is at odds with the 

prevailing built form, falling short of complementary forms and contextually 

responsive design.  

Two of the five dwellings that exist on the south side of Nottage Terrace, to Victoria 

Avenue will be lost, resulting in a diminution of the existing character gateway to the 

Town of Walkerville, the western boundary of which is currently defined on both 

north and south sides of Nottage Terrace, commencing with 3 Nottage Terrace and 

the single storey dwellings opposite.  

The strong, north to south defined Zone boundary that is evident on the rear 

boundaries of properties on the west side of Main North Road will be broken by the 

intrusion of the zone along Nottage Terrace.  

The Massing Diagrams of the proposed development suggest a built form that: 

• is at odds with the three remaining Representative Buildings to the west of Victoria 

Avenue;  

• will become a large, unarticulated and high north facing building that will extend 

along Nottage Terrace and become larger than a restrained, well-designed, yet 

prominent iconic corner building.  

The extension and change of the Zone will alter the character of Nottage Terrace 

that is currently established by and commences with 3 Nottage Terrace.  

Further the north facing skyline of the Representative Buildings of Tennyson Street 

will become impaired by the proposed Zone change.  

The outcome has been driven by consolidation and yield and not through the 

establishment of contextually responsive design.  [Emphasis added] 

In addition, and as keenly noted by Mr Barnes' in his Planning Report attached, 

Flightpath's advice is entirely consistent with what the Council has put forward in its 

'Local Heritage in Transition Code Amendment', which is awaiting decision-making.   
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As such, our clients, with the above mentioned support, absolutely oppose the 

Heritage Impacts brought about by the Code Amendment, and confirm that the Code 

Amendment provides absolutely no justification for these Impacts which would 

support its approval. 

5. There is insufficient clarity around traffic and parking impacts. 

Traffic impacts are of serious concern to our clients, and with good reason.  The 

Affected Area is flanked by Main North Road and Nottage Terrace, heavily utilised 

arterial roads, the subject to imminent upgrade by the Department of Transport (with 

additional Federal Funding) and Medindie itself is limited its movement and parking 

options.  What are likely to be extensive traffic and parking impacts do not bear out 

in the Council's Strategic Vision for the Affected Area and its surrounds, and nor can 

they be obviously or satisfactorily offset on the assessments provided to date.   

 

Indeed, although the Code Amendment purpose is articulated by the Designated 

Entity as seeking a 'medium density' residential outcome, their traffic and parking 

impact report by CIRQA (the CIRQA Report) presents its findings pursuant to 

development assumptions which present high density residential outcomes (160 

residential apartments and 2500sqm of commercial use) (the HD Assumption).  

This supports the likelihood that, should this Code Amendment be approved, the 

Designated Entity (as developer) or any other developer, will seek a high density 

residential and commercial outcome, and bring with it associated traffic and parking 

demands.  In the face of this, the review of the CIRQA Report by Stantec for the 

Council (dated 31 August 2021) is very important, as it provides an independent 

assessment of CIRQA's conclusions as to whether the Affected Area and its locality 

will be detrimentally impacted in terms of increased traffic movements and parking if 

development approval reflective of the HD Assumption is obtained. 

 

Having undertaken this review, Stantec provides a summary of the potential impacts 

on the site operation and to the adjoining area of Medindie, should development 

which reflects the HD Assumption be considered: 

 

• The number of proposed townhouses has not been identified and has not 

subsequently been included in the traffic generation.  

• The parking provision for the apartment residential use is proposed as one per 

space per two-bedroom unit. If there is no flexibility in allocation of parking, this may 

lead to some unused parking whilst some apartments with two cars either use the 

visitor parking or park on-street.  
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• The proposed visitor parking allocation is considered sufficient based on typical 

visitor profiles, provided it is suitably managed, and meets the required level set out 

in the Planning Code for the proposed zone.  

• The proposed parking for the retail and commercial uses is likely to be sufficient if 

most of the use is retail. However, if the site is developed mostly for 

commercial/office use, then 75 spaces are unlikely to be sufficient and could lead to 

overspill parking on local streets.   

• The traffic generation rates are considered reasonable with the exception of the 

high density residential. The rates applied for this are considered too low and do not 

reflect the limited connectivity for walking, cycling and public transport use available 

at the site.  

• The traffic distribution indicates that a westbound through route will be available 

within the site, which is considered highly undesirable as vehicles could rat-run to 

avoid the traffic signals. An eastbound through route would however be beneficial as 

this will enable site traffic to exit Nottage Terrace and access Main North Road 

(north) and avoid recirculation through local streets.  

• Wider distribution of traffic accessing the site has not been considered. A number 

of access and egress routes to and from the site are likely to result in additional 

traffic using local roads within Medindie to overcome the left-in and left-out 

limitations of the site. This could be worse than necessary if the assumption of all 

exits to Main North Road materialises through the site design.  

 • Access from the south and east via the ring road is likely to use Dutton Terrace 

and Victoria Avenue to avoid the Northcote Terrace/Nottage Terrace traffic signals.  

Access via the Robe Terrace service road and other Medindie streets may also 

occur.  

• The SIDRA modelling of the Main North Road and Nottage Terrace intersection 

has likely underestimated the site impact due to all of the existing traffic being 

assigned to Main North Road south of the intersection.  

 

A number of these conclusions provide significant shortcomings in the traffic and 

parking impact assessment to date for development premised on the HD 

Assumption.  Most importantly, CIRQA has underestimated the traffic generation 

premised on the HD Assumption; underestimated the local distribution of such traffic 

westbound, which is undesirable due to 'rat running'; consideration of the wider 

distribution of traffic and the underestimation of the impact on the Main North Road 

and Nottage Terrace intersection provided by the SIDRA modelling.  It is clear that 

either further work is required to be undertaken to provide a robust and realistic 

assessment of what the impacts of such high density development will be (and 

ultimately, what the Affected Area and the locality can manage in terms of those 
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impacts) or accept that the HD Assumptions do not 'stack up' against what parking 

and traffic pressures the Affected Area and local surrounds can feasibly carry (and 

as such, the Code Amendment in its current form, cannot be adopted). 

 

In addition, the Council raises queries in its submission whether the HD Assumption 

actually reflects the maximum residential high density yield able to be achieved if the 

Code Amendment were to permit buildings of 8 levels (i.e. with the Significant 

Building Site incentive), or whether this is underestimated.  It also states: 

 

It  is  further  outlined that  the SIDRA  analysis  will  need  to be  recalibrated after  

the current  upgrade  for  the Main North Road/Nottage  Terrace intersection project  

is  complete, which is  expected  to  occur  in  early  2022.  In order  to  get  a  true 

picture of  the  likely  impact  of  a future development  at  the  intersection,  the  

updated  SIDRA  model  should  be  reassessed  with  a  revised traffic  distribution  

from  the  site.  By  the  strength  of  this  shortfall,  the  Code  should  not  be  

determined in its  current  form  and  should be consulted  on  again once the  

revised information has  been supplied. 

 

Our clients’ position is that the risks associated with underestimating the detrimental 

traffic and parking impacts on Medindie and the wider local area if the Code 

Amendment is adopted, is high and the evidence put forward by the Designated 

Entity, to date, does not adequately offset that risk.  The Designated Entity has not 

provided a sufficiently robust position on traffic and parking concerns to justify the 

HD Assumption, yet permitting the development as would be supported under the 

Code Amendment would enable a developer to apply for these densities, with policy 

support.  Much more extensive work is required to be undertaken to answer to the 

shortcomings raised by Stantec, if the HD Assumption (and existing Code 

Amendment) is to be justified.  Alternatively, the Designated Entity needs to present 

a genuinely medium density residential solution, which is not overextended and is 

able to be supported.  Our clients and the wider local area should not be expected to 

have to carry the traffic and parking burdens associated with this Code Amendment, 

facilitating what is clearly overdevelopment of the Affected Area. 

The Engagement 

The stakeholder engagement in relation to this Code Amendment has been inadequate and 

has not met the aspirations, expectations or five engagement principles (the Principles) set 

out in the State Planning Commission's Community Engagement Charter (the Charter).  As 

such, we are of the view that the Designated Entity has failed to satisfy the requirements of 
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section 73(6)(b) of the PDI Act, which requires that, in seeking to amend a designated 

instrument, a Designated Entity must carry out engagement which complies with that 

Charter.  

The PlanSA webpage states as following:  

A major inclusion in the Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016, is 

the Community Engagement Charter. The Act places the emphasis on engaging 

communities early, when the rules, such as the Planning and Design Code and other 

regulatory instruments are being developed rather than at the later stages of the 

planning process when it may be too late to influence outcomes. 

This ensures that people and communities have a greater opportunity to “have a 

say” in developing planning policy for our state. 

This 'emphasis', while requiring procedural compliance, including the preparation of an 

Engagement Plan by the Designated Entity pursuant to Practice Direction 2 (Preparation and 

Amendment of Designated Instruments)2, has not brought about, in any real or meaningful 

way, public consultation which comes at all close to satisfying the 'the principles and 

performance outcomes of the Charter".3 

The Charter provides its five engagement principles and desirable performance outcomes at 

page 8: 

Charter Principles Performance Outcomes 

Engagement is genuine. People had faith and confidence in the 

engagement process. 

Engagement is inclusive and respectful. Affected and interested people had the 

opportunity to participate and be heard. 

Engagement is fit for purpose. People were effectively engaged and 

satisfied with the process. 

People were clear about the proposed 

changes and how it would affect them. 

                                                      
2 State Planning Commission, Practice Direction 2, Part 2, Clause 5. 
3 Ditto. 
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Engagement is informed and transparent. All relevant information was made available 

and people could access it. 

People understood how their views were 

considered, the reasons for the outcomes 

and final decision that was made. 

Engagement is reviewed and improved. The engagement was reviewed and 

improvements recommended. 

The Engagement Plan goes very little way to genuinely satisfying any these principles or 

performance outcomes.  The drafting of the purpose of the Engagement Plan perhaps 

encapsulates its shortcomings in a mere sentence: 

'The purpose of the engagement is to inform the rezoning of the Affected Area to 

facilitate a mixed-use development outcome comprising medium density residential 

together with small scale commercial / retail uses.' [Emphasis added] 

The challenges of the Engagement Plan are commented upon by both URPS and the 

Council in its submission on the Code Amendment.  The Council concludes that "whilst 

consultation may reach the base level of consultation required under the Community 

Engagement Charter, it does not consult in a fair and meaningful way." 

URPS and the Council note as follows 

1. The Engagement Plan did not "fully embrace “the level of influence” aspects 

commensurate to the engagement suggested".  Both URPS and the Council agree 

that the level of influence accorded the public should be 'consult'4 rather than 

'inform'5 and for adjacent landowners, the Council supports a 'collaboration'6 level of 

consultation.  We agree with this as a minimum requirement, and believe that the 

fact that the Engagement Plan entirely undervalues the level of engagement that 

should applied to those most directly impacted is one of its greatest failings.  It also 

possibly accounts for the substantial level of confusion and exclusion felt by our 

clients in relation to the engagement process as a whole. 

                                                      
4 "will be kept informed and the Designated entity will provide feedback on how the public influence the decision" as 
per IAP2 Spectrum of Public Participation (2018). 
5 "will simply be informed of the Code Amendment as it proceeds through the required processes" as per IAP2 
Spectrum of Public Participation (2018). 
6 " will look to you for advice and innovation in formulating solutions and incorporate your advice and 
recommendations into the decisions to the maximum extent possible" as per IAP2 Spectrum of Public Participation 
(2018). 
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2. The Engagement Plan is not expressed in terms that clearly and transparently 

communicate the implications of the Code Amendment for those not involved in the 

industry or familiar with the code amendment process; 

3. The Engagement did not clearly articulate risks and mitigation measures; 

4. The Engagement Plan did not notify a sufficient amount of the catchment area (or 

occupiers at all), 

5. The Engagement Plan only offered a single public meeting for community 

engagement, without details on the target audience, the purpose of the meeting or 

whether questions could be raised etc.  URPS note that a public meeting which is 

traditionally a "highly limited way to conduct face-to-face engagement" and that in 

order to reach as many stakeholders as possible and obtain their feedback, there 

should have been multiple points of engagement7, 

6. The Engagement Plan did not make clear whether the only way to provide 

meaningful feedback is via written submission, and 

7. The Designated Entity needed to offer more opportunities for best practice 

engagement which were not reflected in the Engagement Plan (including a longer 

public consultation period for code amendments as complex and contentious as this 

one). 

Indeed, the Council states as follows: 

Council attended the 8 September consultation event virtually but was represented 

in-person by Mr Maiorano [URPS], who was instructed to observe and report back 

on the effectiveness of the event. As outlined in Attachment B, the public meeting, 

which gave all community members 5 minutes to speak, and did not seek to answer 

any questions, was found to be an ineffective community engagement exercise. It 

failed to meet the principles of the Community Engagement Charter and sadly, did 

not allow members of the community to gain additional information, nor deeper 

understanding of how their concerns could be addressed. As stated by Mr Maiorano, 

the public meeting was considered to be a missed opportunity. We concur 

wholeheartedly with Mr Maiorano’s comments on the basis that they were equally 

our observations, having observed the meeting online.  

                                                      
7 Council Submission to Designated Entity, Council Minutes of Special Meeting 15 September 2021 
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As a direct result of the above shortfalls, pressure was put on Council to hold 

another public meeting, which was held in Council’s Town Hall at 6pm on 14 

September 2021. It was evident by the some 59 attendees (see attached attendance 

list) that deep public concern was held for the proposed zoning change. Five (5) of 

these speakers had not felt heard or validated at the public meeting held by 

yourselves on 8 September 2021. This was particularly evident by your failure to 

explain and justify the proposed Code Amendment, which is highly technical content 

that requires the employment of a patient and thorough approach. Subsequently, 

Council felt it necessary to, as a minimum, answer the technical questions of the 

community and listen to their concerns, where you previously failed to. Whilst we 

appreciate the complexities posed by the new system, we hold the view that it is not 

Council’s responsibility to consult with the community on behalf of a Code 

Amendment sought by your client – this is very clearly your responsibility under the 

Community Engagement Charter. [Emphasis added] 

In alignment with URPS and Council's comments on the Engagement Plan (and its failure to 

meet the expectations and performance outcomes of the Charter), our clients (both adjacent 

to the Affected Area and in other part of Medindie) have felt that they had little faith in the 

engagement process and very limited chances of being heard or being able to have an 

impact on the Amendment's outcome, from the very outset.  They do not feel they have been 

communicated with or actually engaged with by the Designated Entity in any true, 

meaningful or honest way, at any time.  As verbally conveyed to the Designated Entity at 

their Public Meeting on 8 September 2021, our clients have felt that the Code Amendment 

consultation process was one in which they were being told that this Amendment was being 

adopted and they were simply being notified.   

This is unsurprising, given what the Engagement Plan offers little by way of true and genuine 

commitment to community consultation.  This approach is wholly unacceptable.  It certainly 

does not reflect the expectations or intentions of the Charter, nor those of the community.  

Incongruently, the 'Stakeholder and community mapping' at page 10 of the Engagement 

Plan accepts that adjacent landowners will have a 'high' level of interest in the Code 

Amendment, but only sees fit to allocate them a 'consult' level of engagement (with the 

above mentioned limited opportunities to do so).  As touched upon above, the Council notes 

in its submission on the Code Amendment8: 

…we feel that the adjoining property owners should also have an equal level of 

influence as the Council, which should be raised to a ‘collaborate’. By virtue of 

                                                      
8 Council Submission to Designated Entity, Council Minutes of Special Meeting 15 September 2021 
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degree of impact that these properties are likely to experience with a future 

development in place, ‘consult’ is not an appropriate level of influence.  

We strongly contend that any future engagement of adjacent landowner must be at the 

“collaborate” level, at a minimum, and true application to that level of engagement be 

provided. 

As for the balance of our clients and also Medindie residents, they have been placed in the 

same 'bucket' as the general public with a 'level of interest' which is apparently 'low' and with 

an 'inform' level of engagement, meaning they literally should only expect to be informed of 

the Code Amendment process as it moves through the system.  It effectively means that the 

many residents across the suburb, including those living along Robe Terrace, Dutton 

Terrace and Hawkers Road, who have made submissions to the Designated Entity, the 

Council and the local member for Adelaide (Hon Rachel Sanderson MP) should not expect 

(except possibly via their respective allocated level of engagement) to have their views given 

weight or have any impact on the Designated Entity's consideration of the Code Amendment 

(and therefore the Minister in her final decision making). This is simply not acceptable in the 

current circumstances, given the impact that the Code Amendment will have on their lives if 

it is adopted.  A bespoke category of stakeholder needs to be allocated to these residents, 

with them allocated at least an 'involve' level of engagement. 

So lacking is the Engagement Plan, that our clients wrote directly to the Minister expressing 

the concerns regarding the narrow scope of, and short period allocated to, the community 

consultation.  Copies of these letters form Attachments 4 and 5 to this submission.  We re-

iterate all of those concerns again herein. 

Similarly to the Council in its submission, we would strongly recommend, if the Designated 

Entity is wishing to proceed with this Code Amendment, that a new, inclusive and tailored 

Engagement Plan be released to the public, and a meaningful and genuine level of 

engagement be undertaken with both adjacent landowners, nearby residents and the 

community at large, and for a more extended period.  Discussions and interactions should be 

applied, inclusive and flow both ways between the Designated Entity and those whose lives 

it will be impacted, whether as adjacent landowners or as other residents in the Medindie 

area, such that they are given the fair right to understand what the Code Amendment 

proposes and how their concerns over impacts can be offset or minimised.  Best practice 

engagement needs to be reflected. 
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Conclusion 

We thank you for considering our clients' submission (including attachments).  As is 

expressed, our clients are of the firm view that this Code Amendment is so misaligned with 

the Strategic Vision and so evidentially deficient and stakeholder unsupported, that to ask 

the Minister to approve, it would render any decision vulnerable.  In short, there is simply 

not enough evidence or planning justification in the Code Amendment to warrant it 

being adopted.   

In addition, the Engagement Plan arguably offends section 73 of the PDI Act and, at a 

minimum, needs to be undertaken again with far more attention given to meeting the 

Charter's five engagement principles, such that any proposal for the Affected Area or 

otherwise, responds genuinely and in some way, to stakeholder needs. 

In conclusion, we ask that we be permitted to be heard by the Commission on the concerns 

matters raised in this letter and its attachments.  

Should it be that case that the Code Amendment proceeds to the Minister, we also ask to be 

heard by the Environment, Resources and Development Committee. 

Yours sincerely 

 

 
 

Emma Herriman 

Partner 

HWL Ebsworth Lawyers 
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Attachment 1 

Scotty's Corner - Clients 

19.09.21 

 Names Street Address Suburb 

1 Peter & Lucy Cleary  Medindie  

2 John Montague  Medindie  

3 Robert  and Inta Bickmore  Medindie  

4 John and Sue Clark   Medindie  

5 Debra and Peter Panatsos  Medindie  

6 Peter Wiadrowski  Medindie  

7 Kathleen and Nick Karagiannis  Medindie  

8 David Pringle  Medindie  

9 Paul Reader  Medindie  

10 Ross Moffatt  Medindie  

11 Karen and Chris Tallent  Medindie  

12 
Stuart Ferguson and Yolande 

Irving 
 Medindie  

13 Jacki Smith and  James Price  Medindie  

14 Stuart and Pam Nunn  Medindie  

15 Peter Williamson  Medindie  

16 Jennifer Rhodes  Medindie  

17 Sophia Provatidis  Medindie  

18 Frank and Kay Karagiannis  Medindie  

19 Jim and Tonia Matsoukas  Medindie  

20 Muhammad Tajdar & Saima Shah  Medindie  
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Our ref: PO304 

 

 

Ms Emma Herriman 

Partner 

HWL Ebsworth 

  

 
Via email: 

 

 

Dear Emma, 

 

RE:  PLANNING REVIEW OF SCOTTY’S CORNER CODE AMENDMENT 

1.0  Executive Summary 

Planning Studio has been engaged by HWL Ebsworth Lawyers to undertake an independent 

planning review of the Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment which has been released for 

consultation. We note that HWL Ebsworth acts for a number of residents, including those whose 

properties adjoin the land affected by the Code Amendment. We further note that these 

residents (amongst others) are deeply concerned that the high-density development facilitated 

by the Code Amendment will have a significant detrimental impact on the amenity of their 

properties as well as on the broader locality. 

In undertaking this review, we have: 

⎯ Inspected the Affected Area and nearby properties; 

⎯ Reviewed the Code Amendment prepared by Future Urban and the associated 

investigations; 

⎯ Reviewed relevant strategic plans including the 30-Year Plan for Greater Adelaide; 

⎯ Reviewed the independent Planning, Heritage and Traffic assessments commissioned by 

the Town of Walkerville; and 

⎯ Reviewed the relevant provisions of the Planning and Design Code.  

Following this review, we have concluded that the Code Amendment does not provide 

sufficient justification to alter the existing zoning of the Affected Area. More specifically, the 

Code Amendment:  

⎯ Will result in an inconsistent policy approach within the locality given that it proposes 

significantly taller buildings than the existing Urban Corridor (Business) Zone on the 

opposite side of Main North Road and given that the proposed incursion into the 

Established Neighbourhood Zone will be inconsistent with the existing zoning on the 

opposite side of Nottage Terrace; 

⎯ Does not adequately address the strategic directions established by the 30-Year Plan for 

Greater Adelaide and does not have any regard to the Town of Walkerville’s Urban 

Masterplan which directs increased residential densities towards the southern part of the 
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Council area close to the facilities and services available within the Walkerville Town 

Centre and the nearby public open space within the Torrens Linear Park;  

⎯ Has not addressed the identified shortage of public open space in Medindie and has not 

addressed the clear target of the 30-Year Plan for Greater Adelaide to facilitate the 

creation of healthy and walkable neighbourhoods; 

⎯ Has not demonstrated that the Affected Area is suitable for high density residential 

development – particularly given the shortage of public open space, the limited access 

to frequent bus services and the limited cycling infrastructure in the area which, when 

combined, is expected to lead to overspill parking on local streets; 

⎯ Has not provided an analysis in relation to the supply and demand for high density 

residential development nor has it provided a demographic analysis which may 

demonstrate that there is a need in the community for this form of housing; 

⎯ Does not articulate any benefits to the community that might outweigh the significant 

costs that will be borne by the adjoining land owners in terms of overshadowing, 

overlooking, visual impact (sense of enclosure), increased traffic, increased on-street 

parking etc; 

⎯ Does not offer a possible policy vision for the Suburban Business Zone as a whole and 

does not include a review of other sites/precincts along Main North Road which may be 

more suitable for rezoning than the Affected Area; 

⎯ Does not provide a coherent justification to rezone land in the Established 

Neighbourhood Zone and does not offer any advice from a Heritage Architect in relation 

to the impacts associated with the likely demolition of a Representative Building and the 

reduction in the Historic Area Overlay; and 

⎯ Could encourage other ‘piecemeal’ Code Amendments along Nottage Terrace, Main 

North Road, Northcote Terrace and Robe Terrace which could further erode the valued, 

historic character of Medindie.  

For the above reason, we consider that the Code Amendment should not proceed until a 

detailed Planning Study has been undertaken for the whole of the Suburban Business Zone and 

nearby land to identify the most appropriate planning framework for land fronting Main North 

Road. 

2.0  Initial Observations 

We note that the Code Amendment seeks to rezone land currently within the Suburban Business 

and Established Neighbourhood Zones. Section 2.1 of the Code Amendment indicates that the 

rezoning will seek to achieve a ‘medium density’ residential development outcome on the 

Affected Area.  However, the Traffic and Access investigation prepared by CIRQA indicates that 

the Code Amendment will facilitate “… in the order of 160 high-density dwellings …”.  

In order to clarify whether the Code Amendment is seeking high or medium density we have 

referred to the 30-Year Plan for Greater Adelaide which, helpfully, provides the following 

definition of net residential site density (which is also repeated in the Planning and Design Code). 
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Clearly, given that 160 dwellings will be developed on the 0.73 hectare site, the Code 

Amendment will facilitate a high density (rather than medium density) residential outcome on 

the Affected Area.  

In terms of building heights, the Code Amendment indicates that a maximum building height of 

24.5 metres (or 6 building levels) will be established. However, the Code Amendment (and the 

associated massing diagrams), fails to highlight that the Urban Corridor (Business) Zone offers a 

substantial ‘incentive’ which allows for the construction of buildings that are 30% taller where 

they are located on a ‘Significant Development Site’ and where certain criteria are met. This 

incentive is set out in Performance Outcome 5.1 of the Zone: 

 

Given that the Affected Area is significantly larger than 2,500m2 and has a frontage of more 

than 25 metres to a primary road corridor, it would qualify as a ‘Significant Development Site’.  

Therefore, if a future development includes more than 15% of affordable housing or meets the 

other criteria outlined in DTS/DPF 5.1, the height of the buildings could increase up to 32 metres 

or 8 building levels subject to an ‘on balance’ assessment against the Planning and Design 

Code.  
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With the above in mind, we consider that the Code Amendment, as it currently stands, presents 

a misleading picture of the potential future development outcome on the Affected Area. In 

reality, the Code Amendment will facilitate a high density residential outcome where buildings 

may reach heights of 32 metres or 8 building levels. For this reason, we support the 

recommendation of URPS (Council’s independent Planning Consultants) that new massing and 

overshadowing diagrams should be prepared which accurately reflect the development 

potential available under the proposed new zoning over the Affected Area. In the absence of 

these diagrams, it is extremely difficult for adjoining landowners, as well as other key stakeholders 

such as the Council and the Minister for Planning, to make an informed decision in relation to 

the potential impact of the proposed new zoning. 

We also note that the Code Amendment fails to clearly identify that a portion of the Affected 

Area (5 Nottage Terrace) is a Representative Building. The Planning and Design Code provides 

the following definition of Representative Buildings: 

Representative buildings referenced in Historic Area Statements and Character Area 

Statements and mapped in the South Australian Planning and Property Atlas are buildings 

which display characteristics of importance in a particular area. The identification of 

representative buildings in a particular area is not intended to imply that other buildings in an 

historic area are not of importance. 

Given that 5 Nottage Terrace has been recognised as a building which displays characteristics 

of importance to the area, we consider that the Code Amendment should have clearly 

identified that the proposed change of zoning is likely to result in the destruction of this important 

Representative Building. In addition, the impact that the loss of the Representative Building will 

have on the existing ‘Established Neighbourhood’ streetscape along Nottage Terrace has not 

been appropriately addressed in the Code Amendment. 

In our view, it is critical that Code Amendments clearly articulate the likely consequences of a 

proposed rezoning (both positive and negative) to ensure that the community, the Council and 

the Minister for Planning can make an informed decision on the proposed policy changes. As it 

currently stands, we consider that the Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment provides a misleading 

picture to the community in relation to the likely development outcome on the Affected Area – 

particularly in relation to the potential density and height of buildings as well as the loss of an 

important Representative Building. 

3.0  Analysis of the Strategic Justification for the Code Amendment 

It is well established that Code Amendments should have regard to the strategic directions 

provided by the State Planning Policies, the Regional Plan (in this case, the 30-Year Plan for 

Greater Adelaide) as well as any relevant strategic plans prepared by the local Council. In this 

way, a Code Amendment can demonstrate its alignment with the aspirations of the broader 

community as expressed through these key strategic documents. In our opinion, this is a critical 

element which ensures that new or amended planning schemes demonstrate that they will 

provide a benefit to the community as a whole not just an individual land owner. It is also critical 

for a Code Amendment to clearly identity any possible negative impacts on nearby properties 

and then balance these against the overall benefits of the policy change to the broader 

community.  

It is noted that the Code Amendment has not has regard to “A Connected Community; The 

Town of Walkerville Urban Masterplan” (the ‘Urban Masterplan’). In our view, this represents a 

significant shortcoming of the Code Amendment given that the Urban Masterplan is a key 

strategic planning document which “… provides a vision and direction for the future 

development of Walkerville over the next 30 to 50 years.”  



 
 

 

HWL Ebsworth | Planning Review – Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment | Page 5 

More specifically, the Urban Masterplan is intended to: 

… guide the community, stakeholders and Council in relation to future planning, resourcing 

and allocate capital funds to achieve the strategic development of the town. In this way, 

actions can be undertaken in a coordinated and well planned manner which will ensure that 

the overall vision for Walkerville is achieved. 

In terms of future residential development, the Urban Masterplan seeks to direct increased 

residential densities to the southern edge of the Council area – within close proximity to the 

services and facilities available within the Walkerville Town Centre as well as the open space 

opportunities provided by the Torrens Linear Park. In contrast, the Urban Masterplan designates 

Scotty’s Corner, along with the existing commercial strip along the south-eastern side of Main 

North Road, as an area that is more suitable for ‘Retail Development’ (see Figure 1). 

Figure 1 | The ‘Final Plan’ (Source: The Town of Walkerville Urban Masterplan) 

 

The Urban Masterplan also indicates that there is a shortage of public open space within 

Medindie (see Figure 2). This shortage is also noted in URPS’ independent review of the Code 

Amendment which identifies that the closest public open space (the Adelaide Park Lands) is 

almost 1,000 metres from the Affected Area – well beyond the target of 400 metres walking 

distance as identified in the 30-Year Plan for Greater Adelaide. 
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Figure 2 | Provision of Public Open Space (Source: The Town of Walkerville Urban Masterplan) 

 

The 30-Plan for Greater Adelaide goes on to note that the provision of public open space is a 

critical element for the development of healthy and walkable neighbourhoods: 

The role and value of public open space is becoming increasingly important as living patterns 

within Greater Adelaide change. More people are choosing apartments rather than houses 

and many new houses have small backyards. Ensuring access to quality green spaces and 

places for recreation, health and wellbeing is vital. 

In our view, given the identified shortage of public open space in Medindie and given that the 

proposed 160 dwellings will have very limited areas of private open space, the Code 

Amendment will not assist with the creation of healthy and walkable neighbourhoods as sought 

by the 30-Year Plan for Greater Adelaide. More specifically, the Code Amendment does not 

indicate how the future residents of the proposed 160 dwellings will be able to access an 

appropriate level of public open space. For this reason, the Code Amendment fails to address 

Policy 99 of the 30-Year Plan for Greater Adelaide as it does not ensure that there will be sufficient 

open space within walking distance of Scotty’s Corner to accommodate the needs of future 

residents.  

P99. Ensure quality open space is within walking distance of all neighbourhoods to: 

• link, integrate and protect biodiversity assets and natural habitats 

• provide linkages to encourage walking and cycling to local activities, local activity 

centres and regional centres 

• be multi-functional, multiuse (including the shared use of strategically located school 

facilities) and able to accommodate changing use over time 

• incorporate the principles of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design for safety 

and amenity 
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• contain appropriate and low maintenance species and locate trees to maximise shade 

• encourage unstructured recreation opportunities such as the provision of a variety of 

paths and children’s play equipment 

• foster a connection to the natural environment through the provision of nature play 

spaces and urban forest opportunities. 

The 30-Year Plan for Greater Adelaide also identifies that healthy and walkable neighbourhoods 

are characterised by their proximity to primary schools, frequent bus services and shops. To this 

end, it is noted that the independent review undertaken by GTA/Stantec identifies that the 

closest bus stops to the Affected Area are located at either Stop 8 north of Dutton Terrace or 

Stop 10 north of Sherbourne Road. GTA/Stantec further advise that bus passengers would be 

required to cross Nottage Terrace and Main North Road and walk 200 metres north of Nottage 

Terrace to the closest bus stop. On this basis, and given the lack of accessible bicycle 

infrastructure to encourage more cycling, GTA/Stantec conclude that:   

It is therefore considered that despite the site’s good location in relation to the CBD and other 

local centres, it will remain heavily car dependent due to lack of safe and widely accessible 

alternative transport options. As a result, the proposed parking provision is likely to be 

insufficient and could be expected to lead to overspill parking on local streets from both the 

residential and commercial uses.   

The expected overspill of parking on local streets is concerning as it will result in additional 

impacts on the residents of Tennyson Street and other nearby streets. It is also concerning that 

the Code Amendment has not addressed a key target of the 30-Year Plan for Greater Adelaide 

which is to create walkable neighbourhoods where: 

… the daily needs of most residents can be met within a short trip of where they live or work. 

It provides close access by foot, bike or public transport - through the provision of well-

designed infrastructure - to jobs, shopping, learning, open space, recreation, and other 

amenities and services. 

In our opinion, the Code Amendment has not provided sufficient justification to demonstrate 

that the Affected Area is suitable for high density residential development and has not provided 

sufficient justification to warrant a deviation from the Council’s clear strategic position of 

encouraging increased densities along the southern edge of the Council area – where walkable 

neighbourhoods can be created within close proximity to the services and facilities offered 

within the Walkerville Town Centre and the Torrens Linear Park. 

We also note that the Code Amendment indicates a number of times that the Affected Area is 

a “prominent gateway location”. However, the document does not indicate why the Affected 

Area is considered to be a ‘gateway’ and has not made reference to the Urban Masterplan 

which identifies a number of ‘gateways’ across the Council area – none of which include 

Scotty’s Corner (see Figure 3). In addition, no explanation has been given as to why the current 

Suburban Business Zone is unable to facilitate development reflective of a ‘gateway’ location. 

Similarly, no explanation (or visual character analysis) has been provided to justify the inclusion 

of 3 and 5 Nottage Terrace (which are currently zoned Established Neighbourhood), within the 

suggested ‘prominent gateway’. 
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Figure 3 | Existing Gateways (Source: The Town of Walkerville Urban Masterplan) 

 

Further, no information has been provided to demonstrate that the properties at 3 and 5 Nottage 

Terrace form part of an “appropriate transit corridor” which may be suitable for higher density 

residential development as anticipated by Policy 2 of The 30-Year Plan for Greater Adelaide (see 

below).  

P2. Increase residential and mixed use development in the walking catchment of: 

• strategic activity centres* 

• appropriate transit corridors 

• strategic railway stations. 

It is our view that Nottage Terrace does not constitute a ‘transit corridor’ as defined by the 30-

Year Plan for Greater Adelaide. In any event, the Established Neighbourhood zoning and Historic 

Area Overlay on both sides of Nottage Terrace, clearly mean that it would be inappropriate to 

establish high density, mixed use development in this location. 

4.0  Analysis of the Policy Justification for the Code Amendment 

The Code Amendment indicates that a key reason to alter the zoning for the Affected Area is to 

achieve a consistent policy approach with adjacent land. While this argument may have some 

merit for the portion of the Affected Area that is currently zoned Suburban Business, it cannot be 

used to justify the rezoning of the portion of the Affected Area that is currently Zoned Established 

Neighbourhood. In fact, if successful, the Code Amendment will create a less consistent policy 

approach because land at 3 and 5 Nottage Terrace will no longer be in the same zone as 

adjacent land on the opposite side of Nottage Terrace (see Figure 4). In addition, the proposed 

expansion of the Urban Corridor (Business) Zone into the Established Neighbourhood Zone will 

substantially increase the risk of interface issues on adjoining residential development – 

particularly the dwellings to the south on Tennyson Street which are likely to be detrimentally 

affected through overshadowing, overlooking and visual impact (sense of enclosure). 
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In our view, the Code Amendment has not sufficiently addressed the policy inconsistency that 

will be created through the rezoning of 3 and 5 Nottage Terrace to Urban Corridor (Business).  

Figure 4 | Existing Zoning (Source: South Australian Property and Planning Atlas) 

 

In addition, we note that the existing Urban Corridor (Business) Zone on the north-western side of 

Main North Road has a maximum building height of 15 metres or 5 building levels while the Code 

Amendment proposes a maximum building height of 24.5 metres or 6 building levels (plus an 

additional 7.5 metres or 2 building levels if certain criteria are met). This means that future 

buildings on the Affected Area could be almost 10 metres higher than buildings on the opposite 

side of the road within the same Zone.  Clearly, this does not achieve the stated strategic aims 

of the Code Amendment to establish a consistent policy approach along Main North Road. 

In our view, the proposed establishment of a policy framework that actively encourages much 

taller buildings immediately to the north of low-density housing is flawed. These taller buildings 

will inevitably lead to greater impacts on the dwellings to the south – particularly in terms of 

overshadowing of private open space and visual impact. Rather, it would make much more 

sense from a planning policy perspective to establish a lower building height on the Affected 

Area than is currently available in the existing Urban Corridor (Business) Zone to the north-west 

where shadows cast by new buildings are much less likely to fall over adjacent residential 

development.  

We also note that the Code Amendment has not included a land supply and demand analysis 

nor has it included a demographic analysis. In our experience, studies such as these are usually 

provided with a proposal to rezone land in order to demonstrate why the specific amendment 

is required. At the very least, we would expect that a Code Amendment of this nature would 

include a demographic analysis to identify whether or not there is a need for higher density 

housing within the broader locality. Given the substantial changes proposed by the Code 

Amendment (including the proposed incursion into the Established Neighbourhood Zone), we 

believe that a detailed land supply and demand analysis should be prepared. This analysis 

should consider existing opportunities for increased residential densities under the current zoning 
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regime – particularly in association with the numerous vacant properties within the existing 

Suburban Business Zone fronting Main North Road. In the absence of a land supply and demand 

analysis, the Code Amendment fails to make the case that the rezoning is required from a land 

supply perspective.  

Further to the above, the Code Amendment does not identify the benefits to the community 

that may arise through a change to the zoning of the Affected Area. Once again, in our 

experience, a proposal to alter the zoning of land will normally be accompanied by an 

explanation as to how the particular policy change will benefit the community as a whole. While 

the Code Amendment provides some very brief commentary in relation to the provision of 

additional housing choice, no detailed analysis in relation to the potential benefits to the 

community have been provided. In particular, the Code Amendment does not demonstrate 

how the removal of the existing Suburban Business and Established Neighbourhood Zones will 

benefit the community. While it appears clear that these changes will benefit the Designated 

Entity, this needs to be balanced against the costs that the Code Amendment will have on 

adjacent land owners and the broader community.  

In our view, the Code Amendment provides insufficient evidence to demonstrate that a change 

to the zoning of the Affected Area is required. Put simply, it is unclear why the existing zoning is 

hindering development; it is unclear why an incursion into the adjoining Established 

Neighbourhood Zone (and Historic Area) is warranted and it is unclear how the Code 

Amendment will create sufficient benefit to the broader community in order to outweigh the 

obvious costs that future buildings of 6 to 8 levels in height will have on the adjacent low density 

housing.  

5.0  Analysis of the Potential Impacts of the Code Amendment 

As outlined earlier in this review, the massing and overshadowing diagrams provided in the Code 

Amendment do not model the potential 8 levels and 32 metres of building height that may be 

possible under the proposed new zone. This is unfortunate as it means that the Code 

Amendment does not provide an accurate picture of the scale and height of potential future 

development.  

Notwithstanding, we have observed that the Affected Area adjoins a residential area of high 

amenity to the south. This area is generally characterised by well maintained, one and two-storey 

detached dwellings with substantial (and well-used) backyards adjoining the Affected Area. 

Many of these dwellings are Representative Buildings which strongly contribute to the existing 

and desired character of the Historic Area Overlay Medindie as expressed in the Planning and 

Design Code (see extract below).  

Range of architectural styles and dwelling types from the late 19th Century and early 20th 

Century periods including early Victorian, high Victorian, Edwardian, Classic Revival and large 

bungalows, all set within large landscaped garden settings that enhance the presentation of 

the dwellings. 

The Planning and Design Code places limits on the development potential of the residential 

properties adjoining the Affected Area in order to protect the desired character of the locality. 

This includes restrictions on building height (two levels) as well as the imposition of generous 

minimum allotment sizes and frontages of 500m2 and 15 metres respectively.  

Currently, the Suburban Business zoning over the Affected Area provides for a wide range of 

land uses as well as allowing buildings of up to three levels in height. This is taller than the existing 

Scotty’s Motel and substantially taller than the majority of existing dwellings in the adjoining 

Established Neighbourhood Zone. Therefore, a significant redevelopment of the Affected Area 



 
 

 

HWL Ebsworth | Planning Review – Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment | Page 11 

could be undertaken under the existing Suburban Business Zone without resulting in buildings of 

up to 8 levels in height which, clearly, will have a significant impact on the adjoining low-density 

dwellings to the south as well as the broader locality.  

In our opinion, the current policy regime provides a reasonable and logical bult-form transition 

from the low-density, high amenity residential areas of the Established Neighbourhood Zone to 

the existing commercial properties fronting Main North Road. In particular, the existing maximum 

building height of 3 levels in the Suburban Business Zone allows the built form to transition up from 

the predominantly single-storey character of the adjoining residential area while also offering a 

degree of protection in relation to critical interface issues such as overshadowing, overlooking 

and visual impact. This is particularly important given that the residential properties are located 

directly south of the Affected Area which makes them much more susceptible to the detrimental 

impacts associated with overshadowing. 

Figure 5 below identifies the residential properties to the south of the Affected Area which, in our 

opinion, will be directly impacted by the Code Amendment. The existing outlook from the rear 

yards of the properties is relatively unencumbered with almost full access to sunlight provided 

over the top of the existing two-storey Scotty’s Motel. These rear yards are well used and well-

loved areas of private open space. They include swimming pools, play equipment, barbeque 

areas, grassed lawns, landscaped gardens and outdoor entertaining areas. In addition, many 

of the dwellings feature large windows which look over the associated rear yards and enjoy the 

sunlight that is currently available from the northern sky. In our opinion, the development of a 6 

to 8 storey building directly to the north of these rear yards will have a significant detrimental 

impact on the amenity of these dwellings. 

Figure 5 | Dwellings directed affected by the Code Amendment 
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The photos on the following pages illustrate the existing northern outlook from the rear yards of 

various properties on Tennyson Street. These photos were taken in early September 2021. The 

photos identify that, while the existing two-storey Scotty’s Motel is causing some impact in terms 

of shadowing and visual appearance, clear views are still available to the northern sky and the 

rear yards enjoy a reasonable level of access to sunlight. It is self-evident that the construction 

of a 6 to 8 storey building in place of Scotty’s Motel will significantly increase shadowing over the 

rear yards of these properties and will increase the sense of enclosure. In our opinion, a 6 to 8 

storey building immediately to the north will significantly decrease the amenity that is currently 

enjoyed by the low-density dwellings along Tennyson Street.  

Figure 6 |Existing view of Scotty’s Motel from
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Figure 7 |Existing view of Scotty’s Motel from

 

Figure 8 |Existing view of Scotty’s Motel from
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Figure 9 |Existing view of Scotty’s Motel from

 

In addition to the overshadowing and visual impact that a 6 to 8 storey building will have on the 

residential properties to the south of the Affected Area, we note and agree with the advice from 

URPS that the Code Amendment has ‘overstated’ the applicability of the Planning and Design 

Code in relation to the mitigation of overlooking from multi-storey buildings. More specifically, 

URPS note that:  

The Code Amendment refers to several Code provisions that seek to mitigate overlooking 

and privacy issues. However, most of these policies are only applicable to 2 to 3 level 

buildings. In dealing with overlooking / privacy issues, the planning authority will need to rely 

on PO 16 in the General – [Design in] Urban Areas provisions and other supporting provisions 

relating to landscape screening, setbacks, 30 or 45 degree interface plane and general 

amenity considerations. 
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Design in Urban Areas Performance Outcome 16.1 is reproduced below: 

Development mitigates direct overlooking of habitable rooms and private open spaces of 

adjacent residential uses in neighbourhood-type zones through measures such as: 

(a) appropriate site layout and building orientation 

(b) off-setting the location of balconies and windows of habitable rooms or areas with 

those of other buildings so that views are oblique rather than direct to avoid direct 

line of sight 

(c) building setbacks from boundaries (including building boundary to boundary where 

appropriate) that interrupt views or that provide a spatial separation between 

balconies or windows of habitable rooms 

(d) screening devices that are integrated into the building design and have minimal 

negative effect on residents' or neighbours' amenity. 

While the Code Amendment does not provide detailed plans of a potential future building on 

the Affected Area, it is reasonable to assume that a 6 to 8 storey residential building will include 

windows, balconies and, possibly, rooftop gardens on the southern side of the building to take 

advantage of the views back towards the City and the Hills beyond. Given that PO 16.1 does 

not contain a “Deemed-to-Satisfy Criteria / Designated Performance Feature”, it will come down 

to a subjective planning judgement to determine whether or not a future multi-storey building 

appropriately mitigates “… direct overlooking of habitable rooms and private open spaces …”.   

On this basis, there is a strong possibility that, while the Relevant Planning Authority may satisfy 

itself that, on balance, the development has addressed PO 16.1, the adjoining residents to the 

south will be confronted with a building that includes numerous windows and balconies facing 

their rear yards and habitable rooms. In other words, while the development may be able to 

demonstrate that ‘direct overlooking’ has been mitigated, the adjoining dwellings to the south 

are still likely to be impacted by indirect overlooking which will result in a perception that 

residents within the various apartments can overlook the rear yards and habitable rooms of the 

dwellings to the south.  

In terms of the impact that the Code Amendment will have in relation to traffic and parking, we 

defer to independent review undertaken by GTA/Stantec which has raised a number of issues 

which require further resolution. In particular, GTA/Stantec has indicated that the Code 

Amendment has ‘overstated’ the availability of high-frequency public transport close to the 

Affected Area. According to GTA/Stantec, this is likely to result in a car dependent development 

where “… parking provision is likely to be insufficient and could be expected to lead to overspill 

parking on local streets.” On this basis, we are concerned that the Code Amendment will further 

impact the amenity of the adjoining low-density residential area through an increase in on-street 

parking.  

6.0  Analysis of the Heritage Impact of the Code Amendment  

At the outset, we note that the Code Amendment does not provide a heritage or character 

analysis to justify the proposed incursion into the Established Neighbourhood Zone and the 

removal of two properties from the Historic Area Overlay (one of which has recognised 

importance as a ‘Representative Building’). In our view, this is a significant deficiency in the Code 

Amendment given that, in most cases, a proposal to rezone land with recognised heritage 

value, would include advice from a suitably qualified Heritage Architect. 

We note that, in the absence of a heritage review within the Code Amendment, the Council 

commissioned Flightpath Heritage Architects to undertake an independent review of the Code 
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Amendment. Following a detailed review of the Code Amendment, Flightpath Heritage has 

concluded that: 

The loss of the Historic Area Overlay over 3 and 5 Nottage Terrace, Medindie is unacceptable 

for the following reasons: 

• The buildings will no longer be protected from demolition; 

• The Massing Diagram suggest a replacement building that is at odds with the prevailing 

built form, falling short of complementary forms and contextually responsive design. 

Two of the five dwellings that exist on the south side of Nottage Terrace, to Victoria Avenue 

will be lost, resulting in a diminution of the existing character gateway to the Town of 

Walkerville, the western boundary of which is currently defined on both north and south sides 

of Nottage Terrace, commencing with 3 Nottage Terrace and the single storey dwellings 

opposite. 

The strong, north to south defined Zone boundary that is evident on the rear boundaries of 

properties on the west side of Main North Road will be broken by the intrusion of the zone 

along Nottage Terrace. 

The Massing Diagrams of the proposed development suggest a built form that: 

• is at odds with the three remaining Representative Buildings to the west of Victoria 

Avenue; 

• will become a large, unarticulated and high north facing building that will extend along 

Nottage Terrace and become larger than a restrained, well-designed, yet prominent 

iconic corner building. 

The extension and change of the Zone will alter the character of Nottage Terrace that is 

currently established by and commences with 3 Nottage Terrace. 

Further the north facing skyline of the Representative Buildings of Tennyson Street will become 

impaired by the proposed Zone change. 

The outcome has been driven by consolidation and yield and not through the establishment 

of contextually responsive design. 

Based on Flightpath’s advice, it is clear that the properties at 3 and 5 Nottage Terrace should 

remain zoned Established Neighbourhood and should remain within the Historic Area Overlay. 

To this end, we note that this advice is entirely consistent with the Council’s formal policy position 

as outlined in the concurrent Local Heritage in Transition Code Amendment which retains 3 and 

5 Nottage Terrace in the Historic Area Overlay and retains 5 Nottage Terrace as a Representative 

Building.  

7.0  Summary of Planning Review  

As outlined earlier in this review, it is critical that Code Amendments are aligned with the strategic 

directions established by State and Local Government. It is also critical for a Code Amendment 

to demonstrate that the proposed policy change will result in a net overall benefit to the 

community without adversely impacting properties located close to the Affected Area. In our 

opinion, the Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment fails on both of these counts. More specifically, 

we consider that the Code Amendment: 

⎯ Is completely at odds with the Town of Walkerville’s Urban Masterplan which establishes 

a long term vision for development and directs increased residential densities towards 
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the southern part of the Council area close to the facilities and services available within  

the Walkerville Town Centre and the nearby public open space within the Torrens Linear 

Park;  

⎯ Will not assist to create a healthy and walkable neighbourhood as required by the 30-

Year Plan for Greater Adelaide due to the lack of public open space in Medindie; 

⎯ Has not demonstrated that the Affected Area is suitable for high density residential 

development – particularly given the proposed parking provision is likely to be insufficient, 

is expected to lead to overspill parking on local streets and is likely to place a significant 

burden on the 'rat-run’ routes in Medindie, including Victoria Avenue, Tennyson Street 

and Dutton Terrace; 

⎯ Has not provided an analysis in relation to the supply and demand for high density 

residential development nor has it provided a demographic analysis which may 

demonstrate that there is a need in the community for this form of housing; 

⎯ Does not articulate any benefits to the community that might outweigh the significant 

costs that will be borne by the adjoining land owners in terms of overshadowing, 

overlooking, visual impact (sense of enclosure), increased traffic, increased on-street 

parking etc 

⎯ Does not include a review of other development opportunities along Main North Road 

which may be more suitable for rezoning than the Affected Area;  

⎯ Does not offer a possible policy vision for Main North Road and other land zoned 

Suburban Business which currently contains many underutilised former car yard sites; 

⎯ Does not provide a coherent justification to rezone land in the Established 

Neighbourhood Zone and does not offer any advice from a Heritage Architect in relation 

to the impacts associated with the likely demolition of a Representative Building and the 

reduction in the Historic Area Overlay; and 

⎯ Establishes an unwelcome precedent whereby other incursions into the Established 

Neighbourhood Zone and Nottage Terrace may occur. 

In summary, we consider that the Code Amendment is likely to result in significant detrimental 

impacts on the adjoining properties to the south of the Affected Area and that this impact is too 

high a price to pay given the lack of benefits that the Code Amendment may bring to the 

community as a whole. 

8.0  Recommendations 

Based on our review, we consider that the Code Amendment, in its current form, should be 

rejected. In our opinion, the limited spatial scope of the Code Amendment does not reflect 

good planning principles as it isolates the Affected Area from the broader Suburban Business 

Zone. For this reason, we consider that the Code Amendment is premature and should not 

proceed until a detailed Planning Study has been undertaken in relation to the whole of the 

Suburban Business Zone and adjacent land along Main North Road. This Planning Study should 

be driven by the Town of Walkerville with the assistance of the State Government and the City 

of Prospect and should be consistent with the following strategic direction provided by the 30-

Year Plan for Greater Adelaide: 

A2.  Undertake local area planning for strategic transit corridors, train stations, activity centres 

and growth areas that implement the strategic directions of this Plan, including: 
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• identifying how individual areas can contribute to Greater Adelaide’s growth scenario 

• identifying opportunities to implement the dwelling density guidelines needed to support 

the economic viability of public transport, activity centres and walkable neighbourhoods 

• linking development to support infrastructure investment and public realm improvements 

• managing interfaces with existing land uses. 

 

Thank you for requesting our advice in relation to the Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment.  Should 

you wish to discuss any aspect of this matter further, please do not hesitate to contact the 

undersigned on 0438 741 747 or kieron@planningstudio.com.au.  

 

Yours sincerely 

 
Kieron Barnes | RPIA | Director 

 

 

mailto:kieron@planningstudio.com.au
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ATTACHMENT 3 

SCOTTY'S CORNER - HEIGHT / INTERFACE COMPARISON 

19 September 2021 

 ZONE MAX. HEIGHT (TNV) PLUS SIGNIFICANT 

DEVELOPMENT SITE 30% 

HEIGHT INCREASE 

INTERFACE RESTRICTIONS REAR SETBACK 

EXISTING  

43 Main North 

Road 

1 Nottage Terrace 

Suburban Business 3 levels  

12m 

(DPF 3.1) 

5 levels 

15.6m 

30 degree plane test from 

southern boundary at 3m 

above ground level  

(DPF 3.3) 

 

Average or not 

less than 

900mm 

 

3-5 Nottage 

Terrace 

Established 

Neighbourhood 

2 levels 

9m 

Not applicable Not applicable 4m rear 

setback 

PROPOSED  

Code Amendment 

proposal 

Urban Corridor 

(Business) 

6 levels 

24.5m 

(across whole site subject to 

30 / 45 degree plane tests) 

8 levels 

31.85m 

(across whole site subject to 

30 / 45 degree plane tests) 

30 degree plane test from 

southern boundary at 3m 

above ground level  

 

45 degree plane test at 

boundary of any other 

2m 
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 ZONE MAX. HEIGHT (TNV) PLUS SIGNIFICANT 

DEVELOPMENT SITE 30% 

HEIGHT INCREASE 

INTERFACE RESTRICTIONS REAR SETBACK 

neighbourhood-type zone 

at 3m above ground level 

 

 

EXISTING AND PROXIMATE EXAMPLES OF PROPERTIES ALONG MAIN NORTH ROAD (URBAN CORRIDOR (BUSINESS) ZONE) 

49 Main North 

Road (north of 

Nottage Tce) 

Urban Corridor 
(Business) 

4 levels 

15m  

5 levels 

19.50m 

45 degree plane test at 

boundary of 

neighbourhood-type zone 

at 3m above ground level 

 

 

51 Main North 

Road (north of 

Nottage Tce along 

MN Road) 

Urban Corridor 
(Business) 

4 levels 

15m 

5 levels 

19.50m 

45 degree plane test at 

boundary of 

neighbourhood-type zone 

at 3m above ground level 

 

 

66 Main North 

Road (west of 

Affected Area, over 

Urban Corridor 
(Business) 

5 levels 

15m 

 

7 levels 

19.50m 

45 degree plane test at 

boundary of 

neighbourhood-type zone 

at 3m above ground level 
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 ZONE MAX. HEIGHT (TNV) PLUS SIGNIFICANT 

DEVELOPMENT SITE 30% 

HEIGHT INCREASE 

INTERFACE RESTRICTIONS REAR SETBACK 

Nottage Tce 

intersection) 

* no residential to south of 

site* 

 

76 Main North 

Road (north west 

of Affected Area, 

north of Nottage 

Tce intersection) 

Urban Corridor 
(Business) 

5 levels 

15m 

* no residential to south of 

site* 

7 levels 

19.50m 

45 degree plane test at 

boundary of 

neighbourhood-type zone 

at 3m above ground level 

 

 

 

Note:  

* All current max heights in UC(B)Z = 15m (not including Significant Development Site incentive) 

* All current max heights in ENZ = 9m (not including Significant Development Site incentive) 

* Code Amendment seeking maximum building height in UC(B)Z = 24.5m (not including Significant Development Site incentive) 



 

 
 
19 July 2021 
 
Hon Vickie Chapman MP 
Deputy Premier 
Attorney-General 
Minister for Planning & Local Government 
 

 cc Ms Nadia Gencarelli, A/Team Leader, Code Amendments 

Dear Minister 
 
Re: "Scotty's Corner" Code Amendment objection  
 
We are writing to you as residents of Medindie and importantly as land owners with a family home 
immediately adjacent to the land the subject of the "Scotty's Corner" Code Amendment (Code 
Amendment). 
 
In your capacity as Minister for Planning and Local Government, you approved initiation of the Code 
Amendment process on 22 April 20211. 
 
We are concerned that the new Planning and Design Code is not operating as intended to the 
material detriment of the residents of Medindie. 
 
Particularly concerning is the lack of transparency and due process which has been offered to the 
residents from both the proponent of the Code Amendment and the Town of Walkerville. This is in the 
context of: 
 

x Correspondence between the Town of Walkerville and the Designated Entity in December 
2020 (see page 140, Proposal to Amend the Planning and Design Code dated 23 February 
20212), where the Council proffers its view that the Scotty's site would suit taller buildings - 
the Council's view was made without any consultation with residents.  
 

x The upgrade of the Main North Road and Nottage Terrace intersection (at the location of 
Scotty's corner) that is jointly funded by the Australian and South Australian Governments 
(see Media Release from Hon Stephan Knoll, 1 June 20193) (the Intersection Upgrade) is 
scheduled for completion in 2021. The Code Amendment, if approved, would result in a 
materially increased number of dwellings and traffic at this exact corner - the Intersection 
Upgrade does not take into account the material impact of this Code Amendment on access 
and traffic. This Code Amendment would not have been considered as part of feasibility and 
planning studies that would have informed Australian Government funding. 
 

                                                           
1 https://plan.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/848603/Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment_-
_Initiation_Approval.pdf  
2 https://plan.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/848604/Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment_-
_Proposal_to_Initiate.pdf  
3 https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/liberalpartyofaustralia/mailings/2471/attachments/original/06-
01__51_million_to_bust_congestion_in_northern_suburbs.pdf?1559278957  

mailto:Kathleen.Karagiannis@icloud.com
mailto:Nick.Karagiannis@icloud.com
mailto:attorneygeneral@sa.gov.au
mailto:nadia.gencarelli@sa.gov.au
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https://plan.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/848603/Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment_-_Initiation_Approval.pdf
https://plan.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/848604/Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment_-_Proposal_to_Initiate.pdf
https://plan.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/848604/Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment_-_Proposal_to_Initiate.pdf
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/liberalpartyofaustralia/mailings/2471/attachments/original/06-01__51_million_to_bust_congestion_in_northern_suburbs.pdf?1559278957
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/liberalpartyofaustralia/mailings/2471/attachments/original/06-01__51_million_to_bust_congestion_in_northern_suburbs.pdf?1559278957


 
x Residents on the immediately adjoined land to Scotty's corner attempted to engage early with 

the proponent (see attached) but were initially referred to the Town of Walkerville. We note 
some residents are now meeting with the Town of Walkerville on August 11 (noting the 
residents had initiated contact with the Council in early April 2021 and a meeting with the 
Council was not scheduled until 4 months later). 
 

x We understand that the proponent intends the time frames for stakeholder engagement to 
run from the start of August 2021 to the end of September 2021. This is an unreasonably 
short period of time for such a material matter noting in particular that the residents have 
shown all the initiative to date in reaching out to the proponent and the Town of Walkerville 
and there has been NO formal public communication or engagement by the proponent or 
Council with the residents to date. 

 
Further we understand that there will be an opportunity for "Owners or occupiers of the land and 
adjacent land in accordance with Regulation 20 of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure 
(General) Regulations 2017" - see the Note, Initial Approval. 
 
This engagement condition is materially deficient in that it is too narrow - the whole suburb of 
Medindie must be subject to the community consultation process under the Planning Code for 
this re-zoning proposal.  
 
We note with concern that the Scotty's Corner re-zoning proposal also includes rezoning of two single 
level, residential dwellings. Assuming it is approved, it is inevitable that the remaining commercial 
(currently Suburban Business zoned) sites on Main North Road and the at the corner of Robe Terrace 
and Northcote Terrace will also be rezoned to accommodate 7 storey developments.  
 
We have recently discussed the Code Amendment with many residents of the suburb of Medindie and 
note the overwhelming majority view is strongly against the proposed rezoning. The loss of light due 
to shadowing of residential neighbours and the consequential devaluation of property across the 
affected suburbs would be financially material and socially detrimental. Given these ramifications, all 
the residents of the suburb of Medindie are genuine stakeholders and must be directly and properly 
consulted in this Code Amendment process. 
 
We respectfully request that the Initiation Approval is immediately amended (or a further addendum 
issued) to ensure that the proponent has an express obligation to consult all of the residents of 
Medindie in relation to the Code Amendment and an extension in the review period to allow sufficient 
time for this obligation to be met.  
 
For the avoidance of doubt, we note that we are not against development per se - what we need and 
expect as long term residents is a thorough community consultation process leading to appropriate 
development commensurate with the community infrastructure and local fabric for the area.  
 
We welcome your prompt consideration of these matters and are naturally happy to discuss this with 
you and your team at any time. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
Kathleen Karagiannis, Nick Karagiannis and family 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Sunday, 12 September 2021 8:03 PM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  Fotini 
Family name:  Giamarelos 
Organisation:  Medindie Resident  
Email address:  
Phone number: 

Comments:  

This proposal greatly concerns me and many of the residents i Medindie. Not only 
will traffic and parking become a serious issue but the change in the nature of the surrounding 
environment will mean the that once serene Medindie will become a high traffic zone with people 
causing sound disturbances. High density living especially that of the scale proposed is not 
synonymous with Medindie. The sheer scale of the project will create overlooking and completely 
change our streetscape. The development on the corner will also devalue the properties near by 
substantially. I do not support this development. 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to 
proponent 
email:  

info@futureurban.com.au 
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From: Fred Coles < >
Sent: Friday, 17 September 2021 2:47 PM
To: info
Subject: Scotty's Corner

Dear Future Urban,  
 
I am resident at in Medindie.  I object to this proposal. 
 
I've lived in Adelaide since 1960 and I've seen the Main North Road getting busier and busier.  I occasionally pass Scotty 
on my walk to the Prospect Library.  It is a very difficult bit of road. 
 
Anyone wanting to build five or six storey residential there has to have a rethink.  It must be the worst place in Adelaide 
to build a block of flats. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Fred Coles 
(dictated by my daughter as I am not good with keyboards) 
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From: holly AQ < >
Sent: Saturday, 18 September 2021 9:24 PM
To: info
Subject: Submission - Scotty's Corner Code Amendment

18/09/2021 

 

To Whom It May Concern, 

 

As residents of I am strongly against the proposed re-zoning of 

Scotty’s Motel and two adjacent residential properties. 

 

A number of issues regarding the proposal is unsatisfactory and concerning. It is 

clear that this sentiment is shared by the entire Medindie community. 

 

Firstly, it is extremely disappointing that up to this point, there has been virtually 

no consultation with the Medindie residents, who are significant stakeholders in 

this project. Future Urban clearly understands the significant stakes, as evident 

from the 141-page proposal document that was submitted to the state 

government. Yet, this proposal fails to include ANY consultation with residents and 

simply outlines a plan that will drastically change the character and layout of a 

distinctive Adelaide suburb. The code is drafted in such terms that it is difficult for 

people without a law or planning background to understand and thus has the 

potential to mislead. As a result of this, the trust between the Medindie community 

and Future Urban has been irreversibly impaired. 

 

Secondly, as an adjacent landowner, I have deep concerns that the proposed code 

amendment would allow a 7-story building to be constructed, which would 

significantly affect the surrounding amenities of my property. In particular, road 

access to Nottage Terrace would be more difficult due to added traffic and natural 



2

light to surrounding properties would be blocked. Medindie is a historic suburb 

with a distinctive character. The proposed high-density apartment will maximize 

economic gain for the developer at the cost of decreasing the value of surrounding 

properties. If a proposal like this was to go ahead, then an appropriate 

compensation should be negotiated and paid to the surrounding property owners. 

 

It is in my opinion that the current zoning is appropriate and does not need to be 

altered. Any further alteration should involve face-to-face and individualized 

consultation with surrounding property owners. 

 

Holly Aiqun 

 

Residents of

Medindie, 5081. 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Thursday, 2 September 2021 10:04 AM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  Jamie 
Family name:  Gatt 
Organisation:   

Email address:  
Phone number: 

Comments:  

We live directly across the road on Nottage terrace at , we would like to see the 
Scotty's corner redeveloped as it is a current eye sore and has very suspect tenants regularly staying at 
the hotel. However strongly oppose the rezoning to allow 6-7 stories, this will set a precedent for any 
property owner along Nottage terrace to seek similar rezoning. Any windows or balconies facing North 
will have direct line of sight into our front yard and front windows of our property. 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to 
proponent 
email:  

info@futureurban.com.au 
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Subject: FW: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

 

From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>  
Sent: Tuesday, 17 August 2021 10:45 AM 
To: DIT:Local Design Review <
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
 

 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer 
type:  Member of the public 

Given name:  jane 
Family name:  rosser 
Organisation:   

Email 
address:  
Phone 
number:  

Comments:  

7 stories is excessive. The 3-4 story buildings on Churchill and prospect road are already tall enough and 
will do enough to dominate the sky line. It’s already an incredibly busy intersection and holds up a lot of 
traffic heading up north east and Main north roads and recent efforts to widen the intersection to 
improve flow will surely be negated by the traffic leaving the developed site- particularly in the building 
phase but very likely on going with the amount of cars that would live in a 7 story building. Parking 
already an issue in the suburb. And considering that the suburb is hemmed by many main roads this 
would set a significant precedent, considering the multiple closures of car yards (leaving alone the 
clearly suspicious recent evacuation of the car sites as if forewarned…). And there seems to be zero 
thoughts of local infrastructure - walkerville primary already over subscribed, will the capacity of the 
school increase? Walkerville Council have effectively just shut down YMca, ACC closing the aquatic 
centre. Walkerville oval community footprint reducing to allow expansion of club rooms..Its seems 
ridiculous planning to be actively closing community facilities and then adding more people to that same 
community, who will travel out of that community for leisure/fitness and hence add more cars in the 
roads. 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 
2:  No file uploaded 

Attachment 
3:  No file uploaded 

Attachment 
4:  No file uploaded 
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To whom it may concern 
 
I write as a Medindie resident to express my strong objection to the proposed Development 
Code Amendment of the Scotty’s motel site and adjacent properties. I believe the proposal 
goes against the core Development Control principle to protect and maintain the local area. 
 
I am not opposed to appropriate (low density) development, but there is no logical basis to 
support a proposal so out of keeping with the current urban environment and population 
demographics of Medindie or surrounding suburbs. No benefit to local residents has been 
articulated in support of a re-zoning proposal; Medindie already has restricted community 
amenities (a single sex private school) and limited green space.   
 
Disturbingly, as shown below, the location/zone map shown on the plan.sa.gov.au website 
mis-represents the area affected, claiming it is 0.4 hectares when the 7300 m2 involved is 
actually 0.73 hectares. Such a fundamental error raises concerns for me about the veracity 
of the entire document. 
 

 
 
Dwelling Density concerns: 
Medindie is a small, predominantly residential suburb, of approximately 0.6km2 (60 
hectares).  It contains 416 dwellings, representing a density of 7 dwellings per hectare. This 
represents VERY LOW residential density, using the residential density definition in the 
Planning Strategy for Metropolitan Adelaide (less than 11 dw/ha).  It would be highly 
incongruous to place a narrow, HIGH DENSITY development, or series of high density 
developments, in this locale.  The residential density of the whole 350 ha Walkerville 
Council area is 16 dwellings per hectare, representing LOW residential density (ABS data 
2016). LOW density development of the Scotty’s Corner site would involve construction of 
16 dwellings, using the Planning SA population density definitions. A MEDIUM density 
development of the site would result in the construction of a maximum of 33 dwellings.  
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 Heritage concerns: 
The whole of residential Medindie has a heritage overlay, Medindie Historic Area Statement 
(Walk2), as indicated below.  The only excluded areas are the commercial/multi-use areas 
abutting main roads and Wilderness School. This has essentially been ignored in the flawed 
Future Urban report, which stated that the heritage overlay did not matter. The 2 houses on 
Nottage Terrace proposed to form part of the development are included in the Heritage 
Area. 
 

 
 
Direct impact on residents 
There will be an obvious loss of light and sunshine impacting properties to the east and 
south of the development, which has been minimised by the Future Urban report.  Anyone 
who has visited the beach at Surfers Paradise in the afternoon will understand the impact. 
The Future Urban plan was silent on this matter and on the adverse impact on solar systems 
on nearby properties that would result from construction of a high rise dwelling.  
 
The ABS 2016 data show that 90% (326 of 361) occupied dwellings in Medindie are separate 
houses, with 7% (24) semi-detached, row or terrace or townhouses, and only 3% (11) flats 
or apartments.  This is a different profile from the other suburbs in the Walkerville council 
area and the whole of South Australia, with averages of 78%, 15% and 7% respectively. 
There is no anticipated benefit to residents from altering this profile, as it was what 
attracted them to the area in the first place.  
 

 
 
The previous Walkerville Council Development Plan Principles of Development Control 
articulated that development should be designed to be comparable with adjoining areas. 
Furthermore, it stated that “design may be of a contemporary nature and exhibit an 
innovative style, provided the overall form is sympathetic to the scale of development in the 

Medindie

houses semi/row/townhouse flat

Walkerville Council

houses semi/row/townhouse flat

SA average

houses semi/row/townhouse flat
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locality”.   The new state planning regulations may have led to the retirement of this 
document, but should not have changed the core urban design principles.  
 
Further pressure on already deficient open space, parking and traffic: 
The suburb of Medindie already has acknowledged deficiencies in open space, as referenced 
in the Walkerville Council Urban Masterplan and ongoing significant traffic issues.  Local 
traffic has been totally ignored in the flawed Future Urban report. It is inevitable that the 
whole of Medindie will be impacted by traffic, as residents of the busy, recently widened, 
Main North Road and Nottage terrace intersection will take a short cut through Medindie to 
access their residence.  Yet another survey is currently out for consultation by Council on 
the matter of local parking.  Parking will not be improved by a high density development in 
an area where the water table lies less than 2 metres below the ground, essentially 
prohibiting underground parking. 
 
Adverse impact on safety for resident children: 
The median age of Medindie residents in 2016 was 42 years, below the Walkerville council 
and state averages of 44 years.  Thirteen percent of residents are aged 15 to 19 years, more 
than double the SA average of 6%. Sixty-two percent of Medindie households have children, 
the highest proportion in the Walkerville council area and again higher than the South 
Australian average of 58%. Additional children come to the suburb to attend Wilderness 
School.  Safety of these children will inevitably be endangered by the increased through 
traffic (“rat running”) and emissions that will result from an injection of additional residents 
and their motor vehicles into a small area.  
 
Consideration of the Scotty’s corner site in isolation from other commercial zones: 
The Code amendment proposal for the Scotty’s Corner site restricts the proposal to this site 
but acknowledges in the summary on the plan.sa website that it sits in a narrow strip of 
commercial properties, three of which are currently listed for sale. This Code amendment is 
likely to form precedent for future development applications for the western boundary of 
Medindie.   As such, this critically important decision should not be rushed.  “The rezoning 
will provide for future development of the Affected Area, including by way of mixed use 
development comprising commercial and medium density residential development 
consistent with anticipated future development of other parcels located on the Main North 
Road and Nottage Terrace intersection” (reference: the summary of the Code Amendment, 
https://plan.sa.gov.au/have_your_say/general_consultations).  It is notable that 
development of the neighbouring corner in Prospect Council is limited to a height of 15 
metres, in contrast to what I understand to be the desire to build a higher property and 
therefore the reason for this code Amendment request.   
 
Failure to meet the standard of the Community Engagement Charter: 
Finally, I believe that community consultation on this matter has failed to meet the 
requirements of the Community Engagement Charter.  It has not been meaningful, inclusive 
or transparent. The traffic and local impact of developments will affect all Medindie 
residents, not just those in neighbouring properties. As an example, there was a single, 
poorly advertised meeting held by Future Urban in a small venue (the Walkerville RSL club) 
with no opportunity for questions.  This was so unsatisfactory that Walkerville Council held 
a meeting on 14 September to understand the concerns of residents.  Despite being called 
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with 2 business days’ notice, this larger meeting was still confined by it’s COVID-safe 
capacity and did not enable all interested residents to attend.  
 
For these reasons, I request that you reject the proposed Development Code Amendment of 
the Scotty’s motel site and adjacent properties. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
 
Dr Janice Fletcher 
 
16 September 2021 
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From:
Sent: Sunday, 12 September 2021 2:33 PM
To: info
Cc:
Subject: Rezoning Proposal for Scotty's Corner

Dear Future Urban,  
 
I wish to quickly comment on the Scotty's Rezoning proposal, and register my opposition: 
 
1. I believe that no zoning alteration can take place without the whole of the precinct between Nottage and Robe being 
considered.  Piecemeal rezoning and development would be undirected and random. 
 
2.  The car yards and Scotty's DO need development, but it needs to be appropriate for the suburb in which it is placed. 
 
3.  I would seriously consider what amenities and benefits these developments can bring to the Medindie community. 
 
4.  I would consider the senstivity of a major junction on a major route out of the city.  Which means a directed 
overarching plan to ensure this artery is developed correctly. 
 
5.  I would be sensitive to adjacent landowners. 
 
6. I would like Walkerville Council to take a role in directing a community-wide assessment of what to do with this strip.  
 
Pending all these things I see no option but to oppose the rezoning proposal. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jenny Coles 

Medindie 
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From: Tonia Karagiannis <
Sent: Saturday, 14 August 2021 3:25 PM
To: info
Cc: Emily Nankivell; Chris Vounasis
Subject: Scotty's Corner Proposed Code Amendment

Dear Ms Nankivell  
We are residents at  Medindie SA 5081 for in excess of 20 years. 
Our house is towards the top end of Hawkers closer to Nottage Tce. 
We are strongly opposed to the proposed Code Amendment. 
The current site is zoned for 3 stories and that height should not be amended. 
The existing regulations can accommodate development. 
We are opposed to the 2 adjoining residences being rezoned and they should remain as residential. 
There are a multitude of reasons for the opposition of the code amendments including as follows:- 
1 Traffic congestion and vehicle traffic pollution on that corner. The site is currently being upgraded for $20 million to 
ease traffic congestion and it seems incredible that a high rise on that corner is being proposed with a zoning 
amendment which will only increase the traffic congestion that is finally being eased with the current works. The 
proposed amendment is entirely inconsistent with the upgrade to alleviate traffic flows and congestion. That 
intersection is a critical piece of infrastructure with significant traffic flows from North, North East, City, West and 
Eastern Suburbs. The intersection is key route for major events, Adelaide Oval, Convention Centre Entertainment Centre 
and Hindmarsh Stadium. The Scotty's crn is land locked by intersections and restricted access for ingress/egress and the 
proposed amendment and proposed development will significantly increased the requirement for access to the sites 
and adjoining residences impacting all in Medindie and those who drive through the intersection on a daily basis. 
2 Over the years we have already seen increased traffic on Hawkers Rd wherein residents and drivers outside this 
suburb seek to avoid the intersection to travel to North East Rd and Northcote and Stephen Tce. 
3 Already there  are parking issues in Medindie as a result of the school traffic and high density living will impact further 
on parking. 
4 Increased traffic will impact noise and safety. Council recently spent a significant amount of money and time on traffic 
studies  and parking and new restrictions have been implemented which has seen increased parking on Hawkers Road 
near Nottage Tce. Further development will cause further parking issues as outlined. 
5 Medindie is a small suburb and has very limited open spaces and no amenities to support high density living. There 
is no public open space to support high rise development. 
6 This will significantly detract from the character of the suburb and affect the overall character of Medindie. This 
suburb is recognised as a historic  conservation area and developments should reflect this not be adverse to this area. 
7 Real concerns that this will set a precedent along Nottage Tce, Robe Tce Northcote Tce in particular the proposed 
rezoning of 2 residences on Nottage Tce. This is likely to set a precedent for the amalgamation of other residential 
dwellings of all the boundaries surrounding Medindie. 
8 Medindie acts as a buffer zone to the urban wildlife corridor that the ACC gas created with the parklands which 
surround the city CBD. Building high density living in Medinide will significantly impact on this wildlife corridor. 
9 There will be a material adverse impact on the immediate neighbours with shadowing, loss of light, privacy and quality 
of life devaluing their properties. 
10 Further to the traffic issues any high density development will have access restrictions due the intersection burden 
and the increased users of those entering and exiting the proposed development with deliveries, service providers, 
residents and guests. How can that corner accommodate these issues? 
We also want to let you know that it is very disappointing that you did not write to all the residents in Medindie and 
that you only wrote to 3 streets. The proposed Code Amendment will significantly affect all Medindie residents. 
Needless to say we reiterate we are strongly opposed to the Code Amendment. and proposed rezoning of the 2 
adjoining residents. 
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It is also very upsetting that you sent a letter to some residents dated 2 August 2021 which suggests that the reason for 
the consultation is to  inform and improve the Code Amendment suggesting that the Code Amendment will happen and 
it just requires some input. This is simply not the case as the Code Amendment can be rejected by the Minister. 
 
 
Kind Regards  
 
Jim  Matsoukas  and Tonia Matsoukas 
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From: Catherine Ellice-Flint <
Sent: Monday, 13 September 2021 3:12 PM
To: info
Subject: Objection to Re-Zoning of Scotty's Motel

To Walkerville Council  
 
John and Catherine Ellice-Flint of  Medindie strongly object to the rezoning of the land at Scotty’s 
corner to allow a possible 7 story building to be constructed there. 
 
Our objections are on the following points 
 

 Precedent set for the rest of Main North Road and Robe Terrace - we do not want another Churchill Road dogs’ 
breakfast. 

 Overshadowing of existing residences 
 Traffic congestion and diversion through local streets - Hawkers Road and the Robe Terrace slip road already 

have high levels of diverting traffic. 
 Population pressure on a suburb with NO amenities 
 Impact on the heritage character of Medindie  
 LACK OF VISION in Town Planning and Traffic management for delivering a sustainable livable city.  
 No green space/ children’s play area - this should be an opportunity to have some green space in Medindie.  

 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
John and Catherine Ellice-Flint 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Friday, 17 September 2021 4:11 PM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  John 
Family name:  Bricher 
Organisation:   

Email address:  
Phone number:

Comments:  

I am totally opposed to the rezoning of the Scotty's Motel Site Walkerville, and even more so for the 
rezoning of the 2 adjacent residential properties on Nottage Terrace, The proposed rezoning will do 
nothing to improve the ambience of the area and will in all probability gravely deplete it. As there is 
little or no firm detail of what the future use will finally be it is impossible to provide specific 
objections at this time. The site directly backs onto residential properties on 2 sides and will 
unjustifiably wreck the value of the current owners major investments. The probability of an 
incongruously high structure being erected on this corner is a major concern to all residents within 
500 metres of the corner. The nearest building over 2 storeys high is the ABC Building in Collinswood 
which is over 1.2 kilometre away. My future voting for federal, state or local government will be 
strongly swayed by the outcome of any decisions made on this proposed change. My home is within 
60 metres of the site, so I have a strong vested interest in what happens in the futrure. 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to 
proponent 
email:  

info@futureurban.com.au 
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From: John Montague <
Sent: Monday, 9 August 2021 12:10 PM
To: Emily Nankivell; Chris Vounasis
Subject: FW: Scotty's Corner official consultation  response

 
 

From: John Montague < > 
Date: Monday, 9 August 2021 at 12:07 pm 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: Scotty's Corner official consultation response 
 
In response to the official consultation regarding the development of the Scotty’s Motel site and adjacent 
properties I wish to lodge the following comments. 
 

 The proposed six level development will cause overshadowing of adjacent residential properties 
throughout the year. 

 The value of many local properties and the quality of life enjoyed by local residents will be adversely 
impacted by any rezoning, without any compensation provided and to the detriment of all. 

 Traffic congestion at this intersection will be increased and will negate the benefit of the current $19M 
State and Federally funded road works. 

 Additional congestion will be created, impeding traffic flow on Nottage Terrace and onto Main North 
Road and I believe substantially increase local traffic on roads within the suburb.  

 The complex would infringe upon the privacy of residents, with the tower block looming over the 
suburb and having oversight of almost every Medindie residents’ private garden and home.   

 The proposal to re-zone and include two residential houses in the development is inappropriate as this 
is a residential, suburban road. Nottage Terrace has no building above two levels and is entirely 
residential housing. The construction of a multi-level building complex would be incongruous with the 
local area and does not meet Part 2 Div 1 Section 14 c(i) of the Planning, Development and 
Infrastructure Act 2016—1.7.2019 (the Act) which states: 

high-quality design principles as follows:  

      (i)    development should be designed to reflect local setting and context, to have a distinctive identity that 
responds to the existing character of its locality, and to strike a balance between built form, 
infrastructure and public realm;  

Further there are no local amenities to support residents of such a complex. The nearest main 
playground is the Glover Playground 20 minutes walk from Scotty’s across two major roads and the 
local public primary schools are already at capacity.  

 
There is no proposal to provide any useful public space, again the Act states that a: 
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(iii) public realm should be designed to be used, accessible, and appropriately landscaped and 
vegetated;  
 

 There is minimal local parking available and very little foot traffic, consequently the site does not lend 
itself to commercial / retail development and would not be achieved with proposed variation showing 
zero setback from the road. 

 A full hydrological survey is needed as any excavation would have to deal with a high water table at 
various times of the year when water is approximately 1.5 metres below the ground level. Any 
excavation such as a car park or for footings would therefore impact on water flowing under adjacent 
properties. 

 The notification is not in the spirit of the Community Engagement Charter. Only adjacent property 
owners have been formally informed of the development. While the many hundreds of residents who 
would be directly affected by the proposal have not been formally informed. 

The Minister provided approval for the next stage in late April yet ‘adjacent’ residents were only 
formally informed almost three and a half months later and one business day before the 
commencement of the consultation period. This does not show good intent as minimum response 
times have been applied and there has been no willingness to engage as early as possible with affected 
parties.  

 The current zoning of Scotty’s and the two included residential properties is appropriate as it currently 
stands and provides for development that is suited to the conditions and circumstances of the site. 
 

In conclusion, the proposed rezoning is inappropriate to the location and the proposed complex unsuitable, 
given the lack of local amenities, infrastructure and adverse impact on hundreds of local residents. In the 
absence of an independent traffic impact study on all affected roads (main and local) the evident extra 
commuter pressure this will place on this intersection will increase congestion, further delay traffic and waste 
the effort and considerable expense of the current works being undertaken. The lack of effort to engage in a 
meaningful and early manner with all those affected by the proposal undermines any confidence in the 
process, causes undue distress and disproportionately favours the proponent who operates with dedicated 
staff, financial support and experience. Local residents do not have these resources and are being forced to 
defend their homes and lifestyle from rezoning changes that are unwarranted, as current zoning allows for 
development that is fit for purpose. The fact that this consultation process has to be through the proponents 
advocate undermines any pretence of independence and demonstrates a bias in the process in favour of the 
proponent, while the community has to contend with the added restrictions brought by COVID19. 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to provide comment. 
 
John Montague 
Mobile: 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Sunday, 19 September 2021 10:31 AM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  Karen 
Family name:  Tallent 
Organisation:   

Email address:  
Phone number: 

Comments:  

Please be advised out letter of submission has been sent by email to the Hon Vickie Chapman as 
Minister for Planning and Local Government and copied to the parties below on September 16, 2021 
as follows: The Minister:  cc Ms Nadia Gencarelli, A/Team Leader, Code 
Amendments cc Ms Kiki Cristol, CEO, The Town of Walkerville, 

 cc Hon Rachael Sanderson, 
Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to 
proponent 
email:  

info@futureurban.com.au 

 



 
Kathleen & Nick Karagiannis 

 

 

9 August 2021 

 

Hon Vickie Chapman MP 

Deputy Premier 

Attorney-General 
Minister for Planning & Local Government 

 

 cc Ms Nadia Gencarelli, A/Team Leader, Code Amendments 

 

Dear Minister 

 

Re: "Scotty's Corner" Code Amendment objection 

 

Thank you for your letter dated 4 August 2021 in response to our letter of 19 July. 

 

We note that your letter merely stated the process to be followed under the new Planning and Design 

Code – we are familiar with the process as was evident in our letter. 

 

We re-iterate our concerns that the new Planning and Design Code is now operating to the material 

detriment of the residents of Medindie and the broader community. 

 

We understand that the Designated Entity (Future Urban) has written only to some residents of 

Tennyson St, Victoria Ave and Nottage Tce. We also note that the letter we received from the 

Designated Entity (dated 2 August 2021, received August 7) is both misleading and deceptive as it 

simply notes on page 2 that “feedback during the consultation will be used to inform and improve the 
Code Amendment…and maintain the quality of the engagement activities.” 
 

It does not state that feedback from the legislated process can ultimately lead to the rejection 

of the Code Amendment. This is wholly misleading and deceptive – many resident stakeholders will 

believe, incorrectly, that the Code Amendment is a forgone conclusion and cannot be rejected in its 

entirety.   

 

As noted in our letter, we feared that the scope of the Initial Approval was too narrow as only "Owners 
or occupiers of the land and adjacent land” would be consulted directly by the Designated Entity. It 

remains the case in our view that the engagement condition included in your Letter to Initiate is 

too narrow - the whole suburb of Medindie must be subject to the direct community consultation 

process under the Planning Code for this re-zoning proposal.  

 

It is within your power to direct the Designated Entity to write to each resident of the suburb, noting 

that vast majority of Medindie (which is small with approximately 400 dwellingsi) has engaged on this 

issue as a result of the initiative of residents, noting that: 

 

• Over 300 signatures have been recorded at a change.org petition 1organised by Medindie 

residents on 17 July 2021; 

 

 
1 https://www.change.org/p/residents-of-medindie-help-stop-the-rezoning-of-scotty-s-hotel-the-
developments-are-get-7-stories-approved  



 
• Dozens of residents attended a Teams meeting (organised by Medindie residents) on Sunday 

25 July in response to the change.org petition; and 

 

• Dozens of residents attended a Teams meeting on Sunday 8 August, organised by Hon Rachel 

Sanderson MP in her capacity as the Member for Adelaide. 

 

Without doing this, there is a real risk of subverting the process whereby only adjacent landholders 

views are taken into consideration. 

 

Further, the 6 week consultation period is unreasonably short and completely fails to take into 

account the impact that the Covid-19 pandemic restrictions have and will continue to have. We 

are fortunate in this instance because of the initiative residents have taken that we already engaged 

planning advisers prior to the start of the formal consultation process. Notwithstanding this, the 

limited time period to engage meaningfully on such a significant re-zoning proposal is deficient and 

should be extended.  Residents may need to engage other experts like architects, sound 

engineers and traffic consultants for independent reviews and opionions, especially if the Town 

of Walkerville fails to do so. We also note that the Town Hall meeting proposed by the Designated 

Entity is scheduled for the end of the consultation process. 

 

As noted in the Teams meeting with organised by Hon Rachel Sanderson MP, this whole process will 

be needlessly repeated every time for each property along the Main North Road and Robe Tce and 

Northcote Tce / Nottage Tce corridors. It is imperative that you engage a detailed review of the re-

zoning impacts on these corridors via Infrastructure Australia and other similar bodies. The materiality 

and significance of this re-zoning issue justifies a larger and more sophisticated review and 

engagement should be led by your Department. This corner and those like it in Medindie and 

Walkerville generally are critical pieces of infrastructure with already congested traffic flows. Allowing 

a high rise here will land lock this corner and those like it for the foreseeable future. It is unreasonably 

onerous and burdensome for residents to have to carry these significant planning, infrastructure 

and social issues for Government each time a re-zoning process is proposed. 

 

A heritage precinct like Medindie is highly prized the world over – allowing the re-zoning proposal will 

rob that amenity of the whole community, killing the golden goose with increased traffic congestion, 

overshadowing and destruction of heritage context. 

 

We re-iterate that we are not against development per se - what we need and expect as long-term 

residents is a thorough community consultation process leading to appropriate development 

commensurate with the local fabric and culture of the area.  

 

We welcome your prompt consideration of these matters and are naturally happy to discuss this with 

you and your team at any time. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

 

 

Kathleen Karagiannis, Nick Karagiannis and family 

 
i https://quickstats.censusdata.abs.gov.au/census_services/getproduct/census/2016/quickstat/SSC40845  
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9 August 2021 

 

Hon Vickie Chapman MP 

Deputy Premier 

Attorney-General 
Minister for Planning & Local Government 

 

 cc Ms Nadia Gencarelli, A/Team Leader, Code Amendments 

Dear Minister 

 

Re: "Scotty's Corner" Code Amendment objection 

 

Thank you for your letter dated 4 August 2021 in response to our letter of 19 July. 

 

We note that your letter merely stated the process to be followed under the new Planning and Design 

Code – we are familiar with the process as was evident in our letter. 

 

We re-iterate our concerns that the new Planning and Design Code is not operating to the material 

detriment of the residents of Medindie and the broader community. 

 

We understand that the Designated Entity (Future Urban) has written only to some residents of 

Tennyson St, Victoria Ave and Nottage Tce. We also note that the letter we received from the 

Designated Entity (dated 2 August 2021, received August 7) is both misleading and deceptive as it 

simply notes on page 2 that “feedback during the consultation will be used to inform and improve the 
Code Amendment…and maintain the quality of the engagement activities.” 
 

It does not state that feedback from the legislated process can ultimately lead to the rejection 

of the Code Amendment. This is wholly misleading and deceptive – many resident stakeholders will 

believe, incorrectly, that the Code Amendment is a forgone conclusion and cannot be rejected in its 

entirety.   

 

As noted in our letter, we feared that the scope of the Initial Approval was too narrow as only "Owners 
or occupiers of the land and adjacent land” would be consulted directly by the Designated Entity. It 

remains the case in our view that the engagement condition included in your Letter to Initiate is 

too narrow - the whole suburb of Medindie must be subject to the direct community consultation 

process under the Planning Code for this re-zoning proposal.  

 

It is within your power to direct the Designated Entity to write to each resident of the suburb, noting 

that vast majority of Medindie (which is small with approximately 400 dwellingsi) has engaged on this 

issue as a result of the initiative of residents, noting that: 

 

• Over 300 signatures have been recorded at a change.org petition 1organised by Medindie 

residents on 17 July 2021; 

 

 
1 https://www.change.org/p/residents-of-medindie-help-stop-the-rezoning-of-scotty-s-hotel-the-
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• Dozens of residents attended a Teams meeting (organised by Medindie residents) on Sunday 

25 July in response to the change.org petition; and 

 

• Dozens of residents attended a Teams meeting on Sunday 8 August, organised by Hon Rachel 

Sanderson MP in her capacity as the Member for Adelaide. 

 

Without doing this, there is a real risk of subverting the process whereby only adjacent landholders 

views are taken into consideration. 

 

Further, the 6 week consultation period is unreasonably short and completely fails to take into 

account the impact that the Covid-19 pandemic restrictions have and will continue to have. We 

are fortunate in this instance because of the initiative residents have taken that we already engaged 

planning advisers prior to the start of the formal consultation process. Notwithstanding this, the 

limited time period to engage meaningfully on such a significant re-zoning proposal is deficient and 

should be extended.  Residents may need to engage other experts like architects, sound 

engineers and traffic consultants for independent reviews and opionions, especially if the Town 

of Walkerville fails to do so. We also note that the Town Hall meeting proposed by the Designated 

Entity is scheduled for the end of the consultation process. 

 

As noted in the Teams meeting with organised by Hon Rachel Sanderson MP, this whole process will 

be needlessly repeated every time for each property along the Main North Road and Robe Tce and 

Northcote Tce / Nottage Tce corridors. It is imperative that you engage a detailed review of the re-

zoning impacts on these corridors via Infrastructure Australia and other similar bodies. The materiality 

and significance of this re-zoning issue justifies a larger and more sophisticated review and 

engagement should be led by your Department. This corner and those like it in Medindie and 

Walkerville generally are critical pieces of infrastructure with already congested traffic flows. Allowing 

a high rise here will land lock this corner and those like it for the foreseeable future. It is unreasonably 

onerous and burdensome for residents to have to carry these significant planning, infrastructure 

and social issues for Government each time a re-zoning process is proposed. 

 

A heritage precinct like Medindie is highly prized the world over – allowing the re-zoning proposal will 

rob that amenity of the whole community, killing the golden goose with increased traffic congestion, 

overshadowing and destruction of heritage context. 

 

We re-iterate that we are not against development per se - what we need and expect as long-term 

residents is a thorough community consultation process leading to appropriate development 

commensurate with the local fabric and culture of the area.  

 

We welcome your prompt consideration of these matters and are naturally happy to discuss this with 

you and your team at any time. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

 

 

Kathleen Karagiannis, Nick Karagiannis and family 

 
i https://quickstats.censusdata.abs.gov.au/census_services/getproduct/census/2016/quickstat/SSC40845  
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20 July 2021 
 
Hon Vickie Chapman MP 
Deputy Premier 
Attorney-General 
Minister for Planning & Local Government 
 
By email: 
 
"Scotty's Corner" Code Amendment 
 
We are writing to you in our capacity as residents of Medindie and more particularly as land owners 
with a family home immediately adjacent to the land the subject of the "Scotty's Corner" Code 
Amendment (Code Amendment). 
 
In your capacity as Minister for Planning and Local Government, you approved initiation of the Code 
Amendment process on 22 April 20211. 
 
We are concerned that the new Planning and Design Code is not operating as intended to the 
material detriment of the residents of Medindie. 
 
Particularly concerning is the lack of transparency and due process which has been offered to the 
residents from both the proponent of the Code Amendment and the Town of Walkerville. This is in the 
context of: 
 

x Correspondence between the Town of Walkerville and the Designated Entity in December 
2020 (see page 140, Proposal to Amend the Planning and Design Code dated 23 February 
20212), where the Council proffers its view that the Scotty's site would suit taller buildings - 
the Council's view was made without any consultation with affected residents. 
 

x The upgrade of the Main North Road and Nottage Terrace intersection (at the location of 
Scotty's corner) that is jointly funded by the Australian and South Australian Governments 
(see Media Release from Hon Stephan Knoll, 1 June 20193) (the Intersection Upgrade) is 
scheduled for completion in 2021. The Code Amendment, if approved, would result in a 
materially increased number of dwellings and traffic at this exact corner - the Intersection 
Upgrade does not take into account the material impact of this Code Amendment on access 
and traffic.  
 

x Residents on the immediately adjoined land to Scotty's corner attempted to engage early with 
the proponent (see attached) but were initially referred to the Town of Walkerville. We note 

 
1 https://plan.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/848603/Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment_-
_Initiation_Approval.pdf  
2 https://plan.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/848604/Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment_-
_Proposal_to_Initiate.pdf  
3 https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/liberalpartyofaustralia/mailings/2471/attachments/original/06-
01__51_million_to_bust_congestion_in_northern_suburbs.pdf?1559278957  

mailto:Kathleen.Karagiannis@icloud.com
mailto:Nick.Karagiannis@icloud.com
mailto:attorneygeneral@sa.gov.au
https://plan.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/848603/Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment_-_Initiation_Approval.pdf
https://plan.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/848603/Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment_-_Initiation_Approval.pdf
https://plan.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/848604/Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment_-_Proposal_to_Initiate.pdf
https://plan.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/848604/Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment_-_Proposal_to_Initiate.pdf
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/liberalpartyofaustralia/mailings/2471/attachments/original/06-01__51_million_to_bust_congestion_in_northern_suburbs.pdf?1559278957
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/liberalpartyofaustralia/mailings/2471/attachments/original/06-01__51_million_to_bust_congestion_in_northern_suburbs.pdf?1559278957
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some residents are now meeting with the Town of Walkerville on August 11 (noting the 
residents had initiated the initial contact with the Council). 
 

x We understand that the proponent intends the time frames for stakeholder engagement to 
run from the start of August 2021 to the end of September 2021. This is an unreasonably 
short period of time for such a material matter noting in particular that the residents have 
shown the all the initiative to date in reaching out to the proponent and the Town of 
Walkerville. 

 
Further we understand that there will be an opportunity for consultation with "Owners or occupiers of 
the land and adjacent land in accordance with Regulation 20 of the Planning, Development and 
Infrastructure (General) Regulations 2017" - see the Note in the Initial Approval. 
 
This engagement condition is materially deficient in that it is too narrow - the whole suburb of 
Medindie must be subject to the community consultation process under the Planning Code for 
this re-zoning proposal.  
 
We note with concern that the Scotty's Corner re-zoning proposal also includes rezoning of current 
dwellings. Assuming it is approved, it is inevitable that the remaining commercial (currently Suburban 
Business zoned) sites on Main North Road and the at the corner of Robe Terrace and Northcote 
Terrace will also be rezoned to accommodate 7 storey developments.  
 
We have recently discussed the Code Amendment with dozens of residents of the suburb of Medindie 
and note the overwhelming majority view is they are horrified that our suburb would include a 7 
storey building directly impacting our livelihood to enjoy our family homes. All the residents of the 
suburb of Medindie are properly stakeholders and must be directly and properly consulted in this 
Code Amendment process. 
 
We respectfully and kindly request that the Initiation Approval is immediately amended (or a further 
addendum issued) to ensure that the proponent has an express obligation to consult all of the 
residents of Medindie in relation to the Code Amendment.  
 
We welcome your prompt consideration of these matters and naturally are happy to discuss this with 
you and your team at any time. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
Kathleen Karagiannis, Nick Karagiannis and family 
 
CC Ms Nadia Gencarelli, A/Team Leader, Code Amendments 
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20 July 2021 
 
Hon Rachel Sanderson MP 
Member for Adelaide 
 
 
By email:  
 
Dear Minister 
 
"Scotty's Corner" Code Amendment (Code Amendment) - objection 
 
We are writing to you in our capacity as residents of Medindie, one of your constituents and 
particularly as land owners with a family home immediately adjacent to the land the subject of the 
Code Amendment. 
 
The Hon Vicki Chapman MP, in her capacity as Minister for Planning and Local Government, approved 
initiation of the Code Amendment process on 22 April 20211. 
 
Attached in the annexure is a letter we wrote to the Minister outlining our concerns with respect to 
the process to date.  
 
Consideration of the Code Amendment should not be taken in isolation. It will, if approved, affect the 
whole suburb of Medindie and the immediate surrounds.  
 
We have spoken with dozens of Medindie residents, many of them long term friends, family and 
community counterparts, who have expressed deep concern in relation to many matters, including: 
 

x That by any standard, the shadowing outlined in page 41 of the Code Amendment2 is example 
of how the potential high rise goes directly to our standard of living. This is simply not 
acceptable to the residents. 

 
x There are no  community amenities or public social infrastructure in Medindie to support high 

rise apartments / high density living. 
 

x There are no parks, no public open space, no walking trails to accommodate a 7 level 
development - the nearest main playground is The Glover Playground, a 20 minute walk 
across two major roads. 

 
x The inconsistency of the Town of Walkerville and the State Planning Commission wanting to 

preserve the highly valued heritage of the area but approve the construction of a residential 
building looming over and unlike any other in the suburb. 

 
1 https://plan.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/848603/Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment_-
_Initiation_Approval.pdf  
2 https://plan.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/848604/Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment_-
_Proposal_to_Initiate.pdf  

mailto:Kathleen.Karagiannis@icloud.com
mailto:Nick.Karagiannis@icloud.com
mailto:minister.sanderson@sa.gov.au
https://plan.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/848603/Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment_-_Initiation_Approval.pdf
https://plan.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/848603/Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment_-_Initiation_Approval.pdf
https://plan.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/848604/Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment_-_Proposal_to_Initiate.pdf
https://plan.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/848604/Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment_-_Proposal_to_Initiate.pdf
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x We cannot be content with a scenario where dozens of eyes from any redeveloped building 

will stare down into the living rooms and backyards of residents. 
 

x Should the rezoning ultimately be approved, it will plainly lead to an unconscionable, 
untenable and indefensible loss of privacy for residents and the violation of the very fabric, 
nature and character of the neighbourhood. 

 
We implore your support to ensure that the proposed re-zoning as formulated is rejected. There are 
similar sites all along the boundary roads of Medindie so stopping the re-zoning now is critical to 
prevent a dangerous precedent being set. 
 
As noted in our letter to the Hon Vicki Chapman MP, we are not against development per se - what 
we need and expect as long term residents  is a thorough community consultation process leading to 
appropriate development commensurate with the community infrastructure and local fabric of the 
area.  
 
We welcome your prompt consideration of these matters and naturally are happy to discuss this with 
you at any time. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
Kathleen Karagiannis, Nick Karagiannis and family 
 
 
 
Annexure - Letter to Hon Vicki Chapman MP 
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19 July 2021 
 
Hon Steve Georganas MP 
Member for Adelaide 
 
 
By email: 
 
Dear Minister 
 
"Scotty's Corner" Code Amendment (Code Amendment) 
 
We are writing to you in our capacity as residents of Medindie, one of your constituents and 
particularly as land owners with a family home adjacent to the land the subject of the Code 
Amendment. 
 
The Hon Vicki Chapman MP, in her capacity as Minister for Planning and Local Government, approved 
initiation of the Code Amendment process on 22 April 20211. 
 
Attached in the annexure is a letter we wrote to the Minister outlining our concerns with respect to 
the process to date and also a letter to the Hon Rachel Sanderson MP. 
 
Notwithstanding this is ultimately a matter for the State Assessment Commission there is a significant 
overlap with respect to the Main North Road and Nottage Terrace Intersection Upgrade2 which 
received funding from the Australian Government.  
 
The Intersection Upgrade is well underway and it is clear that the materially significant impact that the 
proposed change to the planning Code (allowing 7 storey high density living on this site and by 
implication, similar sites in Medindie) would not have been considered as part of feasibility and 
planning studies that would have informed Commonwealth funding of this project which was 
approved in June 2019. 
 
We implore your support to ensure that the proposed re-zoning as formulated is rejected. There are 
similar sites all along the boundary roads of Medindie so stopping the re-zoning now is critical to 
prevent a dangerous precedent being set and ensuring that Australian government funding is 
properly and transparently applied.  
 
As noted in our letter to the Hon Vicki Chapman MP, we are not against development per se - what 
we need and expect as long term residents  is a thorough community consultation process leading to 
appropriate development commensurate with the community infrastructure and local fabric of the 
area.  

                                                           
1 https://plan.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/848603/Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment_-
_Initiation_Approval.pdf  
2 
https://www.dpti.sa.gov.au/infrastructure/road_projects/main_north_road_and_nottage_terrace_intersectio
n_upgrade  
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https://plan.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/848603/Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment_-_Initiation_Approval.pdf
https://www.dpti.sa.gov.au/infrastructure/road_projects/main_north_road_and_nottage_terrace_intersection_upgrade
https://www.dpti.sa.gov.au/infrastructure/road_projects/main_north_road_and_nottage_terrace_intersection_upgrade


 

Doc ID 31600528/v1 

 
We welcome your prompt consideration of these matters and naturally are happy to discuss this with 
you at any time. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
Kathleen Karagiannis, Nick Karagiannis and family 
 
 
 
Annexures - Letter to Hon Vicki Chapman MP, Letter to Hon Rachel Sanderson MP 









Lisa Elshaw

 
To whom it may concern 
 
I am concerned as a Medindie resident of 30 years to the proposed Development Code 
Amendment of the Scotty’s motel site and adjacent properties and strongly object to this. 
 
This proposal goes against the core Development Control principle to protect and maintain 
the local area in which we live. Medindie already has restricted community amenities and 
limited green space. Constant issues for residents with parking has already been raised with 
Walkerville Council and is an ongoing concern.  Impact of such proposed dwellings would 
only exacerbate this further.  Such developments do not cover capacity for parking within 
the structures. Developers and councils need to consider the real-world implications of 
these sort of decisions.   
 
Any multi storey development will impact those residents with loss of light and sunshine 
impacting properties to the east and south of the development, which has been minimised 
by the Future Urban report.  The Future Urban plan was silent on this matter and on the 
adverse impact on solar systems on nearby properties that would result from construction 
of a high rise dwelling.  
 
There is no logical basis to support a proposal so out of keeping with the urban environment 
and population demographics of Medindie or of any of the surrounding suburbs. 
 
The ABS 2016 data show that 90% (326 of 361) occupied dwellings in Medindie are separate 
houses, with 7% (24) semi-detached, row or terrace or townhouses, and only 3% (11) flats 
or apartments.  This is a different profile from the other suburbs in the Walkerville council 
area and the whole of South Australia, with averages of 78%, 15% and 7% respectively. 
There is no anticipated benefit to residents from altering this profile. It is the reason why we 
chose to live here. To add a 7-story development will irreversibly destroy what makes this 
area THIS AREA.  
 
I believe that lack of timely community consultation on this matter has failed to meet the 
requirements of the Community Engagement Charter.  It has not been meaningful, inclusive 
or transparent. The traffic and local impact of developments will affect all Medindie 
residents, not just those in neighbouring properties. As an example, there was a single, 
poorly advertised meeting held by Future Urban in a small venue (the Walkerville RSL club) 
with no opportunity for questions.  This was so unsatisfactory that Walkerville Council held a 
meeting on 14 September to understand the concerns of residents.  Despite being called 
with 2 business days’ notice, this larger meeting was still confined by its COVID-safe capacity 
and did not enable all interested residents to attend.  
 
I feel it necessary to request that this proposed Development Code Amendment of the 
Scotty’s motel site and any adjacent properties be rejected. 
 
 
 
Lisa Elshaw 
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Labor
Lucy Hood
Your Local Labor Candidate

YS Super Investments Pty Ltd

Submission - Scotty's Corner Code Amendment

Future Urban,Level 1, 74 Pirie Street,

Adelaide SA 5000

Email: info(5)futureurban.com.au

To whom it may concern,

I write on behalf of the Medindie community, as their neighbour and local Labor Candidate, to

voice feedback regarding the Scotty's Corner Code Amendment.

I have been contacted by numerous concerned locals, I have personally knocked on the doors

of residents most impacted by a proposal to rezone this site, taken part in an online forum and

attended two community meetings.

From these discussions and forums, it is overwhelmingly clear the local community opposes

higher density at this site, and also opposes the inclusion of two residential properties as part of

this proposal.

Residents on Tennyson Street and Victoria Avenue - who will be most impacted by higher

density at this site - say it would create major shadowing and privacy concerns, irreparably

damaging the value and amenity of their homes, streets and neighbourhood.

A re-zoning to higher density would not only change the overall character of the suburb, but

also set a new height benchmark for other overshadowing developments to follow. They also

highlighted to me the inclusion of the two residential properties to the east of the site and

question the motives for including these properties in the re-zoning process. They suggest it is

designed to remove the heritage protections of these properties and increase the value of the
overall site.

Ultimately, if approved, residents say it sets a dangerous precedent to allow for future re-

zoning and higher density development creep in Medindie.

c^
/' ^

^
lucyhood.com.au



Many locals have also raised concerns that re-zoning to allow for higher density at this already

busy intersection, would be "irresponsible", given the lack of community infrastructure and

open green space in the area.

Residents say a re-zoning to allow for a potential high-density residential development would

increase congestion at one of Adelaide's busiest intersections, which is already used by 67,000

vehicles on average, each day. Residents say it would lay waste to the $19 million currently

being spent by taxpayers to upgrade the intersection to attempt to address congestion issues.

Residents also add it would lead to an increase in "rat-running" in local streets as motorists

attempt to avoid the intersection and/or new residents of a higher-density development try to

access the site.

In regards to feedback of the consultation process, residents have described being angry,

disappointed and anxious by the lack of time given to the community to digest the 1600-page

report in order to make their submission. In addition, residents were disappointed by the small

number of people allowed to attend the Future Urban public meeting at the Walkerville RSL

and believe a larger space should have been chosen. They also highlight their disappointment at

not being able to ask questions of Future Urban on the night.

In summary, modelling by the proponents shows that higher density at this site cannot be

achieved without an unreasonable impact on local residents, in particular, Tennyson Street

residents, and therefore, residents feel it should not be approved by the State Government.

On behalf of local residents, thank you for considering the concerns of the community.

Yqur^ sincerely,

Lucy Hoc

Local Labor Candidate for Adelaide
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From: Lyn Kirkwood <
Sent: Sunday, 19 September 2021 5:09 PM
To: info
Subject: community feedback on Scotty's corner proposed re-zoning

Re: Proposed Code Amendment to Scotty’s corner including acquisition of two residential properties on Nottage 
Terrace. 
 
We are residents of Medindie and live on  We wish to register our strong opposition to the proposal 
which would allow large scale high density residential development. This type of development is complete inappropriate 
for this location for multiple reasons and should not proceed especially in light of substantial local resident opposition. 
 
A multi-storey high density development would decrease property values and amenity of the suburb of Medindie for 
the benefit of the developer. The impact on residents on nearby properties would be devastating. It would also impact 
residents beyond the immediate vicinity by increasing traffic and noise in the suburb. Such a development will degrade 
the character of the suburb which has broader value to the community as a historic conservation area of Adelaide. 
 
It is very poor that feedback from Medindie residents has not been sought beyond a very limited few streets close the 
the development site as approval of the proposal would have a much broader negative impact. I have only been made 
aware of what is going on through a group of concerned local residents. Not even the local state government member 
or council has properly informed residents. Therefore community feedback has been not been sought widely enough. 
Never-the-less it is evident that there is strong opposition to the proposal from Medindie residents and residents who 
live nearby the intersection on the northern side of Nottage Terrace. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Lyn and Ian Kirkwood 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Tuesday, 24 August 2021 9:14 PM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Other 
Given name:  Mandy 
Family name:  Loveder 
Organisation:   

Email address:  
Phone number:  

Comments:  

As a resident in Tennyson who will live less than 100m from the suggested development of the 
Scotty's Hotel site I have the following concerns: 1 Increased traffic around the site. This is one of the 
busiest intersections in Adelaide. Already preparations are being made to bring more traffic around 
the corner into Nottage Tce and now there is a proposal to add potentially 150 cars into and out of the 
site during peak hour. Although the houses next to the site have been purchased to allow cars waiting 
to get into the carpark entrance from Nottage Tce it doesn't allow for possible arrival of many cars at a 
popular time, increasing the chance of accidents. Having retail on the site will also increase this 
volume. In addition, cars leaving for work in the morning will add to the already packed section of 
Main North Rd heading into the city. 2 In regards to the view, not many people would like to see high-
rise from their front garden. Even though the building is to be set back 3 metres from the fence, it is 
not clear how residents will be protected from noise created by apartment/hotel residents. Privacy is 
also of concern. Will residents of the apartments be able to see into Tennyson St residents' yards? 3 
The shadow produced will allow at least 4 hours of continuous sunlight but it means that residents on 
the other side of the road will have reduced access to natural light and it is not clear as to whether the 
information in the plan was for winter or summer. If it was for summer then it would have even more 
of an impact during winter when daylight is less. Concerns about the look, the noise and the shadow 
have already had an impact on the sale of the house next door as buyers were aware of the possible 
development which is unfair on residents. 4 Further development along Main North Rd meaning that 
the street could be even more shut in in future years. I realise that urban infill is desirable by many but 
it won't bring quality of life. 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to 
proponent 
email:  

info@futureurban.com.au 
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From: manuv suri < >
Sent: Friday, 17 September 2021 8:08 AM
To: info
Subject: Re: Scotty's Corner Code Amendment

To whom it may concern, 
 
As residents of  Medindie SA 5081 my wife Suzanna Mihailidis and I STRONGLY OPPOSE THIS 
AMENDMENT.  The current zoning which includes Suburban Business Zone and Established Neighbourhood 
zone is a good mix of being able to develop the site yet maintaining the integrity and fabric of this 
neighbourhood. The new proposal of rezoning it as Urban Corridor Business zone is ill conceived and will 
irreparably damage the quality and fabric of the whole Medindie suburb.    
 
A seven-storey structure (or a five storey with stealth approval for 7) in such a limited space will be a constant 
eyesore and there is no doubt it will have an adverse and deleterious spill over effects into the immediate 
neighbourhood not to mention medium to longer term creeping effect into the rest of Medindie despite any 
assurances from the developers. There will be inadequate parking for the residents of the building, their 
guests, the workers. Main North Road being as busy as it is will not be able to accommodate these people, 
they will begin parking on Victoria Avenue which will significantly increase traffic and inconveniences on this 
street.  I also feel empathetic for those poor residents who have paid a substantial sum of money, to buy their 
dream homes (on Tennyson and Victoria Ave) having researched the existing rules and now release with one 
stroke of the pen they will have this towering monstrosity looking into their backyard. I am sure that the 
people who have the power of veto would never have let this be approved around their houses and they must 
do the right thing and not let this happen to other residents either.  
 
Kind regards, 
 
Manuv 
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From: Meg Ryan < >
Sent: Saturday, 18 September 2021 7:45 PM
To: info
Cc:

Subject: Scotty’s rezonjng proposal

 
To whom it may concern 
I completely disagree with the current Scottys site being rezoned to allow development of most likely  high density 
apartments. This will directly affect the properties that  are adjacent to , that back onto this area in Tennyson street , 
Victoria st and adjoining streets beyond. Apart from the fact that the rezoned area will not sustain the increase need for 
parking and amenities etc. for the proposed significant population increase  . The fact that two properties must be also 
acquired to achieve this is concerning and an all too familiar outcome with the government currently. 
Regards 

North Adelaide resident 
Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Dr Michael Adams < >
Sent: Wednesday, 15 September 2021 2:46 PM
To:
Cc:
Subject: Rezoning Scotty’s Corner

Dear Rachel Sanderson 
I appreciated your attendance and comments made at the  Walkerville  Council Chambers last night. 
We would like our total and vehement opposition to the rezoning of Scotty’s Corner and proposed possible 
redevelopment of this area to be noted. 
It is not possible for us to understand there being any advantage  or benefit to the residents of Walkerville at large, and 
Medindie in particular in this exercise. 
In addition,  our family home is on Nottage Terrace, which is already poorly served by both the relevant Government 
Departments  and the Walkerville Council and must rate as the most neglected and unkempt road in this otherwise 
beautiful Town. 
With Respect, 
Michael and Donna Adams 
 
 
Dr. M Adams, 

Medindie 
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From: timothy noblet 
Sent: Sunday, 5 September 2021 10:04 PM
To: info
Subject: Scotty’s Corner 

 

Attn : Emily Nankivell 
"Scotty's Corner" Code Amendment 

From 
T.D  Noblet 

M.S Noblet 

5/9/21 

 
 

My wife and I bought our house at Medindie in December 2008. 
Our house was built in 1905 and we were attracted to it many period features, block size of 
approx 770 sqm, and the aesthetically pleasing suburb of Medindie. 

 
 

Our house after considerable effort and investment, has become a much loved family home for 
us and our two young daughters. 
 
We totally disagree with the proposal to change the zoning and build multi storey apartments 
from Scottys Motel corner right down to the western boundary of our property; also behind 
other people’s houses. 
We do not want increased traffic flow & noise right near our fence line,( proposed two way 
driveway) this will also  interfere with us turning into 
our double driveway off Nottage tce.  
 
Nottage Terrace / Medindie is predominantly lined with heritage houses with block sizes of  
500 sqm plus. 

This is why the historic overlay of Medindie must be maintained so as not to lower the values 
of properties near this proposal. 

Such a development would also cause a negative visual / social impact due to multi storey 
apartments. 
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This is why applying an affordable housing overlay to one of Adelaide’s top performing suburbs 
must not be allowed. 
 
This development plan should not be unfairly influenced by potentially  increased council rates 
revenue and the profits of the developer. 
 
As it stands my family and I vehemently opposes this proposed plan.  

 
 

However, by all means develop the existing Scotty's Motel site (to an appropriate height) as the 
current building is a blight on Medindie. 
 
With careful, thoughtful consideration of the existing houses & owners,  this development can 
become a “Canny” future decision for Medindie and it’s residents.  

 
 

T.D Noblet (B,A) 
M.S Noblet 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Saturday, 18 September 2021 10:28 AM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  Muhammad 
Family name:  Tajdar 
Organisation:   

Email address: 
Phone number

Comments:  

In response to the official consultation regarding the development of the Scotty’s Motel site and 
adjacent properties I wish to lodge the following comments. · The proposed six level development will 
cause overshadowing of adjacent residential properties throughout the year. · The value of many local 
properties and the quality of life enjoyed by local residents will be adversely impacted by any 
rezoning, without any compensation provided and to the detriment of all. · Traffic congestion at this 
intersection will be increased and will negate the benefit of the current $19M State and Federally 
funded road works. · Additional congestion will be created, impeding traffic flow on Nottage Terrace 
and onto Main North Road and I believe substantially increase local traffic on roads within the suburb. 
· The complex would infringe upon the privacy of residents, with the tower block looming over the 
suburb and having oversight of almost every Medindie residents’ private garden and home. The 
proposal to re-zone and include two residential houses in the development is inappropriate as this is a 
residential, suburban road. Nottage Terrace has no building above two levels and is entirely residential 
housing. The construction of a multi-level building complex would be incongruous with the local area 
and does not meet Part 2 Div 1 Section 14 c(i) of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 
2016—1.7.2019 (the Act) which states: high-quality design principles as follows: (i) development 
should be designed to reflect local setting and context, to have a distinctive identity that responds to 
the existing character of its locality, and to strike a balance between built form, infrastructure and 
public realm; 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to 
proponent 
email:  

info@futureurban.com.au 
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From: Naomi Fahey < >
Sent: Tuesday, 31 August 2021 11:31 PM
To:
Subject: Opposition to Scotty Redevelopment

Good evening, 
We would like to formally acknowledge our opposition to the proposed 6/7 storey redevelopment of Scottys corner.  
 
We have saved for 10 years to buy a property in Medindie and have loved living here the last 12 months. Having come 
from Parkside we love the space and quiet that comes from living in Medindie. We have so many birds and it is so 
relaxing going for a walk around our streets.  
 
Being at , Medindie, the proposed redevelopment would look into our back yard. We are concerned about 
our privacy for ourselves and our children. The higher story building would enable people to see our back family room 
and pool area. This would affect the ambience of our back yard and mean we have to keep our curtains closed. It would 
also affect the value of our home. We are also worried about extra traffic and parking on our streets.  
 
We are not opposed to redevelopment but do strongly object to the the proposed zoning changes to enable a 6/7 
storey building to be completed. We support keeping the zoning as it is and not allowing higher buildings to stand out in 
our current calm and private environment.  
 
We appreciate your support on this.  
Many thanks 
Scott Quick and Naomi Fahey Quick 

Naomi Fahey Quick 
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From: Naomi Fahey < >
Sent: Sunday, 19 September 2021 10:53 AM
To:

Subject: Say “No” to rezoning. 

To who it may concern, 
 
As a resident of Medindie, I am writing to express my significant concerns about the application for re-
zoning and possible building of a seven story apartment at Scott’s corner that will face directly onto our backyard.  
 
Not only will this be an invasion of our privacy and limit the ability for us to use our backyard, as well as require us to 
close our curtains. We are concerned about the blocking of the sun and also the cloud view that we currently have from 
our house. There is not only an extreme concern of over shadowing of Tennyson street (northern side) properties, but 
this proposed rezoning and redevelopment will also have an massive impact on the view of all houses on Tennyson 
Street (southern side), Victoria st, Dutton Tce. A building of this size will also be have implications for properties on 
Etterick st & Hawkers Road.  
 
Medindie is currently a very quiet suburban with numerous birds in our backyard. We are concerned about the 
ambience of our suburb once redevelopment occurs of this nature. 
 
We are concerned also about the traffic that will be increased by having our suburb possibly doubled in size and the 
resulting parking issues along the streets along with people speeding down our roads. My children walk and ride to 
school and I am very concerned about the extra traffic that will be on the roads and people rushing to work and not 
paying attention to our children. This will impact on their safety and my confidence in letting them walk to school.  
 
Possibly doubling our suburb in numbers will also affect safety of our neighborhood. Currently we can walk safely 
around the streets in the early evening and not feel frightened as we know this is a tightly knit held suburb where 
everyone looks out for one another.   
 
We are also very concerned about the possible effect of lowered housing prices for all the houses in Medindie. 
Medindie is currently the second highest property value suburb in South Australia and opening up affordable housing 
will affect the value of all of our properties.  
 
We are also worried about maintaining the heritage value of Medindie. We are very concerned also about the knocking 
down of two heritage homes and ruining the façade of our streets. 
 
It is currently so busy along Nottage Tce & Main North Road that it is often difficult to get out of Medindie. Having an 
extra possible 1600 residents and cars is going to be a nightmare.  
 
The project will stand out as unsightly and as ugly as the current ABC building. The current side of Main North Road 
needs a whole suburb redesign & town planning to include Scotty’s corner. With a maximum development of 2/3 stories 
as per current zoning. We would value this process including a green space that will also have a positive affect on 66,000 
cars that go through that intersection everyday.  
 
We strongly oppose to your plan to rezone land along Nottage Tce & Main North Road and the development of a 7 story 
building.  
 



2

We hope you appreciate the significant impact this will have on all of us at Medindie.  
Kind regards 
Naomi Fahey Quick 

 
Photos show views from our backyard of different skies that will be completely ruined by a redevelopment of this 
significant size & height 
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From: NICK KARAGIANNIS <
Sent: Wednesday, 8 September 2021 8:15 PM
To: info
Subject: Re: Scotty's Corner Code Amendment - Public Meeting Information

Hi Team  
 
For the record, my submission for tonight noting I was not called: 
 
>>>> 

The Designated Entity’s Plan states that the “level of interest” of general Medindie residents was deemed to be “low". 
Take a look around at the level of attendance tonight – and those online.  

The simple fact is that this is a suburb wide and broader issue and it is fantastic to see so many residents across 
Medindie & beyond have come together to support the cause, not just today but over the last several weeks and months.  

It reflects a commonality of interests and values shared by residents. 

Interests, values and character that are worth conserving. 

Knocking over established homes - to erect 7 stories for high density living, is not commensurate with those values and 
character and heritage 

It is imperative that as custodians of the area, the stakeholders, the authorities, should be maintaining this iconic and 
historical character suburb for generations to come.   

I know others have and will focus in on other material issues, but I want to focus on the failure of the Designated Entity's 
community engagement plan and efforts to date. 

I have previously written to both the Planning Minister and the Designated Entity expressing my concerns regarding the 
flawed parameters of the so-called community consultation. 

 I pointed out that it was misleading and deceptive for the Designated Entity's, when writing to adjacent residents (those 
on Tennyson, Victoria and some on Nottage) to formally give notice of the Code Amendment, to not clearly state that 
feedback from the engagement process can ultimately lead to the rejection of the Code Amendment - the letters adjacent 
landowners received merely stated that “feedback will be used to inform and improve the Code Amendment”. Many 
residents I know though that the decision had been made and not much could be changed - it’s just a fiddling at the 
margins exercise. 

It is evident that it was far too narrow for the Designated Entity to write to only "adjacent land owners”- the whole suburb 
of Medindie must be subject to the direct community engagement. 

Simply "consulting" adjacent residents [all of Tennyson, Victoria, Nottage], as proposed in the Designated Entity’s 
Community Engagement Plan is grossly insufficient.  By reference to the IAP2 Spectrum of Participation (a 
standard  under the Code), those residents should be amongst those parties "involved' in the Code Amendment process, 
at the very least. 

And to say this Public meeting fulfils a broader community engagement role fails to note that it would’ve only come on a 
residents radar if they bother to read the Town of Walkerville newsletter or and this is important, notice the letter drops 
from each of the residents, the Hon member for ADL, Rachel Sanderson and her opponent at the upcoming election, 
Lucy Hood. 
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Lucy & Rachel have been on Teams meetings, incl during the COVID lockdown, where dozens and dozens of 
households were represented. 

My contention is that this has been a resident led community engagement process. Keep in mind that, it took residents 
writing to the Proponent, before the full Code Amendment documents were released, but long after the Code Initiation 
was approved in April, for the proponent to acknowledge the process. Besides the publicly available info, we have heard 
nothing since. 

I question what you are proposing to do with the feedback at this forum and to date. There is no meaningful dialog and 
there will not be any further opportunity noting submissions close on Sunday 19th - it will be unreasonable to cram 
everything into the next week. 

The consultation period, process and timing is flawed and has undermined our ability to engage experts to opine on our 
behalf in respect of all the issues. Experts are expensive and necessary. We are fortunate in this instance because of the 
residents’ initiative & generosity that we have got a bit of a head of steam on the matter. 

Finally, I want to make this forum Aware, that the Code Amendment process requires the Designated Entity to prepare a 
statutory Engagement Report, assessing itself - a self- assessment - against the statutory performance criteria for 
community engagement. We trust that the Designated Entity will be honest and thorough with that self- assessment. 

 For the avoidance of doubt, we are strongly opposed to the Code Amendment. 
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From: TrishWork <
Sent: Friday, 17 September 2021 1:56 PM
To: info
Cc: Lucy.Hood@alpsa.org.au rachel.sanderson@parliament.sa.gov.au 

walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au
Subject: Scotty's rezoning

To whom it concerns, 
On behalf of my husband Mr Raimond Sils and myself, we wish to oppose the redevelopment of the Scotty’s corner.  We 
are residents of Medindie and wish not to reside alongside multi rise buildings which overlook our North facing garden.  
High density living is dangerous and ugly, and not what we want, and for many years has not been allowed so why now.  
It has not helped the situation in Melbourne or Sydney. 
Yours faithfully 
Patricia Baggio 



1

From: Pat Petronio < >
Sent: Monday, 30 August 2021 11:49 AM
To: info
Cc: Emily Nankivell; Chris Vounasis
Subject: Scotty's Motel Development

We wish to express our opposition to the proposed  rezoning of Scotty’s Motel site and 2 residential properties on 
Nottage Terrace, Medindie such that 7-story buildings can be erected. 
 
While this is a small incursion into Medindie, the potential for further destruction of the R1 Residential rating of 
Medindie will be foreshadowed.  The low level strip development currently along Main North Road is to be expected, 
but the possibility of 7-storey development from Nottage Terrace to Robe Terrace would have a large impact on the 
residents in Nottage Terrace, Victoria Avenue, Tennyson Street, Dutton terrace, Elm Street and Darling Street.  In 
particular, a large building, formerly used for parking by Stillwell Motors, extends well into Medindie, adjoining 6 
properties in Darling Street, and would immediately destroy the current amenity of living there, including year-long 
shadow of properties, resulting in a severe impact on residential value.  Medindie as a premier suburb of Adelaide 
needs to be retained, and not threatened by the possibility of rezoning along Main North Road to include 7-storey 
development. 
 
Sincerely, 
Patricia Petronio & Robert Youngson 

Medindie  SA  5081 
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From: PlanSA Submissions <noreply@plan.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Sunday, 19 September 2021 3:35 PM
To: info
Subject: Public Consultation submission for Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment

Emily Nankivell, Future Urban, 

Submission Details 
Amendment:  Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Customer type:  Member of the public 
Given name:  Duggan 
Family name:  Paul 
Organisation:   

Email address:  
Phone number: 

Comments:  

The applicants are proposing to erect a mixed use construction of 31.85 meters height and in public 
consultation have advised that they expect this mixed use to include residential dwellings for 400 
people. I live in St Peters and know the area well both as a frequent local visitor and for normal access 
to the north and north western parts of Adelaide. Scotty’s Corner is a major point of congestion during 
“rush hour”. I would not live there on health grounds due to excessive exposure to motor vehicle 
pollutants, which appears a serious oversight in this application. In relation to on street parking, as is 
there is little and the addition of 400 people (which I have been told would increase by 40% the 
existing population of Medindie) is going to push the problem of on street parking to an intolerable 
level for the nearby residents and beyond. A brief drive around the back streets of Medindie and 
Collinswood is sufficient to demonstrate this. And to anticipate the worn out claim “they will use 
public transport” this is clearly not how Adelaide people behave. The 400 occupants will use cars like 
everyone else even if only for leisure pursuits. For those of us who use Scotty’s corner as a main 
commuting thoroughfare, the additional traffic congestion created by these extra people will add 
expense and reduce productivity. To erect amongst low rise community dwellings an almost 32 metre 
high building on land currently zoned for about 20% of that height is wrong and displays bad faith to 
the local residents and broader community. Please reject this proposal. 

Attachment:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 2:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 3:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 4:  No file uploaded 
Attachment 5:  No file uploaded 
sent to 
proponent 
email:  

info@futureurban.com.au 

 



18 September 2021 

 

Future Urban 

info@futureurban.com.au 

 

The Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment will cause more harm than good. I am 

strongly opposed to the rezoning of the Affected Area. The existing regulations are 

adequate, and developers should comply with them. 

I say this because: 

1. Flawed Process - The Future Urban submission and consultation process 

was deficient, misleading, and flawed because: 

• It is not aligned with the strategic directions established by State and 

Local Government, 

• provides no overall benefit to the community, 

• will not assist to create a healthy and walkable neighbourhood, 

• has not demonstrated that the Affected Area is suitable for high density 

residential development, 

• does not provide any advice from a Heritage Architect, 

• does not include a review of the contagion effect in the suburb, 

• does not include traffic modelling for anything other than traffic arriving 

from the North, and  

• community engagement was not meaningful, inclusive or transparent. 

2. Density - Medindie is a small, predominantly residential, suburb, of VERY 

LOW residential density, It would be highly incongruous to place a narrow, 

HIGH DENSITY development, or series of high density developments, in this 

location. 

3. Image - Multi-storey developments will significantly detract from the character 

of the suburb and detract from the gateway to the CBD famously known for its 

iconic parklands and noted recently by the Economist as the most liveable city 

in Australia.  

4. Heritage Character - As custodians of the area, it is imperative that the 

stakeholders should be maintaining this iconic and historical character suburb 

"as is" for generations to come. Residents can only trust that governments will 

take their social responsibilities seriously and work with Councils to maintain 

the existing character of the city as a whole. It’s troubling that developments 

on the outskirts of Medindie may be a short-term financial gain for the very 

few at the expense of the vast majority. 

5. Community space - Medindie doesn’t have enough vacant land to 

accommodate the necessary services required by people living in apartments, 

who need more access green space and eateries than people living in a free-

standing house with a yard. The old Clipsal site at Bowden is an example of 

mailto:info@futureurban.com.au


where buildings of this size work as the designed include the necessary 

amenities. 

6. Contagion - Scotty's Corner re-zoning proposal also includes the rezoning of 

current dwellings. If this were to be approved, it is inevitable that the 

remaining commercial (Suburban Business) sites on Main North Road (MNR) 

and the corner of Robe and Northcote Terraces will also be rezoned to 

accommodate 7 story developments. In addition, it will set a precedent for the 

inevitable amalgamation of other residential dwellings all along the boundary 

roads of Medindie and inner Medindie to high rises. This is a real and present 

possibility noting the suburb will ultimately be no different than Fullarton or 

Parkside. This is wholly inappropriate noting that Medindie should properly be 

recognised as a Historic Conservation area with developments 

complimentary, not completely destructive to the constitution of the suburb. 

7. Hydrological impact - Any underground development will have to contend 

with the high-water table and consequent hydrological impact on adjacent 

properties. 

8. Urban wildlife - Medindie acts as a buffer zone to the urban wildlife corridor 

that the Adelaide City Council has created with the parklands which surround 

the city and this wildlife corridor is worth both protecting and preserving. This 

network of green spaces provides sanctuary not only for birdlife but for skinks 

and native lizards etc. Building high-rise density living on the outskirts of 

Medindie will significantly impact the health of this corridor. 

9. Traffic Plan - The proposal undermines the intention of the current $19M 

being spent to improve congestion and reduce accidents at this intersection. 

This is therefore also a matter for the Commonwealth, as this project received 

significant Federal funding. 

10. Parking - On-street parking in the suburb has already been restricted due to 

current levels of activity. The Council only recently implemented a traffic study 

which would be obsolete in the context of high density living along 

MRN/Nottage and the additional volume along the rat run routes of Dutton, 

Hawkers, Elm, Victoria, etc 

11. Privacy - In one's own home and the backyard, privacy is pivotal to general 

health and wellbeing. 

12. Overshadowing - A seven-storey building on the north-west corner of 

Medindie will cast a real shadow across the whole of the neighbourhood from 

about midday to sunset. It will be a true blot on the landscape. 

13. Property Values - High-density high-rise living in the suburb will have a 

material adverse impact on the immediate neighbourhood in terms of privacy 

and quality of life. The loss of light and privacy to current residents and 

consequent devaluation of property values. 

14. Safety – Accidents occur weekly (sometimes daily) along MNR Medindie, 

usually cars entering or leaving Dutton Tce. Motor accident claim data from 

insurer AAMI has shown that MNR Prospect is Adelaide’s most accident-

prone stretch of road, according to The Advertiser Nov 2020. There are very 

few bike riders along MNR as it’s like a ‘near death experience’ every time. 

https://www.cruise1323.com.au/local/this-is-officially-adelaides-most-dangerous-road/


New developments will be traffic generating and only cause more accidents 

and less safety. 

15. Opportunity – There exists an opportunity for the State Government to utilise 

the easement down the Western side on MNR, compulsorily acquire land, 

including part of the Affected Area, and create a Public Transport Corridor 

(perhaps a Bus Rapid Transit Lane) and/or bicycle corridor and an avenue of 

trees to create a welcoming entry to the city. 

16. Conclusion – The application should be rejected, and the more holistic 

approach taken before future applications such as this are considered. 

 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

Paul Reader 

Cc 

mailto:paul@reader.com.au


 1 

Scotty’s Corner – Proposed Zone amendment 

Submission to the consultation process conducted by Future Urban 

info@futureurban.com.au 

 

This submission is by Lucy (owner) and Peter Cleary of Medindie.  

 

We refer to the proposal by YS Super Investments Pty Ltd (“the Proponent’) to 

change: 

• the current zone for Scotty’s Hotel from Suburban Business Zone to the 

Urban Corridor (Business) Zone  

• For 3 – 5 Nottage Terrace from Established Neighbourhood Zone to the 

Urban Corridor (Business) Zone.   

 

The Proponents intentions are contained in the Proposal to Amend the Planning 

and Design Code submitted to the Minister for Planning and Local Government on 

22 April 2021 and subsequently amended on 4th August 2021 (“the Proposal”) 

 

We strongly oppose the Proposal.  There are many reasons to object to the Proposal 

however our submission wishes to focus on three themes in support of our position: 

 

Height  

1. The rezoning will most likely give rise to a that is not in character with the 

residential nature of adjoining Medindie. We are of the view that the current 

zone for Scotty’s corner allows reasonable commercial development as well 

as an increase in amenity to the area by possibly adding bike lanes, shops 

and other services.  

2. Our view is that the current Suburban Business Zone allows significant 

redevelopment of the site with increased height allowances(12m). The current 

building to the top of the head of the Scotty statue is approximately 9m high. 

The statue is reported to be 5m in height. 
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3. The Proposal is deliberately vague on the actual heights of the buildings 

indicating an approach that aims for getting the eventual development as high 

as possible to squeeze as many apartments as possible onto the site. The 30˚ 

shading guidance, affordable housing allowance and the reference to ill-

defined “storeys” demonstrate that there are no clear rules about maximum 

height. The Proponent’s agent, Future Urban has provided a few concepts in 

the Proposal should the site be rezoned to meet their client’s wishes. As these 

are only concepts residents do not have any clarity on the scale, height or 

number of dwellings suggested by the Proponent.  

4. The intentions of the Proponent are demonstrated on Page 10 which refers to 

“affordable housing” which indicates they will seek a 30% increase to the new 

zone height limit. This would take the height of the building to from 24m to 

32m. It would be like putting another 4+ Scotty statues on top of the current 

statue.  

 

Population Increase 

5. We note that the Proposal since February to its current version (August) has 

indicated an increase in the number of apartments. We refer to the Transport 

Investigations Report from Cirqa, which is an attachment to the Proposal, first 

in April 2021 and the second report in August 2021. 

 

 April  August 

3 Bed Town Houses 18 zero 

2 bed flats 100 160 

Commercial/retail 2500m2 2500m2 
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6. This indicates the possibility of an additional 320 to 640 people being 

accommodated in this one development. If we consider that Medindie 

currently has around 1200 residents this has the potential to add 50% more 

people to a small area that has limited ingress and egress, public spaces and 

local amenities. 

7. The change from April to August also shows the Proponent is not interested in 

the local community but only in squeezing as many apartments as is possible 

on the land.  

Contagion 

8. The Developer led nature of this process does not consider the possible 

impact on other sites particularly the commercial properties and car yards 

along Main North Road. Should the Proponent achieve its desires then a 

precedent will be set that will be used by other owners along Main North Road 

leading to an overwhelming increase in height, occupancy, traffic congestion 

and overshadowing to name a few negative impacts.  

9. We fear a Contagion effect should this proposal be approved with negative 

impacts to the neighbourhood and its infrastructure. Two keep impacts: 

1. If we take the old Ford showroom as an example and apply the same 

principles as the Proposal, we could see a development two to three 

times the Proposal thus more than doubling the population of the small 

suburb. We would see Medindie grow from 1200 people to over 2500 

people by just adding two oversized developments. 

2. If the rezoning of the two residences along Nottage Terrace is allowed, 

we would see developers purchasing residences that abut the 

remaining Main North Road sites with the same aim. This would see a 

future encroachment into the current residential parts of Medindie. 

Taken to its natural conclusion the whole suburb on three sides, Main 

North Road, North-East Road and Nottage Terrace, could be ringed by 

high rise developments. Robe Terrace would not be spared as the 

corners at Main North Road and North-East Road would be similarly 

impacted. 

10. We understand the need for a redevelopment of the area but as the report by 

UPRS to the Walkerville Council on page 33 suggests that the current 

Suburban Business Zone, which extends from Robe Terrace to Nottage 

Terrace can be considered as appropriate for the uses in mind thus obviating 

the need for a rezoning.  

11. We find it unfortunate that the Minister is asked to consider rezoning 

application over these sites without a requirement to look holistically at the 
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area and its needs. The Walkerville Council acknowledges that this Main 

North Road is in transition from its former uses, but no one is looking at what 

it could be for Adelaide and the surrounding suburbs. This process 

encourages ad hoc developments that are naturally focused on maximising 

revenues through building apartments without consideration to the 

possibilities of improving the transport corridor, adding green features such as 

parks, cycle lanes or suburban battery storage that makes use of SA’s 

abundance of solar and wind power.  

Finally, we wish you to recognise that we have spoken extensively with Medindie 

residents who will also be opposing this application. We will let their submissions 

speak from themselves but wish to make it clear that we support the submission 

made by our neighbour, Mr Paul Reader at and that we are part 

of the group represented by Emma Herriman of HWL Ebsworth Lawyers so also 

support that submission. 

Yours Sincerely, 

 

 

Lucy and Peter Cleary 

19 September 2021 

mailto:Peter.cleary@iinet.net.au
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From: Peter Wiadrowski 
Sent: Wednesday, 15 September 2021 9:49 PM
To: info
Subject: Scotty’s Corner

Dear Emily, 
As a resident of Medindie there are so many questions to ask you. 
Have the owners of Scotty’s Motel thought about how they are affecting the people in the area where they will be 
working and possibly living.  We will all meet up at some stage whether it is in the shops they want to build or if there is 
a problem with people in adjoining areas.  This is one family against 400 families. 
 
What is the size of the building and the number of people living on the property?  Does anyone know how many people 
will live on the property? 
 
At the meeting with the Council last night the person who had written the report on the number of cars on Nottage 
Terrace and Main North Road had done the report in 2019 and would not have known about this large development, so 
the report would be wrong. 
 
Can you imagine say 300 people,at the lowest estimate, all wanting to get onto Nottage Terrace say at 8 a.m.  It is hard 
to get on that Road now.  It is not feasible that this is going to work. 
 
The noise issue with people who buy the apartments will have parties, loud music, as we all do, but this isn’t one family 
doing it, it could be say 20 families which will be a big issue. 
 
The more I think about it the more problems I can think of.  Our place will be overshadowed and we will loose our 
privacy but this doesn’t seem to bother the Motel owners as they have there own agenda and the Council wants the 
rates. 
 
We the residence of Medindie are feeling very anxious as to the consequences of the owner's actions. 
 
WE TOTALLY DISAGREE WITH THE CODE AMENDMENT AND THE HEIGHT OF THE BUILDING. 
 
Jill Wiadrowski 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: Peter Wiadrowski < >
Sent: Friday, 3 September 2021 10:31 AM
To: info
Subject: Re: Scotty's Corner Code Amendment - Public Meeting Information

Importance: High

Dear Sir/Madam  
Further to your email of the 2nd September 2021 re the above Matter. 
 
I wish to advise that I would like to make a verbal submission and as requested I have attached a written version of my 
submission. I have also attached a photograph of the view towards the back of my property which shows the 4 metre 
high back wall and the view of my skyline uninterrupted ! 
 
Peter Wiadrowski 

Medindie 

I wish to ask a question or two and make a statement at the Public Meeting on our position at the upcoming Public 
Meeting 8th September 2021. 
 
At the outset I advise that I am not in favour of the proposed Zone Amendment. 
 
Some questions: 
Please show me where you intend to erect the seven storey building and its relationship to the residences at nos. 12,10, 8, 
6, and 4 Tennyson Street, Medindie 
 
Please advise me of the effect of  your construction ( if YS Investments is successful) on my existing wall across the back 
of my property which is also a part of your premises as a wall of your motel units ? 
 
Is it planned that there will be balconies or windows on the southern side of any building that will provide views over our 
back yards  on Tennyson street ? 
 
My Statement: 
 
The owner of scotty’s Motel and two residential properties on the corner of Nottage Terrace and Main North Road have 
to their loss chosen a poorly planned development of these sites. I believe that this corner property should be returned to 
corner park status similar to that on the corner of Stephen Terrace and Northcote Terrace. 
 
In an attempt to try and maximise the use of the narrow property by amending the zones to Urban (Business) 
corridor  they hope that they can construct an apartment building of up to seven (7)  stories together with shops and office 
accomodation. 
 
What they have failed to realise is that - 
 
First, immediately behind their property is the residential suburb of Medindie. It contains quiet, picturesque, tree lined 
streets and special  “old world” residences. 
My house is one of a small group of four which were built in 1905 and were constructed with many architectural gems 
which one would see only  in suburbs such as ours.  Medindie contains  a majority of  uniquely designed homes and the 
intrusion of  geometrically perfect seven story buildings will immediately spell the breakdown of the unique character of 
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the suburb of Medindie.  the value of homes in this suburb spells it out  -  Medindie is so special in its design and position 
near our city and the parklands. 
 
Second, the height of the apartment building is such that it will extend a large shadow over all the properties immediately 
behind it to the south. A shadow like this has an effect on the growth of plants in my backyard, the temperature of my 
swimming pool, the amount of renewable energy generated by solar panels on my roof. 
 
Thirdly, is the question of privacy to our homes. Whether the 7 story apartment block has balconies overlooking our 
properties or the apartments have central areas for entries to lifts servicing the apartments or bathroom windows which 
would open to views of our backyards, the building intrudes on our privacy. 
 
Fourthly, at present we have a $19m State and Federal expense on roadwork at the Scotty’s Motel intersection which has 
as its aim an improvement to the traffic flow and reduction of traffic congestion. As far as I am concerned the building of 
an apartment block, shops and offices will create traffic problems  which will negate the very  thing that the expense of 
$19m has been designed to eliminate  that is, more congestion and the slowing down of the traffic flow. 
 
Thankyou very much 
 
Peter and Jill Wiadrowski 

 

 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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From: Sophia Provatidis < >
Sent: Tuesday, 10 August 2021 10:58 AM
To: Peter Panatsos
Cc: Emily Nankivell; Chris Vounasis; info; Adelaide EO; Walkerville at Walkerville Council
Subject: Re: SCOTTY CORNER CODE AMENDMENT/well said

Well done Peter  
 
You have covered all 
 
 
Kind regards 
Sophia Provatidis 

PO Box 37 
North Adelaide SA 5006 
 
 
 

On 9 Aug 2021, at 3:25 PM, Peter Panatsos < > wrote: 
 

 Chris and Emily 

  

We understand that Future Urban has written only to some residents of Tennyson St, 
Victoria Ave and Nottage Tce. We also note that the letter we received from the (dated 
2 August 2021, received August 7) is both misleading and deceptive as it simply 
notes on page 2 that “feedback during the consultation will be used to inform and 
improve the Code Amendment…and maintain the quality of the engagement activities.”  

  

It does not state that feedback from the legislated process can ultimately lead to the 
rejection of the Code Amendment. This is wholly misleading and deceptive – many 
resident stakeholders will believe, incorrectly, that the Code Amendment is a forgone 
conclusion and cannot be rejected in its entirety. ACTION: As a first step, the 
residents are seeking you correct and resend a factually accurate letter.  

  

Second, there has been a volume of responses already provided to (A) Walkerville 
Council (B) Rachel Sanderson Office (c) Candidate Lucy Hood. ACTION: Can you 
confirm you have received the volume of letters from residents? If so, make the 
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list public for all residents to review. We currently have a large volume of 
residents waiting on your reply.  

  

Third, we are concerned that a developer led, single use application will be missed by 
government departments that are charged with looking at infrastructure needs of the 
Main North Road corridor. We believe the Department of Infrastructure and 
Transport should suspend (or reject) this application and take the more wholistic 
approach before applications such as this are considered. 

  

Forth, the proposal to re-zone and include two residential houses in the development is 
inappropriate as this is a residential, suburban road. Nottage Terrace has no building 
above two levels and is entirely residential housing. The construction of a multi-level 
building complex would be incongruous with the local area and does not meet Part 2 
Div 1 Section 14 c(i) of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016—
1.7.2019 (the Act) which states: high-quality design principles as follows: development 
should be designed to reflect local setting and context, to have a distinctive identity that 
responds to the existing character of its locality, and to strike a balance between built 
form, infrastructure and public realm; 
  
Fifth, there is no proposal to provide any useful public space, again the Act states that 
a: public realm should be designed to be used, accessible, and appropriately 
landscaped and vegetated; 

  

Further, see below for a summary list of our concerns:  

  
 The proposed six level development will cause overshadowing of adjacent 

residential properties throughout the year. This is unacceptable to the 
residents  

 The value of many local properties and the quality of life enjoyed by local 
residents will be adversely impacted by any rezoning, without any 
compensation provided and to the detriment of all.  

 Traffic congestion at this intersection will be increased and will negate the 
benefit of the current $19M State and Federally funded road works.   

 Additional congestion will be created, impeding traffic flow on Nottage 
Terrace and onto Main North Road and we believe substantially increase 
local traffic on roads within the suburb.  

 The complex would infringe upon the privacy of residents, with the tower 
block looming over the suburb and having oversight of almost every Medindie 
residents’ private garden and home.   

 Further there are no local amenities to support residents of such a complex. 
The nearest main playground is the Glover Playground 20 minutes walk from 
Scotty’s across two major roads and the local public primary schools are 
already at capacity.  
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 There is minimal local parking available and very little foot traffic, 
consequently the site does not lend itself to commercial / retail development 
and would not be achieved with proposed variation showing zero setback 
from the road.  

 A full hydrological survey is needed as any excavation would have to deal 
with a high water table at various times of the year when water is 
approximately 1.5 metres below the ground level. Any excavation such as a 
car park or for footings would therefore impact on water flowing under 
adjacent properties.  

 The notification is not in the spirit of the Community Engagement Charter. 
Only adjacent property owners have been formally informed of the 
development. While the many hundreds of residents who would be directly 
affected by the proposal have not been formally informed.  

 The Minister provided approval for the next stage in late April yet ‘adjacent’ 
residents were only formally informed almost three and a half months later 
and one business day before the commencement of the consultation period. 
This does not show good intent as minimum response times have been 
applied and there has been no willingness to engage as early as possible 
with affected parties.  

 The current zoning of Scotty’s and the two included residential properties is 
appropriate as it currently stands and provides for development that is suited 
to the conditions and circumstances of the site.  

  
In conclusion, the proposed rezoning is inappropriate to the location and the 
proposed complex unsuitable, given the lack of local amenities, infrastructure 
and adverse impact on hundreds of local residents. We REJECT any change to 
the code as current regulations are sufficient.  
In the absence of an independent traffic impact study on all affected roads (main and 
local) the evident extra commuter pressure this will place on this intersection will 
increase congestion, further delay traffic and waste the effort and considerable expense 
of the current works being undertaken.  
  
The lack of effort to engage in a meaningful and early manner with all those affected by the 
proposal undermines any confidence in the process, causes undue distress and 
disproportionately favours the proponent who operates with dedicated staff, financial 
support and experience. 
  
The fact that this consultation process has to be through the proponents advocate 
undermines any pretence of independence and demonstrates a bias in the process in 
favour of the proponent, while the community has to contend with the added restrictions 
brought by COVID19. 
  
Regards 
Peter  

 



Mr Phillip Brunning 

MEDINDIE  SA  5081 

6 September 2021 
 
 
The Hon Vickie Chapman MP 
Deputy Premier 
Attorney-General 
Minister for Planning and Local Government 
GPO Exchange 
10 Franklin Street 
ADELAIDE  SA  5000  
 
Dear Minister, 
 
Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
 
As provided for, I make the following submission in relation to the proposed 
amendment to the Planning & Design Code presented by Future Urban on behalf of 
YS Super Investments Pty Ltd as such relates to land described as Scotty’s Corner. 
 
I make this submission as a resident of Medindie who has a keen interest in the 
orderly planning and proper development. I am also recognised as a Registered 
Planner and an Accredited Professional under the Act. 
 
It is first appropriate to note that this rezoning proposal relates to a relatively small 
number of properties, the most notable of which being Scotty’s Motel. It also includes 
several residential properties along Nottage Terrace. 
 
While Scotty’s Motel is presently located within the Suburban Business Zone, these 
residential properties fronting Nottage Terrace which are developed with single 
storey detached dwellings, are located within the Established Neighborhood Zone. 
 
I also note that an historic policy overlay applies to these residential properties. 
 
The proposal seeks to rezone this land to Urban Corridor (Business) Zone with a 
height limit up to 6 levels for mixed use development, presumably for commercial 
uses at ground floor and residential dwellings above. 
 
I note that the land on the north west side of Main North Road within the adjoining 
City of Prospect is located within this Urban Corridor (Business) Zone which has a 
maximum building height of 4 levels. 
 
The Suburban Business Zone which extends along Main North Road down to the 
intersection with Robe Terrace currently provides for up to 3 building levels.  I note a 
substantial number of these properties (former car yard) are presently vacant. 
 
The land to be rezoned (the affected area) has an interface with low scale residential 
properties to the south that have frontage to Tennyson Street and also to those to the 
east with frontage to Nottage Terrace and/or Victoria Avenue.     
 



For the reasons outlined below, I am of the opinion that the proposed rezoning 
should not proceed in its current form and that a broader, more comprehensive and 
strategic approach should be taken if the Code is to be changed. 
 
1. The scope or extent of the rezoning proposal is in my view artificially limited and 

should be expanded to include the entirety of the land within the Suburban 
Business Zone down to Robe Terrace. 

 
2. To constrain rezoning considerations only to land presented by this Proponent 

fails to appropriately explore the development potential and benefits that may be 
derived from a more strategic approach. 

 
3. I would encourage the Proponent to engage with other land owners along Main 

North Road so as to explore the potential for this rezoning exercise to be 
expanded so as to realise the full potential than this land presents. 

 
4. It is apparent that this locality is in a state of transition as the motor vehicle sales 

sector adapts to changed market circumstance and the emerging value of this 
near City land which is well served by public transport. 

 
5. I suggest that this land on the south east side of Main North Road may have 

significantly greater development capacity than that on the other side due to the 
proportionally larger and aggregated nature of these land parcels. 

 
6. Spot rezoning’s of the nature proposed are potentially problematic and may have 

unintended consequences that are not in the broader public interest. I encourage 
some caution in this regard.      

 
7. While I accept that the Scotty’s Motel site presents as an appropriate candidate 

for a more intensive form of development, I am not so convinced with respect to 
the low scale residential properties to the east. 

 
8. The current rezoning proposal represents an erosion of the Established 

Neighbourhood Zone and threatens to compromise the integrity of this long-
standing residential area that is also subject to a heritage overlay. 

 
9. I would therefore encourage close scrutiny of the analysis and proposed policy 

response in relation to the interface with existing low scale residential 
development to the south and east.   

 
10. The proposed height of 6 levels may be excessive, particularly in the context of 

the current height limits within adjoining zones which have been tempered in 
response to low scale residential development adjoining.        

 
As provided for, I seek the opportunity to speak further to my submission. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Phillip Brunning  
 
cc.  Town of Walkerville 

City of Prospect 
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From: Richard WILSON < >
Sent: Wednesday, 25 August 2021 12:41 PM
To: info
Cc: Emily Nankivell; Chris Vounasis
Subject: SCOTTYS CORNER CODE AMENDMENT

Hello,  
 
In response to the application to amend the zoning for the commercial and the residential land owned by the 
proponent, I have several comments. 
 
To identify myself, I live in Medindie, and have for many years. 
 
My responses are: 
 

 It is outrageous that there has been no direct notification of this proposal to all residents of Medindie. Even for 
those not directly to the south of  the proponent’s site, there are serious problems being created for all 
residents of streets internal to Medindie, most particularly increased traffic. The proponent has totally ignored 
this issue. I only became aware of the proposal through the efforts of other residents.  

  It is totally unnecessary, and unacceptable, to rezone existing residential land in Medindie to allow commercial 
development up to seven storeys. While it is clearly time for Scottys Motel to be redeveloped, the existing site is 
adequate to permit this, as illustrated by the excellent  proposal submitted to Council some five years ago.  

 The current proposal is simply a strategy by the land owner to increase the value of it’s land. There is absolutely 
no benefit to residents of Medindie, or the wider community, to rezone either the existing Suburban Business 
Zone or the existing Established Neighbourhood Zone.  

 The proponent’s traffic study shows that the proposal will increase the number of vehicles exiting the site by 
several times. In asserting that this is within the capacity of the existing arterial roads, it totally ignores the fact 
that those vehicles can only turn left and proceed south on Main North Road. In reality, a big proportion will 
want to actually travel either north on Main North Road, or East on Nottage Terrace. To do so they will be 
forced to either do a U-turn on Main North Road (with considerable traffic  disruption) or circulate back through 
the internal roads of Medindie (principally Dutton Terrace and Victoria Avenue), thus increasing the traffic on 
those suburban roads a lot to the detriment of the amenity and safety of existing residents. 

 If the existing Residential Land is rezoned to allow seven storey development, it will be equally permissible for 
all other residential land along Nottage, Northcote and Robe Terraces to be similarly rezoned. The result will be 
to make Medindie even more of a traffic island than it already is. It is already almost impossible to leave 
Medindie and make a right turn safely. 

 
My position is that the application should be totally rejected, there is absolutely no need or benefit, other than to the 
proponent, for it to proceed. 
 
Richard Wilson 

Medindie 
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From: ross.stuff <
Sent: Tuesday, 14 September 2021 3:39 AM
To:
Subject:

Hi, 
 
I'm writing as a concerned resident totally against the proposed code amendments involving Scotty's corner. 
 
As a finanical contributor to the residents fund that has engaged lawyers to represent us shows my concern to the 
proposal. Our lawyers letters/responses to this proposal are better than I can produce. 
 
I am disappointed with the previous government creating legislation that causes so much stress. It seems State 
government wish to remove councils from local planning. 
 
I am exceedingly disappointed with the current government seemingly signing off on this proposal to go to public 
consultation without considering the stress, anxiety and sleepless it will cause residents like me. This is following 
personal hurt. 
 
I am quite upset with the precedence this will set, making it more likely there will be more applications like this one that 
will affect me. These concerns will influence my vote at the upcoming state election. 
 
The beautiful heritage of Medindie will be lost. 
 
Parking will become a nightmare.  Is the council going to allow residential parking permits in Tennyson Street (and other 
streets) for owners/occupier of proposed apartments should this and future proposals proceed? 
 
The following also is of concern: 
 
  The proposed six level development will cause overshadowing of adjacent residential properties throughout 
the year. This is unacceptable to the residents  
  The value of many local properties and the quality of life enjoyed by local residents will be adversely 
impacted by any rezoning, without any compensation provided and to the detriment of all.  
  Traffic congestion at this intersection will be increased and will negate the benefit of the current $19M 
State and Federally funded road works.   
  Additional congestion will be created, impeding traffic flow on Nottage Terrace and onto Main North Road 
and we believe substantially increase local traffic on roads within the suburb.  
  The complex would infringe upon the privacy of residents, with the tower block looming over the suburb 
and having oversight of almost every Medindie residents’ private garden and home.   
  Further there are no local amenities to support residents of such a complex. The nearest main playground is 
the Glover Playground 20 minutes walk from Scotty’s across two major roads and the local public primary 
schools are already at capacity.  
  There is minimal local parking available and very little foot traffic, consequently the site does not lend itself 
to commercial / retail development and would not be achieved with proposed variation showing zero setback 
from the road.  
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  A full hydrological survey is needed as any excavation would have to deal with a high water table at various 
times of the year when water is approximately 1.5 metres below the ground level. Any excavation such as a 
car park or for footings would therefore impact on water flowing under adjacent properties.  
  The notification is not in the spirit of the Community Engagement Charter. Only adjacent property owners 
have been formally informed of the development. While the many hundreds of residents who would be 
directly affected by the proposal have not been formally informed.  
  The Minister provided approval for the next stage in late April yet ‘adjacent’ residents were only formally 
informed almost three and a half months later and one business day before the commencement of the 
consultation period. This does not show good intent as minimum response times have been applied and there 
has been no willingness to engage as early as possible with affected parties.  
  The current zoning of Scotty’s and the two included residential properties is appropriate as it currently 
stands and provides for development that is suited to the conditions and circumstances of the site. 
 
 
So upset, 
Ross Moffatt 
 

Medindie 
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From: Scott Quick <
Sent: Monday, 20 September 2021 12:00 AM
To: info
Cc:

Subject: Say “No” to rezoning.

To who it may concern, 
 
As a resident of  Medindie, I am writing to express my significant concerns about the application for re-
zoning and possible building of a seven story apartment at Scott’s corner that will face directly onto our backyard.  
 
Not only will this be an invasion of our privacy and limit the ability for us to use our backyard, as well as require us to 
close our curtains. We are concerned about the blocking of the sun and also the cloud view that we currently have from 
our house. There is not only an extreme concern of over shadowing of Tennyson street (northern side) properties, but 
this proposed rezoning and redevelopment will also have an massive impact on the view of all houses on Tennyson 
Street (southern side), Victoria st, Dutton Tce. A building of this size will also be have implications for properties on 
Etterick st & Hawkers Road.  
 
Medindie is currently a very quiet suburban with numerous birds in our backyard. We are concerned about the 
ambience of our suburb once redevelopment occurs of this nature. 
 
We are concerned also about the traffic that will be increased by having our suburb possibly doubled in size and the 
resulting parking issues along the streets along with people speeding down our roads. My children walk and ride to 
school and I am very concerned about the extra traffic that will be on the roads and people rushing to work and not 
paying attention to our children. This will impact on their safety and my confidence in letting them walk to school.  
 
Possibly doubling our suburb in numbers will also affect safety of our neighborhood. Currently we can walk safely 
around the streets in the early evening and not feel frightened as we know this is a tightly knit held suburb where 
everyone looks out for one another.   
 
We are also very concerned about the possible effect of lowered housing prices for all the houses in Medindie. 
Medindie is currently the second highest property value suburb in South Australia and opening up affordable housing 
will affect the value of all of our properties.  
 
We are also worried about maintaining the heritage value of Medindie. We are very concerned also about the knocking 
down of two heritage homes and ruining the façade of our streets. 
 
It is currently so busy along Nottage Tce & Main North Road that it is often difficult to get out of Medindie. Having an 
extra possible 1600 residents and cars is going to be a nightmare.  
 
The project will stand out as unsightly and as ugly as the current ABC building. The current side of Main North Road 
needs a whole suburb redesign & town planning to include Scotty’s corner. With a maximum development of 2/3 stories 
as per current zoning. We would value this process including a green space that will also have a positive affect on 66,000 
cars that go through that intersection everyday.  
 
We strongly oppose to your plan to rezone land along Nottage Tce & Main North Road and the development of a 7 story 
building.  
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We hope you appreciate the significant impact this will have on all of us at Medindie.  
Kind regards 
Scott Quick 
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To whom it may concern 
 
For the first time in 30 years of living in this area I feel compelled to write regarding my 
disbelief with what is being proposed.  I have not canvassed all residents in the area but feel 
confident that it would be difficult to find any resident who feels that a 7-story development 
in this area would be an improvement.  
  
There is no logical basis to support a proposal so out of keeping with the urban environment 
and population demographics of Medindie or of any of the surrounding suburbs. 
 
The proposal goes against the core Development Control principle to protect and maintain 
the local area.  
 
Medindie is a small, predominantly residential, suburb, of approximately 0.6km2 (60 
hectares).  It contains 416 dwellings, representing a density of 7 dwellings per hectare. This 
represents VERY LOW residential density, using the residential density definition in the 
Planning Strategy for Metropolitan Adelaide (less than 11 dw/ha).  It would be highly 
incongruous to place a narrow, HIGH-DENSITY development, or series of high-density 
developments, in this locale.  The residential density of the whole 350 ha Walkerville 
Council area is 16 dwellings per hectare, representing LOW residential density (ABS data 
2016).  
 
The reason why we chose to live here is the low-density housing, quiet streets with little in 
the way of traffic.  To add a 7-story development will irreversibly destroy what makes this 
area THIS AREA. 
 
I have firsthand experience on much smaller scale.  A friend has lived in Lockleys for 25 
years where single dwellings on large blocks are being knocked down.  Developers then put 
in 3-4 dwellings with 2-3 bedrooms and garaging for one and a half cars.  You can fit two 
cars in if you don’t need to open their doors when you get home.  The garages become 
storage/ home gym. You then end up with 3-4 occupants with 3-4 cars all parked on the 
street.   Consequently, my friend can no longer park in front of his own house.  All because 
someone he never met decided they could make a profit.  (Probably used it to buy a bigger 
boat) 
 
Developers and councils need to consider the real-world implications of these sort of 
decisions.   
 
A suburb /community/ household is not a combination of council bylaws and building codes 
that create a eutopia.  Usually the opposite.   
 
I have just finished responding to a form regarding parking in the area.  Is this development 
going to improve this situation?  
 
Make no mistake about it. This is about profit. I don’t see why that should occur at my 
expense.  MEDINDIE AINT BROKE.  THERES NOTHING TO FIX 
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The whole of residential Medindie has a heritage overlay, Medindie Historic Area Statement 
(Walk2).  The only excluded areas are the commercial/multi-use areas abutting main roads 
and Wilderness School. This has essentially been ignored in the flawed Future Urban report. 
 

 
 
 
 
The ABS 2016 data show that 90% (326 of 361) occupied dwellings in Medindie are separate 
houses, with 7% (24) semi-detached, row or terrace or townhouses, and only 3% (11) flats 
or apartments.  This is a different profile from the other suburbs in the Walkerville council 
area and the whole of South Australia, with averages of 78%, 15% and 7% respectively. 
There is no anticipated benefit to residents from altering this profile, as it was what 
attracted them to the area in the first place.  
 

 
 
The previous Walkerville Council Development Plan Principles of Development Control 
articulated that development should be designed to be comparable with adjoining areas.    
The new state planning regulations may have led to the retirement of this document but 
should not have changed the core urban design principles.  
 
 
 
The median age of Medindie residents in 2016 was 42 years, below the Walkerville council 
and state averages of 44 years.  Thirteen percent of residents are aged 15 to 19 years, more 
than double the SA average of 6%. Sixty-two percent of Medindie households have children, 
the highest proportion in the Walkerville council area and higher than the South Australian 

Medindie

houses semi/row/townhouse flat

Walkerville Council

houses semi/row/townhouse flat

SA average

houses semi/row/townhouse flat
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average of 58%. Additional children come to the suburb to attend Wilderness School.  Safety 
of these children will inevitably be endangered by the increased through traffic (“rat 
running”) and emissions that will result from an injection of a large number of residents and 
their motor vehicles.  
 
The Code amendment proposal for the Scotty’s Corner site restricts the proposal to this site 
but acknowledges that it sits in a narrow strip of commercial properties, three of which are 
currently listed for sale. This Code amendment is likely to form the basis for future 
development applications for the western boundary of Medindie.   As such, this critically 
important decision should not be rushed.  “The rezoning will provide for future development 
of the Affected Area, including by way of mixed use development comprising commercial 
and medium density residential development consistent with anticipated future 
development of other parcels located on the Main North Road and Nottage Terrace 
intersection” (reference: the summary of the Code Amendment, 
https://plan.sa.gov.au/have_your_say/general_consultations).  It is notable that 
development of the neighbouring corner in Prospect Council is limited to a height of 15 
metres, in contrast to what I understand to be the desire to build a higher property and 
therefore the reason for this code Amendment request.   
 
Finally, I believe that community consultation on this matter has failed to meet the 
requirements of the Community Engagement Charter.  It has not been meaningful, inclusive 
or transparent. The traffic and local impact of developments will affect all Medindie 
residents. As an example, there was a single, poorly advertised meeting held by Future 
Urban in a small venue (the Walkerville RSL club) with no opportunity for questions.  This 
was so unsatisfactory that Walkerville Council held a meeting on 14 September to 
understand the concerns of residents.  Despite being called with 2 business days’ notice, this 
larger meeting was still confined by it’s COVID-safe capacity and did not enable all 
interested residents to attend.  
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Stuart Elshaw 
 
18/09/2021 
  
     
 
 



Submission to Future Urban for Scotty’s Code Amendment from John and Sue 

Clark, , Medindie 

Introduction 

Everyone wants to maintain and improve our great liveability, to increase our state and national 

competitiveness, to drive sustainability for the sake of the future generation and to enhance our 

resilience for the unknowns ahead.  The Thirty-Year Plan for Greater Adelaide exhorts, “Successful 

cities don’t happen by accident.  They need long-term strategic planning, coordination and 

sustainable investment”. 

The proposal is to rezone Scotty’s Motel and adjacent sites to Urban Corridor with TNVs of 6 levels 

and 24.5 metres.  This has caused much effort, consideration and discussion and has resulted in a 

clearer understanding, at least for us, of what the State, the Council and the resident’s roles, 

aspirations and values are. 

In summary, out view is that this rezoning will take too much from the locally affected residents, 

imposes too heavy a burden on an already heavily loaded road infrastructure and it is likely to stifle a 

more considered, integrated and better planning solution for the precinct. 

The Process 

The process is new and unfamiliar to many,  The planning web site seems geared for dedicated 

professionals.  The process is unusual as it involves so many participants: the market (the 

proponent), the local council, government departments and groups (DTEI, SCAP), politicians (the 

Minister, local members), parliament (ERDC) and individuals as stakeholder residents.   

Location Issues 

We imagine the land use, including road reserves for Medindie were established in about 1900 for 

their then perceived needs.  The needs for 2021 and the foreseeable future are formidably different to 

then. 

The impact of increasing land use density to the north and northeast and as the South Road and other 

road infrastructure are implemented, Medindie (and Walkerville) are experiencing increased traffic 

flows, reduced access in and out the suburb and continued pressure on residential and other 

developments within.  

Medindie can be imagined as a frequently congested “roundabout” between two city ring roads 

(Robe Tce and Nottage Tce/Stephens Tce) and two main access roads to the city, (Main North Rd 

and North East Rd/Northcote Tce).  The current road development strategy of adding one or two 

lanes at an intersection every few years (5 in recent years, 1 happening now and at least 1 in 

prospect), only “kicks the can down the road”, and does not solve the problem. 

It is difficult to see how the proposed rezoning and expected medium/high density residential and 

business development solves these many problems.  It is likely to exacerbate them. 

The Main North Road business precinct has been stalled for years.  43 Main North Road has not seen 

a worthwhile viable business for perhaps 50 years and its derelict building recently demolished 

leaving overgrown weeds and traffic noise.  Car yards have been empty and for sale or lease for 

several years.   



Access to and from Scotty’s is fraught.  Vehicles coming from the north cross the intersection with 

other traffic, immediately pull in to Scotty’s, adjacent the pedestrian crossing, putting at risk 

pedestrians and traffic trying to clear  the intersection.  Vehicles coming from the west do a U turn in 

the Nottage Tce/Victoria Ave intersection whilst cars are trying to exit/enter Medindie amid the 

unrelenting traffic travelling from the east.  Left hand turns from Main North Rd have been 

prevented into Tennyson Street and in peak times, Lefevre Road (leads to Lefevre Tce) because of 

the pressure of traffic going into town.  The front of the now demolished building at 43 Main North 

Rd was frequently requiring repairs after vehicle collisions trying to negotiate three lanes into two. 

Public transport is one Go Zone Bus into the city, already crowded at peak times.  Many busses pass, 

but only those on the 222 route stops.  There is no tram or train.  Bike riding is dangerous, and few 

are game to chance it.  Walking on the busy noisy road is unpleasant (too noisy to talk) and 

dangerous with business activity on the footpath and fast-moving large vehicles millimeters away. 

Local parks are non-existent.  Motel guests use the recently cleared adjacent block for activity.  

There is no local supermarket and few local retail services (Subway, hotel). 

Boundary Interface Issues 

Boundary interface issues between the very different zones are inadequately resolved.  Road traffic 

noise has only been considered for the site occupants, not the adjacent neighbourhood.  Site 

generated noise from residential and business activities including significant all hours vehicle 

movements is hardly mentioned. 

Significant overshadowing and privacy issues are briefly mentioned yet impact almost every home 

on the block.  We rely on winter sun and enjoy being out side, both at risk under the proposal. 

Access to and from Medindie is increasingly difficult yet is not seen as an issue.  Street parking and 

street use for business activities is already an issue, yet this proposal will bring more problems. 

Balance 

We all want progress and economic activity for Adelaide but where is the balance?  Perhaps there 

was a need to free up building and development activity with less regulation, but this seems to 

benefit only individual proponents with potential windfall gains whilst residents suffer reduced 

amenity, access and value.  The chances of this proposal making a significant improvement in 

Adelaide’s economic future are low.   

There is a Better Solution 

The 30 Year Plan for Greater Adelaide commits that “Change will be focused where it best suits. 

Local area planning will be undertaken so that this high level vision is grounded in local context and 

needs. Communities will play a greater role in determining how their city develops through 

involvement at the early stages of planning”. We have hope for better than this current Scotty’s 

proposal and we expect that the outcome could be something to be proud of, that benefits all of us. 

 

 

 

 



Conclusion 

Scotty’s Corner is dominated by traffic issues.  The current zoning provides a viable business within 

the scale of the location and neighbourhood and the interface issues that are accepted.  The proposed 

spot rezoning will put increased pressure on the corner traffic and the surrounding locale.  The loss to 

the local resident’s amenity due to noise, overshadowing, privacy and access is significant.  This is 

unlikely to be the best solution available to us. 

Our considered preference is that no spot rezoning occurs. 

If rezoning is considered imperative, then a wider interest rezoning be considered as envisioned and 

committed to as part of the planning process in the 30 Year Plan for Greater Adelaide. 

If that is not acceptable, then we see no reason for the this east side spot zoning building level/height 

TNV to be any higher than the west side of the road, in Prospect, so any rezone should be limited in 

height similar to the west of TNV of 5 levels and 18.0 metres. 

In any event, we see no acceptable reason for changing the zones of the Established Neighbourhood 

houses to the east, it is an unwarranted further intrusion. 

 

John and Sue Clark, 17 September 2021. 

Medindie. 
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From: Tiffany Young < >
Sent: Monday, 13 September 2021 6:03 PM
To: info
Subject: "Scotty's Corner Amendment Public Meeting 8/9/2021"

Attn. Emily,  
 
Thank you and your team for fronting up to make residents of Medindie and adjoining suburbs more aware of the 
Future Urban plans regarding rezoning the 2 houses adjoining Scotty's Motel on Nottage Terrace, so increasing the total 
footprint for developent.Thank goodness we have a really good Local Member in S.A., Rachel Sanderson, who listens to 
her constituents! 
 
A few important points I wish to make: 
 
1. We already have impossible traffic on our 4 boundary roads making it very difficult to get in or out of the suburb at 
peak hours. Many cars which line our streets during week days come from the northern suburbs and their drivers catch 
public transport for the short trip to the city. Also,school staff and students clog the streets. 
2.Having volunteered at SACAT for several years when it was located on the 8th floor of the ABC Building, Collinswood, I 
have spent many hours watching the residents below living their lives in our spotlight! I often commented to others on 
the floor below about the man who regularly cleaned his pool wearing no clothes, and how long a couple of others took 
to do their shopping or went out. It would have been so easy to burgle properties below if you were that way inclined! 
3. Overshadowing of nearby properties is possibly the worst aspect of high rise development. Humans need sunlight just 
as much as plants for wellbeing. We are heading for even more mental health problems if these plans go ahead! I am 
certain you would not appreciate living in the shadows,without sun for a large part of your day!  
4.At the moment, Scotty's is used as a 'halfway house'  for people recently released from jail,drug addicts,as well as 
some domestic violence victims. The streets regularly have syringes from drug deals from these inhabitants.As you may 
imagine,we are not impressed and are extremely dismissive of any type of Social Housing in the future! We are not 
against change as such, but it needs to fit with the existing homes and residents. 
 
Most of the Medindie residents have paid substantial money to move into this previously safe, leafy, inner city suburb. 
We bought our home in 1969, brought up our family, and will be making it very difficult for anyone like Future Urban 
seeking to destroy the lifestyle and community we have worked so hard to build here! 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Tiffany Young. 
(Medindie Resident) 
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From: sia ricci <
Sent: Wednesday, 15 September 2021 9:49 AM
To: info
Cc:

Subject: Proposed Re-zoning of Scotty's Motel and adjacent housing

 
As residents of the Medindie council area we are incredibly concerned about the proposed zoning changes around 
Scotty’s Motel and adjoining properties on the major intersection of Main North Road and Nottage terrace. 
 
We do not oppose redevelopment of the area however given that major arterial roads around Adelaide were subject to 
a rezoning only a few years prior we do not understand why new rezoning is necessary except to maximise financial gain 
to the developer by increasing maximum allowable redevelopment beyond that passed recently. 
 
Under no circumstance can we see how this rezoning will benefit the current residents of the Medindie area but would 
in fact be detrimental to the area and cause unnecessary stress and anxiety to the current residents as the liveability of 
the neighbourhood would compromised by the overdevelopment of the land. 
 
Of particular concern is the following: 
 

 Traffic flow and congestion  
o Having lived on for 20 years we have first hand experience and knowledge of the 

continuing increase in traffic along the neighbouring streets to the main roads that ring Medindie.  Due 
to the natural organic increase in traffic year on year and the frustration at traffic lights at both the 
Main North Road/Robe Tce  and Main North Road/Nottage Tce intersections, more and more cars are 
using the streets of Medindie as a “rat run” to avoid the major intersections.  This is becoming 
increasingly dangerous to the residents in the area.   

o A major development at Scotty’s with the possibility of more than 600 extra residents and upwards of at 
least 200 cars would result in increased movement of cars in the back street as the new resident drive 
through the suburb to avoid the intersections.   

o The recent upgrading of the intersection at Scotty’s will not in my view decrease the use of Dutton Tce, 
Hawkers Rd as  thoroughfares in the morning as increased urbanisation of the Northern suburbs will 
only seek to increase the traffic flow through all intersections. 

o It is our understanding that government will be making a decision on the rezoning without receiving 
information on the traffic effect of the rezoning.  How can this even be considered as an informed 
decision by council when not all information is tabled.  The argument that the traffic effect is considered 
once a development proposal is received (post rezoning) is invalid as it is obvious from the proposed 
rezoning that a significant increased in traffic will result from any development of the site beyond what 
is currently allowed by current zoning laws.  

 
 

 Lack of public transport to support the increased population of the area.   
o From personal experience I can confidently say that any new resident in any proposed development will 

resort to the use of cars to drive to the city as there is a distinct lack of public transport in the 
morning.  Both of my university attending children have given up on using public transport for travel 
into town in the mornings as overcrowded buses do not stop at the Medindie bus stops to pick up 
additional passengers.  
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 Rezoning of adjacent residential homes would cause a “domino effect” of future applications to rezone, 

demolish and redevelop all homes along Nottage Terrace, Northcote Terrace and even Robe Terrace as 
precedent would be set by this proposed rezoning.   The heritage of the area will forever be lost.  

 
In conclusion we wish to vehemently voice our opposition to the proposed rezoning of the Scotty’s area and request 
that the government listen to the concerns of the local residents and oppose the rezoning application.   
 
Tony and Sia Ricci 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Sent from Mail for Windows 
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From: Vanessa Glennon 
Sent: Sunday, 19 September 2021 11:23 AM
To: info
Cc:

Subject: Submission - Scotty's Corner Proposed Development Code Amendment

To whom it may concern 
  
I write as a Medindie resident to express my opposition to the proposed Development Code Amendment of 
the Scotty’s motel site and adjacent properties. It is clear the proposed amendment seeks to benefit interests 
of the developers at the expense of those residing in the local area.  I am not opposed to development per se 
but any development allowed should be in keeping with the existing urban environment. The current proposal 
would significantly and negatively impact the future profile and tone of the area. Residents of Medindie value 
the attributes of the suburb as they are now – this is what attracted us to live (and invest our money in 
purchasing a home) in this area.  
  
The proposed Development Code Amendment of the Scotty’s motel site and adjacent properties must be 
rejected. The site can be developed without rezoning the land. 
 
Sincerely 
 
 
Dr Vanessa Glennon 

Medindie, SA 5081 



 

 

The Corporation of the Town of Walkerville 
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17 September 2021 
 
 
Ms Emily Nankivell 
Future Urban Group 
Level 1 74 Pirie Street 
ADELAIDE SA 5000 
 
Via Email: info@futureurban.com.au 
 
 
 
Dear Ms Nankivell,  
 

Re: Submission on Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
 
Reference is made to the Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment, which commenced public consultation 
on 9 August 2021. We thank you for your written notification and welcome the opportunity to consider 
this policy change over the site at 43 Main North Road Medindie and 1, 3 and 5 Nottage Terrace, 
Medindie. 
 
Please find contained herein a copy of an independent planning review, prepared by Grazio 
Maiorano of URPS, an independent traffic opinion prepared by Stantec (previously GTA) and an 
independent heritage opinion, prepared by Douglas Alexander of Flightpath Heritage.  
 
Also find enclosed a number of objections to the Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment and a petition 
received by the Council. Council request that these be taken into consideration by the Commission 
when considering the proposed zoning change. 
 
The Town of Walkerville is the smallest Council in inner metropolitan Adelaide and covers a land 
area of 3.5km². The Township is home to almost 8000 residents and remains the only Council in 
inner metropolitan Adelaide to have retained its ‘Town’ status.  
 
In an effort to curb global warming, the need to consolidate our inner metropolitan suburbs along 
frequent public transport routes is acknowledged by this Council and may be an appropriate policy 
setting to drive down reliance on private motor vehicles. However, this Council has yet to see the 
data of public transport usage along Main North Road and at first glance, would argue that given the 
sites’ isolation and lack of reliable, interconnected and high quality public transport (i.e. rail, busway) 
will merely increase the reliance on private vehicles, placing greater pressure on the existing road 
network. 
 
This Council is not opposed to change, however such progress should not be made at the cost of 
livability and amenity of the area – it is this Council’s view that a careful balance needs to be 
achieved. As will be detailed throughout this submission, the material contained in the proposed 
rezoning package and the level of engagement undertaken by Future Urban Group does not go far 
enough to convince this Council that the Urban Corridor (Business) Zone is a good fit for the area or 



that it aligns with the principles of the Town of Walkerville Urban Masterplan or the 2020 – 2024 
Living in the Town of Walkerville: a Strategic Community Plan.  
 
Urban Corridor (Business) Zone 
 
As highlighted in the attached report from URPS, Mr Maiorano suggests that the Urban Corridor 
(Living) Zone may offer a suitable alternative zoning choice than the Urban Corridor (Business Zone) 
as it envisages a reduced commercial scale of development and may assist in managing the off-site 
traffic impacts. However, Mr Maiorano also maintains that given the scale of the site, that the Urban 
Corridor (Business) Zone could be a good zone fit for the site. 
 
Notwithstanding the above point, the rezoning package does not adequately demonstrate how the 
zoning change aligns with the following key pillars of the 2020 – 2024 Living in the Town of 
Walkerville: a Strategic Community Plan: 
 

- Pillar 3 – Mobility and Movement – Provide easy traffic and pedestrian movement throughout 
the town; nor 

- Pillar 5 – Heritage – Protect and maintain the unique history of the township and its buildings.  
 
Further concerns are held for how the rezoning can be justified against key strategic outcomes 
sought by the Town of Walkerville Urban Masterplan. For example, the package does not adequately 
address how the rezoning and future development of the site will connect with the greater 
community, how the change will reduce the traffic impact on the major arterial roads and more 
importantly, how the site will be served by the undersupply of public open space that currently exists 
within the Medindie suburb. It is very evident that the site is highly isolated by arterial roads and, as 
pointed out by Mr Maiorano, is at a great distance from good quality public open space. How will the 
development of this site contribute to the provision of active or passive public open space within the 
Medindie Area? 
 
Furthermore, the code amendment package fails to adequately address the urban fabric principles 
5 and 6 of Urban Masterplan, which seeks to reinforce the character and qualities of Walkerville’s 
core and develop strip commercial along Main North Road. At first glance, a seven (7) to eight (8) 
storey development would appear to be at odds with this 30 to 50 year vision for the Council area. 
 
The assumptions outlined in the CIRQA traffic report, which envisage 160 two bedroom units on the 
site, also gives Council some cause for concern about the suitability of the Urban Corridor (Business) 
Zone. This number of dwellings equates to a net residential density of 213 dwellings per hectare, 
which appears to reflect a high density form of development as defined by the existing definition of 
the Planning and Design Code (defined as greater than 70 dwellings per hectare). This density is 
not capable of being accommodated within the existing policy framework of the Urban Corridor 
(Business) Zone, which clearly envisages “…compatible Medium Density residential development.” 
Medium Density is identified by the Planning and Design Code as between 35 and 70 dwellings per 
hectare.  
 
The application of this zone over the subject site, in isolation of a broader investigation carried out 
by the Minister, has the potential to set an inappropriate precedence for the remaining sections of 
the south-eastern side of Main North Road, which are far too shallow to support the heights and 
densities envisaged by the Urban Corridor (Business) Zone.  
 
For the reasons above, and that are discussed throughout this submission, this Council requests 
further justification for the suitability of this zone choice. 
 
Loss of character and streetscape impacts 
 
The substantive Code Amendment package has failed to provide sufficient investigations or 
justification for the inclusion of 3 and 5 Nottage Terrace within the Urban Corridor (Business) Zone, 
or justifying the removal of the Historic Area Overlay.  
 
Council has engaged Douglas Alexander of Flightpath Heritage to provide independent comments 
on the removal of the Historic Area Overlay and the inclusion of these sites. Mr Alexander’s 
comments can be found in Attachment B to this submission.  
 



Mr Alexander’s report demonstrates that both 3 and 5 Nottage Terrace have been part of the historic 
streetscape character since at least 1935. The dwelling at 3 Nottage Terrace is a large bungalow 
style dwelling not identified as a Representative Building, whilst the dwelling at 5 Nottage Terrace is 
a large Victorian dwelling that is identified as a Representative Building. Both of these buildings have 
relatively intact facades and are considered to exhibit the historic characteristics that contribute to 
the historic area. Due to the lack of evidence to the contrary, they would both be considered worthy 
of retention under the provisions of the Historic Area Overlay. It is worth noting that these buildings 
sit alongside three (3) other character buildings that together form an intact historic streetscape, 
despite the existing tall masonry wall. 
 
Mr Alexander argues that removing the Historic Area Overlay and introducing the Urban Corridor 
(Business) Zone will result in the loss of both of the existing character buildings at 3 and 5 Nottage 
Terrace and result in a future development that will “….consume and intrude upon the historic 
streetscape.” Currently, these buildings define the entrance to the historic township and expanding 
the zone boundary further to the east will largely interrupt this long standing character. 
 
We agree with Mr Alexander that the removal of the Historic Area Overlay over these sites, could 
become a catalyst for future incursions in the future and we are strongly of the view that further 
justification needs to be provided for the demolition of 3 and 5 Nottage Terrace, Medindie and the 
removal of the Historic Area Overlay over these sites. 
 
Height, massing, visual impact and shadow 
 
The substantive Code Amendment documentation outlines the application of the Urban Corridor 
(Business) Zone with a maximum Technical Numerical Variation (TNV) of six (6) building levels and 
24.5 metres and a minimum TNV of 4 storeys and 18.5m. Interestingly, the Code Amendment 
package supplied does not fully explore the bonus heights offered for significant development sites 
under DPF/PO 5.1 (Urban Corridor Business Zone). Subject to the delivery of a “public good” (i.e. 
15% affordable housing, a child care centre etc), this provision could see 30% of additional height 
and up to eight (8) storeys achieved on the site under the Designated Performance Feature (DPF).  
 
Massing diagrams, shadow diagrams and 3D rendered images supplied in support of this 
amendment did not explore seven (7) or eight (8) storeys and this omission, in our opinion, is 
considered to be misleading. Council was led to believe that the reason behind this was due to an 
inability to satisfy the 30 degree plane test set out in DPF 4.1 (Urban Corridor Business Zone). 
However, as you will probably understand there isn’t anything mandating compliance with a DPF 
and an application seeking to deviate from the 30 degree plane test will need to satisfy, what we 
believe, is a very wide purview under Performance Outcome (PO) 4.1.  
 
One criticism of the drafting of PO 4.1 is the complete absence of a shadow test, where there is a 
very clear link between massing and shadow in the Designated Performance Feature (DPF). It is 
understood that the shadow test set out in the General Development module does not hold the same 
weight in a planning assessment as a test included within an Overlay or Zone. 
 
The massing diagrams and 3D rendered images show that whilst the setback from the rear boundary 
interfacing some of the Tennyson Street properties will improve with a future development on the 
site, that the scale and mass of development of six (6) storeys will, as Mr Alexander correctly points 
out, impair the north facing skyline of Tennyson Street. It is this Council’s view that an eight (8) storey 
development, as permitted through the significant development site criteria, would have an even 
greater visual and shadow impact on the adjoining properties and would be of a scale that is 
completely out of context with the surrounding locality. 
 
Furthermore, the adoption of a 24.5m building height TNV is strongly opposed as this more akin to 
a seven storey building, not a six storey building. Nowhere in the Code Amendment package have 
you explored the likely heights of each level and demonstrated how 24.5m relates to a six storey 
building. By comparison, it is difficult for residents to see how the Prospect Council TNV of 15m, that 
applies for 66-68 Main North Road, can achieve a TNV of five building levels where you are 
proposing a building height of 24.5m and six (6) storeys.  
 
In order for this Council to properly consider the zoning change, we seek honest and transparent 
shadow diagrams, massing diagrams and 3D rendered images illustrating the seven (7) or eight (8) 
storey development being proposed and request that consultation recommence. You must explain 



the difference in height and the impact that comes with this. Failing this, Council hereby expresses 
their strong objection to the Technical Numeric Variation (TNV) of six storeys and seeks a dramatic 
reduction in the overall building height to a maximum of four (4) building levels.  
 
It is understood that concept plans are typically discouraged if they simply seek to repeat existing 
Code policy. However, as guided by Mr Maiorano, the sites sensitivity and competing planning issues 
calls for such an approach and, subject to the inclusion of an appropriate height as described, would 
be necessary and should include the location of entries/exits, public/private roads, the 4.5m wide 
future road widening and the inclusion of a 3m wide landscape buffer and acoustic barrier along the 
southern boundary. 
 
Overlooking  
 
As highlighted by Mr Maiorano in Attachment B, the Code Amendment documentation incorrectly 
refers to the overlooking provisions that apply to two and three storeys buildings only. Performance 
outcome 16.1 contained within the General – Design in Urban Areas provisions is the applicable test 
as outlined below: 

Development mitigates direct overlooking of habitable rooms and private open spaces 
of adjacent residential uses in neighbourhood-type zones through measures such as: 

• appropriate site layout and building orientation 
• off-setting the location of balconies and windows of habitable rooms or areas 

with those of other buildings so that views are oblique rather than direct to avoid 
direct line of sight 

• building setbacks from boundaries (including building boundary to boundary 
where appropriate) that interrupt views or that provide a spatial separation 
between balconies or windows of habitable rooms 

• screening devices that are integrated into the building design and have minimal 
negative effect on residents' or neighbours' amenity. 

 
It is this Council’s view that this test, which does not provide a Designated Performance Feature 
(DPF), outlines a very wide purview for mitigating overlooking. This is unlikely to provide confidence 
to adjoining property owners and is the subject of strong opposition from the community. Whilst we 
understand that the Government Architect would guide the developer with respect to compliance 
with the above criteria, there is insufficient public confidence brought about by the absence of an 
and/or, within the test. Is the onus on the developer to tick one of the boxes or all of the boxes? 
 
Front setback 
 
The 3D rendered images chosen for the Code Amendment package include an aerial image showing 
the existing footprint of the Scotty’s Motel without the supply of an aerial image reflective of the 
massing shown in the shadow diagrams. The package has also omitted to provide 3D rendered 
image or massing diagram exploring the impact of the zero boundary setback at the front. How will 
a seven (7) or eight (8) storey development with a zero boundary front setback define the entrance 
to the township and positively contribute to the character of the Township? This is particularly 
applicable in light of the 4.5m of future road widening out along the frontage of the site. 
 
Land use, Access, Traffic and Parking 
 
Council has engaged Paul Froggatt and John Devney of Stantec (previously GTA) to review the 
Traffic Impact Investigation prepared by CIRQA. These comments do not seek to conduct an 
analysis of the impact on Main North Road or Nottage Terrace as State Controlled Roads, nor wishes 
to comment on the appropriateness of the number and location of access points. These matters will 
be left to the Department of Infrastructure and Transport (DIT) for their consideration and our 
submission is intended to be viewed alongside such comments. 
 
Again, it is reasonable to question the development assumptions that were given to CIRQA to carry 
out their modelling. In this report, the highest likely development yield scenario is described as 160 
x two bedroom apartments, serviced by a basement parking comprising 200 parking spaces and 
2500m² of commercial/retail floor area serviced by an at-grade parking area containing 



approximately 75 parking spaces. If additional height bonuses are sought, it is possible that a greater 
number of units will be achieved on the site, along with a greater proportion of retail. Due to the sites 
relative isolation, a small supermarket could be considered, which cannot be accommodated within 
the assumed 1500m² floor area. The report outlines that the proposed development scenario would 
see approximately 1404 daily vehicle trips, however as outlined by Stantec if a retail/commercial 
development achieved a greater floor space, say in the order of 3500m² this could result in up to 
2450 trips per day.  
 
From a parking perspective, Mr Froggatt agrees that 160 resident parking spaces would be required 
for 160, two bedroom units and 40 visitor parking spaces would be required under the proposed 
Urban Corridor (Business) Zone. The development scenario correctly demonstrates that this could 
be provided for with a future application, however as raised by Stantec if there isn’t any flexibility  
provided in the allocation of parking, this may lead to some unused parking whilst some apartments 
with two cars either use the visitor spaces or park on nearby streets. It is also worth noting that 
should affordable housing be proposed on the site, that the Affordable Housing Overlay requires in 
the order to 0.3 car parking spaces per dwelling given that the site is within 200m of a high frequency 
public transport service route (as defined by the Code). Depending on the proportion of affordable 
housing, this could likely justify an undersupply of parking on the site, which may spill into the 
surrounding road network which is time limited. 
 
Under the Urban Corridor (Business) Zone a minimum parking rate for commercial development of 
3 spaces per 100m² of floor space and maximum rate of 5 spaces per 100m² of floor space is required 
under the Planning and Design Code. The 75 spaces indicated in the CIRQA report are considered 
to meet the minimum rate set out in the Code. However, if the commercial mix is tilted away from 
retail towards commercial development such as office space, 75 spaces are likely to be insufficient 
as parking turnover is low. Should this outcome eventuate, there will be a likely increase in demand 
for on-street parking within the surrounding streets. 
 
Traditionally, a departure from the minimum amount of on-site parking is justified based on 
availability of good quality public transport. As identified by Stantec, CIRQA have incorrectly 
identified a high number of bus services that service the site. This is misleading as the only Route 
that stops near the site is Route 222; the other routes identified by CIRQA operate express services, 
which pass this location and do not service it. Route 222 is a designated Go Zone service that 
operates every 15 minutes to 30 minutes outside of peak periods, which is not frequent enough to 
attract more patronage and reduce car ownership. Furthermore, this route only provides travel 
between the CBD and Mawson lakes and does not connect with other employment, education and 
retail opportunities, which is not convenient for patrons and also forces private vehicle use. It is worth 
noting that the nearest bus stop, Stop 9, was recently removed and forces patrons to walk over 200m 
to the nearest bus stop being either 8 or 10.  
 
Due to a lack of safe bicycle infrastructure, cycling is also unlikely to be an alternative mode of 
transport that is widely used by future occupants on the site, therefore increasing reliance on 
vehicles.  
 
SIDRA intersection modelling software has been used to assess the impacts of the proposed 
rezoning on the Main North Road and Nottage Terrace intersection, including the upgrades. This 
data was not included, in its full form, within the Code Amendment documentation and was only 
made available to Administration on 8 September 2021, which was insufficient time to carry out an 
analysis by our traffic engineer. Whilst we appreciate your request to extend Council additional time 
to review this data, we cannot accept this offer and instead request that subject to further justification 
and additional information as requested earlier in this submission, that another round of consultation 
is afforded. 
 
As pointed out by Mr Froggatt, the snapshots of the SIDRA modelling that was provided in the CIRQA 
report illustrates that the exit distribution of site traffic has been set up such that all exiting vehicles 
would avoid the intersection, using the Main North Road exit only. Mr Froggatt, further outlines that 
only a small proportion of the site traffic that would use Main North Road to access the site has been 
included within the model. It is further outlined that the SIDRA analysis will need to be recalibrated 
after the current upgrade for the Main North Road/Nottage Terrace intersection project is complete, 
which is expected to occur in early 2022. In order to get a true picture of the likely impact of a future 
development at the intersection, the updated SIDRA model should be reassessed with a revised 



traffic distribution from the site. By the strength of this shortfall, the Code should not be determined 
in its current form and should be consulted on again once the revised information has been supplied. 
 
Council holds additional concerns for the narrow purview of the traffic impact investigation, which 
failed to look at the wider traffic impacts on the local road network. The restricted access 
arrangement to the site is likely to increase traffic, parking and instances of “rat-running” using the 
local road network in Medindie. For example, traffic approaching the site from Park Terrace is likely 
to cut through Medindie via Dutton Terrace and Victoria Avenue to avoid the Northcote Terrace/ 
Nottage Terrace intersection.  
 
As the Medindie Area is known to sit above a perched water table, we also question the feasibility of 
a basement level garage. Similar to Bowden, it is more likely that parking will either be 
accommodated at-grade or at podium level, the latter of which would be an unfortunate built form 
outcome and would detract from the nearby character. We seek a hydraulic/geological investigation 
that explores the underground water table with additional justification on the feasibility of a basement 
level garage on this site. 
 
Community Engagement 
 
The community engagement plan prepared is not considered to be a best fit approach to consultation 
on the Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment. Whilst consultation may reach the base level of 
consultation required under the Community Engagement Charter, it does not consult in a fair and 
meaningful way. This is evident by the adoption of an ‘inform’ level of influence for the general public, 
which in URPS, and Walkerville’s view should be raised to ‘consult.’ As the proposed zone change 
may trigger further incursions along the south-eastern side of Main North Road, it is reasonable that 
the residents within the greater Medindie area are given a higher level of influence in the process.  
 
In a view, not shared by Mr Maiorano, we feel that the adjoining property owners should also have 
an equal level of influence as the Council, which should be raised to a ‘collaborate’. By virtue of 
degree of impact that these properties are likely to experience with a future development in place, 
‘consult’ is not an appropriate level of influence. 
 
As informed by the views of URPS, the Community Engagement Plan has not been expressed in 
plain English, which is necessary to clearly and transparently communicate the implications of the 
Code Amendment for the those individuals outside of the industry. The Engagement Plan outlines 
that only landowners have been notified of the proposed Code Amendment, which specifically 
ignores the views of long and short term tenants who will be directly affected within the immediate 
vicinity of the site.  
 
From the public consultation material supplied to Council, it is not clear whether feedback can only 
be taken in written form. As guided by URPS, engagement should be inclusive and feedback should 
be accepted through a broad range of easy to access methods i.e. Survey Monkey, focus groups 
and the like. The length of the consultation period was also insufficient and would have been more 
genuine with a 12 weeks consultation period. 
 
The Engagement Plan sets out the allowance of a single public meeting, without any detail on the 
target audience, the purpose of the meeting, nor the media strategy to be adopted. In order for 
engagement to be inclusive, genuine and fit for purpose it is the responsibility of the designated 
entity to ensure that stakeholders can easily learn more and provide feedback in a meaningful way 
without having to trawl through complicated technical documents. As guided by URPS, it is our view 
that a single public meeting, held towards the end of the consultation process, at a time that suits 
the designated entity is insufficient. In order to reach as many stakeholders as possible, there should 
have been multiple points of public engagement. 
 
Council attended the 8 September consultation event virtually but was represented in-person by Mr 
Maiorano, who was instructed to observe and report back on the effectiveness of the event. As 
outlined in Attachment B, the public meeting, which gave all community members 5 minutes to speak, 
and did not seek to answer any questions, was found to be an ineffective community engagement 
exercise. It failed to meet the principles of the Community Engagement Charter and sadly, did not 
allow members of the community to gain additional information, nor deeper understanding of how 
their concerns could be addressed. As stated by Mr Maiorano, the public meeting was considered 





From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

The CEO

The Council

Dear Kikki

You did well last night in the face of all the arguments.

I do not understand why the redevelopment plan can be taken pretty much as “a given”.

(I would only allow it if the developers were made to live in it).

Protesting to them won’t work: you are our Voice.

Now, here’s a compromise:

We have lots of Social Housing in our town. Excellent. It is needed as its requirement rises
faster than the general population increases.

Give Urban Future their 350 placings. Lots of Social Housing. A fine garden inside the
area.

Access through the lane-ways would be prohibitively anti-social, so the only access
should be to the North. It would provide a barrier against Main North Road, which the car-
yards paradoxically do.

The State Government would need to deal with U-turns on Main North Road, but that is
not our concern.

Summary:
 
Develop the site for High Density Living

Include Garden

Only give vehicle access/egress to the North.

Best wishes

Malcolm Cochran
 

mailto:malccochran@gmail.com
mailto:walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au


From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Hi Kiki, Elizabeth, Carly and Danielle

I hereby present the following petition https://www.change.org/rezoningscottysmotel as lead petitioner
for Council’s assessment of Scotty Corner Zone Amendment.

For the avoidance of doubt, we would like our petition (365 people signed) to be considered with
Council's assessment of the Zoning-Code Amendment for Scotty's Motel which is currently underway.
We strongly reject any changes to the existing zoning changes to Scotty's Motel.  

Please see attached word document for the petition details and attached workbook for a list of name
and details of people on the petition.

Thanks

Peter

ATTACHMENT A

mailto:ppanatsos@yahoo.com.au
mailto:kcristol@walkerville.sa.gov.au
mailto:office@walkerville.sa.gov.au
mailto:efricker@walkerville.sa.gov.au
mailto:cwalker@walkerville.sa.gov.au
https://www.change.org/rezoningscottysmotel
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Help stop the rezoning of Scotty's 
hotel. They are trying get 7 storeys 

approved! 

Peter Panatsos started this petition to Residents of Medindie and 5 others 
Medindie and Walkerville Residents of South Australia, we need your help! 

The South Australian Minister for Planning has approved a proposal to initiate an 
amendment to the Planning and Design Code as it relates to the Scotty’s Motel 
site, located in Medindie SA.  The amendment process is now well advanced given 
that the proponent is aiming to commence the consultation process in early August 
2021. 

The developers are seeking to re-zone 'Scotty’s corner' (including the motel and two 
residences adjacent to it on Nottage Tce, Medindie) under the new planning 
regulations to an Urban Corridor allowing a seven (7) storey construction.   

PlanSA portal now provides information in relation to the various Code Amendments 
that have been initiated: Proposal to Amend the Planning and Design Code "Scotty's 
Corner" 

The proposal impacts many residents and will, if approved will change the nature 
and fabric of the suburb as well as having a material adverse impact on the 
immediate neighbourhood in terms of privacy and quality of life. 

https://www.change.org/u/943017174
https://www.change.org/decision-makers/residents-of-medindie
https://plan.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/848604/Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment_-_Proposal_to_Initiate.pdf
https://plan.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/848604/Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment_-_Proposal_to_Initiate.pdf


 

 

We note with concern that Scotty's Corner re-zoning proposal includes rezoning of 
current dwellings. Assuming it is approved, it is inevitable that the remaining 
commercial (currently Suburban Business, allowing 3 levels only) sites on Main 
North Road and the at the corner of Robe and Northcote Terraces will also be 
rezoned to accommodate seven (7) storey developments. 

Without a doubt, this will not only impact residents on Tennyson Street and Victoria 
Ave but the whole suburb if this is approved. Currently in Medindie: 

o There is no community or social infrastructure to support increased 
density of the high rise apartments / high density apartment living (there 
will be lack of transport and car parks) 

o There are no parks, no public open space, no walking trails to 
accommodate this new development. There is insufficient public 
community amenities 

o There is no commercial infrastructure or development in the suburb to 
support high density living  

o The High density apartments will destroy the natural character of the 
suburb which has prospered for 130 years 

o Material adverse impact on the amenity of the whole suburb 

o High density living would impose a dangerous precedent undermining 
the natural constitution, individuality and quality of Medindie. 

Kiki Cristol, Chief Executive Officer of Walkerville Council, advised that petitions 
need to be received by 5pm on Wednesday 11 August 2021, to ensure it will be 
included on the 16 August Council agenda. 

Petitions must: 

o be legibly written or typed or printed; and 

o clearly set out the request or submission of the petitioners; and 

o include the name and address of each person who signed or endorsed 
the petition; and 

o be addressed to the Council and delivered to the principal office of the 
Council 

With respect to emailing objections, please use 
the walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au email address, with the subject 
title: Scotty’s Code Amendment. 
 



List of Names Provided - 11/08/2021

Name City State Postal
Code Country Signed On

1 Peter Panatsos Marden Australia 17/07/2021
2 Debra Panatsos Medindie 5081 Australia 17/07/2021

Debra Panatsos Medindie 5081 Australia 17/07/2021
3 Nick Karagiannis Adelaide 5081 Australia 17/07/2021
4 demeter karagiannis Adelaide 5001 Australia 17/07/2021
5 Jim Matsoukas Adelaide 5001 Australia 17/07/2021
6 Tonia Matsoukas Adelaide 5001 Australia 17/07/2021
7 Kathleen Karagiannis Adelaide 5081 Australia 17/07/2021
8 Sia Ricci Adelaide 5001 Australia 17/07/2021
9 Scott Martin Adelaide 5001 Australia 17/07/2021
10 Karen Toms Adelaide 5001 Australia 17/07/2021
11 Sandra Mestros Adelaide 5001 Australia 17/07/2021
12 Wayne Goedecke Adelaide 5001 Australia 17/07/2021
13 Simon Bugeja Adelaide 5006 Australia 17/07/2021
14 Mathew Vidic Adeliade 5062 Australia 17/07/2021
15 Adam Atkinson Adelaide 5001 Australia 17/07/2021
16 Lauren Finelli Adelaide 5001 Australia 17/07/2021
17 Justine Maddern Highgate 5063 Australia 17/07/2021
18 Maria Zannis Adelaide 5001 Australia 17/07/2021
19 Anna Mittiga Adelaide 5001 Australia 17/07/2021
20 Anya Goulder Adelaide 5001 Australia 17/07/2021
21 Skevi Panatsos Adelaide 5001 Australia 17/07/2021
22 Toula Panatsos Adelaide 5001 Australia 17/07/2021
23 Niki Ftinogiannis Adelaide 5001 Australia 17/07/2021
24 Anthony Dats Adelaide 5000 Australia 17/07/2021
25 Michael Do Adelaide 5001 Australia 17/07/2021
26 Jagjit singh Gilhotra 8 robe tce Medindie 5081 Australia 17/07/2021
27 Jim RAPTIS Adelaide 5001 Australia 18/07/2021
28 Athan Matsoukas Adelaide 5001 Australia 18/07/2021
29 Andrew Berg 5070 Australia 18/07/2021
30 Duc Thai Adelaide 5081 Australia 18/07/2021
31 Christine Asclipenos Adelaide 5001 Australia 18/07/2021
32 Sue Clark Adelaide 5001 Australia 18/07/2021
33 Anthony Kavanagh West lakes 5021 Australia 18/07/2021
34 Tina Christopoulos Adelaide 5000 Australia 18/07/2021
35 Alli Fick 5081 Australia 18/07/2021
36 Minh Nguyen Adelaide 5001 Australia 18/07/2021
37 anthony cosmidis Adelaide 5001 Australia 18/07/2021
38 John Montague Adelaide 5001 Australia 18/07/2021
39 Karen Rogers Adelaide 5001 Australia 18/07/2021
40 Peter Williamson Adelaide 5001 Australia 18/07/2021
41 Karina Vlahakis MEDINDIE 5081 Australia 18/07/2021
42 Christos Matsoukas Adelaide 5001 Australia 18/07/2021
43 Photi Karagiannis Adelaide 5001 Australia 18/07/2021
44 Irene Missikos Adelaide 5001 Australia 18/07/2021
45 Kay Kay Adelaide 5001 Australia 18/07/2021
46 Tom Missikos Adelaide 5001 Australia 18/07/2021
47 Andriana Karagiannis Australia 18/07/2021
48 Marie Mehta Sydney 2001 Australia 18/07/2021
49 Kaizaad Mehta Sydney 2001 Australia 18/07/2021
50 Syloo Keki Adelaide 5092 Australia 18/07/2021

ATTACHMENT B



List of Names Provided - 11/08/2021
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51 Keki Mehta Sydney 2001 Australia 18/07/2021
52 Shaheed Mehta Sydney 2137 Australia 18/07/2021
53 Sophie Mauriello Lockleys 5032 Australia 18/07/2021
54 Athena South Adelaide 5001 Australia 18/07/2021
55 Sophia Edmonds Gilberton 5081 Australia 18/07/2021
56 Maria Santoreneos Adelaide 5001 Australia 18/07/2021
57 Priya Selva-nayagam Adelaide 5001 Australia 18/07/2021
58 Tania Mavragelos Adelaide 5001 Australia 18/07/2021
59 Robin Greenslade Adelaide 5001 Australia 18/07/2021
60 Phaedon Angelo Adelaide 5001 Australia 19/07/2021
61 Geoffrey Pacecca Medindie 5081 Australia 19/07/2021
62 Stan Kontos Adelaide 5081 Australia 19/07/2021
63 Sophia Provatidis Adelaide 5081 Australia 19/07/2021
64 Joanne Campione Tweed Heads 2485 Australia 19/07/2021
65 Kate Wegener Adelaide 5081 Australia 19/07/2021
66 Vicki Konns Adelaide 5001 Australia 19/07/2021
67 Anil Nitchingham Medindie 5081 Australia 19/07/2021
68 Graham Marshall Adelaide 5001 Australia 19/07/2021
69 Karen Tallent Adelaide 5001 Australia 19/07/2021
70 James Tallent Adelaide 5001 Australia 19/07/2021
71 George and Jenny Pavlakos Medindie 5081 Australia 19/07/2021
72 Jen Pavlakos Adelaide 5001 Australia 19/07/2021
73 Conni Pav Adelaide 5000 Australia 19/07/2021
74 Kyle Crout Adelaide 5001 Australia 19/07/2021
75 Michael Vallelonga Adelaide 5001 Australia 19/07/2021
76 Nitsa Panou Medindie Gardens 5081 Australia 19/07/2021
77 Irini Tipouikidis Adelaide 5001 Australia 19/07/2021
78 Tia Pavlakos Adelaide 5001 Australia 19/07/2021
79 Kris Katsanis Sydney 2035 Australia 19/07/2021
80 Ross Moffatt Adelaide 5001 Australia 20/07/2021
81 Kathy Gramp Medindie 5081 Australia 20/07/2021
82 Peter Wiadrowski Adelaide 5001 Australia 20/07/2021
83 samantha elfenbein Adelaide 5001 Australia 20/07/2021
84 Bronwyn Cotton Adelaide 5001 Australia 20/07/2021
85 Tony Primaro North Adelaide 5006 Australia 20/07/2021
86 Lisa Primaro North Adelaide 5006 Australia 20/07/2021
87 D Adams Medindie 5081 Australia 21/07/2021
88 Zoe Detmold Medindie 5081 Australia 21/07/2021
89 Jonathon Allen Medindie 5081 Australia 21/07/2021
90 John Reece Adelaide 5001 Australia 22/07/2021
91 Stephanie Murdock Medindie 5081 Australia 22/07/2021
92 John Clark Adelaide 5001 Australia 22/07/2021
93 Daniela Sánchez Mejía Adelaide 5081 Australia 22/07/2021
94 Tarah Reade Melbourne 3752 Australia 22/07/2021
95 Zoe Pandey Balwyn North 3104 Australia 22/07/2021
96 Sonja Scherer 2040 Australia 22/07/2021
97 Nhung Hoang Sydney 2001 Australia 22/07/2021
98 Jamie Wearing Perth 2007 Australia 23/07/2021
99 Judy Koh Medindie 5081 Australia 23/07/2021
100 Lucy Hood Prospect 5082 Australia 23/07/2021
101 Paul Reader Adelaide 5001 Australia 23/07/2021
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Name City State Postal 
Code Country Signed On

102 Christine Reece Adelaide 5001 Australia 23/07/2021
103 Chris Tallent Adelaide 5001 Australia 24/07/2021
104 Muhammad Tajdar Sydney 2001 Australia 24/07/2021
105 Saima Shah Sydney 2001 Australia 24/07/2021
106 Candice Li Sydney 2001 Australia 24/07/2021
107 crystal Ren Sydney 2001 Australia 24/07/2021
108 Alexandra Griffiths Sydney 2099 Australia 24/07/2021
109 aiguo wang waitara 2077 Australia 24/07/2021
110 Stuart Nunn Adelaide 5081 Australia 25/07/2021
111 Jessica Le Adelaide 5001 Australia 25/07/2021

John Montague Adelaide 5001 Australia 25/07/2021
112 Richard Wilson Adelaide 5001 Australia 25/07/2021
113 Belinda Castrisos Maroubra 2035 Australia 25/07/2021
114 Joe Jimmie Adelaide 5001 Australia 25/07/2021
115 rob bickmore Adelaide 5001 Australia 25/07/2021
116 Olivia Rossouw Melbourne 3000 Australia 25/07/2021
117 Tram Thai Adelaide 5001 Australia 25/07/2021
118 Emily Clark Adelaide 5045 Australia 25/07/2021
119 andrew kelly Adelaide 5008 Australia 26/07/2021
120 Stewart Ferguson Adelaide 5008 Australia 26/07/2021
121 Kathryn Pryor Adelaide 5001 Australia 26/07/2021
122 Zach edwards Melbourne 3000 Australia 26/07/2021
123 Selena Braumann Concord 2137 Australia 26/07/2021
124 Xavier Lai Sydney 2170 Australia 26/07/2021
125 Dragica Buhanec 3023 Australia 26/07/2021
126 Heather Burton Melbourne Australia 26/07/2021
127 Peter Cleary Medindie 5081 Australia 26/07/2021
128 K Lai Adelaide 5082 Australia 26/07/2021
129 Patrick Dennis Brisbane 4000 Australia 26/07/2021
130 Alexandra Lakes Medindie 5081 Australia 27/07/2021
131 Hayley Hales 2528 Australia 27/07/2021
132 Cat Flint Adelaide Australia 27/07/2021
133 Donna Blake Brisbane 4000 Australia 27/07/2021
134 Maria Dipalo Adelaide 5081 Australia 27/07/2021
135 Chantelle Carson 5000 Australia 27/07/2021
136 John Keeler Adelaide 5001 Australia 27/07/2021
137 Patrick Eid Illawong 2234 Australia 27/07/2021
138 Renee Bouterakos Melbourne 3000 Australia 27/07/2021
139 Jelica Roland Zagreb 10360 Australia 27/07/2021
140 MICHAEL HINZ Haywards Bay 2530 Australia 27/07/2021
141 Maisie McVeigh Brisbane 4000 Australia 28/07/2021
142 Merilee Hobby Adelaide 5001 Australia 28/07/2021
143 Amelia Sztachanski Sydney 2000 Australia 28/07/2021
144 Brydee Corcoran Brisbane 4503 Australia 28/07/2021
145 Sotiri Giamarelos Adelaide 5001 Australia 28/07/2021
146 Cindy Butler Aranda 2614 Australia 28/07/2021
147 Cain Butler Adelaide 5081 Australia 29/07/2021
148 Helen Stravolemos Adelaide 5084 Australia 29/07/2021
149 Paul Iakovidis Adelaide 5001 Australia 29/07/2021
150 Anastasia Rabah Adelaide 5001 Australia 29/07/2021
151 Darnell Reid Adelaide 5001 Australia 29/07/2021
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152 Nicole Mahar Melbourne 3000 Australia 29/07/2021
153 kosta strav Adelaide 5001 Australia 29/07/2021
154 Kosta Dimas Adelaide 5001 Australia 29/07/2021
155 Grishma K c Sydney 2001 Australia 29/07/2021
156 Renato Rillotta Adelaide 5001 Australia 29/07/2021
157 William Morgos Adelaide 5001 Australia 29/07/2021
158 Matt Mahar Gulfview Heights 5096 Australia 29/07/2021
159 LYN O'GRADY Adelaide 5001 Australia 29/07/2021
160 Kitty Marmanidis Adelaide 5081 Australia 29/07/2021
161 Luke Watkins 5081 Australia 29/07/2021
162 Cameron Rundle Adelaide 5001 Australia 29/07/2021
163 Julia Vidic Adelaide 5001 Australia 29/07/2021
164 Nakita Cattonar Adelaide 5001 Australia 29/07/2021
165 Jack Matthews Adelaide 5001 Australia 29/07/2021
166 K N Melbourne 3040 Australia 29/07/2021
167 Sean Reynolds Adelaide 5001 Australia 29/07/2021
168 Anita Taylor Adelaide 5001 Australia 29/07/2021
169 Martyn Tonkin Adelaide 5045 Australia 29/07/2021
170 Julie Bennett Adelaide 5001 Australia 29/07/2021
171 Jordyn Carronar medindie 5001 Australia 29/07/2021
172 Darryn Briers Mount Barker 5251 Australia 29/07/2021
173 David Kilner 5083 Australia 29/07/2021
174 Donald Wright Adelaide 5001 Australia 29/07/2021
175 Ty Grundy 5084 Australia 29/07/2021
176 William PIENING Adelaide 5001 Australia 29/07/2021
177 nikki kemp Adelaide 5000 Australia 29/07/2021
178 Timothy Stewart Melbourne 3000 Australia 29/07/2021
179 Rose De Palma Adelaide 5001 Australia 29/07/2021
180 Kate Plastow Adelaide 5001 Australia 29/07/2021
181 Olivia De Palma Kilburn 5084 Australia 29/07/2021
182 Merry Wickes North Adelaide 5006 Australia 29/07/2021
183 Tom Ragghianti Adelaide 5001 Australia 29/07/2021
184 Ella Jansen Melbourne 3001 Australia 29/07/2021
185 Toby Priest 5034 Australia 29/07/2021
186 Lesley Beresford Adelaide 5001 Australia 29/07/2021
187 penny Taylor Adelaide 5000 Australia 29/07/2021
188 Pauline Kemp Nailsworth SA 5083 Australia 29/07/2021
189 Bernadette Noble Adelaide 5112 Australia 29/07/2021
190 Aggie Bargains Adelaide 5000 Australia 29/07/2021
191 Marguerite Neate Adelaide 5001 Australia 29/07/2021
192 Jillian Deer Adelaide 5001 Australia 29/07/2021
193 jennifer barron 2039 Australia 29/07/2021
194 Nina Travers 5021 Australia 29/07/2021
195 Catrina Forbes 5164 Australia 30/07/2021
196 Yvonne Troy Gladesville 1675 Australia 30/07/2021
197 Alistair Douglas Morphet Vale 5162 Australia 30/07/2021
198 Rhys Jones 3941 Australia 30/07/2021
199 Helen Yon Lightsview 5085 Australia 30/07/2021
200 Lisa Perkins 4655 Australia 30/07/2021
201 Alison Powell Adelaide 5001 Australia 30/07/2021
202 Evie Friedrich Sydney 1001 Australia 30/07/2021



List of Names Provided - 11/08/2021

Name City State Postal 
Code Country Signed On

203 Susan Farrant Adelaide 5001 Australia 30/07/2021
204 Merv Fisher Murray Bridge 5211 Australia 30/07/2021
205 Tim Covark Adelaide 5001 Australia 30/07/2021
206 Marianne Burke Adelaide 2021 Australia 30/07/2021
207 Raquel Holland Athol Park 5074 Australia 30/07/2021
208 Martin Watts St.Marys 2760 Australia 30/07/2021
209 Kylie Covark Klemzig 5087 Australia 30/07/2021
210 Elizabeth Conlan Andergrove Queensland 4740 Australia 30/07/2021
211 Chris Clark Adelaide 5000 Australia 30/07/2021
212 judith oldsen prospect 5082 Australia 30/07/2021
213 Darrell Foote Adelaide 5033 Australia 30/07/2021
214 Amanda Barnes HORNSBY 2077 Australia 30/07/2021
215 Apostolos Hatzistamatis Melbourne 3001 Australia 30/07/2021
216 Timothy Burton Adelaide 5000 Australia 30/07/2021
217 Rose Fraser Felixstow 5070 Australia 30/07/2021
218 Anna Brown Sydney 2001 Australia 30/07/2021
219 Todd Wiadrowski Adelaide 5001 Australia 30/07/2021
220 Christine Wicks Adelaide 5001 Australia 30/07/2021
221 Ivan Jose Adelaide 5001 Australia 30/07/2021
222 Garry Adams Adelaide 5001 Australia 30/07/2021
223 David Allwood Melbourne 3000 Australia 30/07/2021
224 Kathryn Griffiths Adelaide 5001 Australia 30/07/2021
225 Matthew Kelly Millendon 6056 Australia 31/07/2021
226 Beanman McBean Melbourne 3001 Australia 31/07/2021
227 Zaklina Matlioska Sydney 2001 Australia 31/07/2021
228 Andrew McGlashan 3134 Australia 31/07/2021
229 Tony Waugh casey 3977 Australia 31/07/2021
230 Marcos Cunningham Sydney 2000 Australia 31/07/2021
231 mick m Perth 6001 Australia 31/07/2021
232 John Brandt Adelaide 5081 Australia 31/07/2021
233 Sean Brandt Adelaide 5001 Australia 31/07/2021
234 Eileen Dowler Adelaide 5001 Australia 31/07/2021
235 Sully Detmold Unley 5061 Australia 31/07/2021
236 Susan Guy Adelaide 5001 Australia 31/07/2021
237 Jenni Hewetr Adelaide 5001 Australia 31/07/2021
238 Rocco Portolesi Adelaide 5031 Australia 31/07/2021
239 Lawliet Ryukzaki Saint Marys 2760 Australia 31/07/2021
240 patrick harford Adelaide 5001 Australia 31/07/2021
241 Wai Yan Myint Sydney 2060 Australia 1/08/2021
242 Alissa Goodwin Adelaide 5001 Australia 1/08/2021
243 Trudy Hocking Enfield 5085 Australia 1/08/2021
244 Florans Darmo NSW 2011 Australia 1/08/2021
245 Shirley Wrightson Adelaide 5001 Australia 1/08/2021
246 Krystale Petruzzella Adelaide 5001 Australia 1/08/2021
247 Max Carias Adelaide 5001 Australia 1/08/2021
248 Andrew Saleh Adelaide 5001 Australia 1/08/2021
249 Sean McKay 5162 Australia 1/08/2021
250 Daniel Bell Adelaide 5001 Australia 2/08/2021
251 Robert Youngson Medindie 5081 Australia 2/08/2021
252 Patricia Petronio Adelaide 5001 Australia 2/08/2021
253 Fatma Karatas Adelaide 5001 Australia 2/08/2021
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254 Paula Johnson Adelaide 5001 Australia 2/08/2021
255 Rebecca Bromell Sydney 2001 Australia 2/08/2021
256 Nicole Jackson Brisbane 4001 Australia 2/08/2021
257 Zwunme Win Sydney 2000 Australia 2/08/2021
258 Zeke Williams Melbourne 3953 Australia 2/08/2021
259 Marinella Duval Sydney 2206 Australia 3/08/2021
260 Jacki Smith Medindie 5081 Australia 3/08/2021
261 Marianne Kay Adelaide 5001 Australia 3/08/2021
262 Andrew Kay Adelaide 5001 Australia 3/08/2021
263 Agnes Weinstein Adelaide 5001 Australia 3/08/2021
264 Ishani Sood Adelaide 5001 Australia 4/08/2021
265 Eva Day Adelaide 5001 Australia 4/08/2021
266 Gisele Wiadrowski Glenelg north 5045 Australia 4/08/2021
267 Teagan Powell Adelaide 5001 Australia 4/08/2021
268 Lisa Nelson Adelaide 5001 Australia 4/08/2021
269 Emily Teoh Adelaide 5000 Australia 4/08/2021
270 Rebecca Foster Adelaide 5001 Australia 4/08/2021
271 Paarami Sooriyabandara Adelaide 5001 Australia 4/08/2021
272 Lyndall Klaebe Adelaide 5082 Australia 4/08/2021
273 Lucy Per Adelaide 5001 Australia 4/08/2021
274 Philip Weinstein Adelaide 5001 Australia 4/08/2021
275 Hamayel Abaid Adelaide 5001 Australia 4/08/2021
276 John and Sonia Delloso Adelaide 5001 Australia 4/08/2021
277 Trinity Hong Adelaide 5001 Australia 4/08/2021
278 YU LEE Adelaide 5001 Australia 6/08/2021
279 Yun Xu Adelaide 5001 Australia 6/08/2021
280 Henny Jones Adelaide 5001 Australia 6/08/2021
281 Ian Jones Adelaide 5001 Australia 6/08/2021
282 Peter Taylor Sydney 1001 Australia 6/08/2021
283 Parthkumar Patel Canberra 2914 Australia 6/08/2021
284 Apw Nexus Australia 6/08/2021
285 Ben Noblet Adelaide 5001 Australia 6/08/2021
286 Katie Lawson Australia 6/08/2021
287 Joslyn Botelho Gosford 2250 Australia 7/08/2021
288 Petra Ritchie Medindie 5081 Australia 7/08/2021
289 Brett Ritchie Medindie 5081 Australia 7/08/2021
290 Snjezana Martic Melbourne 3064 Australia 7/08/2021
291 Maliheh Ghani Adelaide 5001 Australia 7/08/2021
292 Zoe Price Adelaide 5001 Australia 7/08/2021
293 Naomi Quick Medindie 5081 Australia 7/08/2021
294 David Librandi Adelaide 5069 Australia 7/08/2021
295 James Dallas Adelaide 5001 Australia 7/08/2021
296 Alex Saliba Adelaide 5065 Australia 7/08/2021
297 Eva Librandi Adelaide 5001 Australia 7/08/2021
298 Judy Fahey Adelaide 5001 Australia 7/08/2021
299 Sonia Tucun Adelaide 5001 Australia 7/08/2021
300 Therese O'Brien 5081 Australia 7/08/2021
301 Betty Nguyen Medindie 5081 Australia 8/08/2021
302 Cherie Fergusson Adelaide 5001 Australia 8/08/2021
303 Melissa Fahey Adelaide 5069 Australia 8/08/2021
304 Loretta Winsor Adelaide 5001 Australia 8/08/2021
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305 Zac Pupuke Sydney 1001 Australia 8/08/2021
306 Tuan Pham Medindie 5001 Australia 8/08/2021
307 Tuong Pham Adelaide 5000 Australia 8/08/2021
308 Tien Pham Adelaide 5001 Australia 8/08/2021
309 Chloe May 2041 Australia 8/08/2021
310 Jodie Valence Sydney 2001 Australia 8/08/2021
311 Jodi Maidment Medindie 5001 Australia 8/08/2021
312 Vanessa Glennon Medindie 5081 Australia 8/08/2021
313 Anita Kelly Sydney 2000 Australia 8/08/2021
314 A Burnell 5000 Australia 8/08/2021
315 Vito Rinaldi Adelaide 5000 Australia 9/08/2021
316 Anya Rinaldi Adelaide 5001 Australia 9/08/2021
317 Ryan Burnell Australia 9/08/2021
318 Pooja Newman Adelaide 5001 Australia 9/08/2021
319 Catherine Karkafiris Adelaide 5081 Australia 9/08/2021
320 Manuv Suri Adelaide 5001 Australia 9/08/2021
321 Suzanna Mihailidis Adelaide 5000 Australia 9/08/2021
322 Preeya Goel Adelaide 5001 Australia 9/08/2021
323 Jane Copley Adelaide 5001 Australia 9/08/2021
324 Pamela Rowlings Adelaide 5001 Australia 9/08/2021
325 David Pringle Adelaide 5001 Australia 9/08/2021
326 Mia Carr Marsfield 2122 Australia 9/08/2021
327 Gabby Prestia Adelaide 5095 Australia 9/08/2021
328 Elaine Radway Adelaide 5153 Australia 9/08/2021
329 Vikas Jasoria Medindie 5081 Australia 9/08/2021
330 Tamara Sutevski Ettalong Beach 2257 Australia 9/08/2021
331 Emily Andrew Swansea 2281 Australia 9/08/2021
332 Hadeer Anter Adelaide 5001 Australia 9/08/2021
333 Jasper Fisher Australia 9/08/2021
334 Jordan Meddings Strathfield 2135 Australia 9/08/2021
335 Meg Ritchie Australia 9/08/2021
336 Phoebe Hines Leura 2780 Australia 9/08/2021
337 Samy Kafagy Adelaide 5000 Australia 9/08/2021
338 Katharina Baran Adelaide 5001 Australia 9/08/2021
339 jasmine wegner Balmain 2041 Australia 9/08/2021
340 PHILLIPA Sharpe Nailsworth 5083 Australia 9/08/2021
341 Mary Trimble Adelaide 5001 Australia 9/08/2021
342 Mariam Naamam Sydney 2144 Australia 9/08/2021
343 Nick P Melbourne 3001 Australia 9/08/2021
344 Summer Evan Brisbane 4000 Australia 9/08/2021
345 Sophia Jacobs Adelaide 5001 Australia 9/08/2021
346 Delisha Ali Sydney 2170 Australia 9/08/2021
347 Meera Fleming Carrum 3197 Australia 9/08/2021

Jessica Le Adelaide 5001 Australia 9/08/2021
348 Kirsten Snigg Sefton Park 5083 Australia 9/08/2021
349 Madison Lepp Lalor 3075 Australia 9/08/2021
350 Tiarni Prokop Brisbane 4000 Australia 9/08/2021
351 Shanchia Abera Werribee 3030 Australia 10/08/2021
352 Steven Knox Adelaide 5001 Australia 10/08/2021
353 Toby Booth Sydney 2001 Australia 10/08/2021
354 Ian Hollitt Adelaide 5001 Australia 10/08/2021
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355 Joey Bateman Victoria 3000 Australia 10/08/2021
356 Peter Rawlinson Northcote 3070 Australia 10/08/2021
357 Sally Knox Medindie 5081 Australia 10/08/2021
358 Saphire Moore Croydon North 3136 Australia 10/08/2021
359 jasmin M***d Adelaide 5001 Australia 10/08/2021



From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Dear Councillors

As an owner occupier on , Medindie, we are strongly opposed to the proposed re-
zoning.

We are deeply disappointed that Council proffered its view to the Scotty Corner proponent in
relation to the re-zoning that “Scotty’s Corner is an example of an amalgamated site that has an
opportunity to accommodate taller buildings in a mixed use format” [C Walker, December 2020,
Senior Planner, Town of Walkerville] without consulting the suburb’s constituents generally and,
from what we understand, not making a single point of contact with any of the neighbours at the
boundary of the zone.

If this re-zoning is approved, and we understand it will be a decision of the State Planning
Assessment Commission, it is inevitable that the remaining commercial (currently Suburban
Business, allowing 3 levels only) sites on Main North Road and the at the corner of Robe and
Northcote Terraces will also ultimately be rezoned to accommodate 7 storey developments.

The idea of high-density high-rise living is an anathema to the constitution of this suburb.

We assume that the Council will thoroughly canvass the views of its constituents and, having
properly considered those views, do whatever is in its power to object to the re-zoning proposal.

Kind regards

Frank and Kathleen Karagiannis

From: Kiki Cristol

Date: 17 July 2021 at 13:21:01 ACST

To: Peter Panatsos <

Subject: RE: Scotty's Hotel



Hi Peter,
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Thank you for the courtesy of keeping me informed regarding the petition and the potential
objections we can expect. In response to your query, petitions need to be received in time for me
to include on the agenda of the next ordinary meeting of Council. It is too late to present anything
to the July meeting, however, if I receive the petition by 5pm on Wednesday 11 August 2021, I
can ensure it will be included on the 16 August Council agenda.

Petitions must:

(a) be legibly written or typed or printed; and

(b) clearly set out the request or submission of the petitioners; and

(c) include the name and address of each person who signed or endorsed the petition; and

(d) be addressed to the Council and delivered to the principal office of the Council.

With respect to emailing objections etc, please use the
walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au<mailto:walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au> email address, with
the subject title: Scotty’s Code Amendment.

cheers,

Kiki Cristol

Chief Executive Officer

Town of Walkerville

Executive and Leadership  |  66 Walkerville Terrace,  Gilberton  SA  5081 PO Box 55  |  Walkerville 
SA  5081 T +61 8 8342 7100  |  F +61 8 8269 7820

Sent: Saturday, July 17, 2021 12:27 PM

To: Kiki Cristol < >; Elizabeth Fricker

Subject: RE: Scotty's Hotel

Hi Kiki, Elizabeth and Danielle

Just a few finals items before your council meeting on Monday:
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  *   At this stage, we expect over 200 residents to object to the Scotty’s proposal however we
anticipate it will be higher than this. We will be using Change.org<http://Change.org> website.
Can you advise on the timing/dates the Council needs to see the petition to ensure the council is
fully aware of the objection from the majority of residents

  *   To save clogging up your emails, do you have a preferred email address that residents can
share their objections?

Thanks

Peter

From: Peter Panatsos

Sent: Friday, July 16, 2021 2:35 PM

Subject: RE: Scotty's Hotel

Hi Kiki

Following on from my email to Elizabeth, we understand there is a council meeting on Monday
night. We would like to submit the following questions to the CEO for review in relation to
Scotty’s Hotel:

  1.  The residents would like to understand the Council’s review process and the thoroughness of
their investigations in relation to the rezoning of Scott Hotel. Are you able to make this
information public?

a)       In the event the council process is not robust, we are seeking the council to joint fund the
independent professionals to review the site.

b)      It is very clear the council has a bias towards with this project by Carly’s email as outlined
below. We would like an understanding how the council plans to protect the interest of all
residents and not just property developers?

http://change.org/


  1.  The residences would like further clarity to why Carly has shared these views of the zoning as
per her email (dated 21 December 2020) which can be found on the submission?

  1.  We are planning to submit a petition as well as organise several public protests regarding
Scotty’s hotel. Please ensure the council is aware of this upcoming activity

Thank you

Peter

From: Peter Panatsos

Sent: Friday, July 16, 2021 10:23 AM

To: Elizabeth Fricker 

Subject: Scotty's Hotel

Hi Elizabeth and Team

In preparation of our meeting for the 11th August, we would like to provide you a update
regarding the neighbourhood sentiment relating to the proposed rezoning of Scotty’ Hotel.

We have spoken to the majority of the residence on Tennyson Street, Victoria Ave and currently
working through Dutton Street. To be frank, the significant majority of residents’ view is they are
horrified that our suburb would include a six stories building directly impacting our livelihood to
enjoy our homes.



  *   There is particular concerns with Carly Walkers email (dated 21 December 2020) that states:
“Council welcomes the removal of the reference to Medium Rise developments in the form of
three to six storeys”.  The residences would like further clarity to why Carly has shared these
views at this stage of the process?

  *   By any standard, this shadowing outlined in page 41 of the document
Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment_-_Proposal_to_Initiate.pdf (plan.sa.gov.au)
<https://plan.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/848604/Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment_-
_Proposal_to_Initiate.pdf> is a prime example of how this building goes directly to our standard
of living.  This is simply not acceptable to the residents affected.

[cid:image002.jpg@01D77B06.FA2A85F0]

  *   There is no community or social infrastructure to support increased density of the high rise
apartments / high density apartment living

  *   There are no parks, no public open space, no walking trails to accommodate this new
development. There is insufficient public community amenities

  *   There is no commercial infrastructure or development in the suburb to support high density
living

  *   The High density apartments will destroy the natural character of the suburb which has
prospered for 130 years

  *   Material adverse impact on the amenity of the whole suburb

  *   High density living would impose a dangerous precedent undermining the natural
constitution, individuality and quality of Medindie.

The residents would like to understand the Council’s review process and the thoroughness of
their investigations? As below, the residents are engaging independent professionals to review
the submission.

To summarise, we are strongly opposed to a development of this nature and seeking council
feedback as soon as possible. Please note our next steps in addition to appointing professional
support may include to not limited to:

  *   Approaching media outlets to outline our concerns

  *   Approaching State Government and relevant authorities to ensure our rights are protected

  *   Organising a public neighbourhood petition and public protests in relevant locations

We look forward to your reply.

Regards

Peter

--

https://plan.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/848604/Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment_-_Proposal_to_Initiate.pdf
https://plan.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/848604/Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment_-_Proposal_to_Initiate.pdf
cid:image002.jpg@01D77B06.FA2A85F0


From: Kathleen Karagiannis
To:
Cc:
Subject: EM202177380 - 40.78.2.2 - Scotty’s Code Amendment
Date: Saturday, 17 July 2021 6:53:07 PM

Dear Town of Walkerville, Councillors

As family residents of , Medindie we are strongly opposed to the proposed re-zoning
of Scotty’s corner.

Allowing a high rise here will be condemning a whole generation of children to not being able to play
in their own backyards, swim in their pool, shoot some hoops, without having to worry about the
piercing, unrelenting scrutiny of strangers peering down on them from high above the menacing
castle next door. 

Even a visit into the kitchen, sitting down to watch TV will be impossible without the constant and
intolerable tension of strangers stripping away the calm privacy that ought otherwise prevail.

We note the correspondence from the Town’s senior planner to the re-zoning proponent proffered the
Council’s view that the site could accommodate many levels. We were disappointed to see these
views were made without any consultation with the adjacent residents. In the absence of such
commentary, we can only assume that you are content with a scenario where dozens of eyes from
Scotty’s upper levels will stare down into our living rooms and backyards, tearing a whole in the fabric
of the neighbourhood. 

If the State Commission and Assessment Panel approves the re-zoning it is inevitable that the
remainder of like sites in the suburb will also fall to this fate. 

The proposed re-zoning must be strongly opposed by the Town of Walkerville immediately, firmly and
unconditionally.

We and other neighbours have engaged professional advisers to assist with the objection and will be
making submissions to the SCAP as part of any formal engagement process.

We expect the Town of Walkerville will be acting to preserve the character of the neighbourhood now
and into the future.

Kathleen and Nick Karagiannis

mailto:kathleen.karagiannis@icloud.com
mailto:walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au
mailto:mbishop@walkerville.sa.gov.au
mailto:nick.karagiannis@icloud.com
mailto:peter.panatsos@au.ey.com
mailto:pvw@internode.on.net


From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Another 

Sent from Elizabeth Fricker’s iPhone 

Begin forwarded message:

From: Jagjit Singh Gilhotra 
Date: 18 July 2021 at 2:23:30 pm ACST
To: Elizabeth Fricker 
Cc: Danielle Edwards 



Hi Elizabeth and Team

 

I would like to provide you the neighbourhood sentiment relating to the
proposed rezoning of Scotty’ Hotel. 

I’m sharing the email from Peter which I support whole heartedly. 

We have spoken to the majority of the residence on Tennyson Street,
Victoria Ave and currently working through Dutton Street. To be frank, the
significant majority of residents’ view is they are horrified that our suburb
would include a six stories building directly impacting our livelihood to
enjoy our homes.

 

There is particular concerns with Carly Walkers email (dated 21
December 2020) that states: “Council welcomes the removal of the
reference to Medium Rise developments in the form of three to six
storeys”.  The residences would like further clarity to why Carly has
shared these views at this stage of the process?
By any standard, this shadowing outlined in page 41 of the
document Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment_-
_Proposal_to_Initiate.pdf (plan.sa.gov.au) is a prime example of how
this building goes directly to our standard of living.  This is simply
not acceptable to the residents affected.

 

There is no community or social infrastructure to support increased
density of the high rise apartments / high density apartment living
There are no parks, no public open space, no walking trails to
accommodate this new development. There is insufficient public

mailto:efricker@walkerville.sa.gov.au
mailto:kcristol@walkerville.sa.gov.au
mailto:office@walkerville.sa.gov.au
https://plan.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/848604/Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment_-_Proposal_to_Initiate.pdf
https://plan.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/848604/Scottys_Corner_Code_Amendment_-_Proposal_to_Initiate.pdf


community amenities
There is no commercial infrastructure or development in the suburb to
support high density living
The High density apartments will destroy the natural character of the
suburb which has prospered for 130 years
Material adverse impact on the amenity of the whole suburb
High density living would impose a dangerous precedent undermining
the natural constitution, individuality and quality of Medindie.

 

The residents would like to understand the Council’s review process and the
thoroughness of their investigations? As below, the residents are engaging
independent professionals to review the submission. 

 

To summarise, we are strongly opposed to a development of this nature and
seeking council feedback as soon as possible. Please note our next steps in
addition to appointing professional support may include to not limited to:

 

Approaching media outlets to outline our concerns
Approaching State Government and relevant authorities to ensure our
rights are protected
Organising a public neighbourhood petition and public protests in
relevant locations

 

Sincerely
Jagjit

-- 
Kind Regards,
Jagjit Singh Gilhotra (Jolly)
Associate Professor



From:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Hi Elizabeth and Team
 
We hope you are all well. Please see below for the correspondence from Scottys Motel.
 
We are very concerned about this development. Given the scale outlined below, it will definitely
impact our right to privacy in our own homes, the value of our homes and detrimentally impact
our way of living.
 
We have shared our concerns with our neighbours and they are extremely in strong agreement.
Please note we believe this impacts the entire suburb and will be making all residents aware of
the detrimental impacts to any Code Amendment.
 
We are seeking your support in this matter and look forward to meeting you in August to discuss
further.
 
In terms of the meeting on Wednesday, 11 August 2021, we are hoping to invite the neighbours
to the meeting. Is this possible?
 
Look forward to hearing from you.
 
Thanks
Peter
--

Peter Panatsos | 
 

 
 

From:
Sent: Friday, July 2, 2021 4:14 PM
To: Peter Panatsos >; 'NICK KARAGIANNIS'
< >

Subject: RE: Development
 
Hi Nick and Peter
 
I did want to leave matters as left in my last email and can now provide some details in relation to the

mailto:peter.panatsos@au.ey.com
mailto:efricker@walkerville.sa.gov.au
mailto:kcristol@walkerville.sa.gov.au
mailto:acaddy@walkerville.sa.gov.au
mailto:office@walkerville.sa.gov.au
mailto:debra.panatsos@lmco.com
mailto:nkaragiannis@hwle.com.au
mailto:kathleen.karagiannis@icloud.com
mailto:familyclark@adam.com.au
mailto:peter.panatsos@au.ey.com
http://www.ey.com/


Code Amendment and the process.
 
I can confirm the Code Amendment is being conducted on our behalf by Future Urban, to rezone the
land identified by the dashed yellow line below.
           
            
A picture containing diagram  Description automatically generated

 
As part of the Code Amendment process, we will engage with relevant stakeholders. The stakeholder
engagement will be carried out by Future Urban.
           
However, before any stakeholder engagement is commenced, investigations and reports will need to
be finalised. These are currently in the process of being finalised.
           
I understand the approximate timeframes for the next steps in the Code Amendment are as follows:
 

finalise investigations and relevant reports by mid-July 2021; and
 

carry out stakeholder engagement from the start of August 2021 to the end of
September 2021.

 
During engagement stakeholders will be:
 

provided with access to the relevant Code Amendment materials, including the
supporting investigations;

 
able to ask questions; and

 
able to make a submission in relation to Code Amendment.

 
I advise Future Urban will be happy to discuss the Code Amendment with you during this time.

 
Chris Vounasis and Emily Nankivell are best contactable on 8221 5511 and are cc’d on this email.
 
Kind regards,

 
Chris Shopov



Operations Manager
 

 
 

 
 

_________________________________ 
NOTICE - This communication contains information which is confidential and the copyright of
Ernst & Young or a third party. This email may also contain legally privileged information.
Confidentiality and legal privilege attached to this communication are not waived or lost by reason
of mistaken delivery to you.

This email is intended to be read or used by the addressee only. If you are not the intended
recipient, any use, distribution, disclosure or copying of this email is strictly prohibited without the
authority of Ernst & Young. Please delete and destroy all copies and telephone Ernst & Young on
1800 655 717 immediately.

Any views expressed in this communication are those of the individual sender, except where the
sender specifically states them to be the views of Ernst & Young. Except as required by law, Ernst
& Young does not represent, warrant and/or guarantee that the integrity of this communication
has been maintained nor that the communication is free of errors, virus, interception or
interference. If this communication is a "commercial electronic message" (as defined in the Spam
Act 2003) and you do not wish to receive communications such as this, please forward this
communication to

Ernst & Young’s liability is limited by a scheme approved under professional standards legislation.



From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

…and another!

Kind regards, 

Elizabeth

Mayor Elizabeth Fricker

Town of Walkerville 
PO Box 55 | Walkerville SA 5081

Begin forwarded message:

From: Sophia Provatidis < >
Subject: Scotty's Corner
Date: 17 July 2021 at 11:22:37 am ACST
To:
Cc: Nick Karagiannis < ,

Dear Elizabeth,

It has come to my attention that the Council may be contemplating to
accomodate a seven story development at Scotty’s Corner

it is totally unacceptable to consider such a development in the unique suburb
of Medindie

I am totally against such a plan, and am sure the rest of Medindie owners
would be as well

I believe all of Medindie would rise together in protest of any such
development, with a pettition to be circulated soon 

We hope Walkerville Council would support its ratepayers and takes residents
views into account and object to any such plans

My immediate neighbours are also against this proposal and will no doubt
contact you as well

Kind regards

mailto:efricker@walkerville.sa.gov.au
mailto:kcristol@walkerville.sa.gov.au
mailto:office@walkerville.sa.gov.au
http://www.walkerville.sa.gov.au/
mailto:efricker@walkerville.sa.gov.au
mailto:sophia@majesticopals.com.au
mailto:efricker@walkerville.sa.gov.au
mailto:nkaragiannis@hwle.com.au
mailto:toniamats@gmail.com


From: Elizabeth Fricker
To: Danielle Edwards
Subject: EM202177410 - 40.78.2.2 - Fwd: Scotty"s Hotel & Council Meeting 19 July 2021
Date: Saturday, 17 July 2021 12:24:55 PM

For recording

Kind regards, 

Elizabeth

Mayor Elizabeth Fricker

Town of Walkerville 
PO Box 55 | Walkerville SA 5081

Begin forwarded message:

From: Tonia Karagiannis < >
Subject: Fwd: Scotty's Hotel & Council Meeting 19 July 2021
Date: 16 July 2021 at 6:12:41 pm ACST

Dear Mayor Fricker

 

Our attention has been drawn to the proposed amendment of the
Planning and Design Code in relation to "Scotty's Corner".

 

Our preliminary view is that we, as concerned residents of the suburb and
the Town of Walkerville, are strongly opposed to the proposed change
and deeply concerned that the Town is not taking active measures to
consult the broader Medindie community and canvass the views of
residents. It seems that the Town may be willing to accommodate 7
storey developments in a suburb with no corresponding infrastructure or
public spaces commensurate with such a development.

 

We trust that you will not be content with a scenario where dozens of
eyes from any redeveloped building will stare down into the living rooms
and backyards of residents.

 

mailto:efricker@walkerville.sa.gov.au
mailto:office@walkerville.sa.gov.au
http://www.walkerville.sa.gov.au/
mailto:efricker@walkerville.sa.gov.au
mailto:toniamats@gmail.com
mailto:efricker@walkerville.sa.gov.au
mailto:kcristol@walkerville.sa.gov.au


We understand the decision is for the State Planning Commission and we
will look forward to being engaged in any community consultation.

 

We note with concern that the Scotty's Corner re-zoning proposal also
includes rezoning of current dwellings. Assuming it is approved, it is
inevitable that the remaining commercial (Suburban Business) sites on
Main North Road and the at the crn of Robe and Northcote Terraces will
also be rezoned to accommodate 7 storey developments.

 

If the rezoning is ultimately approved as formulated, it will plainly lead to
an unconscionable, untenable and indefensible loss of privacy for
adjacent residents and the violation of the very fabric, nature and
character of the neighbourhood.

 

We must ensure that any rezoning proposal must be stopped now.

        Regards 
Jim and Tonia Matsoukas 

Medindie 5081

 

 

 

 



 

 

 



From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Below is a photo copy of our objections and I can think of many more.  This morning  I thought
what will it be like at Xmas with all these people on balconies playing loud music and we are on
our back lawn with our friends and families listening and looking at these people.  Once they
have bought their apartments we have to put up with any sort of behavior.  We don’t want to sell
our house and I expect nobody would buy it.

Hope you can help,
Jill & Peter Wiadrowski

Sent from my iPad

mailto:pvw@internode.on.net
mailto:walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au




From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

We would like to express our objection to the re-zone Scotty corner
We are current rate payers and residents of Medindie

George Pavlakos
Jenny Pavlakos
Tia Pavlakos

mailto:georgepavo@bigpond.com
mailto:walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au


From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

ATTENTION ROB ASHBY AM DEPUTY MAYOR

Dear Rob

At  Medindie my wife and I are directly affected by the proposal of YS Investments, the
owners of Scotty’s Motel,  in their proposal to amend the zoning  of their property to allow a construction of
buildings up to seven story’s in height.

The intrusion of this development over our property  with people  looking down over our homes  will be
catastrophic on our way of life and the effect it will have on the value of our homes.

The Federal and State Governments have embarked upon a $19m upgrade of the intersection where Scotty’s
Motel Stands and it is ludicrous that an investment of this size by the the two levels of Government will be put
at risk by the traffic management that will be necessary to allow traffic to have movement in and out of the
Scotty’s Motel property.

The proposed re-zoning must be strongly opposed by the Town of Walkerville immediately, firmly and
unconditionally.

Cheers, Peter and Jill Wiadrowski

mailto:pvw@internode.on.net
mailto:walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au


From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Councillors,

As Medindie residents we are writing this email to let you know we oppose any change to
allow high rise in our suburb.  Medindie is not suited to high density living and it will have
an adverse impact on its existing residents wellbeing and cultural heritage of the area.  

In addition, Medindie acts as a buffer zone to the urban wildlife corridor that the Adelaide
City Council has created with the parklands which surround the city and this wildlife
corridor is worth both protecting and preserving.  This network of green spaces provide
sanctuary not only for bird life but for skinks and native lizards etc.  Building highrise
density living on the outskirts of Medindie will significantly impact the health of this
corridor as well as aesthetically detract from the character of the suburb, also changing
the interface for the entrance to the city.  

The high density developments along Torrens and Prospect Roads and the proposed re-
development of the Aquatic Centre only emphasises the importance for the Walkerville
Council to conserve the remaining open and green space areas.  This key parkland and
green space network  (which is also made up of big gardens within the Medindie suburb
receiving natural sunlight) is a vital link to the Adelaide Botanical Gardens and should be
preserved for the next 100 years as it has bought great ecological, physical and mental well
being to all users of the area for the last 100 plus years.  The deterioration of this area by
allowing multi-storey developments will significantly detract away from the gateway to the
CBD famously known for its iconic parklands, historical buildings and the 'City of
Churches".  

Residents can only trust that local governments will take their social responsibilities
seriously and work together with each other to maintain the existing character of the city
as a whole.  We believe such developments on the outskirts of Medindie may be short
term financial gain for the Council but the rest of the suburb does not accommodate for
this and that as Council are the current custodians of the area they should be maintaining
this iconic and historical character suburb "as is" for generations to come.   Privacy in one's
own home and backyard is pivitol to general health and wellbeing.

Council needs to provide details for residents scrutiny such as

1.   What would be the total occupancy of any proposed highrise building;
2.    What parking regulations and restrictions would be lifted to support additional

cars within the area;
3.    Evidence proving occupants would use public transportation if this is the answer to

mailto:jennirhodes62@hotmail.com
mailto:walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au


2 above;
4.    What infrastructure would be developed in the area to prevent increased usage of

backroads within the suburb as a thoroughfare;
5.    What are the Council's traffic management plans going forward; as already the

school traffic creates a lot of congestion at suburb exit points.  

Yours sincerely,
Greg & Jenni Rhodes

Medindie,    SA    5081



From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Dear Walkerville Councillors,

I oppose the rezoning of the Scotty’s motel site.  A multi storey building would set a very unwelcome precedent
in Medindie and, as a resident of Medindie, I am opposed to it

Best wishes,
Jane Landers

mailto:jeglanders@gmail.com
mailto:walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au


From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

I would like to object to the change in Re -zoning which may result in Seven Storey
Developments occurring along the Main North Rd.from Scotty’s Motel to Robe Tce.
As a long term resident in Medindie, I do not wish to see such development which now spoils the
ambiance of Prospect Rd and creates an’’ apartment alley’’.
Development CAN occur on these vacant car yards,but a sensible height level would not impose
as much on neighbouring residents.Seven storey structures are not in keeping
With this heritage area and if poorly designed become an eye sore in the community.
The proposal to create a LARGE SEVEN STORIED edifice at the Scotty’s Motel site,involving the
demolition of several residences as well,seems to be extreme and ill advised.
I wish to record my strong objection to the scale of this proposal.
Sally Zimmerman

Medindie
 

mailto:sazim1@hotmail.com
mailto:walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au


From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Dear Sir/ Madam, 
I'm a resident of Medindie , I'm strongly opposed to the Scottys development, it will
greatly impinge on our privacy and further congest the area.

I would  be very disappointed  to say the least if this development went ahead .

Kindest regards

Medindie 5081

mailto:inspiringinteriors.anne@gmail.com
mailto:walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au
mailto:asclater1@gmail.com


From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Dear Councillors,
 
As an owner occupier on  I am strongly opposed to the proposed re-zoning. 
 
I am deeply disappointed that Council volunteered its view to the Scotty Corner proponent in
relation to the re-zoning that “Scotty’s Corner is an example of an amalgamated site that has an
opportunity to accommodate taller buildings in a mixed use format” [C Walker, December 2020,
Senior Planner, Town of Walkerville] without consulting the suburb’s constituents generally and,
from what we understand, not making a single point of contact with any of the neighbours at the
boundary of the zone.
 
If this re-zoning is approved, and we understand it will be a decision of the State Planning
Assessment Commission, it is inevitable that the remaining commercial (currently Suburban
Business, allowing 3 levels only) sites on Main North Road and the at the corner of Robe and
Northcote Terraces will also ultimately be rezoned to accommodate 7 storey developments.
 
The idea of high-density high-rise living is an abomination to the constitution of this suburb.
 
We assume that the Council will thoroughly canvass the views of its constituents and, having
properly considered those views, do whatever is in its power to object to the re-zoning proposal.
 
Regards,
Paul Reader | CERTIFIED FINANCIAL PLANNER® | CEO

                   
On behalf of Paul Reader, PA104 P/L ABN 57 161 934 854 trading as Paradigm Advice is an Authorised
Representative and Credit Representative of AMP Financial Planning Pty Limited Australian Financial
Services Licensee (AFSL Number 232 706) and Australian Credit Licensee (ACL Number 232 706).

mailto:paul.reader@paradigmadvice.com.au
mailto:walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au
https://www.facebook.com/paradigmadvice
mailto:paul.reader@paradigmadvice.com.au


Subject: Scotty’s Code Amendment 

Dear Councillors  

As an owner occupier, I Marina Nitchingham, of  am strongly 
opposed to the proposed re-zoning.  

I am deeply disappointed that Council volunteered its view to the Scotty Corner proponent in 
relation to the re-zoning that “Scotty’s Corner is an example of an amalgamated site that has 
an opportunity to accommodate taller buildings in a mixed use format” [C Walker, December 
2020, Senior Planner, Town of Walkerville] without consulting the suburb’s constituents 
generally and, from what I understand, not making a single point of contact with any of the 
neighbours at the boundary of the zone. 

If this re-zoning is approved, and I understand it will be a decision of the State Planning 
Assessment Commission, it is inevitable that the remaining commercial (currently Suburban 
Business, allowing 3 levels only) sites on Main North Road and the at the corner of Robe and 
Northcote Terraces will also ultimately be rezoned to accommodate 7 storey developments. 

The idea of high-density high-rise living is an abomination to the constitution of this suburb. 

I assume that the Council will thoroughly canvass the views of its constituents and, having 
properly considered those views, do whatever is in its power to object to the re-zoning 
proposal. 

Kind regards 

Marina Nitchingham 



From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Dear Councillors 

As an owner occupier on  , we are strongly
opposed to the proposed re-zoning. 

We are deeply disappointed that Council volunteered its view to the
Scotty Corner proponent in relation to the re-zoning that “Scotty’s Corner
is an example of an amalgamated site that has an opportunity to
accommodate taller buildings in a mixed use format” [C Walker,
December 2020, Senior Planner, Town of Walkerville] without consulting
the suburb’s constituents generally and, from what we understand, not
making a single point of contact with any of the neighbours at the
boundary of the zone.

If this re-zoning is approved, and we understand it will be a decision of
the State Planning Assessment Commission, it is inevitable that the
remaining commercial (currently Suburban Business, allowing 3 levels
only) sites on Main North Road and the at the corner of Robe and
Northcote Terraces will also ultimately be rezoned to accommodate 7
storey developments.

The idea of high-density high-rise living is an abomination to the
constitution of this suburb.

We assume that the Council will thoroughly canvass the views of its
constituents and, having properly considered those views, do whatever is
in its power to object to the re-zoning proposal.

Kind regards

Cain butler Medindie!!!!!! 

 Regards 
 
Cain Butler

Account Manager 

mailto:cainbutler89@gmail.com
mailto:walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au


Lucy Hood
Your Local Labor Candidate

Australian

Labor

Ms Kiki Cristol
Chief Executive Officer

Town ofWalkerville

Dear Chief Executive Officer,

I write on behalf of residents who have contacted me, as their Local Labor Candidate, regarding

the redevelopment ofScotty's Motel site in Medindie.

Members of the community have contacted me concerned with 'Scotty's Corner's' re-zoning

proposal which also includes neighbouring properties.

While many welcome some form of development on this site, locals have highlighted how the

new proposal would allow that corner to accommodate a seven-storey development, as

opposed to the current three storey maximum allowance.

Further to this, residents have raised concerns that if this re-zoning occurred at 'Scotty's

Corner', then it is possible that this new benchmark could impact the remaining commercial and

residential sites, on Main North Road and at the comer of Robe and Northcote Terraces, to also

be rezoned to accommodate seven-storey developments.

This height increase, from three to seven storeys, is concerning for residents, particularly those

on Tennyson Street and Victoria Avenue, who have highlighted to me the ways a development

of this nature could impact their privacy, cast a shadow on their homes and impact the amenity

of Medindie as a character suburb. Further, members of the community have raised concerns

over the possibility of high-density apartment living at this location and the lack of commercial

and social infrastructure, as well as community amenities to support such increased density in

the area.

On behalf of residents, I ask that the Town of Walkerville consider these concerns, particularly

the height increase to accommodate a seven-storey development, in relation to the re-zoning of

'Scotty's Corner' as part of the community consultation process over the site.

If you would like to discuss this matter further, please contact me on 0451 689 400 or

lucy.hood@alpsa.org.au. Thank you in advance for considering local residents' requests.

Yours.sincerely.

Lucy Hood

Labor Candidate f6r Adelaide

/, U}e. c-A/v ofa
ka,**—**^'

Stay up to date and follow me on Facebook ©LucyHoodAdelaide IUCyhOOd.COIH.aU



  

 
Request for Service/ 

General Complaints Form 
 

 
 

 
 

Request for Service/General Complaints Form 
As per Council’s Request for Service and General Complaint Handling Policy 

 
To complete this form electronically, please download and complete in Adobe. 
 
Customer Details 
 

Name 

Organisation (if relevant)  

Address 

Postal address (if different from above)  

Contact phone numbers 

Email  
 

 
Request/Complaint Details 
 
Type of request 

 

 Request for Service Request for Information 

 Complaint 

Date of request  

Description of request/complaint 
(please include as much detail as possible or 
attach photos or other relevant documents under 
the Attachment section) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
  



 
Request for Service/ 

General Complaints Form 
 

Attachments 
 
Please attach any relevant photos/documents. 
 

 
Desired Resolution 
 
Please provide details on how you would like the matter resolved. 
 

Desired resolution/outcome  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Would you like a representative from 
Council to contact you regarding this 
matter 

 Yes No  

Preferred contact method  Phone Email Post 

 
 
Lodgement of Form 
 
You can lodge your form by clicking the “Submit via email” button, or alternatively select the “Print form” 
button and post to PO Box 55, Walkerville SA 5081 or deliver to 66 Walkerville Terrace, Gilberton. If you 
require further assistance, please call our friendly Customer Experience Officers on 8342 7100. 
 

 
 

Submit via 
email 

Print  
form 

Click here to 
attach files 

Save 
form 



From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

We, residents of , Walkerville SA 5081, wish to object to the rezoning of the Scotty's Motel
on the following grounds;

material adverse impact on the immediate properties in terms of privacy, quality of lifestyle and
property values
overshadowing of existing home
issues of increased traffic flow in Medindie
further parking congestion 
sets precedent for future developments in Medindie
distracts from the quality of the suburb.

Timothy Gramp
Kathy Gramp
Harrison Gramp

-- 

Kathy Gramp FAICD, FCA

 

Mobile: 

mailto:kathygramp@timgrampwines.com.au
mailto:walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au
mailto:kathygramp@timgrampwines.com.au
mailto:kathygramp@timgrampwines.com.au
http://www.timgrampwines.com.au/


From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

To Walkerville Councillors

Re Scotty's corner proposed development

This is a large commercial development not in keeping with the nature of the residential
suburb. A development should by definition add value and beauty to an area, rather than
detract from it.

Medindie contains many heritage listed houses and is of historical value, contributing to
the old world charm of Adelaide. High density high rise buildings are not in keeping with
the nature of the suburb.

The proposal includes a request for inappropriate rezoning of the 2 private house sites on
Nottage Tce. 

If this proposal proceeds, it creates a precedence for all suburbs in the area (or in all
councils) to be ringed by
looming multistorey buildings, replacing residential sites and creating ugly crowded traffic
corridors. This looks like crowded Sydney, not like beautiful Adelaide, renowned for its
open living and gardens.

Walkerville Council in 2019 limited even the height of the narrow Scottys figure to max 3
stories (see the minutes on record).

The proposed tall structure would cause shadowing of houses close by, and erode privacy
to those houses.

A large residential capacity on that corner will also increase fast traffic through the centre
of Medindie along
Dutton Tce from NE Rd to Main Nth Rd so as to end up on the correct side of the road to
pull into the corner
complex. Young school children walk through the suburb every day, to Wilderness school
and down to Walkerville Primary School. Increasing the fast traffic flow in the residential
streets will result in injury and death.

The traffic flow along Nottage Terrace has very markedly increased in the last few years.
Creating yet more
congestion around that corner will be dangerous, with the fast passage of cars around the
corner.

There is no provision for amenities associated with the development such as reasonable
parking and green
spaces.

It is reprehensible on so many levels that the proposal has been given any oxygen. The lure
of the dollar should not trump a livable community.

Regards

Dr Ingrid Wangel

mailto:iwangel@internode.on.net
mailto:walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au


Resident in Medindie since 1990



From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Dear Kiki,

As residents of Medindie SA 5081 my wife Suzanna Mihailidis and I
strongly oppose the Scotty's code Amendment. The current zoning which includes
Suburban Business Zone and Established Neighbourhood zone is a good mix of being able
to develop the site yet maintaining the integrity and fabric of this neighbourhood. The new
proposal of rezoning it as Urban Corridor Business zone is ill conceived and will irreparably
damage the quality and fabric of the whole Medindie suburb. 

A seven-storey structure in such a limited space will be a constant eyesore and there is no
doubt it will have an adverse and deleterious spill over effects into the immediate
neighbourhood not to mention medium to longer term creeping effect into the rest of
Medindie despite any assurances from the developers. It is a bad idea and should not be
allowed to proceed.

Kind regards,

Dr Manuv Suri 

 

 

mailto:manuvsuri@hotmail.com
mailto:walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au
mailto:suzem2012@hotmail.com


From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Kiki Christol
CEO, Town of Walkerville

Dear Kiki

I support the objections raised by local residents regarding both the Scotty's Corner and
Buckingham Arms sites. 

There should be no change to zoning rules for the Scotty's Corner or Buckingham Arms
sites.

These proposals impact many residents and will, if approved will change the nature
and fabric of the suburb as well as having a material adverse impact on the
immediate neighbourhood in terms of privacy and quality of life.

We note with concern that Scotty's Corner re-zoning proposal includes rezoning of
current dwellings. Assuming it is approved, it is inevitable that the remaining
commercial (currently Suburban Business, allowing 3 levels only) sites on Main
North Road and the at the corner of Robe and Northcote Terraces will also be
rezoned to accommodate seven (7) storey developments.

Without a doubt, this will not only impact residents on Tennyson Street and
Victoria Ave but the whole suburb if this is approved. Currently in Medindie:

There is no community or social infrastructure to support
increased density of the high rise apartments / high density
apartment living (there will be lack of transport and car parks)

There are no parks, no public open space, no walking trails to
accommodate this new development. There is insufficient public
community amenities

There is no commercial infrastructure or development in the
suburb to support high density living 

The High density apartments will destroy the natural character of
the suburb which has prospered for 130 years

Material adverse impact on the amenity of the whole suburb

High density living would impose a dangerous precedent
undermining the natural constitution, individuality and quality of
Medindie.

I concur with the concerns raised with your Council by Mr Peter Panatsos and would like
Council to object to the proposed amendments.

Justin Commons

mailto:justin.commons@gmail.com
mailto:walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au


Medindie, SA, 5081
Mobile:



Medindie 
SA 5081 

10th August 2021 

Dear Mayor Fricker and Councillor Bishop, 

Re: Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 

I am writing to you as a Medindie resident who is concerned about the proposed Code 
Amendment to Scotty’s Corner.   

It is clear that the proposed amendment will have a significant impact, not only for the 
adjacent landowners of the site, but for many people who live in Medindie. 

Among the issues of concern are the following: 

• A development of 5-7 storeys high will not only create an issue of
overshadowing for neighbours, but overlooking for many more.

• Two houses have been included in the amendment, which suggests the
potential for creep into the residential areas of Medindie.

• A development with provision for spaces for 261 cars will result in an
increase in traffic on main roads that are already very busy at peak hours. It is
already sometimes quite hard to get out of Medindie when the traffic is
dense.

• No modelling has been performed of the impact of extra traffic on the local
roads of Medindie.  It is highly likely that cars arriving/returning to the new
development from the south or west of Medindie will be tempted to travel
by quicker routes through Medindie rather than around Robe, Northcote and
Nottage Terraces. Particularly during peak hours.

• Rezoning Scotty’s Corner will set a precedent for the car yard district of the
Main North Road between Nottage and Robe Terraces.  This impacts the
entire western side of Medindie and a great many households will be
affected.  Consequently this amendment cannot be viewed in isolation.

I would note that the ‘Engagement Plan’ proposed by Future Urban gives ‘collaborative’ 
engagement to the Town of Walkerville.  No other local stakeholders have been offered any 
significant input.  Non-adjacent residents of Medindie are classed as members of the 
‘General Public’, with a ‘low’ level of interest and no expectation of information flowing 
from us to them.  We are merely to be ‘provided with balanced … information to assist (us) 



in understanding the problem’.  (This actually renders the Public Meeting organised for 8 
September a potentially pointless exercise.) 

Since the Town of Walkerville is the only local group who can meaningfully engage the 
developer (according to the Engagement Plan) it is important that you have a clear idea of 
the views of the residents of Medindie.  Particularly those in the western half who will be 
most affected by the future developments on the Main North Road.  I would expect Council 
to adopt a stance that reflects these views if a clear majority opinion appears (so long as 
those views are not unreasonable).  With less than six weeks consultation left, this is an 
urgent issue for many of us. 

While drafting this letter I have been encouraged to see on the website that Council is to 
have the Code Amendment documentation independently reviewed and the results 
presented at a Council meeting. While this is absolutely necessary, I don’t think it is 
sufficient. 

The bigger picture is the zoning of the strip between Nottage and Robe Terraces. Many 
residents of Medindie (like myself) are only now gradually becoming explicitly aware of this 
broader issue for the first time.  It would be entirely reasonable for Council’s position to be 
one of opposing the Code Amendment pending a review of the entire strip area.  This would 
allow a holistic assessment of the impact of future strip development on Medindie - rather 
than a piecemeal car-yard by car-yard Code Amendment submission process taking place 
over a number of years.  That would be extremely debilitating for many of us in Medindie. 

The current zoning appears to allow for 3 storey development, which is more in keeping 
with the local suburb than the new proposal, and is more acceptable to many in the local 
community. For that reason I would strongly reject the rezoning proposal. 

I’ve been a resident of Dutton Terrace, Medindie for 15 years.  And I think it’s no 
exaggeration to say that for me this is the most significant community issue to arise in that 
time. 

Thanks for your consideration. 

Yours faithfully, 

David Pringle 



From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Good evening,
We would like to formally acknowledge our opposition to the proposed 6/7 storey redevelopment of Scottys
corner.

We have saved for 10 years to buy a property in Medindie and have loved living here the last 12 months.
Having come from Parkside we love the space and quiet that comes from living in Medindie. We have so many
birds and it is so relaxing going for a walk around our streets.

Being at 33 Dutton Tce, Medindie, the proposed redevelopment would look into our back yard. We are
concerned about our privacy for ourselves and our children. The higher story building would enable people to
see our back family room and pool area. This would affect the ambience of our back yard and mean we have to
keep our curtains closed. It would also affect the value of our home. We are also worried about extra traffic and
parking on our streets.

We are not opposed to redevelopment but do strongly object to the the proposed zoning changes to enable a 6/7
storey building to be completed. We support keeping the zoning as it is and not allowing higher buildings to
stand out in our current calm and private environment.

We appreciate your support on this.
Many thanks
Scott Quick and Naomi Fahey Quick

Naomi Fahey Quick
Thrive Children's Occupational Therapy Service

mailto:naomi@thrivechildren.com.au
mailto:walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au
mailto:info@futureurban.com.au


From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Please find attached a copy for your information.
 
Regards from
 
Phillip Brunning
Director

 

mailto:phil@phillipbrunning.com
mailto:walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au
mailto:phil@phillipbrunning.com


Mr Phillip Brunning 

MEDINDIE  SA  5081 

6 September 2021 
 
 
The Hon Vickie Chapman MP 
Deputy Premier 
Attorney-General 
Minister for Planning and Local Government 

Dear Minister, 
 
Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
 
As provided for, I make the following submission in relation to the proposed 
amendment to the Planning & Design Code presented by Future Urban on behalf of 
YS Super Investments Pty Ltd as such relates to land described as Scotty’s Corner. 
 
I make this submission as a resident of Medindie who has a keen interest in the 
orderly planning and proper development. I am also recognised as a Registered 
Planner and an Accredited Professional under the Act. 
 
It is first appropriate to note that this rezoning proposal relates to a relatively small 
number of properties, the most notable of which being Scotty’s Motel. It also includes 
several residential properties along Nottage Terrace. 
 
While Scotty’s Motel is presently located within the Suburban Business Zone, these 
residential properties fronting Nottage Terrace which are developed with single 
storey detached dwellings, are located within the Established Neighborhood Zone. 
 
I also note that an historic policy overlay applies to these residential properties. 
 
The proposal seeks to rezone this land to Urban Corridor (Business) Zone with a 
height limit up to 6 levels for mixed use development, presumably for commercial 
uses at ground floor and residential dwellings above. 
 
I note that the land on the north west side of Main North Road within the adjoining 
City of Prospect is located within this Urban Corridor (Business) Zone which has a 
maximum building height of 4 levels. 
 
The Suburban Business Zone which extends along Main North Road down to the 
intersection with Robe Terrace currently provides for up to 3 building levels.  I note a 
substantial number of these properties (former car yard) are presently vacant. 
 
The land to be rezoned (the affected area) has an interface with low scale residential 
properties to the south that have frontage to Tennyson Street and also to those to the 
east with frontage to Nottage Terrace and/or Victoria Avenue.     
 



For the reasons outlined below, I am of the opinion that the proposed rezoning 
should not proceed in its current form and that a broader, more comprehensive and 
strategic approach should be taken if the Code is to be changed. 
 
1. The scope or extent of the rezoning proposal is in my view artificially limited and 

should be expanded to include the entirety of the land within the Suburban 
Business Zone down to Robe Terrace. 

 
2. To constrain rezoning considerations only to land presented by this Proponent 

fails to appropriately explore the development potential and benefits that may be 
derived from a more strategic approach. 

 
3. I would encourage the Proponent to engage with other land owners along Main 

North Road so as to explore the potential for this rezoning exercise to be 
expanded so as to realise the full potential than this land presents. 

 
4. It is apparent that this locality is in a state of transition as the motor vehicle sales 

sector adapts to changed market circumstance and the emerging value of this 
near City land which is well served by public transport. 

 
5. I suggest that this land on the south east side of Main North Road may have 

significantly greater development capacity than that on the other side due to the 
proportionally larger and aggregated nature of these land parcels. 

 
6. Spot rezoning’s of the nature proposed are potentially problematic and may have 

unintended consequences that are not in the broader public interest. I encourage 
some caution in this regard.      

 
7. While I accept that the Scotty’s Motel site presents as an appropriate candidate 

for a more intensive form of development, I am not so convinced with respect to 
the low scale residential properties to the east. 

 
8. The current rezoning proposal represents an erosion of the Established 

Neighbourhood Zone and threatens to compromise the integrity of this long-
standing residential area that is also subject to a heritage overlay. 

 
9. I would therefore encourage close scrutiny of the analysis and proposed policy 

response in relation to the interface with existing low scale residential 
development to the south and east.   

 
10. The proposed height of 6 levels may be excessive, particularly in the context of 

the current height limits within adjoining zones which have been tempered in 
response to low scale residential development adjoining.        

 
As provided for, I seek the opportunity to speak further to my submission. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Phillip Brunning  
 
cc.  Town of Walkerville 

City of Prospect 



From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

I would like it recorded that my Wife and I are NOT in favour of the Proposed Zone
Amendment.

We are Residents at , Medindie immediately behind the suggested
buildings which may be constructed if the Proposed Zone amendments in fact become law.
The photograph below shows the skyline looking north from the backyard of my property.
You can imagine the result of a 7 story building on this skyline if the zone amendments
were allowed to pass

The owner of scotty’s Motel and two residential properties on the corner of Nottage
Terrace and Main North Road have to their loss chosen a poorly planned development of
these sites. I believe that this corner property should be returned to corner park status
similar to that on the corner of Stephen Terrace and Northcote Terrace.

In an attempt to try and maximise the use of the narrow property by amending the zones to
Urban (Business) corridor  they hope that they can construct an apartment building of up to
seven (7)  stories together with shops and office accomodation.

What they have failed to realise is that -

First, immediately behind their property is the residential suburb of Medindie. It contains
quiet, picturesque, tree lined streets and special  “old world” residences.
My house is one of a small group of four which were built in 1905 and were constructed
with many architectural gems which one would see only  in suburbs such as ours. 
Medindie contains  a majority of  uniquely designed homes and the intrusion of 
geometrically perfect seven story buildings will immediately spell the breakdown of the
unique character of the suburb of Medindie.  the value of homes in this suburb spells it out 
-  Medindie is so special in its design and position near our city and the parklands.

Second, the height of the apartment building is such that it will extend a large shadow over
all the properties immediately behind it to the south. A shadow like this has an effect on
the growth of plants in my backyard, the temperature of my swimming pool, the amount of
renewable energy generated by solar panels on my roof.

Thirdly, is the question of privacy to our homes. Whether the 7 story apartment block has
balconies overlooking our properties or the apartments have central areas for entries to lifts
servicing the apartments or bathroom windows which would open to views of our
backyards, the building intrudes on our privacy.

Fourthly, at present we have a $19m State and Federal expense on roadwork at the Scotty’s
Motel intersection which has as its aim an improvement to the traffic flow and reduction of
traffic congestion. As far as I am concerned the building of an apartment block, shops and
offices will create traffic problems  which will negate the very  thing that the expense of
$19m has been designed to eliminate  that is, more congestion and the slowing down of the
traffic flow.

Thankyou very much

mailto:pvw@internode.on.net
mailto:walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au


Peter and Jill Wiadrowski



From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Dear Mayor of Walkerville,

I am using YS Super Investment Pty Ltd’s map to show you where the corridor should be and
not continued around the corner where there are 2 perfectly good houses.
After reading today’s (Sunday’s) paper everybody is sick of all the demolition of beautiful
houses and the horrible towers in the City.  Just take a look from Hawker Road at the
abomination of a hugh tower which I believe is student accommodation.

My second point is as I typed YS Super Investments WHAT ABOUT MEDINDIE RESIDENTS
INVESTMENTS!!  The investments in the houses in Medindie should be considered as much as
Scotty’s.  My husband’s Grandparents bought a house at the beginning of the century in
Medindie and it went to auction recently for just under 3 million and the buyers are going to
renovate which is more rate money to the Council.  Look at all the people who have spent good
money on renovations in the area -  more money for the Council.
Has the Council a plan for all the area you look after, it shouldn’t just be high rise because every
other Council is doing so.  Make our area different and you will be congratulated for it.  You
have to think of the people you are representing, 400 odd residences against 1 family.  Is this
fair?

In the Prospect area where my daughter lives, the life there in the Main Street is from shops and
restaurants which have been there forever, not high rise.  Shops restaurants gyms and parks are
the way to liven things up along Main North and not into Nottage Terrace which is housing.  
This is about THE PEOPLE YOU SERVE NOT ABOUT ONE FAMILIES DREAMS
SQUASHING EVERY BODY ELSES.

Streets back yard on a winter’s  day.  Can’t see the motel.  We love it.

From Google.  Our back yard and the nextdoor neighbours.  What a dilemma!

Street on a Summer’s day.  Privacy gone.  Do all you Councillors like being in your
backyards!!!  Come join us!

One of your ratepayers,
Jill Wiadrowski,

mailto:pvw@internode.on.net
mailto:walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au


Dear Future Urban,

I wish to quickly comment on the Scotty's Rezoning proposal, and register my opposition:

1. I believe that no zoning alteration can take place without the whole of the precinct between Nottage
and Robe being considered.  Piecemeal rezoning and development would be undirected and random.

2.  The car yards and Scotty's DO need development, but it needs to be appropriate for the suburb in
which it is placed.

3.  I would seriously consider what amenities and benefits these developments can bring to the
Medindie community.

4.  I would consider the senstivity of a major junction on a major route out of the city.  Which means a
directed overarching plan to ensure this artery is developed correctly.

5.  I would be sensitive to adjacent landowners.

6. I would like Walkerville Council to take a role in directing a community-wide assessment of what to
do with this strip. 

Pending all these things I see no option but to oppose the rezoning proposal.

Sincerely,

Jenny Coles

mailto:jennycoles@aol.com
mailto:info@futureurban.com.au
mailto:walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au
mailto:rachel.sanderson.sa.gov.au@aol.com


From: Tonia Karagiannis
To: Walkerville at Walkerville Council
Subject: EM202179810 - 40.78.2.2 - Fwd: Scotty"s Corner Proposed Code Amendment
Date: Monday, 13 September 2021 10:35:16 AM

To the Walkerville Council, Mayor Fricker, Ms Bishop, Ms Cristol

Below is the email we sent to Future Urban opposing the proposed Code Amendment.
The council is required to make decisions that reflects the community attitude and the
interests of residents and the heritage interface and historic area overlay of Medindie .
We are astounded that the Strategic Planning & Development Sub Committee could
recommend  support to the amendment and a 5 story development without having
reviewed the traffic and heritage report or the strong community opposition in particular
Ms Bishop who is supposed to be representing the  Medindie residents.
The council should not be supporting the amendment and should be actively opposing it.

Kind Regards 
Tonia Matsoukas 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Tonia Karagiannis < >
Date: Sat, 14 Aug. 2021, 3:24 pm
Subject: Scotty's Corner Proposed Code Amendment

Dear Ms Nankivell
We are residents at  Medindie SA 5081 for in excess of 20 years.
Our house is towards the top end of Hawkers closer to Nottage Tce.
We are strongly opposed to the proposed Code Amendment.
The current site is zoned for 3 stories and that height should not be amended.
The existing regulations can accommodate development.
We are opposed to the 2 adjoining residences being rezoned and they should remain as
residential.
There are a multitude of reasons for the opposition of the code amendments including as
follows:-
1 Traffic congestion and vehicle traffic pollution on that corner. The site is currently being
upgraded for $20 million to ease traffic congestion and it seems incredible that a high rise
on that corner is being proposed with a zoning amendment which will only increase the
traffic congestion that is finally being eased with the current works. The proposed
amendment is entirely inconsistent with the upgrade to alleviate traffic flows and
congestion. That intersection is a critical piece of infrastructure with significant traffic
flows from North, North East, City, West and Eastern Suburbs. The intersection is key
route for major events, Adelaide Oval, Convention Centre Entertainment Centre and
Hindmarsh Stadium. The Scotty's crn is land locked by intersections and restricted access
for ingress/egress and the proposed amendment and proposed development will
significantly increased the requirement for access to the sites and adjoining residences
impacting all in Medindie and those who drive through the intersection on a daily basis.
2 Over the years we have already seen increased traffic on Hawkers Rd wherein residents
and drivers outside this suburb seek to avoid the intersection to travel to North East Rd and

mailto:toniamats@gmail.com
mailto:walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au
mailto:toniamats@gmail.com
mailto:toniamats@gmail.com
mailto:info@futureurban.com.au
mailto:emily@futureurban.com.au
mailto:chris@futureurban.com.au


Northcote and Stephen Tce.
3 Already there  are parking issues in Medindie as a result of the school traffic and high
density living will impact further on parking.
4 Increased traffic will impact noise and safety. Council recently spent a significant
amount of money and time on traffic studies  and parking and new restrictions have been
implemented which has seen increased parking on Hawkers Road near Nottage Tce.
Further development will cause further parking issues as outlined.
5 Medindie is a small suburb and has very limited open spaces and no amenities to support
high density living. There is no public open space to support high rise development.
6 This will significantly detract from the character of the suburb and affect the overall
character of Medindie. This suburb is recognised as a historic  conservation area and
developments should reflect this not be adverse to this area.
7 Real concerns that this will set a precedent along Nottage Tce, Robe Tce Northcote Tce
in particular the proposed rezoning of 2 residences on Nottage Tce. This is likely to set a
precedent for the amalgamation of other residential dwellings of all the boundaries
surrounding Medindie.
8 Medindie acts as a buffer zone to the urban wildlife corridor that the ACC gas created
with the parklands which surround the city CBD. Building high density living in Medinide
will significantly impact on this wildlife corridor.
9 There will be a material adverse impact on the immediate neighbours with shadowing,
loss of light, privacy and quality of life devaluing their properties.
10 Further to the traffic issues any high density development will have access
restrictions due the intersection burden and the increased users of those entering and
exiting the proposed development with deliveries, service providers, residents and guests.
How can that corner accommodate these issues?
We also want to let you know that it is very disappointing that you did not write to all the
residents in Medindie and that you only wrote to 3 streets. The proposed Code Amendment
will significantly affect all Medindie residents.
Needless to say we reiterate we are strongly opposed to the Code Amendment. and
proposed rezoning of the 2 adjoining residents.
It is also very upsetting that you sent a letter to some residents dated 2 August 2021 which
suggests that the reason for the consultation is to  inform and improve the Code
Amendment suggesting that the Code Amendment will happen and it just requires some
input. This is simply not the case as the Code Amendment can be rejected by the Minister.

Kind Regards

Jim  Matsoukas  and Tonia Matsoukas

mailto:toniamats@gmail.com


From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Hi,

I'm writing as a concerned resident totally against the proposed code amendments
involving Scotty's corner.

As a finanical contributor to the residents fund that has engaged lawyers to represent us
shows my concern to the proposal. Our lawyers letters/responses to this proposal are better
than I can produce.

I am disappointed with the previous government creating legislation that causes so much
stress. It seems State government wish to remove councils from local planning.

I am exceedingly disappointed with the current government seemingly signing off on this
proposal to go to public consultation without considering the stress, anxiety and sleepless it
will cause residents like me. This is following personal hurt.

I am quite upset with the precedence this will set, making it more likely there will be more
applications like this one that will affect me. These concerns will influence my vote at the
upcoming state election.

The beautiful heritage of Medindie will be lost.

Parking will become a nightmare.  Is the council going to allow residential parking permits
in Tennyson Street (and other streets) for owners/occupier of proposed apartments should
this and future proposals proceed?

The following also is of concern:

The proposed six level development will cause overshadowing of adjacent residential
properties throughout the year. This is unacceptable to the residents

The value of many local properties and the quality of life enjoyed by local residents
will be adversely impacted by any rezoning, without any compensation provided and to
the detriment of all.

Traffic congestion at this intersection will be increased and will negate the benefit of
the current $19M State and Federally funded road works. 

Additional congestion will be created, impeding traffic flow on Nottage Terrace and
onto Main North Road and we believe substantially increase local traffic on roads
within the suburb.

The complex would infringe upon the privacy of residents, with the tower block
looming over the suburb and having oversight of almost every Medindie residents’
private garden and home. 

Further there are no local amenities to support residents of such a complex. The
nearest main playground is the Glover Playground 20 minutes walk from Scotty’s
across two major roads and the local public primary schools are already at capacity.

There is minimal local parking available and very little foot traffic, consequently the
site does not lend itself to commercial / retail development and would not be achieved
with proposed variation showing zero setback from the road.

A full hydrological survey is needed as any excavation would have to deal with a high
water table at various times of the year when water is approximately 1.5 metres below

mailto:ross.stuff@telstra.com
mailto:walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au
mailto:info@futureurban.com.au
mailto:Adelaide@parliament.sa.gov.au
mailto:lucy.hood@alpsa.org.au


the ground level. Any excavation such as a car park or for footings would therefore
impact on water flowing under adjacent properties.

The notification is not in the spirit of the Community Engagement Charter. Only
adjacent property owners have been formally informed of the development. While the
many hundreds of residents who would be directly affected by the proposal have not
been formally informed.

The Minister provided approval for the next stage in late April yet ‘adjacent’ residents
were only formally informed almost three and a half months later and one business day
before the commencement of the consultation period. This does not show good intent as
minimum response times have been applied and there has been no willingness to engage
as early as possible with affected parties.

The current zoning of Scotty’s and the two included residential properties is
appropriate as it currently stands and provides for development that is suited to the
conditions and circumstances of the site.

So upset,
Ross Moffatt



From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

 
As residents of the Medindie council area we are incredibly concerned about the proposed
zoning changes around Scotty’s Motel and adjoining properties on the major intersection of
Main North Road and Nottage terrace.
 
We do not oppose redevelopment of the area however given that major arterial roads around
Adelaide were subject to a rezoning only a few years prior we do not understand why new
rezoning is necessary except to maximise financial gain to the developer by increasing maximum
allowable redevelopment beyond that passed recently.
 
Under no circumstance can we see how this rezoning will benefit the current residents of the
Medindie area but would in fact be detrimental to the area and cause unnecessary stress and
anxiety to the current residents as the liveability of the neighbourhood would compromised by
the overdevelopment of the land.
 
Of particular concern is the following:
 

Traffic flow and congestion
Having lived on Dutton Terrace for 20 years we have first hand experience and
knowledge of the continuing increase in traffic along the neighbouring streets to
the main roads that ring Medindie.  Due to the natural organic increase in traffic
year on year and the frustration at traffic lights at both the Main North Road/Robe
Tce  and Main North Road/Nottage Tce intersections, more and more cars are using
the streets of Medindie as a “rat run” to avoid the major intersections.  This is
becoming increasingly dangerous to the residents in the area. 
A major development at Scotty’s with the possibility of more than 600 extra
residents and upwards of at least 200 cars would result in increased movement of
cars in the back street as the new resident drive through the suburb to avoid the
intersections. 
The recent upgrading of the intersection at Scotty’s will not in my view decrease
the use of Dutton Tce, Hawkers Rd as  thoroughfares in the morning as increased
urbanisation of the Northern suburbs will only seek to increase the traffic flow
through all intersections.
It is our understanding that government will be making a decision on the rezoning
without receiving information on the traffic effect of the rezoning.  How can this
even be considered as an informed decision by council when not all information is
tabled.  The argument that the traffic effect is considered once a development
proposal is received (post rezoning) is invalid as it is obvious from the proposed
rezoning that a significant increased in traffic will result from any development of
the site beyond what is currently allowed by current zoning laws.

 
 

Lack of public transport to support the increased population of the area. 
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From personal experience I can confidently say that any new resident in any
proposed development will resort to the use of cars to drive to the city as there is a
distinct lack of public transport in the morning.  Both of my university attending
children have given up on using public transport for travel into town in the
mornings as overcrowded buses do not stop at the Medindie bus stops to pick up
additional passengers.

 
Rezoning of adjacent residential homes would cause a “domino effect” of future
applications to rezone, demolish and redevelop all homes along Nottage Terrace,
Northcote Terrace and even Robe Terrace as precedent would be set by this proposed
rezoning.   The heritage of the area will forever be lost.

 
In conclusion we wish to vehemently voice our opposition to the proposed rezoning of the
Scotty’s area and request that the government listen to the concerns of the local residents and
oppose the rezoning application. 
 
Tony and Sia Ricci

 
 
 
 
 

 
Sent from Mail for Windows
 

https://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?LinkId=550986


From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Dear Rachel Sanderson
I appreciated your attendance and comments made at the  Walkerville  Council Chambers last night.
We would like our total and vehement opposition to the rezoning of Scotty’s Corner and proposed possible
redevelopment of this area to be noted.
It is not possible for us to understand there being any advantage  or benefit to the residents of Walkerville at
large, and Medindie in particular in this exercise.
In addition,  our family home is on  which is already poorly served by both the relevant
Government Departments  and the Walkerville Council and must rate as the most neglected and unkempt road
in this otherwise beautiful Town.
With Respect,
Michael and Donna Adams

Dr. M Adams,
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

 
Dear Sir/Madam,
 
Re: Development of Scotty’s corner.
 
I am totally opposed to any change of the code amendment for Medindie.
Any future development must remain within the existing height restrictions to ensure the quality
of our life-style is not negatively impacted for residents. There is absolutely no positive outcomes
for any residents with the current proposal. Alternative accommodation for this area still can be
provided without exceeding existing height of the Scotty’s corner.
 
This fragmented and piecemeal approach of developing one site at a time along Main North
Road and then only evaluating the impacts from each site does not consider the overall and total
negative impact of any future developments.
 
It is unacceptable to put residents through this process again and again and without either the
sufficient time or meaningful consultation form the developers. This approach is inefficient,
costly and stressful for all.
 
Future urban planning and the Walkerville council must take a holistic approach to all potential
future developments in this small land size suburb. This means a thorough and independent
study of all of the impacts on residents where the entire Main North Road area of Medindie is
“re-developed” on the existing vacant land sites. This is inevitable.
 
What is the justification of the rushed time line for comprehensive consultation?
Why are we not awaiting the changes to the proposed road development on Scotty’s corner
before evaluating the traffic impact?
What can be the possible life-style advantages to existing residents for a building that exceeds
the current height restriction?
 
What is the justification for exceeding the current height restrictions other than financial for
developers.
 
Are there any real and positive benefits to residents with buildings exceeding current height
restrictions?
 
What developer, councillor, or minister would actually choose to live alongside such an appalling
proposal?
 
What will be the financial loss associated with the proposed development to residents adjacent
and how will this be compensated for?
 
Who is ultimately responsible/accountable for ensuring that we build dwellings in our area that
can actually bring something positive and enhance our lives?

mailto:Brett.Ritchie@sa.gov.au
mailto:walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au


If this proposal proceeds:
 
What councillor/developer/minister do I call when I can’t already get out of Medindie with the
traffic flow?
 
What councillor/developer/minister do I call when the neighbours have direct sight of our
backyard and we lose privacy?
 
What councillor/developer/minister do I call when we have lost the afternoon sun?
 
What councillor/developer/minister do I call as I gaze up towards an obnoxious 5 story building
or more over my back fence?
 
The approach of simply development for the sole benefit of the developer is short sighted,
offensive and will ultimately fail us all.
 
 
Recommend: Simply provide the local community with an acceptable development plan that
does not exceed the existing height restrictions and can deliver us with residential dwellings that
both enhance our immediate surroundings and improve upon the quality life we all deserve.
 
 
 
Kind regards
 
Dr Brett Ritchie.

 
 
 

















Submission to Walkerville Council for Scotty’s Code Amendment from John and Sue Clark
 Medindie 

I imagine the land use including traffic corridors for Medindie were established in about 1900 for 
their then perceived needs.  The needs for 2021 and the foreseeable future are formidably different 
to then.   

It is recognized that we need to use land to the best effect for the community and generally 
increased density of use is necessary and is happening.  This is being felt in Medindie (and 
Walkerville) by increasing traffic, reducing access in and out and continuing pressure on residential 
and other development within. 

It is difficult to see how the proposed rezoning and expected medium/high density residential and 
business development solves many problems and is likely to exacerbate them. 

Currently Medindie is a frequently congested roundabout between two city ring roads and two main 
access roads to the city.  The current road development management strategy of adding one or two 
lanes at an intersection every few years (5 in recent years, 1 happening now, at least 1 in prospect) 
kicks the can down the road but is not solving the problem. 

The Main North Road business precinct has been stalled for years.  43 Main North Road has not seen 
a worthwhile viable business for perhaps 50 years and its derelict building recently demolished 
leaving overgrown weeds and traffic noise.  Car yards for sale or lease for years.   

Access to and from Scotty’s is fraught.  Vehicles from the North try to get in as other traffic is trying 
to clear the intersection and pedestrians look after themselves.  Vehicles from the west do a U turn 
in Nottage Tce / Victoria Ave intersection whilst cars are trying to exit Medindie and in the onslaught 
of traffic travelling west.  Left hand turns have been prevented from Main North Rd into Tennyson 
Street and Lefevre Road (in peak times) because of the pressure of traffic into town.  The front of 
now demolished building at 43 Main North Rd was frequently repaired after vehicle collisions trying 
to negotiate three lanes into two. 

Public transport is one Go Zone to the city, already crowded at peak times (many busses pass, but 
only the 222 stops).  There is no tram or bus.  Bike riding is dangerous, and few are game to chance 
it.  Walking on a busy noisy road is unpleasant (too noisy to talk) and dangerous with business 
activity on the footpath and fast-moving large vehicles millimeters away. 

Local parks are non-existent.  Motel guests use the recently cleared adjacent block for exercise.  
There is no local supermarket and few local retail services (Subway, hotel). 

Boundary issues between the very different zones are inadequately resolved.  Road traffic noise has 
only been considered for the site occupants, not the adjacent neighbourhood.  Site generated noise 
from residential and business activities including vehicle movements is hardly mentioned.  
Significant overshadowing and privacy issues are briefly mentioned yet impact almost every home 
on the block.  Access to and from Medindie is increasingly difficult yet is not seen as an issue.  Street 
parking and street use for business activities is already a problem, yet this will bring more. 

Where is the balance.  Perhaps there was a need to free up building and development activity with 
less regulation but this seems to benefit individual proponents with potential windfall gains whilst  
residents suffer reduced amenity, access and value and the chance of this making a significant 
improvement in Adelaide’s future is very low.  I hope we can do better than this and create 
something to be proud of that benefits all fairly. 



We all want progress and economic activity for Adelaide, but I hope we can do better than this.  A 
general idea that spot higher density development is a panacea that does not need integration 
within the existing is unlikely to give the answer wanted. 
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Karen & Chris Tallent  

16 September 2021 
 
Hon Vickie Chapman MP 
Deputy Premier 
Attorney-General 
Minister for Planning & Local Government 
 
By email: 

 
Dear Minister 
 
Re: "Scotty's Corner" Code Amendment Objection 
 
In your capacity as Minister for Planning and Local Government, the Proposal to Initiate the 
Scotty’s Code Amendment on April 22, 2021 has raised our significant concerns that the new 
Planning and Design Code is not operating as intended and will have material adverse impacts. 
Many residents of Medindie and the wider community share our concern at the speed with which 
significant, long-term developments are being rushed through for approval ‘in an almost, 
clandestine manner’ (to quote one resident). The ‘Scotty’ site has not undergone significant 
development in more than 50 years, and we fail to understand why there is a sudden urgency, 
particularly given the current restrictions due to Covid, having limited the capacity for meaningful 
consultation.  
 
If it is your intention to truly encourage an optimal outcome for all key stakeholders, such decisions 
cannot be rushed and all stakeholders must be properly consulted. To this end, it is our observation 
that the Corporation of the Town of Walkerville, which represents the residents of Medindie, has 
been put under immense pressure without adequate information from the proponent (Future Urban)  
or time to properly consult residents. Moreover, it is clear that Future Urban has offered the least 
amount of information possible. Inconsistencies are evident in their documentation and there is a 
significant lack of detail and transparency. This has placed an undue burden on residents and 
council, with both having to incur advice and consulting costs at short notice. Additionally, this 
process has not allowed our elected Council representatives to fully consider the development in 
a wholistic manner; more specifically, in the context of further development along Main North 
Road. Worryingly, elected Councillors and staff have expressed the view that if some form of 
compromise is not offered on the proposed amendment, they risk being disregarded. In our view, 
Local Council Areas should be afforded greater respect. 
 
Undoubtedly Scotty’s corner is in need of an upgrade and the proponent is entitled to seek a 
reasonable commercial outcome, however a thorough community consultation process leading to 
an appropriate level of development commensurate with the community infrastructure and local 
character of the area must occur. It is our view the existing zoning for this site is reasonable and 
any amendment is only warranted in extenuating circumstances. There does not appear to be any 
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extenuating circumstances in this instance. On the contrary, there are many reasons to act 
prudently. 
 
As a family who has lived in various Australian and world cities where multi storey dwellings 
dominate the skyline, we have deep reservations about high-rise, high density, developments 
within a suburb that does not have rail or public amenity. The proposal as it stands, is inconsistent 
with your own density planning requirements and has the capacity to increase the population of 
Medindie by a staggering 30% (at this site alone), even before the remainder of Main North Road 
is potentially developed. This is deeply concerning and is in addition to our further concerns 
surrounding privacy, shadowing, traffic flows, suburb character, and dangerous ingress and egress 
issues. We further note with concern, the re-zoning proposal includes two residential dwellings. If 
this was approved, inevitably the remaining sites on Main North Road will also seek to rezone 
residential properties to accommodate up to eight storey developments, thereby encroaching even 
further on the suburb.  
 
The upgrade of the Main North Road and Nottage Terrace intersection is scheduled for completion 
in 2021, and to the best of our knowledge, does not take into account a proposed development of 
up to eight storeys as part of the feasibility and planning studies. Historically, this intersection has 
been problematic and with a complex upgrade that is yet to be tested, to add further development 
beyond the existing code would be irresponsible. By your own Government’s admission in recent 
media releases,  

“…66,750 motorists travel through this intersection every day. …The old intersection 
was unsafe, with 31 crashes reported in the past five years and approximately 65 per cent 
of those being rear end crashes.” 

We understand there is a need within South Australia to address housing shortages but there is also 
a need for a safe and appealing commute into the city.  We would encourage you to consider more 
creative solutions that are part of a wholistic plan such as the Brompton redevelopment. A 
revitalisation of CBD living for example, may offer far greater benefits to covid ravaged 
businesses. We do not have the urban sprawl of Melbourne, nor the land shortages of Sydney, to 
warrant adhoc infill high-rise that simply offers opportunistic developers a chance to bank ‘super’ 
short term profits. With almost 70,000 cars passing by Scotty’s intersection daily, we can’t imagine 
this is an appealing locale for many. To the contrary, there is a need for bike lanes, green space 
and bus lanes to benefit commuters at this critical gateway to the city. 
 
On this basis, we respectfully request that an amendment to the existing code not be granted.  We 
seek your prompt consideration of this matter and welcome the opportunity to discuss this with 
you and your team at any time. 
 
Yours faithfully 

 
Karen & Chris Tallent  
 
 



From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Good Afternoon John and Teresa

Please find attached correspondence from Mayor Elizabeth Fricker Re: Scotty’s Hotel Code
Amendment.
 
 
Regards, 

Danielle Edwards
Council Secretariat / EA to Mayor & CEO
Office of the CEO

Corporation of the Town of Walkerville 

 
From: John Montague 
Sent: Monday, 19 July 2021 11:54 AM
To: Walkerville at Walkerville Council <walkerville@walkerville.sa.gov.au>

Subject: EM202177391 - 40.78.2.2 - Proposed amendment to Scottys Hotel
 
Dear Councillors 
 
As owner occupiers on are strongly opposed to the proposed re-zoning of Scotty’s Hotel.
 
We are deeply disappointed that Council volunteered its view to the Scotty Corner proponent in relation to
the re-zoning that “Scotty’s Corner is an example of an amalgamated site that has an opportunity to
accommodate taller buildings in a mixed use format” [C Walker, December 2020, Senior Planner, Town of
Walkerville] without consulting the suburb’s constituents generally and, from what we understand, not
making a single point of contact with any of the neighbours at the boundary of the zone. We have still
received no notice of any proposed change from Council or the Planning Department, nor been consulted in
any way, despite the fact that we would be directly affected by any consequent amendment. 
 
If this re-zoning is approved, and we understand it will be a decision of the State Planning Assessment
Commission, it is inevitable that the remaining commercial (currently Suburban Business, allowing 3 levels
only) sites on Main North Road and at the corner of Robe and Northcote Terraces will also ultimately be
rezoned to accommodate 7 storey developments.
 
The idea of high-density, high-rise living is not in keeping with the suburbs character and the suburbs
amenities. Of particular note the proposal includes two, one level residential houses, which have been
included in this commercial development. To set the precedent of Council supporting residential lots being
considered suitable for a 7 level development, without any consultation with the many who will be adversely
affected, appears to lack proper process or any thought about the residual consequences. 
 
The proposal appears to not only ignore the impact on the nearby suburbs but to also undermine the
intention of the current $19M being spent to improve congestion at this intersection. This is therefore also a
matter for the Commonwealth, as this project received significant Federal funding. In addition, the following
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factors should also be considered:
the property is stranded on the corner site;
there are no parks close by;
on street parking in the vicinity has been restricted due to current levels of activity;
the location is not family friendly as the nearest main playground is The Glover Playground, a 20
minute walk across two major roads;
any underground development will have to contend with the high water table and consequent
hydrological impact on adjacent properties;
the inconsistency of council wanting to preserve the highly valued heritage of the area but approve the
construction of a residential building looming over and unlike any other in the suburb; and
the loss of light and privacy to current residents and consequent devaluation of property values.

 
We assume that the Council will thoroughly canvass the views of its constituents and, having properly
considered those views, do whatever is in its power to object to the re-zoning as currently proposed.
For the avoidance of doubt, we are strongly opposed to this re-zoning application.
Kind regards
 
John and Teresa Montague

Medindie
 











Scotty's Corner Code Amendment - Public Facilitated Meeting Attendance List
14 September 2021

Attended Tickets 
Ordered Surname First Name Speaker

2 2 Adams Dr Michael -
2 2 Allwood Tracy -
1 1 Bricher John -
1 1 Brunning Phillip -
2 2 Clark Edward -
2 2 Cleary Peter Speaker 1
1 1 Cochran Malcolm -
2 2 Craig Andrew -
1 1 Duncan Stephen -
0 1 Ellice-Flint Catherine -
1 1 Ellice-Flint John -
3 4 Hanson June -
1 1 Herriman Emma Speaker 3
1 1 Hobby Merilee -
2 2 Hood Lucy -
1 1 KARAGIANNIS NICK Speaker 4
2 2 Karagiannis Frank -
0 1 Kay Andrew -
1 1 Kirkwood Lynette -
0 1 Knight Jessica -
1 1 Lamshed Ali -
1 1 Matsoukas Jim -
1 1 Matsoukas Tonia -
1 1 Mcfarlane Alistair -
1 1 Montague John Speaker 5
2 2 Murdock Stephanie -
1 1 Neill Pamela -
1 1 O'GRADY LYN -
2 2 Panatsos Peter -
1 1 Pavlakos George -
1 1 PRICE James -
1 1 Price James -
1 1 Pringle David Speaker 2
1 1 Reader Paul -
2 2 Reeves John -
1 1 Ricci Sia -
1 1 Ritchie BRett -
1 1 Sanderson Rachel -
0 2 Suri Manuv -
1 1 Tallent Karen -
2 2 Wiadrowski Peter and Jill -
1 1 Wilson Christine -
1 1 Wilson Dick -
2 2 Winsor Loretta -
1 1 Young Tiffany -
2 2 Zimmerman Sally -
1 Walk In Ritchie Tony -
1 Walk In ? Mohammed -

59 Total Attendance



Town of Walkerville  
Heritage Advisor Comment architecture + heritage 

Planning Matter: Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 
Location and Proposal: proposal to rezone the land located on the south-east corner of 

Main North Road and Nottage Terrace, specifically 1-5 Nottage 
Terrace, Medindie and 43 Main North Road, Medindie (Affected 
Area) 

Existing Zone:  Suburban Business and Established Neighbourhood 
Existing Overlay: Historic Area Overlay 
Proposed Zone: Urban Corridor (Business) 
Proposed Overlay: Historic Area Overlay removed 
To:  Carly Walker: Senior Planner – Development & Compliance 
Date: 6 September 2021 

Background: 

Flightpath Heritage has been requested by Town of Walkerville to provide a Heritage Comment 
on the Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment, prepared by Future Urban Group.   

The zoning change seeks to apply the Urban Corridor (Business) Zone over the site including 1 
Nottage Terrace, 43 Main North Road and 3 and 5 Nottage Terrace, Medindie.  

The Affected Area has a total area of 7300m2, with a frontage to Nottage Terrace of 107.46 
metres.   

This will result in: 

• Established Neighbourhood Zone being removed from the Affected Area;
• The boundary of the Established Neighbourhood Zone moved to the east at the west

boundary of 7 Nottage Terrace, a Representative building;
• The Historic Area Overlay being removed from the Affected Area and the overlay

boundary moved to the east at the west boundary of 7 Nottage Terrace, a Representative
Building;

• Change in status of 5 Nottage Terrace which will no longer be a Representative Building;
• Suburban Business Zone boundary moved from the west boundary of 3 Nottage Terrace

to the southwest boundary of the combined site.

The Massing Diagrams (Appendix 11) indicate: 

• Demolition of 3 Nottage Terrace, an unlisted bungalow within the Historic Area Overlay
and Established Nighbourhood Zone;

• Demolition of 5 Nottage Terrace.

ATTACHMENT B
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Affected Area (Future Urban June 2021) 
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Affected Area: 
 
The Affected Area is at the north west corner of the Council Area, at the junction of Main North 
Road and Nottage Terrace.  The change in direction of Main North Road at the junction is a 
gateway to the Town of Walkerville, along the treed Nottage Terrace to the east. 
 

    
Affected Area: Town of Walkerville (2021 Development Plan) and Scotty (fph 6.9.2021) 

 
The character of Nottage Terrace east of Affected Area (fph 6.9.2021) 
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At this point there is a distinct change in character from the commercial buildings of Main North 
Road to the historic and treed Nottage Terrace that connects with Stephen Terrace and 
Northcote Terrace.  The change in character coincides with the existing zone boundaries, albeit 
with higher, solid fencing in brick or metal with timber trim, nearer to the existing Scotty’s Motel. 
 
While the City of Prospect occurs on the north side of the Affected Area, the Established 
Neighbourhood Zone and Historic Overlay extends to the north over Nottage Terrace and 
includes Medindie Gardens.   
 
The north and south sides of Nottage Terrace exhibit a cohesive, predominantly single storey 
character, with traditional pitched roof forms and dwellings with generous setbacks and wide 
spaces between each building. 
 
The existing west boundary of the Historic Area Overlay, north of the junction, runs parallel with 
Main North Road aligning with the existing west boundary of the Historic Area Overlay that 
occurs on the Affected Land. 
 

 
Affected Area: SAPPA Mapping Extract with Overlay Boundaries shown 
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The existing east  boundary of the Urban Corridor (Business) Zone, north of the junction, runs 
parallel with Main North Road aligning with the east boundary of the Suburban Business Zone 
that occurs on the Affected Land. 
 

 
Affected Area: SAPPA Mapping Extract with Zone Boundaries shown 
 
Within the Affected Area is one Representative Building.  However along the south side of 
Nottage Terrace are ten Representative Buildings shown on the mapping below.  
 
Four occur to the west of Victoria Avenue: 

• 5 Nottage Terrace MEDINDIE  
• 7 Nottage Terrace MEDINDIE  
• 9 Nottage Terrace MEDINDIE  
• 13 Nottage Terrace MEDINDIE  
• 17 Nottage Terrace MEDINDIE  
• 21 Nottage Terrace MEDINDIE  
• 23 Nottage Terrace MEDINDIE  
• 25 Nottage Terrace MEDINDIE  
• 27 Nottage Terrace MEDINDIE  
• 31 Nottage Terrace MEDINDIE  
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SAPPA Mapping Extract with Representative Buildings in green to Nottage Terrace. Historic 
Overlay in Blue 
 
 
Aerial Photography provided demonstrate the changing nature of the corner between 1935 and 
2021.   
 
The photography confirms: 
 

• 3 and 5 Nottage Terrace have been part of the historic streetscape character since at 
least 1935; 

• The pattern of development to the east, south and north east has been consistently well 
spaced single storey dwellings; 

• The character to the immediate north, west and south-west has altered considerably with 
the loss of individual buildings and the formation of large, cleared allotments with 
commercial uses or aspiration. 

 
The photographs are included overleaf:  
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Aerial Photography 1935 on left and 2021 on right  (Future Urban June 2021) 
 
The character of the Historic Area including Nottage Terrace features very-low density and low 
density residential development, with predominantly detached dwellings on wide allotments, where 
infill dwellings have minimal impact on streetscapes and sufficient space to maintain the pattern of 
spacing between individual buildings.  The previous Development Plan contained the following 
description of desired development, which has now become incorporated in the Historic Area 
Statement. 
 
The heritage character is established by a range of architectural styles and dwelling types from the 
late 19th Century and early 20th Century.  
 
The established pattern of buildings sited away from allotment boundaries makes a significant 
contribution to the character of the policy area.  
 
It is anticipated that new buildings and additions to buildings will maintain the regular spacing 
between residential buildings that is primarily achieved through maintaining setbacks from each 
side boundary or otherwise reflecting the established pattern of siting of buildings (as viewed from 
the principal road frontage) relevant to the particular locality. 
  
Single storey dwellings and single storey additions will prevail in those streets where that is the 
dominant character of established residential buildings, although two storey elements may be 
appropriate where such elements are confined to the rear of a building or within the roof space, 
such that the principal elevation to a public road appears as single storey.  
 
Overall, the relative lack of high, solid fencing and/or the use of open design of large gates to 
access long driveways has enabled the principal elevation of the historic homes and landscaped 
grounds to be visible from the public roads which contributes significantly to the streetscape quality 
and general amenity of the policy area. Formal avenues and regular spacing of street trees along 
road verges also make a positive contribution to the amenity of the policy area, emphasising the 
significance of carefully locating new driveway crossovers. 
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Individual dwelling assessment 
3 Nottage Terrace 
 

 
3 Nottage Terrace (fph 6.9.2021) 
 
This large bungalow style dwelling is set behind a high red brick wall, with driveway access from 
Nottage Terrace.  The roof form of the dwelling is prominent and the dwelling is visible from the 
north, north west and east approaches as indicated below. In terms of the Historic Area statement: 
 
Historic Area Statement Assessment Against HAS 
Eras, themes 
and context 
 

Very-low and low density 
residential. 19th Century 
and early 20th Century. 

Satisfies: 
Low density, residential and early 20th century  

Allotments, 
subdivision and 
built form 
patterns 
 

Predominantly detached 
dwellings on large, wide 
allotments. Allotment 
sizes and building 
setbacks vary 
throughout the policy 
area, although there are 
patterns established in 
individual streets. 

 

Satisfies: 
Detached dwelling on large allotment 

Architectural 
styles, detailing 

Range of architectural 
styles and dwelling types 

Satisfies: 
Large bungalow set within large allotment 
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and built form 
features 
 

from the late 19th 
Century and early 20th 
Century periods 
including early Victorian, 
high Victorian, 
Edwardian, Classic 
Revival and large 
bungalows, all set within 
large landscaped garden 
settings that enhance 
the presentation of the 
dwellings. 
 

Building height 
 

Predominantly single 
storey. Two storey 
additions to the rear of 
buildings or within the 
roof space with single 
storey appearance at the 
street.  

Satisfies: 
Single Storey appearance to the street 

Materials 
 

Residences within this 
area vary in material 
application. Residences 
mostly constructed in 
locally sourced 
sandstone or bluestone, 
corrugated galvanised 
iron roofs and verandahs 
with cast iron lacework. 
Consistent early stone 
and brick dwellings on 
large sites with wide 
frontages to public 
roads. 

 

Satisfies: 
Sandstone walls 
(metal roof tiles over corrugated iron) 

Fencing 
 

There is a distinctive 
lack of high, solid 
fencing and/or the use of 
open design of large 
gates to access long 
driveways has enabled 
the principal elevation of 
the historic homes and 
landscaped grounds to 

Location proximate to busy road junction has 
resulted in red brick wall 
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Page 10 of 38 
 

be visible from the public 
roads. 
 

Setting, 
landscaping, 
streetscape and 
public realm 
features 
 

Reasonably well 
established pattern of 
development, with 
regular spacing between 
buildings, front setbacks 
and roof pitches. Low-
density residential 
development, with 
predominantly detached 
dwellings on allotments 
that are generous in 
width. Regular spacing 
between residential 
buildings that is primarily 
achieved through 
consistent setbacks from 
each side boundary. 
Formal avenues and 
regular spacing of street 
trees along road 
verges also make a 
positive contribution to 
the amenity of the area. 
 

Consistent with pattern of development and 
regular spacing between buildings. Detached 
dwelling on large allotment. 

Representative 
buildings 
 
 

Representative 
buildings referenced in 
Historic Area 
Statements and 
Character Area 
Statements and 
mapped in the South 
Australian Planning 
and Property Atlas are 
buildings which display 
characteristics of 
importance in a 
particular area. The 
identification of 
representative 

is not intended to imply that other buildings in 
an historic area are not of importance. 
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buildings in a particular 
area is not intended to 
imply that other 
buildings in an historic 
area are not of 
importance. 

 

 
3 Nottage Terrace to east of existing motel (fph 6.9.2021) 
 

 
3 and 5 Nottage Terrace to east of existing motel (fph 6.9.2021) 
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5 Nottage Terrace (fph 6.9.2021) 
 
This large Victorian dwelling with a rear two storey addition is set behind a high red brick wall, with 
driveway access from Nottage Terrace.  The roof form and return verandah of the dwelling is 
prominent and the dwelling is visible from the north, north west and east approaches as indicated 
below. In terms of the Historic Area statement: 
 
Historic Area Statement Assessment Against Historic Area Statement 
Eras, themes 
and context 
 

Very-low and low density 
residential. 19th Century 
and early 20th Century. 

Satisfies: 
Low density, residential and early 20th century  

Allotments, 
subdivision and 
built form 
patterns 
 

Predominantly detached 
dwellings on large, wide 
allotments. Allotment 
sizes and building 
setbacks vary 
throughout the policy 
area, although there are 
patterns established in 
individual streets. 

Satisfies: 
Detached dwelling on large allotment 
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Architectural 
styles, detailing 
and built form 
features 
 

Range of architectural 
styles and dwelling types 
from the late 19th 
Century and early 20th 
Century periods 
including early Victorian, 
high Victorian, 
Edwardian, Classic 
Revival and large 
bungalows, all set within 
large landscaped garden 
settings that enhance 
the presentation of the 
dwellings. 
 

Satisfies: 
Large return verandah villa set within large 
allotment 

Building height 
 

Predominantly single 
storey. Two storey 
additions to the rear of 
buildings or within the 
roof space with single 
storey appearance at the 
street.  

Satisfies: 
Single Storey appearance to the street 

Materials 
 

Residences within this 
area vary in material 
application. Residences 
mostly constructed in 
locally sourced 
sandstone or bluestone, 
corrugated galvanised 
iron roofs and verandahs 
with cast iron lacework. 
Consistent early stone 
and brick dwellings on 
large sites with wide 
frontages to public 
roads. 

 

Satisfies: 
Sandstone walls 
corrugated iron roof 
verandah 

Fencing 
 

There is a distinctive 
lack of high, solid 
fencing and/or the use of 
open design of large 
gates to access long 
driveways has enabled 

Location proximate to busy road junction has 
resulted in red brick wall 
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the principal elevation of 
the historic homes and 
landscaped grounds to 
be visible from the public 
roads. 
 

Setting, 
landscaping, 
streetscape and 
public realm 
features 
 

Reasonably well 
established pattern of 
development, with 
regular spacing between 
buildings, front setbacks 
and roof pitches. Low-
density residential 
development, with 
predominantly detached 
dwellings on allotments 
that are generous in 
width. Regular spacing 
between residential 
buildings that is primarily 
achieved through 
consistent setbacks from 
each side boundary. 
Formal avenues and 
regular spacing of street 
trees along road 
verges also make a 
positive contribution to 
the amenity of the area. 
 

Consistent with pattern of development and 
regular spacing between buildings. Detached 
dwelling on large allotment. 

Representative 
buildings 
 
 

Representative 
buildings referenced in 
Historic Area 
Statements and 
Character Area 
Statements and 
mapped in the South 
Australian Planning 
and Property Atlas are 
buildings which display 
characteristics of 
importance in a 
particular area. The 

Representative building 
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identification of 
representative 
buildings in a particular 
area is not intended to 
imply that other 
buildings in an historic 
area are not of 
importance. 

 

 
11,9 and 7 Nottage Terrace to east of Affected Area (fph 6.9.2021) 

   
Nottage Terrace to north of Affected Area (fph 6.9.2021) 

   
North side of Tennyson Street to south of Affected Area (fph 6.9.2021)  
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The Proposal 
The proposed changes are indicated below.  
 

 
Proposed Zone Changes (Future Urban June 2021) 
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The proposed massing is as indicated below: 
 

 
Proposed Massing Diagram Sections (Future Urban June 2021) 
 

 
 
Proposed Massing Diagrams Site Plan (Future Urban June 2021) 
 
The contrast between the fine grained dwellings of the adjacent Established Neighbourhood Zone is highly 
evident, by comparing the footprint of the proposal with the footprints of surrounding.  The massing indicates: 
 

• A large footprint; 
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• Minimal articulation; 
• A long East-West dimension facing Nottage Terrace; 
• Six Levels; 
• No contextual site analysis; 
• No evidence of a contextual design response; 
• An existing structure of two levels with a lesser footprint. 

 
The proposal to replace the Suburban Business Zone with the Urban Corridor (Business) Zone will result in the 
loss of a Representative Building and the retention of three Representative Buildings on the South side of 
Nottage Terrace between the east boundary of the Affected Land and Victoria Terrace.   
 
The resultant built form, rather than being a corner building, as is currently the case, will become a long north 
facing building that will consume and intrude upon the historic streetscape.  The loss of definition caused by 
the inequitable incursion that no longer mirrors the single storey character on the north side, will undoubtedly 
become a catalyst for future incursions, with further loss of character, especially for the retained Representative 
Buildings at 7,9 and 11 Nottage Terrace. 
 
 

 
Proposed enlarged Massing Diagrams of development Site Plan (Future Urban June 2021) 
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Proposed Massing Section Diagram showing 7, 9 and part 11 Nottage Terrace (Future Urban 
June 2021) 
 
 
 

 
 
Proposed Road Widening (SA Government Website) 
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REVIEW OF KEY EXISTING PROVISIONS 
EXISTING ESTABLISHED NEIGHBOURHOOD ZONE 
Code Outcome Comment 
DO 1 
 

A neighbourhood that 
includes a range of housing 
types, with new buildings 
sympathetic to the 
predominant built form 
character and development 
patterns. 

The proposal is to relocate the boundary  
 
Moving the Established Neighbourhood Zone to the 
east will erode and diminish the existing green, historic 
and result in buildings that may not be sympathetic to 
the predominant built form character and development 
pattern. 

DO 2 
 

Maintain the predominant 
streetscape character, 
having regard to key 
features such as roadside 
plantings, footpaths, front 
yards, and space between 
crossovers. 

The massing diagrams indicate a proposal that would 
not maintain the predominant streetscape character. 

PO 
1.1 
 
 

Predominantly residential 
development with 
complementary non-
residential activities 
compatible with the 
established development 
pattern of the 
neighbourhood. 

The massing diagrams are not compatible with the 
established development pattern of the neighbourhood. 

EXISTING HISTORIC AREA OVERLAY 
DO 1 
 

Historic themes and 
characteristics are 
reinforced through 
conservation and 
contextually responsive 
development, design and 
adaptive reuse that 
responds to existing 
coherent patterns of land 
division, site configuration, 
streetscapes, building 
siting and built scale, form 
and features as exhibited in 
the Historic Area and 
expressed in the Historic 
Area Statement. 

The opportunity for contextually responsive 
development could be lost due to the removal of the 
Overlay. 
The proposal will result in the removal of two buildings 
that make a positive contribution to the Area 
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PO 
1.1 
 

All development is 
undertaken having 
consideration to the historic 
streetscapes and built form 
as expressed in the Historic 
Area Statement. 
 

This Performance Outcome will be removed.   
 
It encourages contextual design that references the 
adjacent streetscape, which is absent from the massing 
proposed. 

PO 
2.1 
 

The form and scale of new 
buildings and structures 
that are visible from the 
public realm are consistent 
with the prevailing historic 
characteristics of the 
historic area. 
 

This Performance Outcome will be removed.   
 
It encourages contextual design, facing Nottage 
Terrace, with new buildings of a respectful form and 
scale that references the adjacent historic streetscape, 
which is absent from the massing proposed. 
 
 

PO 
2.2 
 

Development is consistent 
with the prevailing building 
and wall heights in the 
historic area. 
 

This Performance Outcome will be removed.   
 
The indicative stepping of the new building to a height 
of four levels immediately to the west of the retained 7, 
9 and 11 Nottage Terrace is not consistent with the 
prevailing building and walls heights. 
 
 

PO 
2.3 
 

Design and architectural 
detailing of street-facing 
buildings (including but not 
limited to roof pitch and 
form, openings, chimneys 
and verandahs) 
complement the prevailing 
characteristics in the 
historic area. 
 

This Performance Outcome will be removed.   
 
The massing diagram indicates a plan width, height and 
stepping adjacent the retained Representative Buildings 
that  do not complement the prevailing characteristics. 
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PO 
7.1 
 

Buildings and structures, or 
features thereof, that 
demonstrate the historic 
characteristics as 
expressed in the Historic 
Area Statement are not 
demolished, unless: 

1. the front elevation of 
the building has 
been substantially 
altered and cannot 
be reasonably 
restored in a manner 
consistent with the 
building's original 
style 
or 

2. the structural 
integrity or safe 
condition of the 
original building is 
beyond reasonable 
repair. 

 

Both 3 and 5 Nottage Terrace make  positive 
contributions to the streetscape and appear to be in a 
reasonable condition. 
 
The front elevations of each building have not been 
substantially altered and are reasonably consistent with 
each building’s original style. 
 
The removal of the Historic Area Overlay will remove any 
demolition protection for both buildings. 

PO 
7.2 
 

Partial demolition of a 
building where that portion 
to be demolished does not 
contribute to the historic 
character of the 
streetscape. 
 

Both 3 and 5 Nottage Terrace make  positive 
contributions to the streetscape and appear to be in a 
reasonable condition. 
 
The front elevations of each building have not been 
substantially altered and are reasonably consistent with 
each building’s original style. 
 
The removal of the Historic Area Overlay will remove any 
demolition protection for both buildings. 
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PO 
7.3 
 

Buildings or elements of 
buildings that do not 
conform with the values 
described in the Historic 
Area Statement may be 
demolished. 
 

Both 3 and 5 Nottage Terrace have had some minor 
changes including: 

• metal roof tiles to 3 Nottage; 
• roofing over roof well to 5 Nottage. 

 
The front elevations of each building have not been 
substantially altered and are reasonably consistent with 
each building’s original style. 
 
The removal of the Historic Area Overlay will remove any 
demolition protection for both buildings. 

EXISTING SUBURBAN BUSINESS ZONE 
TNV 

 
Maximum Building Height 
(Levels) (Maximum 
building height is 3 
levels) 
 

The existing building is two levels.   
 
The current Zoning allows a three level building to the 
existing eastern Zone boundary, avoiding demolition of 
3 Nottage Terrace.  

DO 2 
 

A zone characterised 
by low-rise buildings with 
additional height in well 
serviced and accessible 
locations. 
 

The existing building is two levels.   
 
The current Zoning allows a three level building to the 
existing eastern Zone boundary, avoiding demolition of 
3 Nottage Terrace. 
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PO 
2.1 
 

Building scale and design 
complement surrounding 
built form, streetscapes 
and local character. 
 

This is an important design principle that will be lost with 
the proposed change in Zoning: 
 

• moving the Zone boundary to the east will result 
in the demolition of two dwellings that make a 
positive contribution; 

• changing the Zone will remove this contextually 
responsive design prompt. 
 

PO 
2.2 
 

Development with high 
visual and environmental 
amenity, particularly along 
arterial roads and the 
boundaries of adjoining 
zones is primarily intended 
to accommodate sensitive 
receivers. 
 

This is an important design principle that will be lost with 
the proposed change in Zoning: 
 

• moving the Zone boundary to the east will result 
in the demolition of two dwellings that make a 
positive contribution; 

• changing the Zone will remove this contextually 
responsive design prompt. 

 
PO 
3.1 
 

Buildings are generally 
of low-rise construction, 
with taller buildings 
positioned towards the 
centre of the zone and 
away from any 
adjoining neighbourhood-
type zone to positively 
contribute to the built form 
character of a locality. 
 

Maximum building height is 3 levels 
 
This is an important design principle that will be lost with 
the proposed change in Zoning: 
 

• moving the Zone boundary to the east will result 
in the demolition of two dwellings that make a 
positive contribution; 

• changing the Zone will remove this contextually 
responsive design prompt. 
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PO 
3.2 
 

Buildings mitigate visual 
impacts of building 
massing on residential 
development within 
a neighbourhood-type 
zone. 
 

DTS/DPF 3.2 
Buildings constructed within a building envelope 
provided by a 45 degree plane measured from a 
height of 3m above natural ground level at the 
boundary of an allotment used for residential 
purposes within a neighbourhood-type zone as 
shown in the following diagram (except where this 
boundary is a southern boundary, or where this 
boundary is the primary street boundary) 

 
   

DTS/DPF 3.2 
This could be applied to the west boundary of 3 
Nottage Terrace and a height of 3 levels achieved for 
the new development  
. 
 
DTS/DPF 3.3 (below) 
This could be applied to the west boundary of the 
affected, abutting Tennyson St rear boundaries and a 
height of 3 levels achieved for the new development, 
read in conjunction with DTS/DPF 3.7 
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PO 
3.3 
 

Buildings mitigate 
overshadowing of 
residential development 
within a neighbourhood-
type zone. 
 

DTS/DPF 3.3 
Buildings on sites with a southern boundary 
adjoining an allotment used for residential 
purposes within a neighbourhood-type zone are 
constructed within a building envelope provided by 
a 30 degree plane grading north measured from a 
height of 3m above natural ground level at the 
southern boundary, as shown in the following 
diagram 

 
PO 
3.4 
 

Buildings are set back 
from primary 
street boundaries to 
contribute to a consistent 
streetscape. 

 

DTS/DPF 3.4 
The building line of a building is set back from 
the primary street frontage: 

(a) the average of any existing buildings on 
either of the adjoining sites having frontage 
to the same street 
or 
 

(b) not less than 6m where no building exists on 
an adjoining site. 

 
  DTS/DPF 3.4 

Being a corner allotment the Secondary Street should 
be defined.  However due to road widening, the 
Massing Diagram indicates a new building that is set 
back further. 
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PO 
3.5 
 

Buildings are set back 
from secondary 
street boundaries (other 
than rear laneways) to 
contribute to a consistent 
streetscape. 
 

DTS/DPF 3.5 
Building walls are set back from the secondary 
street frontage: 

(a) the average of any existing buildings on 
adjoining sites having frontage to the same 
street 
or 
 

(b) not less than 900mm where no building 
exists on an adjoining site. 

 
Being a corner allotment the Secondary Street should 
be defined. 
 

PO 
3.6 
 

Buildings are set back from 
side boundaries to maintain 
adequate separation and 
ventilation. 
 

DTS/DPF 3.6 

Other than walls located on a side boundary, 
building walls are set back at least 900mm from 
side boundaries. 
The Massing Diagram appears to satisfy 

PO 
3.7 
 

Buildings are set back from 
rear boundaries to 
minimise adverse impacts 
on adjoining land uses. 
 

DTS/DPF 3.7 
Building walls are set back from the rear boundary 
at least 3m. 
The Massing Diagram appears to satisfy 

PO 
3.8 
 

Buildings on an allotment 
fronting a road that is not a 
State maintained road, and 
where land on the 
opposite side of the road is 
within a neighbourhood-type 
zone, provides an orderly 
transition to the built form 
scale envisaged in the 
adjacent zone to 
complement the 
streetscape character. 
 
 
 
 

The Massing Diagram does not indicate an orderly 
transition. 
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PROPOSED URBAN CORRIDOR BUSINESS ZONE 
 
TNV Maximum Building Height 

(Metres) (Maximum 
building height is 15m) 
Minimum Building Height 
(Levels) (Minimum 
building height is 2 
levels) 
Maximum Building Height 
(Levels) (Maximum 
building height is 4 
levels) 
Minimum Primary Street 
Setback (Minimum 
primary street setback is 
3m) 
Interface Height 
(Development should be 
constructed within a 
building envelope 
provided by a 45 degree 
plane, measured 3m 
above natural ground at 
the boundary of an 
allotment) 
 
 

Section 3 of the Massing Diagram below indicates an 
inadequate and abrupt contextual relationship with the 
three retained Representative Buildings to the east of 
the Affected Land. 
 

  

DO 1 
 

A medium rise mixed use 
zone with a strong focus on 
employment, which 
accommodates a diverse 
range of commercial and 
light industrial land uses 
together with compatible 
medium density residential 
development oriented 
towards a primary road 
corridor. 
 

The Massing Diagrams do not provide sufficient detail 
to provide confidence this Desired Outcome will be 
achieved. 
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DO 2 
 

Residential development 
that provides a pleasant 
amenity for residents 
without diminishing 
business opportunities on 
adjacent land. 

 

The Massing Diagrams do not provide sufficient detail 
to provide confidence this Desired Outcome will be 
achieved. 
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PO 
2.3 
 

Buildings setback from 
the primary 
street boundaries 
contribute to the consistent 
established streetscape, 
except in locations where 
no setback is desired to 
achieve a more prominent, 
strongly defined, and 
continuous built form 
presence to the primary 
road corridor. 
 

Minimum primary street setback is 3m 
 
The Massing Diagrams do not provide sufficient detail 
to provide confidence this Performance Outcome will 
be achieved.  The Massing Diagrams are unclear on 
how a more prominent corner building will be achieved. 
 
The continuous built form is oriented strongly towards 
Nottage Terrace, which is not desirable, given the 
historic streetscape to the east. 
 
This will diminish and detract from the existing gateway 
to the Town of Walkerville, currently evident on the north 
and south sides. 
 

PO 
2.5 
 

Buildings set back 
from secondary 
street boundaries to 
contribute to a consistent 
established streetscape. 
 

Building walls setback from a secondary 
street frontage of not less than 2m. 
 
The Massing Diagram suggest that Main North Road 
will become the secondary street, due to the orientation 
of the buildings.  This will diminish and detract from the 
existing gateway to the Town of Walkerville, currently 
evident on the north and south sides. 
 

PO 
2.6 
 

Buildings set back from 
side boundaries (other than 
street and zone 
boundaries) to provide 
separation between 
buildings in a way that 
complements the 
established character of 
the locality and enables 
access to natural sunlight 
and ventilation for 
neighbouring buildings. 

 

The Massing Diagrams do not provide sufficient detail 
to provide confidence this Desired Outcome will be 
achieved. 
 
The stepped built form is at odds with the traditional 
forms that comprise the existing established character 
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PO 
3.1 
 

Building height consistent 
with the form expressed in 
the Maximum Building 
Height (Levels) Technical 
and Numeric 
Variation layer and 
the Maximum Building 
Height (Metres) Technical 
and Numeric 
Variation layer and 
positively responds to the 
local context including 
the site's frontage, depth, 
and adjacent primary 
corridor or street width. 
 

The Massing Diagrams do not provide sufficient detail 
to provide confidence this Desired Outcome will be 
achieved. 
 
The Massing Diagrams indicate a significant built form 
incursion that does not respond positively to the Local 
Context through failing to acknowledge allotment 
widths and the adjacent prevailing pattern of 
development. 
 
 

 PO 3.2 
Buildings designed to 
achieve optimal height and 
floor space yields. 
 

Minimum building height is 2 levels 
 
The majority of dwellings to the east, south and north 
of the Affected Area are single storey. 
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 PO 4.1 
Buildings mitigate impacts 
of building massing on 
residential development 
within a neighbourhood-
type zone. 
 

Buildings constructed within a building 
envelope provided by a 45 degree plane 
measured from a height of 3 metres above 
natural ground level at the boundary of an 
allotment used for residential purposes 
within a neighbourhood-type zone as shown in 
the following diagram: 

 
 
The Massing Diagrams adhere to this principle but the 
resultant stepped form is a literal interpretation of the 
diagram and would result in a building form that would 
be at odds with the prevailing building proportions. 
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 PO 5.1 
Consolidation of significant 
development sites 
(a site with a frontage over 
25m to a primary road 
corridor and over 
2500m2 in area, which may 
include one or more 
allotments) to achieve 
increased development 
yield provided that off-
site impacts can be 
managed and broader 
community benefit is 
achieved in terms of design 
quality, community 
services, affordable 
housing provision, or 
sustainability features. 
 

The Affected Land is 7300m2.  It is unnecessary to 
alter the  zoning of the Established Neighbourhood 
Zone to achieve a significant development site. 
 
Development on significant development sites up 
to 30% above the maximum building 
height specified in DTS/DPF 3.1 (rounded to the 
nearest whole number) where it: 

(a) incorporates the retention, conservation and 
reuse of a building which is a listed heritage 
place or an existing built form and context 
that positively contributes to the character of 
the local area; 

The Massing Diagram confirms the loss of two 
dwellings that positively contribute to the character of 
the local area and which currently define the entrance 
to the Town of Walkerville. 
The Massing Diagrams do not provide an indication 
the DTS/DPF Criteria below will be satisfied: 
 

(b) includes more than 15% of dwellings 
as affordable housing 
or 

includes at least: 
(c) three of the following: 

(i) 
a. high quality open space that is 

universally accessible and is directly 
connected to, and well integrated 
with, public realm areas of the street 

b. high quality, safe and secure, 
universally accessible pedestrian 
linkages that connect through the 
development site 

c. active uses are located on the public 
street frontages of the building, with 
any above ground car parking located 
behind 
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d. a range of dwelling types that 
includes at least 10% of 3+ bedroom 
apartments; 

e. a child care centre 
(ii) three of the following: 

f. a communal useable garden 
integrated with the design of the 
building that covers the majority of a 
rooftop area supported by services 
that ensure ongoing maintenance 

g. living landscaped vertical surfaces of 
at least 50m2 supported by services 
that ensure ongoing maintenance 

h. passive heating and cooling design 
elements including solar shading 
integrated into the building 

i. higher amenity through provision 
of private open space in excess of 
minimum requirements by 25% for at 
least 50% of dwellings. 
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PO 
5.2 
 

Development on a 
significant 
development site (a site with 
a frontage to a primary 
road corridor and over 
2500m2 which may include 
one or more allotments) 
designed to minimise 
impacts on residential uses 
in adjacent zones with 
regard to intensity of use, 
overshadowing, massing 
and building proportions. 
 

 
DTS/DPF 5.2 
Development that: 

(a) is constructed within zone's 
Interface Building Height provision as 
specified DTS/DPF 4.1 

(b) locates non-residential activities and higher 
density elements towards the primary road 
corridor 

(c) locates taller building elements towards the 
primary road corridor. 

 
The Affected Land is 7300m2.  It is unnecessary to 
alter the  zoning of the Established Neighbourhood 
Zone to achieve a significant development site.   
 
The Massing Diagrams provide little confidence of a 
design that will minimise impacts, especially in relation 
to Building Proportions which are at odds with the 
prevailing Nottage Terrace and Tennyson Street 
character. 
 

 
 
 

 
Part 4 of the Planning Design Code encourages contextually responsive design. The Massing 
Diagrams lack the contextual analysis that underpin Design Principles.  This does not give 
confidence the proposal will complement the established built form that is evident east from and 
including 3 Nottage Terrace.  It also does not give confidence the proposal will not have adverse 
impact on the character of Tennyson Street. 
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Conclusion 
 
The loss of the Historic Area Overlay over 3 and 5 Nottage Terrace, Medindie is unacceptable for 
the following reasons: 
 

• The buildings will no longer be protected from demolition; 
• The Massing Diagram suggest a replacement building that is at odds with the prevailing 

built form, falling short of complementary forms and contextually responsive design. 
 
Two of the five dwellings that exist on the south side of Nottage Terrace, to Victoria Avenue will be 
lost, resulting in a diminution of the existing character gateway to the Town of Walkerville, the 
western boundary of which is currently defined on both north and south sides of Nottage Terrace, 
commencing with 3 Nottage Terrace and the single storey dwellings opposite. 
 
The strong, north to south defined Zone boundary that is evident on the rear boundaries of 
properties on the west side of Main North Road will be broken by the intrusion of the zone along 
Nottage Terrace. 
 
The Massing Diagrams of the proposed development suggest a built form that: 
 

• is at odds with the three remaining Representative Buildings to the west of Victoria Avenue; 
• will become a large, unarticulated and high north facing building that will extend along 

Nottage Terrace and become larger than a restrained, well-designed, yet prominent iconic 
corner building. 

 
The extension and change of the Zone will alter the character of Nottage Terrace that is currently 
established by and commences with 3 Nottage Terrace. 
 
Further the north facing skyline of the Representative Buildings of Tennyson Street will become 
impaired by the proposed Zone change. 
 
The outcome has been driven by consolidation and yield and not through the establishment of 
contextually responsive design. 
 
The fundamental issues are: 
 

(1) Relocating Established Neighbourhood Zone boundary and Historic Area Overlay and the 
consequences in terms of lost character and definition of town edge; 
 

(2) The massing and design of the proposed multi-level new building, which appears at odds 
with the prevailing, intimate, single storey character and traditional forms and is not 
suggestive of complementary development. 
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Summary Recommendation 
 
The following recommendations are made: 
 

• Retain the Established Neighbourhood Zone boundary in the current location; 
• Retain the Historic Area Overlay boundary in the current location; 
• Retain 3 and 5 Nottage Terrace as dwellings or as part of an integrated development that 

creates a buffer to the adjacent residential development; 
• Maintain the gateway entrance to the Town of Walkerville at its current location; 
• Retain the Suburban Business Zone or change to Urban Corridor (Business) Zone to be 

limited by the west boundary of 3 Nottage Terrace. 
 
The diagrams below suggest how a better transition can be achieved and the land developed as 
a prominent, appropriately truncated, iconic corner building, rather than one that stretches east 
along Nottage Terrace and diminishes historic character. 

 
Suggested Section retaining 3 and 5 Nottage Terrace:fph 6.9.2021 

 
Suggested Site Plan retaining 3 and 5 Nottage Terrace: fph 6.9.2021 
 
Douglas Alexander 
Heritage Advisor 
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REF: 301401163 

DATE: 31 August 2021 

 

Town of Walkerville 

Attention: Mr. James Kelly (Asset & Project Engineer) 

 

Dear James, 

RE: SCOTTY’S CORNER CODE AMENDMENT TRAFFIC REVIEW 

The scope of this commission was to complete a review of the Traffic Assessment Report (TIA) that was 

prepared by CIRQA (dated 14 July 2021) as part of the proposed Code Amendment for 7 lots on the corner 

of Main North Road and Nottage Terrace in Medindie, including the site currently occupied by Scotty’s Motel. 

The review has considered the following items contained within the traffic assessment report:   

• Site Access Provision 

• Parking Provision 

• Traffic generation and distribution assumptions 

• SIDRA modelling review based on the output contained in the report appendices  

• The potential implications for the local road network within Medindie and specifically the potential for use 

of the local road by development traffic and for overspill parking. 

Background  

A Code Amendment is being sought on the site located on the south eastern corner of the intersection of 

Main North Road and Nottage Terrace. The site is currently occupied by Scotty’s Motel, 3 residential 

dwellings and part of the site was formerly occupied by a motor repair facility. The sites are currently located 

in Suburban Business Zone and Established Neighbourhood Zone.  

The State Government Department for Infrastructure and Transport (DIT) is upgrading the adjacent signal 

intersection to increase traffic capacity. However, the upgrade does not utilise land from the site under 

consideration.  

Proposed Development 

The Code Amendment proposes the development of medium density townhouses (the quantity was not 

specified), 160 high density apartments (5-7 storey) and 2,500 sqm of commercial uses on the ground floor 

of the apartment buildings. The medium density townhouses are proposed at the eastern end of the site, 

adjacent to the existing residential properties. The Code Amendment seeks the Urban Corridor (Business) 

Zone.  



 

 

 

Scotty’s Corner code amendment traffic review  

ID: 210831-Scottys_corner_letter_final.docx 
2 

Proposed Site Accesses 

The existing lots are provided with a total of 7 access points of which 3 locations are on Nottage Terrace and 

4 locations are on Main North Road. As the existing commercial property accesses are within or very close to 

the intersection traffic signals, CIRQA proposes to relocate the accesses towards the eastern and south 

western corners of the site and consolidate to either 2 or 3 access points. Splitting the accesses between 

medium density and commercial/high-density residential uses is proposed although full details are not 

provided.  

As the existing lots do not benefit from any other road frontages, the proposed access strategy is considered 

appropriate. However, as CIRQA mentions in the report, it will be subject to approval from DIT as the arterial 

road authority, who may seek further consolidation of the accesses.   

Parking Assessment 

The parking requirements have been assessed based on the current zoning. The Established Neighbourhood 

Zone is not considered a designated area. However, the Suburban Business Zone and the proposed Urban 

Corridor (Business) Zone are both designated areas, within which lower and more generic parking provision 

is applied.  

Based on the existing and proposed zone designations, the 160 2-bedroom residential apartments would 

require 160 resident (1 space per 2-bedroom unit). However, the visitor parking provision would change with 

51 visitor spaces (0.33 spaces per unit) required for the existing Established Neighbourhood Zone and 40 

visitor spaces (0.25 spaces per unit) required for the proposed Urban Corridor (Business). The indicative 

provision of 200 spaces would therefore meet the spaces required for the proposed zone under the Planning 

Code. The visitor car parking component is considered appropriate. 

The parking provision for the residential use is proposed as one per space per two-bedroom unit. If no 

flexibility is provided in the allocation of parking, this may lead to some unused parking whilst some 

apartments with two cars either use the visitor parking or park on-street. No information is provided on the 

total number of townhouses (section 5.2 references “9 of the…townhouses”, implying there are more than 9) 

or their parking provision.  

The proposed Urban Corridor (Business) Zone seeks a lower maximum provision of 5 spaces per 100sqm 

compared to the current Suburban Business Zone at 6 spaces per 100sqm.Both have the same minimum 

provision of 3 spaces per 100 sqm. Considering the lower parking rates for the proposed zone designation 

for the commercial use of 2,500 sqm would require between 3 and 5 spaces per 100 sqm. This equates to 

between 75 and 125 spaces. Therefore, the proposed provision of 75 spaces is at the absolute minimum.  

If the final mix of commercial use tends more towards retail, the parking provision may be sufficient as it 

would be expected to be short stay and higher turnover, as well as a likelihood of more local walk in from 

existing and proposed residential uses and nearby commercial uses. However, if the final mix is more 

commercial and office use then most of the parking will be long stay all day parking and 75 spaces is likely to 

be insufficient, as a standard office parking rate would be 4 spaces per 100 sqm, equating to a provision of 

100 spaces.   

Whilst an aspiration exists to increase use of walking, cycling and public transport, this is not currently 

supported by the State Government transport investment which is almost exclusively focused on additional 

road infrastructure and capacity. Furthermore, in the report CIRQA identifies a high number of bus services 

to the site. This is misleading because only Route 222 stops near the site with the other bus routes operating 

express services past this location. Route 222 is a designated Go Zone service that operates every 7 or 8 

minutes during the peak directions, every 15 minutes during the daytime and every 30 minutes after 6 pm 

and on weekends. A frequent bus service that would potentially attract more patronage would operate at 
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least every 15 minutes until 8 pm on weeknights and every 15 minutes at least 8am to 6pm on weekends. 

The current level of bus service is not considered high enough to encourage reduced levels of car ownership 

or use. 

Furthermore, Route 222 only provides travel between Adelaide CBD and Mawson Lakes via Main North 

Road. For access to employment, education and retail opportunities outside this single corridor, public 

transport is not a convenient option as these future residents would need to travel into Adelaide CBD or out 

to Mawson Lakes and change buses to get to other destinations.  

The closest bus stops for the Scotty’s Corner development are located at either Stop 8 north of Dutton 

Terrace or Stop 10 north of Sherbourne Road. This requires bus passengers to cross Nottage Terrace and 

Main North Road and walk 200 m north of Nottage Terrace to the closest bus stop. Stop 9 was removed on 

both sides of Main North Road so the distance between Stops 8 and 10 is over 480 m. Poor pedestrian 

access to and from bus stops and across Main North Road generally was identified as an issue in the 2020 

Medindie Transport and Parking Plan (GTA Consultants, April 2020). This limitation is likely to further 

reinforce the car dependence of the site. 

Similarly, whilst the site is located within a comfortable bicycle ride of the CBD and many other local 

destinations, no immediately accessible bicycle infrastructure exists that would encourage more cycling.  

It is therefore considered that despite the site’s good location in relation to the CBD and other local centres, it 

will remain heavily car dependent due to lack of safe and widely accessible alternative transport options. As a 

result, the proposed parking provision is likely to be insufficient and could be expected to lead to overspill 

parking on local streets from both the residential and commercial uses.  

Traffic Generation 

The traffic generation rates have been derived from the nationally recognised NSW Roads and Maritime 

Services “Guide to Traffic Generating Developments”. In general, the traffic generation rates adopted are 

considered reasonable with the exception of the residential dwellings.  

• A rate of 6.5 trips per 100 sqm has been adopted for medium density (townhouse) dwellings. While this 

rate is considered appropriate, the traffic generation excludes the proposed townhouses. Whilst it is 

understood that there will not be a significant number of townhouses, they would still add to the traffic 

generation.   

• A rate of 0.53, 0.32 and 1.53 trips has been adopted for the weekday AM, PM and daily periods 

respectively for a high-density development (apartments). These rates appear to be based on empirical 

data from Sydney, which were close to public transport, greater than six storeys and almost exclusively 

residential in nature. Given the limited walking / cycling catchment and provision of public transport 

services to the site and that the site is not located within the CBD or a metropolitan sub-centre, these 

rates are considered optimistic. The Guide to Traffic Generating Developments (2002) provides a rate of 

0.4–0.5 for peak hours and 4-5 daily trips as more appropriate and reflective of higher private vehicle 

use.  

Therefore, whilst the traffic generation rates applied and calculated in the report are correct as provided in 

the CIRQA report, it is considered that there is a potential underestimate, particularly on a daily basis, due to 

overly optimistic rates applied to the high-density residential use and the omission of the medium density 

townhouses. 

Furthermore, if the final mix of commercial and retail use include a higher proportion of retail, the traffic 

generation could be significantly higher. If all of the non-residential use were retail, the total daily traffic 

generation from the site could increase from 1,404 trips to 1,993 trips which is a 40% increase. However, as 
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these trips are likely to be short stay, the trips would be expected to remain primarily within the proposed site, 

as parking off-site would deter visits to this site. 

A small supermarket or grocery store that may be accommodated in the Scotty’s Corner development site 

would likely be similar in size to the shops with the Drakes supermarket at 31 North East Road, Collinswood.  

Should the size of a potential supermarket and associated speciality shops increase beyond the proposed 

2,500 sqm, which could be accommodated within the site, then the traffic generation could increase further. 

It is considered that a maximum retail/commercial floorspace of 3,500 sqm would be feasible on the site 

allowing for the provision of car parking and medium density residential abutting the existing residential at the 

eastern end of the site. This could result in a worst-case traffic generation of the order of to 2,450 trips per 

day. However, given the existing retail and shopping provision in the area, this scenario is considered highly 

unlikely to materialise.  

Traffic Distribution 

The estimated traffic has then been distributed via the proposed access points. It is not clear why no exiting 

traffic has been allocated to the Nottage Terrace access given the desire set out in Section 3.2 of the CIRQA 

report to separate the commercial and residential accesses as far as possible, although this assignment 

would minimise the volume of development traffic using the DIT intersection and hence the impact on the 

SIDRA modelling assessment. 

As entering residential traffic is identified to use Nottage Terrace, it can only be assumed that a connecting 

route through the site is proposed. This is considered highly undesirable in a westbound direction, as this 

could encourage drivers to cut through the site to avoid the signal intersection. It may however be beneficial 

in an eastbound direction as it would allow northbound site traffic to exit onto Nottage Terrace and then turn 

right to Main North Road without the risk of external traffic being able to benefit from the connection. 

As noted above under the parking assessment, it is considered that some parking is likely to overspill onto 

the streets. The traffic generation associated with this parking will therefore occur on the local streets, 

resulting in increases in traffic on the local streets, most likely to be Tennyson Street and Victoria Avenue. 

The traffic distribution in the report has only considered the immediate access which would be used. No 

assessment has been made of the wider access routes that would be used to reach the site. Due to the left-in 

and left-out arrangements for all the site accesses and peak period congestion at other intersections, entry 

and exit to and from varying directions is likely to result in traffic using local routes within Medindie. Expected 

examples of this would be: 

• Traffic approaching the site from the ring road east (Park Terrace/Hackney Road) is likely to cut through 

Medindie via Dutton Terrace and Victoria Drive to avoid the Northcote Terrace/Nottage Terrace 

intersection. 

• Traffic exiting the site towards the ring road east is likely to use routes via Dutton Terrace to access 

Robe Terrace and avoid the Main North Road/Robe Terrace intersection.  

• Traffic exiting the site onto Main North Road and seeking to access Main North Road to the north is 

likely to use Dutton Terrace and Victoria Drive to recirculate to Nottage Terrace. 

In the Medindie Transport and Parking Plan, traffic volumes and speed data for the local streets in Medindie, 

including Tennyson Street, Victoria Avenue and Dutton Terrace, were presented to identify the traffic issues.   

As shown in Figure 1, the traffic volumes in the west of the study area showed a higher percentage of 

commercial vehicle composition, that could be delivery and service vehicles, or unwanted cut-through traffic 

as follows: 

• At Dutton Terrace west of Rasp Avenue at 4.5 - 4.9 per cent 
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• Tennyson Street at 6.4 per cent 

• Victoria Avenue at 6.4 per cent 

• Elm Street at 5 per cent 

The westbound traffic on Dutton Terrace and Tennyson Street was generally higher than eastbound over the 

day.  

Figure 1: Existing Weekday Average Traffic on the Local Streets in Medindie 

 

Source Traffic counts conducted for the Town of Walkerville, 2019 

The 7-day average 85th percentile speed recorded for all vehicles at the traffic counters are shown in 

Figure 2. The locations relevant to the Scotty’s Corner development where the 85th percentile speed 

exceeded 50 km/h were at: 

• Victoria Avenue 

• Hawkers Road north of Dutton Terrace 

• Dutton Terrace west of Hawkers Road 

Traffic entering or exiting the proposed site and utilising local streets as part of their route are likely to travel 

at higher speeds as they will become familiar with the streets. The existing traffic speeds could therefore be 

expected to increase on the immediately local roads.  
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Figure 2: Existing 7-day Average 85th Percentile Speeds on the Local Streets in Medindie 

 

Source Traffic counts conducted for the Town of Walkerville, 2019 

SIDRA Modelling 

SIDRA Intersection modelling was undertaken at the Main North Road / Nottage Terrace signalised 

intersection, in addition to the three proposed access points.  The three site access points will function as left 

in and left out arrangements, with two of the access points fronting onto Nottage Terrace and the remaining 

access point fronting onto Main North Road. While a review has been undertaken for the models, the 

assessment has been undertaken at a high level as the calibrated parameters have not been included within 

the CIRQA report.  

Main North Road / Nottage Terrace Intersection 

SIDRA Intersection Modelling was undertaken at the Main North Road / Nottage Terrace to reflect the 

weekday AM and PM Peak Hours. This was undertaken for three scenarios: 

• Scenario 1 – Existing Volumes based on existing intersection configuration 

• Scenario 2 – Exiting volumes based on the DIT upgraded configuration 

• Scenario 3 – Future volumes based on the DIT upgraded configuration 

The models generally provide little differential in performance based on the existing and future volumes. While 

this is indicative of the network volumes being much more significant than the traffic volume associated with 

the development, the exit distribution of the site traffic has been set up such that all exiting site vehicles would 
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avoid the intersection, using only the Main North Road exit. Only a small proportion of site traffic that would 

use Main North Road (north) to access the site has been included in the model. 

The SIDRA analysis will need to be recalibrated after the current upgrade for the Main North Road/Nottage 

Terrace intersection project is completed by DIT.  This would be required after the construction of the 

intersection in early 2022 and would be included in any subsequent development applications.  

The updated SIDRA model should then be reassessed with a revised traffic distribution from the site, 

reflecting the specific allocation of development traffic to the various site access and, in particular, to the 

Nottage Terrace exit.  

Proposed Site Access 

SIDRA intersection modelling was undertaken for the three proposed access points on Nottage Terrace and 

Main North Road for both the AM and PM peak hours. As these access points will operate with left in and left 

out arrangements, the analysis indicates that they will operate well within their respective operational 

capacities. This is to be expected for left in and left out arrangements.  

The proposed Main North Road/Nottage Terrace intersection upgrade would be expected to reduce queues 

and delays at the intersection, at least initially. Reduced queues and delays are however likely to attract 

additional traffic to use the intersection and could quickly negate the upgrade benefits. However, the 

proximity of the site accesses to the intersection means there is likely to be negligible difference in the site 

access operation relative to changes in the signal intersection performance.  

Summary 

From the review of the CIRQA report, the following key points are identified in relation to potential impact on 

the site operation and the adjoining area of Medindie: 

• The number of proposed townhouses has not been identified and has not subsequently been included in 

the traffic generation. 

• The parking provision for the apartment residential use is proposed as one per space per two-bedroom 

unit. If there is no flexibility in allocation of parking, this may lead to some unused parking whilst some 

apartments with two cars either use the visitor parking or park on-street. 

• The proposed visitor parking allocation is considered sufficient based on typical visitor profiles, provided 

it is suitably managed, and meets the required level set out in the Planning Code for the proposed zone. 

• The proposed parking for the retail and commercial uses is likely to be sufficient if most of the use is 

retail. However, if the site is developed mostly for commercial/office use, then 75 spaces are unlikely to 

be sufficient and could lead to overspill parking on local streets.  

• The traffic generation rates are considered reasonable with the exception of the high density residential. 

The rates applied for this are considered too low and do not reflect the limited connectivity for walking, 

cycling and public transport use available at the site.  

• The traffic distribution indicates that a westbound through route will be available within the site, which is 

considered highly undesirable as vehicles could rat-run to avoid the traffic signals. An eastbound 

through route would however be beneficial as this will enable site traffic to exit Nottage Terrace and 

access Main North Road (north) and avoid recirculation through local streets. 

• Wider distribution of traffic accessing the site has not been considered. A number of access and egress 

routes to and from the site are likely to result in additional traffic using local roads within Medindie to 

overcome the left-in and left-out limitations of the site. This could be worse than necessary if the 

assumption of all exits to Main North Road materialises through the site design.  
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• Access from the south and east via the ring road is likely to use Dutton Terrace and Victoria Avenue to 

avoid the Northcote Terrace/Nottage Terrace traffic signals. Access via the Robe Terrace service road 

and other Medindie streets may also occur. 

• The SIDRA modelling of the Main North Road and Nottage Terrace intersection has likely 

underestimated the site impact due to all of the existing traffic being assigned to Main North Road south 

of the intersection.   

If you have any questions or require any further information, please contact me on

Yours sincerely 

GTA, NOW STANTEC 

 

Paul Froggatt 

Associate Director 
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Executive Summary 

Review Objectives 

URPS has been engaged by the Town of Walkerville (Council) to review the proponent led Scotty’s Corner 
Code Amendment (e.g. rezoning proposal). The purpose of this review is to provide Council with an 
independent and objective review of the rezoning proposal.  

The Proposal 

Land use planning provisions / guidelines (e.g. zones) are contained within the State’s Planning and 
Design Code (the Code). The Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016 (the Act) enabled 
individuals to seek amendments to the Code via a Code Amendment.  

The Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment is seeking to rezone 7,300 sqm of land from its current zoning as 
Suburban Business Zone and Established Neighbourhood Zone to an Urban Corridor (Business) Zone.  

The existing zoning envisages development of 3 levels in the Suburban Business Zone and 2 levels in the 
Established Neighbourhood Zone.  

The proposed Urban Corridor (Business) Zone promotes a mix of commercial and residential development 
and includes a maximum building height Technical and Numeric Variation (TNV) of 6 levels.  

Strategic / Policy Planning 

Land use planning is a blend of technical and subjective public policy decision making guided by: 

• Consideration of State and Local Government strategic planning objectives. 

• Consideration of broader community benefits. 

• The views of existing and future communities. 

From a strategic planning perspective, it is appropriate to promote increased mixed use development 
opportunities on land fronting arterial roads that have access to services, subject to appropriate 
management of offsite impacts. 

Updated planning provisions may have the following benefits: 

• Promoting the redevelopment of a prominent gateway site. 

• Encouraging a range of diverse residential accommodations that are more affordable and convenient 
for a broad range of the community that are located on transport corridors that are near people’s 
places of work and services. 

• Encouraging the establishment of businesses that service the local / neighbourhood community. 

Conversely, inappropriate planning provisions that enables unsuitable developments can result in 
detrimental impacts. 
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Issues for Consideration 

The key issues for consideration include: 

• Is the site appropriate for the range of land uses envisaged by the Urban Corridor (Business) Zone? 

• Can urban design outcomes be appropriately managed? 

• Are there significant land contamination issues that deem the land cannot be used for sensitive 
residential developments? 

• Can interface impacts on neighbouring properties be appropriately managed. Interface issues typically 
relate to: 

‒ Impact of traffic movements 

‒ Noise emissions 

‒ Overlooking / privacy 

‒ Overshadowing 

‒ Sense of enclosure / massing from new buildings 

Do the investigations sufficiently address the requirements of the Proposal to Initiate a Code Amendment 
document and the approval from the Minister for Planning and Local Government (the Minister)? 

Zone Boundary Interface Considerations 

In respect to determining what is an acceptable level of impact on existing residents, the Environment, 
Resources and Development Court has noted that residents at the interface / edge of a zone may not 
expect to enjoy the same level of amenity to those located a further distance away from the zone 
boundary. Nevertheless, the Court has also noted that development within a non-residential zone should 
be designed to minimise impacts on the neighbouring residential area. This is particularly the case given 
the location of the adjoining Historic Area Code Overlay affecting the Medindie Historic Area. 

Planning and Design Code Interpretations 

The scope of the Code Amendment does not include the creation of new planning rules, and is limited to 
the spatial application of zones, subzones, overlays, or TNVs contained in the Code. TNVs includes a 
reference to building levels / heights.  

From a development application perspective, it is anticipated that any significant mixed-use development 
on the site will be assessed by the State Planning Assessment Commission (SCAP) and be referred to 
Council and the Government Architect for comments.   

The SCAP assessment process will have regard to the planning provisions in the relevant zones (subject 
land and adjacent land) and other relevant Code provisions. Provisions include: 

• Desired Outcomes (DO). 

• Performance Outcomes (PO). 

• Designated Performance Feature (DPF).  
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A DPF provides an approved example to the planning authority indicating an acceptable design solution 
to satisfy the corresponding PO. However, there may be other design solution options available to 
successfully address the PO. Therefore, non-achievement of a DPF does not mean a failure to comply with 
the PO. Ultimately a planning judgment is to be made on the merits of the individual development 
application judged against all the relevant provisions of the Code. 

The planning assessment process is not a tick the box process and requires the planning authority to 
apply sound judgement and make an informed planning decision that considers both qualitative (e.g. PO) 
and quantitative provisions (e.g. DPF). The Code provisions are not mandatory and terms such as 
“maximum” and “should” are not to be interpreted as mandatory requirements. 

Summary of Preliminary Findings  

In responding to the key issues, we note: 

• The proposed rezoning of the Suburban Business Zone to Urban Corridor (Business) Zone that includes 
a mix of land uses including residential, shops, consultant rooms and other commercial activities is 
appropriate. Refer to Appendix A for list of envisaged land use. 

• The proposed rezoning of the Established Neighbourhood Zone and anticipated demolition of a 
representative building within the Historic Area Overlay might be appropriate, but it does increase the 
interface boundary of the Urban Corridor (Business) Zone and the Historic Area Overlay.  

In doing so, this increases the scope of potential interface issues with residential properties within the 
Historic Area Overlay.  We recommend that a heritage consultant be engaged to determine the 
heritage value of the representative building in the proposed Urban Corridor (Business) Zone. Having 
regard to several Code interface provisions; the consultant should also provide commentary on the 
impact (if any) of increasing the spatial extent of business type zoning on the area remaining within the 
Heritage Area Overlay and Representative Buildings. Appendix B identifies the location of the 
Representative Buildings. 

• Urban design policies contained in the Code will aid in producing an appropriate urban design 
outcome. The incorporation of the Code’s Design Overlay means development applications of more 
than 4 levels will be referred to the State Government Architect for comments. Refer to Appendix C for 
a selection / example of the Code’s Urban Design provisions.   

• Traffic issues are being considered by GTA / Stantec. We will be guided by their advice.  

• Noise emissions because of the activities within the proposed development will need to comply with 
the EPA (Noise) Policy. Having reviewed the acoustic engineers report, we contend that noise 
emissions can be appropriately managed.  

• The Code Amendment refers to several Code provisions that seek to mitigate overlooking and privacy 
issues. However, most of these policies are only applicable to 2 to 3 level buildings. In dealing with 
overlooking / privacy issues, the planning authority will need to rely on PO 16 in the General - Urban 
Areas provisions and other supporting provisions relating to landscape screening, setbacks, 30 or 45 
degree interface plane and general amenity considerations. (Refer to Appendix D for policies relating to 
overlooking and privacy).  
 
The Government Architect would comment on a wide range of issues (including privacy issues) for 
buildings more than 4 levels in height by virtue of the Design Overlay applied to the land.  
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Dependant on the actual final building design, overlooking and privacy may be able to be appropriately 
addressed. However, it is anticipated that the southern and eastern residents may “perceive” a loss of 
privacy (and subject to the design of the development, may experience an actual loss of some level of 
privacy). Again, the question is” What level of impact (if any) is acceptable on existing nearby 
properties to archive broader strategic objectives that may benefit a wider community? 

• The height of the proposed development can directly influence the extent of overshadowing and sense 
of enclosure affecting the southern properties located within the Historic Area Overlay area. 

Although a 6 level development has been modelled by the proponent, the Urban Corridor (Business) 
Zone envisages buildings up to 8 levels if “significant development site” provisions are triggered.  
Significant development site provisions trigger a bonus of 30% in building levels over the designated 
maximum TNV building height of 6 levels, resulting in buildings of 8 levels. However, the ability to 
construct the additional 2 building levels may be extremely problematic (if at all) for the developer “if” 
they propose to comply with the 30 or 45 degree DPF and rear setback DPF (refer to Appendix E). 
Compliance of DPFs is not mandatory and are not the only design approach to address the associated 
PO. 

Page 9 of the Code Amendment refers to “TNV generated from the interface height in DTS/DPF 4.1 of 
the Urban Corridor (Neighbourhood Zone)”. We have assumed that this is an error, and the reference 
should be to 4.1 of the Urban Corridor (Business) Zone. 

We note that Code provisions seek to address overshadowing issues (refer to Appendix F). 

Given the State Planning Policies broader strategic objectives, Council and the State Planning Commission 
(Commission) need to consider what level of of additional impact (if any) is acceptable to residential 
neighbours. 

Community Engagement 

Overall, it is considered that the engagement outlined for this Code Amendment meets minimum 
standards. It is designed to deliver engagement, feedback and communications approaches that are very 
similar to previous Development Plan Amendment consultation processes. The Community Engagement 
Charter challenges practitioners to design and deliver tailored, bespoke, fit for purpose engagement that 
meets the needs of the stakeholders it is designed for. This Engagement Plan could make improvements to 
better align to the aspirations of the Charter. 

Further Justification 

The submitted massing models, overshadowing plans and perspectives are of assistance. However, 
further modelling is desirable to understand a potential 7 or 8 level building and variations to to the 30 to 
45 degree planes. The plans should model a 7 and 8 level building: 

Perspectives should also illustrate proposed developments within the context of existing building heights. 
Supplied perspectives have modelled neighbouring developments at their full development/height 
potential. 

If Council is concerned about interface issues associated with height etc. it could advocate that a lower 
Maximum Building Height (Levels) TNV be implemented. For example, a 5 level TNV may be appropriate 
given this is consistent with land zoned Urban Corridor (Business) to the west of Main North Road within 
the City of Prospect.  If the 30% significant development site provisions are triggered, a 5 level TNV 
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maximum development height can evolve to a 7 level development (5 plus 30% equals 1.5, rounded up to 
2). This assumes (perhaps incorrectly), that 7 levels can be approved, and or feasibility constructed. 

A heritage consultant be engaged to determine the heritage value of the representative building in the 
proposed Urban Corridor (Business) Zone. Having regard to several Code interface provisions, the 
consultant should also provide commentary of the interface impact (if any) on the the spatial increase of 
the business type zone over the remaining Heritage Area Overlay. 

Concept plans are typically discouraged if they simply seek to repeat existing Code policy. However, given 
the sensitivity of some of the issues on this locality, Council can consider advocating for the inclusion of a 
concept plan that reinforces the location of desired vehicle access points, massing of and location of 
screen landscaping areas. We note that the Proposal to initiate a Code Amendment referred to a 
development option of placing 2 storey townhouses at the rear zone boundary interface.  
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 Introduction 

 Background 
URPS is an independent firm of town planners and allied professionals. It provides policy, engagement, 
and development planning advice to State and Local Governments and the private sector. URPS was 
engaged by the Town of Walkerville (Council) to undertake an independent review of the Scotty’s Corner 
Code Amendment. 

All land within the Council area is affected by land use planning provisions (e.g. zones) contained in the 
State’s Planning and Design Code (the Code). YS Super Investments Pty Ltd is seeking the support of the 
State Planning Commission (the Commission) and the Minister for Planning and Local Government (the 
Minister) to rezone the affected land from the Code’s Suburban Business and Established Neighbourhood 
Zones to an Urban Corridor (Business) Zone.  

The process to have the land rezoned is governed by the Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 
2016 and Practice Direction 2 – Preparation and Amendment of Designated Instruments. The process is 
referred to as a Code Amendment.  

 Purpose of this report 
This report has been commissioned by Council as a point in-time review of the Code Amendment 
document. 

This report will be considered by Council when it determines its response to the proponent of the Code 
Amendment and the Commission. The report does not replace the independent assessment undertaken 
by Council, Planning and Land Use Services (PLUS) within the Attorney General’s Department and the 
Commission. 

The report addresses the following questions: 

• Is the concept of a spot rezone appropriate? 

• Is it appropriate to consider uplift development opportunities? 

• Is it appropriate to facilitate the demolition of the Representative Building and increase the footprint of 
non-residential land uses? 

• Is the proposed Urban Corridor (Business) Zone appropriate? 

• Is the selected TNV for building heights appropriate? 

• What are potential interface issues, and can they have addressed? 

• Does the area have enough public open space – should this project contribute? 

• Are traffic management issues appropriately addressed? 

• Is the proposed zone applicable for the remaining Business Suburban Zone? 

• Are the provided investigations appropriate to justify the rezoning? 

• Is the proposed community engagement plan appropriate? 
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 Proposed land to be rezoned 
The land proposed to be rezoned has an area of approximately 7,300 sqm and is illustrated in Figure 1. 
Figure 2 illustrates the proposed zone boundary. 

Figure 1: Proposed land to be rezoned and existing zones - refer to yellow dash line. 

Figure 2: Proposed Urban Corridor (Business) Zone. Refer to yellow dash line. 
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 Proposed zone  
The proponent has nominated the land be rezoned to “Urban Corridor (Business) Zone.” 

The Zone’s Desired Outcomes include: 

DO1: A business and innovation precinct that includes a range of emerging businesses which have low 
level off-site impacts. Residential development within the area is subordinate to employment uses and 
generally includes medium-density housing designed to complement and not prejudice the operation of 
existing businesses. 

• DO2: A zone characterised by low-rise buildings with additional height in well serviced and accessible 
locations. 

The Zone includes several Performance Objectives, including the following: 

• Shops, office, consulting room, low-impact industry and other non-residential uses are supported by a 
variety of compact, medium density housing and accommodation types.  

‒ Examples of land uses that comply with this performance objective include consulting room, 
dwelling, institutional facility, light industry, motor repair station, office, residential flat building, retail 
fuel outlet, service trade premises, shop, store and warehouse. 

• Retail, business and commercial development is of a scale that provides a local convenience service 
without undermining the vibrancy and function of zones primarily intended to accommodate such 
development. The Code then suggests as an example, that an individual shop, office or consulting 
rooms that do not exceed 500 square metres would comply with this performance objective. 

In addition to the Desired Outcomes (DO) and Performance Objectives (PO), the Code Amendment also 
proposes the following Technical and Numeric Variations (TNVs): 

• Maximum building height (levels) - 6 levels 

• Maximum building height (metres) - 24.5 metres 

• Primary street setback – 0 metres. 

• Building Envelope – Development should be constructed within a building envelope provided by a 30 or 
45 degree plane, depending on the orientation, measured from three metres above natural ground level 
at the boundary of the allotment. Refer to Appendix E. 

The zone identifies a shop with a gross leasable floor area of more than 2,000 square metres and all 
industries, except for light industry, as restricted forms of development. 

The following existing overlays are proposed to be deleted: 

• Historic Area Overlay (Medindie Historic Area Statement (Walk2): 

• Stormwater Management Overlay;  

• Urban Tree Canopy Overlay. 

 Assessment process / pathway 
If / when the land is rezoned, the applicant can lodge a development application for their intended 
development. 
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The development application will be assessed against the zone provisions, in addition to the remaining 
relevant provisions of the Code. Refer to https://code.plan.sa.gov.au/   

The planning assessment process is not a ‘tick the box’ process and requires the planning authority to 
apply sound judgement and make an informed planning decision that considers both qualitative and 
quantitative provisions. The Code provisions are not mandatory and terms such as “maximum” and 
“should” are not to be interpreted as mandatory requirements. 

In addition, given the site has an area over 2,500 sqm, the proposed Urban Corridor (Business) Zone 
Performance Outcome 5.1 designates the land as a “significant development site”. That is, subject to 
providing broader community benefits (e.g. affordable housing etc) and addressing a range of design / 
interface issues, Code provisions envisage developments up to 30% above the nominated maximum 
building height. This could result in a future development of 8 levels. However, the ability to construct the 
additional 2 building levels may be extremely problematic (if at all) for the developer if they propose to 
comply with the 30 or 45 degree DPF and rear setback DPF (refer to Appendix E).  

Based on existing Code provisions, the independent Council Assessment Panel (CAP) will be the planning 
authority for future development applications. Schedule 6 of the Planning, Design and Infrastructure 
(General) Regulations 2017 and Part 5 – Table 1 of the Code, nominates SCAP as the planning authority 
for all buildings exceeding 4 storeys within the City of Burnside, City of Norwood Payneham and St Peters, 
City of Prospect, City of Unley, City of West Torrens and City of Holdfast Bay. The Code Amendment is not 
proposing to transfer the decision-making responsibility from Council to SCAP. However, the State “may” 
later seek to transfer these decision-making responsibilities to promote greater procedural consistency.  

Irrespective of the planning authority responsible, given the Code Amendment is proposing the 
introduction of the Design Overlay a development application involving a building exceeding 4 levels is 
required to be referred the Government Architect for advice.   

1.5.1 Provided concepts plans and assumptions 

The 2 and 3 dimensional concept plans that accompany the Code Amendment provide useful illustrations 
of what might be proposed at the development application stage and how planning policies will be used 
to assess development applications.  

These concept plans and associated assumptions also assist in guiding the specialised investigations. For 
instance, the traffic engineering firm was presumably briefed to model traffic impacts on a 2,500 sqm 
commercial floor space and 160 two-bedroom apartments. Such an approach is reasonable. 

However, there is no obligation for an applicant to submit a development application based on the 
mentioned concept plans and assumptions. For instance, the applicant can submit a development 
application that is different to the abovementioned and the planning authority will need to assess the 
application and make an on-balanced planning decision. Any submitted development application that is 
at variance to Code policies risks not receiving planning approval.  

 

 

https://code.plan.sa.gov.au/
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 Summary of the Code Amendment Process 

 The Planning and Design Code 
It is anticipated that development on the site is likely to be processed via the Performance Assessed 
Development pathway. That is, the planning authority will assess the development application on its 
merits against the provisions of the Code while considering the existing characteristics of the locality. 

The Code policies applicable to a performance assessment include the following categories: 

• Zone, subzone, overlay and general development policies are comprised of desired outcomes (DOs) 
and performance outcomes (POs). These are applicable to performance assessed development and to 
restricted development. 

‒ Desired outcomes (DO): Desired outcomes are policies designed to aid the interpretation of 
performance outcomes by setting a general policy agenda for a zone, subzone, overlay or general 
development policies module. Where a relevant authority is uncertain as to whether or how a 
performance outcome applies to a development, the desired outcome(s) may inform its 
consideration of the relevance and application of a performance outcome or assist in assessing the 
merits of the development against the applicable performance outcomes collectively. 

‒ Performance Outcomes (PO): Performance outcomes are policies designed to facilitate assessment 
according to specified factors, including land use, site dimensions and land division, built form, 
character and hazard risk minimisation. 

‒ Designated Performance Features (DPF): A DPF provides an approved example to the planning 
authority indicating an acceptable design solution to satisfy the corresponding PO. However, there 
may be other design solution options available to successfully address the PO. Therefore, non-
achievement of a DPF does not mean a failure to comply with the PO. Ultimately a planning 
judgment is to be made on the merits of the individual development application judged against all 
the relevant provisions of the Code. 

‒ The planning assessment process is not a tick the box process and requires the planning authority 
to apply sound judgement and make an informed planning decision that considers both qualitative 
(e.g. PO) and quantitative provisions (e.g. DPF). The Code provisions are not mandatory and terms 
such as “maximum” and “should” are not to be interpreted as mandatory requirements. 

If there is an inconsistency between provisions in the relevant policies for a particular development, the 
following rules apply to the extent of any inconsistency between policies: 

• The provisions of an overlay will prevail over all other policies. 

• A subzone policy will prevail over a zone policy or a general development policy, 

• A zone policy will prevail over a general development policy. 

Code policies should not be interpreted as mandatory requirements. That is, the lack of compliance with a 
particular policy does not result in an automatic refusal of a development application. Alternatively, the 
greater the number (and type) of non-compliance with policies, the greater the risk of refusal. 
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 Amending the Planning and Design Code 
The process to have the land rezoned is governed by the clauses of the Planning, Development and 
Infrastructure Act 2016 and Practice Direction 2. A proponent led Code Amendment process is 
summarised as follows: 

 
Figure 3: Summary of Code Amendment Process. (Current status – Engagement) 

 

 Opportunity to Address the Commission & Parliamentary Committee  
Engagement on the Code Amendment is guided by the Engagement Plan prepared by the proponent. 

Interested parties, including Council can lodge a written submission with the proponent of the Code 
Amendment. All submissions will be reviewed by the proponent. Proponents are obliged to forward the 
Minister all submissions received via Planning and Land Uses Services (PLUS) within the Attorney 
General’s Department. PLUS will review the report, including submissions. Council staff can meet with 
PLUS to discuss the Code Amendment. 

If the Minister thinks the matter is significant, the Minister will seek the advice of the Commission. If the 
matter is considered by the Commission, Council can request the opportunity to appear before the 
Commission. There is no automatic right to appear before the Commission. Given that Council “may” be 
refused an opportunity to appear before the Commission, it is important to ensure Council’s written 
submission is comprehensive, clearly articulates and justifies desired changes (if any) to the Code 
Amendment. 

PLUS and the Commission will provide advice to the Minister. The Minister may then: 

• Adopt the Code Amendment, including proposed amendments made post public consultation. 

• Make alterations to the Code Amendment 

• Divide the amendment into separate parts and then proceed to adopt 1 or more of those parts 

• Determine that the amendment should not proceed. 
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The Minister’s decision is published on the SA planning portal, including a copy of any final advice 
provided to the Minister by the Commission (where sought). Once published, the Code Amendment is 
authorised and forms part of the updated Planning and Design Code. 

Section 74 of the Act refers to the role of the Environment, Resources and Development Committee of 
Parliament (ERDC). Within 28 days of the Minister making a decision regarding the Code Amendment, the 
Amendment must be referred to the ERDC.  

The ERDC must resolve: 

• That it does not object to the Amendment 

• To suggest amendments to the Code Amendment; or 

• To object to the Code Amendment. 

Should a response noting any of the above not be received by the Minister from the ERDC within 28-days 
from the date of referral, it is taken that the ERDC does not object to the Code Amendment.  

Council can request to appear before the ERDC. It is understood that there is no automatic right to appear 
before the ERDC. 
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 Objectives of the Scotty’s Corner Code Amendment 

 Rational for the proposed rezoning 
In February 2021, the proponent’s planning consultant submitted a Proposal to Amend the Planning and 
Design Code (e.g. proposal to initiate a rezoning project) to the Commission.  

The rationale for the initiation included the desire to redevelop the overall site with a medium scale mixed 
use development including townhouses, apartments (including short term accommodation such as 
serviced apartments or motel) and ground level non-residential land uses. 

Key elements of the concept include the potential for: 

• Two-storey townhouses developed along the existing residential interface. 

• Ground level non-residential development up to 2,800 sqm in floor space providing an active edge 
along most of the road frontages. 

• Sufficient space available at ground level to support the demands of the non-residential land use. 

• Basement car parking that support apartments contained within an overall building height of 6 to 7 
levels towards the intersection. 

• A maximum building height of 6 to 7 levels capable of being contained within a 30 degree angle when 
measured 3 metres above ground level from the Established Neighbourhood Zone boundary.  

• An appropriate access arrangement could be adopted that accommodates future road widening and 
intersection upgrades. 

The initiation proposal also notes that the site offers significant potential for a medium density mixed use 
development based on its: 

• Proximity to an arterial road and public transport infrastructure. 

• Close proximity to the Adelaide CBD. 

• Location adjacent to the Established Neighbourhood, Suburban Business and Urban Corridor 
(Business) Zone which complements aspects of the mixed use and residential elements of the 
proposed development. 

Amendments which have been noted between the preparation of the Proposal to Initiate an Amendment 
to the Code, and the Code Amendment for Consultation include reference to a building height of 6 levels 
(not 7) and incorporation of investigations based on 2,500 sqm of commercial floor space (noting that 
there are no floor space restrictions incorporated into the Code Amendment, except for shops). 

 Proposed investigations 
At the time of preparing the Proposal to Initiate, the proponent indicated that the following investigations 
had been undertaken: 

• Transport; and 

• Soil sampling 

Post initiation approval, the following new investigations were proposed to be undertaken: 
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• Environmental Noise Assessment 

• Infrastructure; 

• Stormwater; 

• Preliminary Site Investigation; and 

• Interface Between Land Uses. 

 Approval of the proposal to initiate a code amendment 
On 22 April 2021, the Minister approved the proponent’s Proposal to Initiate the Scotty’s Corner Code 
Amendment. The approval was subject to the following conditions: 

• The scope of the proposed Code Amendment does not include the creation of new planning rules, and 
is limited to the spatial application of zones, subzones, overlays, or technical and numerical variations 
provided for under the published Planning and Design Code (on the date the Amendment is released 
for consultation). 

• The Code Amendment is prepared by a person with qualifications and experience that is equivalent to 
an Accredited Professional - Planning Level 1 under the Act. 

In addition, the Commission specified that the proponent must consult with the following stakeholders: 

• City of Prospect (as the affected area adjoins that Council's boundary) 

• Department for Infrastructure and Transport 

• Environment Protection Authority 

• Utility providers including SA Power Networks, ElectraNet Pty Ltd, APA Group, SA Water, EPIC Energy, 
NBN and other telecommunications providers 

• State Members of Parliament for the electorates in which the proposed Code Amendment applies. 
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 Analysis of the Code Amendment 

This review / analysis has been structured to answer the following questions: 

•  Is the concept of a spot rezone appropriate? 

•  Is it appropriate to consider uplift development opportunities? 

•  Is it appropriate to facilitate the demolition of the Representative Building and increase the footprint of 
non-residential land uses? 

•  Is the proposed Urban Corridor (Business) Zone appropriate? 

•  Is the selected TNV for building heights appropriate? 

•  What are potential interface issues, and can they have addressed? 

•  Does the area have enough public open space – should this project contribute? 

•  Are traffic management issues appropriately addressed? 

•  Is the proposed zone applicable for the remaining Business Suburban Zone? 

• Is a concept plan desired? 

•  Are the provided investigations appropriate to justify the rezoning? 

•  Is the proposed community engagement plan appropriate? 

 Is the concept of a spot rezone appropriate? 
As a general rule, a holistic rezoning approach that considers planning issues with a wider lens is highly 
desirable as it promotes greater consistency in planning policy outcomes. Both State and Local 
Governments have a responsibility to undertake wider rezoning projects. 

State Government’s typically establish the strategic intent via the preparation of State Planning Policies 
and Regional Plans (e.g. 30 Year Plan for Greater Adelaide) and formulation of key Code policies. Local 
Governments can review the spatial application of these Code policies for their council area. Conversely, if 
a Code Amendment is of State significance or affects several council areas, the Minister or a State Agency 
can prepare the amendment. 

Such council wide approaches can be costly and time consuming. It requires State and Local Governments 
to allocate resources to develop, engage and update policy. 

However, spot or targeted rezoning projects can also be appropriately undertaken if managed in the 
context of State and Local Government planning objectives and genuine stakeholder and community 
engagement. 

We contend that the relatively new Act envisages the preparation of targeted private sector managed 
Code Amendment projects. These projects involve consultation with affected councils, review by the 
Commission and the ultimate approval by the Minister. The Parliament’s Environment, Resources and 
Development Court also has a legislative review role. 

If appropriately undertaken, spot / targeted rezoning projects are appropriate.  
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  Is the uplift in development opportunities desired? 
Land use planning is a blend of technical and subjective public policy decision making guided by: 

• Consideration of State and Local Government strategic planning objectives. 

• Consideration of broader community benefits. 

• The views of existing and future communities. 

From a strategic planning perspective, it is appropriate to promote increased mixed use development 
opportunities on land fronting arterial roads that have access to services, subject to appropriate 
management of offsite impacts. 

Updated planning provisions may have the following benefits: 

• Promoting the redevelopment of a prominent gateway site. 

• Encouraging a diverse range of residential accommodation that promotes more affordability and 
convenience for a broad range of the community that are located on transport corridors that are near 
people’s places of work and services. 

• Encouraging the establishment of businesses that service the local / neighbourhood community. 

Conversely, inappropriate planning provisions that enables unsuitable developments can result in 
detrimental impacts. 

Subject to careful management of off-site impacts and attainment of quality design outcomes, it is 
appropriate to consider an uplift in development opportunities on the subject land. 

 Is it appropriate to facilitate the demolition of the representative building 
and increase the footprint of non-residential land uses? 

We recommend that a heritage consultant be engaged to determine the heritage value of the 
representative buildings in the proposed Urban Corridor (Business) Zone. The consultant should also 
provide commentary of the interface impact (if any) on the the spatial increase of the business type zone 
over the remaining Heritage Area Overlay. 

In principle, it is considered appropriate to consider the rezoning of other adjoining land to achieve broader 
strategic objectives. However, this will result in a change in the character of the locality for properties that 
are affected by the expanded non-residential zone boundary, in this case, the Urban Corridor (Business) 
Zone. 

 Is the proposed Urban Corridor (Business) Zone appropriate? 
The proposal seeks to rezone land within the Suburban Business and Established Neighbourhood Zones 
to the Urban Corridor (Business) Zone.  The Urban Corridor (Business) Zone contains the following Desired 
Outcomes and policies (a full list of the policies applicable can be found at the following link: 
https://code.plan.sa.gov.au/)). It is emphasised that assessment of planning applications requires the 
consideration of zone and other Code policies. 

 

 

https://code.plan.sa.gov.au/
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Desired Outcomes 

• DO 1:  A medium rise mixed use zone with a strong focus on employment, which accommodates a 
diverse range of commercial and light industrial land uses together with compatible medium density 
residential development oriented towards a primary road corridor. 

• DO 2: Residential development that provides a pleasant amenity for residents without diminishing 
business opportunities on adjacent land. 

Performance Objectives Desired Performance Features 

P0 1.1:  A diverse range of employment land 
uses, educational and community facilities in 
conjunction with residential accommodation. 

DTS / DPF 1.1 Development comprises one or more of the 
following: 

• Advertisement, consulting room, dwelling, educational 
establishment, hotel, licensed premises, light industry, office, 
pre-school, residential flat building, retail fuel outlet, 
retirement facility, service trade premises, shop, store, 
student accommodation, supported accommodation, tourist 
Accommodation and warehouse 

P01.2: A range of small- to medium- scale non-
residential uses, services and facilities such as 
shops, offices and consulting rooms that meet 
the day to day needs of the local community. 

DTS/DPF 1.2: Shop, office or consulting room uses not 
exceeding a maximum gross leasable floor area of 500m2 in a 
single building. 

PO 1.4: Dwellings primarily developed in 
conjunction with non-residential uses to support 
local business, activities and contribute to 
making the primary road corridor and pedestrian 
thoroughfares safe, walkable, comfortable, 
pleasant and vibrant places. 

DTS/DPF 1.4:  

Dwellings developed in conjunction with non-residential uses 
sited: 

a) at upper levels of buildings with non-residential uses 
located at ground level, or 

b) behind non-residential uses on the same allotment. 

PO 2.4: Buildings set back from secondary street 
boundaries to contribute to a consistent 
established streetscape 

DTS/DPF 2.4: Building walls setback from a secondary street 
frontage of not less than 2m. 

PO 2.5: Buildings set back from rear boundaries 
(other than street boundaries) to minimise 
impacts on neighbouring properties, including 
access to natural sunlight and ventilation. 

DTS/DPF 2.5: Building walls setback from rear boundaries as 
follows: 

a) 5m or more where the subject land directly abuts an 
allotment of a different zone, or 

b) 3m or more in all other cases, except where the 
development abuts the wall of an existing or 
simultaneously constructed building on the adjoining 
land. 

PO 2.7: Buildings set back from street 
boundaries (in the case of rear access ways) to 
provide adequate manoeuvrability for vehicles 

DTS/DPF 2.7: Building walls setback from the rear access way: 

a) no requirement where the access way is not less than 
6.5m wide, or 

b) where the access way is less than 6.5m wide, the 
distance equal to the additional width required to 
make the access way at least 6.5m wide. 
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Performance Objectives Desired Performance Features 

PO 3.1: Building height consistent with the form 
expressed in the Maximum Building Height 
(Levels) Technical and Numeric Variation layer 
and the Maximum Building Height (Metres) 
Technical and Numeric Variation layer and 
positively responds to the local context including 
the site's frontage, depth, and adjacent primary 
corridor or street width. 

DTS/DPF 3.1: Except where a Concept Plan specifies 
otherwise, development does not exceed the following building 
height(s): 

 
In relation to DTS/DPF 3.1, in instances where: 

a) more than one value is returned in the same field, refer 
to the Maximum Building Height (Levels) Technical 
and Numeric Variation layer or Maximum Building 
Height (Metres) Technical and Numeric Variation layer 
in the SA planning database to determine the 
applicable value relevant to the site of the proposed 
development 

b) only one value is returned (i.e. there is one blank field), 
then the relevant height in metres or building levels 
applies with no criteria for the other 

c) no value is returned (i.e. there are blank fields for both 
maximum building height (metres) and maximum 
building height (levels)), then none are applicable and 
the relevant development cannot be classified as 
deemed-to-satisfy. 

PO 3.2: Buildings designed to achieve optimal 
height and floor space yields 

DTS/DPF 3.2: New development is not less that the following 
building height: 

 
In relation to DTS/DPF 3.2, in instances where: 

a) more than one value is returned in the same field, refer 
to the Minimum Building Height (Levels) Technical and 
Numeric Variation layer in the SA planning database 
to determine the applicable value relevant to the site 
of the proposed development 

b) no value is returned (i.e. there is a blank field), then 
there is no minimum building height and DTS/DPF 3.2 
is met. 
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Performance Objectives Desired Performance Features 

PO 4.1: Buildings mitigate impacts of building 
massing on residential development within a 
neighbourhood-type zone. 

 

 

 

 

PO 5.1: Consolidation of significant development 
sites (a site with a frontage over 25m to a 
primary road corridor and over 2,500m2 in area, 
which may include one or more allotments) to 
achieve increased development yield provided 
that off-site impacts can be managed and 
broader community benefit is achieved in terms 
of design quality, community services, affordable 
housing provision, or sustainability features. 

DTS/DPF 5.1: Development on significant development sites up 
to 30% above the maximum building height specified in 
DTS/DPF 3.1 (rounded to the nearest whole number) where it: 

a) incorporates the retention, conservation and reuse of a 
building which is a listed heritage place or an existing 
built form and context that positively contributes to the 
character of the local area 

b) includes more than 15% of dwellings as affordable 
housing, or 

c) includes at least: 

three of the following: 
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Performance Objectives Desired Performance Features 

• high quality open space that is universally accessible and is 
directly connected to, and well-integrated with, public realm 
areas of the street 

• high quality, safe and secure, universally accessible 
pedestrian linkages that connect through the development 
site 

• active uses are located on the public street frontages of the 
building, with any above ground car parking located behind 

• a range of dwelling types that includes at least 10% of 3+ 
bedroom apartments; 

• a child care centre 

three of the following: 

• a communal useable garden integrated with the design of 
the building that covers the majority of a rooftop area 
supported by services that ensure ongoing maintenance 

• living landscaped vertical surfaces of at least 50m2 
supported by services that ensure ongoing maintenance 

• passive heating and cooling design elements including solar 
shading integrated into the building 

• higher amenity through provision of private open space in 
excess of minimum requirements by 25% for at least 50% of 
dwellings. 

PO 5.2: Development on a significant 
development site (a site with a frontage to a 
primary road corridor and over 2500m2 which 
may include one or more allotments) designed to 
minimise impacts on residential uses in adjacent 
zones with regard to intensity of use, 
overshadowing, massing and building 
proportions. 

DTS/DPF 5.2: Development that: 

a) is constructed within zone's Interface Building Height 
provision as specified DTS/DPF 4.1 

b) locates non-residential activities and higher density 
elements towards the primary road corridor 

c) locates taller building elements towards the primary 
road corridor. 

PO 8.1: Development is compatible with the 
outcomes sought by any relevant Concept Plan 
contained within Part 12 - Concept Plans of the 
Planning and Design Code to support the 
orderly development of land through staging of 
development and provision of infrastructure 

DTS/DPF 8.1:  

The site of the development is wholly located outside any 
relevant Concept Plan boundary. The following Concept Plans 
are relevant: 

In relation to DTS/DPF 8.1, in instances where: 

a) one or more Concept Plan is returned, refer to Part 12 
- Concept Plans in the Planning and Design Code to 
determine if a Concept Plan is relevant to the site of 
the proposed development. Note: multiple concept 
plans may be relevant. 

b) in instances where ‘no value’ is returned, there is no 
relevant concept plan and DTS/DPF 8.1 is met. 
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Restricted Development Exclusions 

Industry Light industry 

Shop Any of the following: 

a) shop with a gross leasable floor area less than 
2000m2 

b) shop located within the Urban Corridor Business 
Retail Subzone 

c) shop that is a restaurant 

To assist in addressing this question, Appendix H contains a matrix table that reviewed several alternative 
zones, including the following two 

• Urban Corridor (Living) Zone 

• Suburban Business Zone (existing zone). 

From a land use perspective, the Urban Corridor (Living) Zone may be an appropriate alternative zone as it 
has a greater focus on residential development, but still envisages a range of commercial activities of a 
lesser scale than the proposed Urban Corridor (Business) Zone. 

The existing Suburban Business Zone may also result in an appropriate outcome over the 3 allotments to 
the east. However, the Suburban Business Zone envisages building heights of no more than 4 levels with 
no 30% bonus height triggers.  

The Urban Corridor (Living) and (Business) Zones contains options for maximum TNV building heights of 
2, 4, 5 or 6 levels, with the inclusion of the 30% building height bonus for significant development sites. 

From a land use perspective, the site could appropriately accommodate an Urban Corridor (Business) 
Zone, Urban Corridor (Living) Zone or a Suburban Business Zone (subject to significant change to building 
heights).  

The issue is not necessarily the zone, but what is an appropriate height, and if the height’s impacts of 
overshadowing, privacy, and sense of enclosure on neighbouring character can be appropriately 
mitigated. 

We contend that the selected Urban Corridor (Business) Zone is an appropriate amendment to the 
existing Suburban Business Zone and may also be appropriate for the 3 allotments currently zoned 
Established Neighbourhood, subject to the advice of a heritage consultant. 

 What are potential interface issues, and have they been addressed? 
Interface issues can include: 

• Traffic movements / overspill car parking 

• Noise Emissions 

• Privacy 

• Overshadowing 

• Bulk and mass / sense of enclosure 
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Without appropriate design consideration, some of these issues are related to heights of buildings. 

In some respect, interface issues can also consider within the context of built  form. For instance, the 
existing motel building (2 levels) is located close to the rear boundary of 3 residential properties fronting 
Tennyson Street. There are no significant built forms located near the other rear allotment boundaries. 

Figure 3: Mass model provided by proponent illustrating existing built form.  

 

4.5.1 Traffic movements / overspill car parking 

Council has commissioned GTA / Stantec traffic engineers to provide advice. 

4.5.2 Noise Emissions 

The advice provided Sonus acoustic engineers, and the proposed Code Amendments are acceptable to 
ensure development is designed to address noise emission. 

4.5.3 Privacy, overshadowing, bulk and mass / sense of enclosure 

Refer to commentary of building heights. 

  Is the selected TNV for building heights appropriate? 
The existing Suburban Business Zone envisages buildings having a height of 3 levels. The Established 
Neighbourhood Zone envisages buildings having a height of no more than 2 levels. We acknowledge that 
these provisions are guidelines only and subject to an appropriately designed development, higher 
buildings could be approved / constructed. 

The Urban Corridor (Business) Zone provides the proponent of the rezoning to select a maximum building 
height TNV of 2, 4, 5 or 6 levels (with corresponding heights in metres). 
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Land to the west of Main North Road within the City of Prospect accommodates an Urban Corridor 
(Business) Zone and Retail Subzone, with a TNV maximum building height of 5 levels. 

Proposed Code Amendment TNV request a maximum building height of 6 levels. This is 1 level higher 
than the policies applicable to land to the west of Main North Road in the existing Urban Corridor 
(Business) Zone.  

However, given the site is a significant development site, if the applicant complies with several public 
benefit outcomes, Corridor Code provisions provide a 30% bonus on overall height.  Therefore, a TNV 
policy that states a maximum building height of 6 levels has the potential to evolve to 8 levels. In the case 
of the neighbouring Urban Corridor (Business) Zone in the City of Prospect, the TNV policy that provides 
for a maximum building height of 5 levels, has the potential to evolve to 7 levels, (e.g 5 levels plus 30%, 
equals 1.5 rounded up to 2 levels). However, the ability to construct the additional 2 building levels may be 
extremely problematic for the developer “if” they propose to comply with the 30 or 45 degree DPF and 
rear setback DPF (refer to Appendix E). Compliance of DPFs is not mandatory and are not the only design 
approach to address the associated PO. 

Within reason, tall buildings are not intrinsically problematic. However, key issues which often arise relate 
to: 

• Overlooking / privacy 

• Overshadowing 

• Sense of enclosure / massing 

All presented concept plans appear to model 6 levels only. Without sighting investigations / design 
concepts relating to a building of 8 levels, the ultimate height of a future building may be problematic. 
Having said that, we note the need to comply with the 30 or 45 degree plane provisions.  

A 5 or 6 level building may achieve the required Code provisions relating to overlooking and 
overshadowing but may still impact on the character of the historic properties fronting Tennyson Street 
and Victoria Avenue. Impacts include the sense of enclosure, loss of some level of sunlight and change to 
the character of the locality.  

The question for Council and the Commission to consider is “what is an acceptable level of impact (if any) 
on these properties while facilitating an appropriate development opportunity on the site that could 
provide benefits for a broader range of the community”.  

Further modelling is required to justify the zone’s provisions for a potential 8 level building. The plans 
should model a 7 and 8 level building: 

•  Variations to the 30 or 45 degree plane (based on the assumption that they may not be fully complied)  

•  New overshadowing diagrams for the summer and winter solstice. 

•  Perspectives that illustrate a 7 - 8 level development modelled in context with actual existing 
neighbouring building levels and setbacks. Supplied perspectives have modelled neighbouring 
developments at their full development/height potential. 

If such justification cannot be provided, Council could advocate that a lower TNV building height of 5 
levels is appropriate, similar to the Urban Corridor Zone to the west of Main North Road within the City of 
Prospect.  If the 30% significant development site provisions are triggered, a 5 level TNV maximum 
development height can evolve to a 7 level development (5 plus 30% equals 1.5, rounded up to 2). 
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 Does the area have enough public open space – should this project 
contribute? 

We have reviewed Council’s Open Space Strategy 2020-2025. Section 3.4 - Open Space Provision notes 
the following: 

“Deficiencies in the provision of accessible open space have been identified as part of Council's Urban 
Master Plan, particularly within the areas of Medindie and Vale Park 

While these suburbs are lacking in parks and reserves, it is acknowledged that larger regional open 
space areas such as the Adelaide Parklands and Linear Park are located within close proximity of both 
suburbs. 

As Council has resolved not to investigate the purchase of new open space, it is critical that the use of 
existing open space is maximised.” 

In respect to existing open space, excluding that associated with schools, the site is located: 

• Approximately 950 metres (13 minute walk) to the North Adelaide Parklands and Dog Park. 

• Approximately 1.3 km (16 minute walk) to the Walkerville Oval and Sports Club. 

• Approximately 1.8 km (22 minute walk) from the Gilberton Swing Bridge River Torrens. 

At the development application stage, section 198 of the Act (Open Space Contributions) allows the 
Council to request 12.5% (approximately 900 sqm in this instance), of the development area for public 
open space if the development creates 20 or more allotments. Section 198 of the Act also makes provision 
for contributions to be paid to the Commission where a proposal results in the construction of an 
apartment type building. Contribution amounts in this case are currently set at $7,908 per apartment.   

Given the relatively small size of the site, Council’s strategic intent and the existing mechanism available 
via the Act, specific reference to require public open space is not considered necessary on this site. 

 Removal of Stormwater Management Overlay, Urban Tree Canopy 
Overlay and Historic Area Overlay 

4.8.1 Stormwater Management Overlay 

The Stormwater Management Overlay promotes water sensitive urban design for relatively low-density 
developments. Its typically not applied to Urban Corridor Zones. Other provisions within the Code (e.g. Part 
4 – General Development Policies – Design – Water Sensitive Design) satisfactory address these issues. 
The removal of this Overlay is appropriate. 

4.8.2 Urban Tree Canopy Overlay 

The Urban Tree Canopy Overlay promotes the retention and planting of trees for relatively low-density 
developments. Its typically not applied to Urban Corridor Zones. Other provisions within the Code (e.g. Part 
4 – General Development Policies – Design – Landscaping, and the referral trigger to the Government 
Architect) reasonability address these issues. 
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4.8.3 Historic Area Overlay 

The Historic Area Overlay seeks development to be undertaken having consideration to the historic 
streetscapes and built form as expressed in the relevant Historic Area Statement. If Council considered 
that the expansion of the Urban Corridor (Business) Zone is appropriate over the 3 eastern allotments, it is 
reasonable to remove application of the Historic Area Overlay from these sites. It is understood that this 
matter is been considered by Council’s Heritage Consultant.  

Notwithstanding the proposed deletion of the Historic Area Overlay over the 3 allotments, future 
development application/s will need to consider the policies within the Urban Corridor (Business) Zone, a 
range of other interface provisions and the abutting Established Neighbourhood Zone and Historic Area 
Overlay. 

 Is the proposed zone applicable for the remaining Business Suburban 
Zone? 

Figure 4 illustrates the location of the existing Suburban Business Zone east of Main North Road within 
the Town of Walkerville and the existing Urban Corridor (Business) Zone within the City of Prospect. 

Our preliminary opinion is that, subject to appropriate detailed planning and community engagement 
outcomes, the remaining portion of the Suburban Business Zone, in principle, may be considered 
appropriate as an Urban Corridor (Business) Zone.  The key issue that needs to be determined and 
carefully considered is what is an appropriate maximum building height for the zone. 

If the investigations to support the rezoning are positive, we recommend that this matter should include 
the total zone and potentially be led by Council. 

Figure 4: Location of existing Suburban Business Zone to the east of Main North Road. 
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  Is a concept plan desired? 
Concept plans are typically discouraged if they simply seek to repeat existing Code policy. 

However, given the sensitivity of some of the issues on this locality, Council can consider advocating for 
the inclusion of a concept plan that reinforces the location of desired vehicle access points, road widening 
requirements, massing of and location of screen landscaping areas. We note that the Proposal to initiate a 
Code Amendment referred to a development option of placing 2 storey townhouses at the rear zone 
boundary interface.  

   Are the investigations undertaken appropriate to justify a rezoning? 
The following table reviews the investigations undertaken and provides our commentary.  

All of the investigations provide a useful analysis of the issues, and are generally appropriate to justify the 
rezoning, subject to the following: 

• Receipt of Council engaged GTA / Stantec traffic engineering advice 

• Updated massing models, overshadowing plans and perspectives as previously mentioned. 

 

Topic / Author Summary of Investigations URPS Comments 

Traffic 

CIRQA Transport Investigations 
(14 July 2021) 

Both road frontages are 
managed by the Commissioner of 
Highways (Department of 
Infrastructure and Transport).  

 

Traffic report based on 
assumptions of the highest likely 
development yield scenario 
comprises full development for 
high density apartments plus a 
commercial component as 
follows: 

• 160 x two-bedroom 
apartments, serviced by a 
basement parking area 
comprising in the order of 200 
parking spaces; and 

• 2,500 m² of commercial/retail 
floor area, serviced by an at-
grade parking area containing 
approximately 75 parking 
spaces. 

All crossovers are restricted to 
left-in/left-out movements only 

Noted. DIT will be a referral 
body. DIT will ensure the roads 
function as per their intended 
design. 

 

The assumptions are noted and 
appear to be reasonable (we 
have not spatially modelled the 
assumption). However, a 
proposed development could 
potentially involve significantly 
more commercial floor space 
than the nominated 2,500 sqm 
that in turn will increase traffic 
generation activities. This may 
not materially impact on the 
role and function of the DIT 
roads. 
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Topic / Author Summary of Investigations URPS Comments 

due to raised central medians on 
both Main North Road and 
Nottage Terrace. 

 

The provision of three 
connections will adequately 
accommodate movements into 
and out of the site while 
minimising impact on through 
movements on the adjacent road 
network. These connections can 
be provided as priority-controlled 
T-intersections but should be 
restricted to left-in/left-out only 
due to the proximity of the 
adjacent signalised intersection. 

 

Retain following overlays: 

• Future road widening 

• Major urban transport routes 

• Traffic generating 
development 

 

Noted. We anticipate that 
these restrictions will be 
retained. 

 

 

We anticipate that DIT will 
actively enforce this outcome. 
However, Council could 
consider requesting a concept 
plan to reinforce this provision.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Agree. 

 

 

 

 

 

We note that Council has 
engaged independent tragic 
engineers to provide additional 
advice. 

 

Land Contamination 

Environmental Projects (17 June 
2019) 

Refers to 43 Main North Road 
only (former commercial land use) 

 

Laboratory MEP analysis for 
benzo(a)pyrene confirmed 
leachate concentrations in each 
extract were below the 
laboratory LOR and suggested 
the material complies with Low 
Level Contaminated Waste. 

 

Noted this was a report 
prepared prior to lodgement of 
the Code Amendment. 
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Topic / Author Summary of Investigations URPS Comments 

Based on the field observations 
and laboratory results of selected 
soil samples the fill material 
across site was classified as Low 
Level Contaminated waste and 
needs to be disposed of to a 
licensed landfill facility. 

 

Land Contamination 

Mud Environmental (2 August 
2021) 

Site includes Scotty’s Motel 
Landholding’ 1, 3 & 5 Nottage 
Terrace and 43 Main North Road, 
Medindie, South Australia (‘the 
site’). 

A number of Potentially 
Contaminating Activities (PCAs) 
were identified in the PSI. It is 
important to note that a PSI is 
qualitative (i.e. are based on 
professional judgement and 
experience) and may not 
necessarily result in actual site 
contamination.  

 

On this basis, site contamination 
of soils is considered to exist in 
the context of residential and 
open space land uses. However, 
this is common for developed 
land within metropolitan areas 
and can easily be managed as 
part of future redevelopment of 
the site. Due to the chemical 
properties of metals and PAHs, 
the shallow soil contamination in 
fill over part of the site could be 
excavated and disposed off-site, 
buried on-site or capped beneath 
buildings, pavements or a clean 
soil layer.  

On this basis, it is recommended 
that remediation of the fill within 
Lots 98, 99, 8 and 15 is 

Reports appear to 
appropriately identify land 
contamination issues.  

Issues are not considered to be 
of significance that would be 
problematic to the rezoning 
proposal. 

Future development 
applications will need to 
comply with Practice Direction 
14 – Site Contamination 
Assessment 2021. 
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Topic / Author Summary of Investigations URPS Comments 

incorporated into future planning 
for the site. 

 

Infrastructure Assessment 

FMG, (July 2021) 

Stormwater 

Detention storage could be 
achieved above ground via 
storage tanks in back of house 
areas, or below ground and 
pumped to the adjacent 
stormwater infrastructure in Main 
North Road. This volume is 
considered feasible within the 
proposed land use. 

 

Water Mains 

As a result of future development 
on the subject site, there may be 
a need for booster pumps to 
assist with the supply demand of 
water. It is likely that there will 
not be a significant external 
augmentation charge for future 
development. It is also noted that 
there may be additional costs / 
infrastructure to meet fire code 
requirements. 

 

Sewer 

Future development is likely to 
require new sewer mains 
connection into this main, and 
associated earthworks / traffic 
control. Detailed feedback from 
SA Water is anticipated in early 
August. 

 

 

Electrical 

Comments received from SAPN 
officers suggest that for a load of 
1500kVA at Scotty’s (1 Nottage 

Note. There are a range of 
general Code policies that 
ensure stormwater is 
appropriately managed.  

 

 

 

 

 

 
At a policy level, it is 
anticipated that additional 
water supply issues can be 
resolved between the applicant 
and SA Water. There are no 
cost issues for Council. 

No issue for the Code 
Amendment. 

 

 

 

 

 

At a policy level, it is 
anticipated that sewer issues 
(if any) can be resolved 
between the applicant and SA 
Water. 
No issue for the Code 
Amendment. 

 

 

 

At a policy level, it is 
anticipated that power can be 
appropriately supplied to the 
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Topic / Author Summary of Investigations URPS Comments 

Terrace, Medindie) an upgrade of 
supply with relevant 
infrastructure may be required. 

 

 

Communications 

It is not anticipated significant 
augmentation works will be 
required. 

 

Gas 

No suspected concerns with 
supply of gas. Final internal 
routing and connection points to 
be confirmed during detailed 
design 

 

FMG Engineering had prepared 
the preliminary services 
assessment based on the 
information provided by Future 
Urban on the proposed rezoning 
of the subject site and through 
desktop investigation (via DBYD, 
GIS and Aquamap) and  
discussion with Council and SA 
Water.  

FMG believe there to be sufficient 
capacity in many of the services 
to the subject site, however, are 
awaiting final detailed feedback 
from SA Water to verify these 
assumptions. 

site. This is an issue for the 
applicant and SAPN. 

No issue for the Code 
Amendment. 

 

No issue for the Code 
Amendment. 

 

 

No issue for the Code 
Amendment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Noted. In any case, if there are 
capacity issues, it is typically 
not a planning policy issue, but 
a cost issue for the applicant. 

Noise Emissions 

Sonus Acoustic Assessment 

(July 2021) 

The acoustic considerations for 
the Code Amendment are to 
ensure future development on the 
site: 

• Incorporates a reasonable and 
practical level of acoustic 
treatment to provide adequate 
acoustic amenity (indoors) for 

Agree. 

Ensure the recommended 
Noise and Air Emissions 
Overlay is incorporated into the 
Code Amendment. 
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Topic / Author Summary of Investigations URPS Comments 

residents exposed to traffic on 
Main North Road and Nottage 
Terrace; 

• Does not adversely affect the 
existing acoustic amenity of 
residences at the interface 
with the Established 
Neighbourhood (EN) Zone; 

• Does not adversely affect the 
ongoing development and 
operation of businesses at the 
interface with the Suburban 
Business (SB) Zone. 

The outcomes of placing the site 
in a Noise and Air Emissions 
Overlay include: 

• Mandating the inclusion of 
high levels of acoustic 
treatment into the façade of 
the residential component of 
the future development to 
address the influence of traffic 
noise into those residences (as 
outlined above); 

• Assisting with the interface 
with the Suburban Business 
Zone due to the inclusion of 
that acoustic treatment. That 
is, the treatment will assist 
any future residential 
component to not adversely 
affect the ongoing 
development and operation of 
businesses in the Suburban 
Business (SB) Zone; 

• Assisting with the interface of 
future ground level retail and 
commercial space on the site 
due to the inclusion of that 
acoustic treatment. That is, 
the treatment will assist any 
residential component to not 
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Topic / Author Summary of Investigations URPS Comments 

adversely affect the ongoing 
development and operation of 
future businesses on the site. 

Massing Investigations 

Future Urban (July 2021) 

 

Refer to images in Appendix 11 
of the Code Amendment 

The provided massing images 
assist in the interpretation of 
proposed policy. However:  

• Images focus on 6 levels, 
the significant development 
site policies create the 
opportunity for eight levels.  

• Perspective images reflect 
potential height increases of 
existing neighbouring zones, 
not the actual existing mass 
/ height of buildings. 
Although such an approach 
is focussed on the long term 
desired outcome, it may 
take several years to 
achieve such a built form. 
The perspectives should 
also be remodelled based 
on existing actual 
surrounding heights. 

Development of six to eight 
levels will change the character 
of the locality and impact on 
neighbouring residential 
properties.  

Overshadowing Investigations 

Future Urban (July 2021) 

Refer to Appendix 12 of the Code 
Amendment. 

If a future development is 
approved as per the mass 
modelling, the development will 
generally comply with the 
Code’s Overshading Policies: 

 

Nevertheless, compared to the 
existing maximum height levels 
for the Business Suburban 
Zone (three levels) and the 
Established Neighbourhood 
Zone (two levels), the proposal 
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Topic / Author Summary of Investigations URPS Comments 

would create additional 
shadowing and limit the 
northern sunlight. 
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 Analysis of the Community Engagement Approach 

 Engagement Plan 
 
A review of the Engagement Plan for the Code Amendment has identified several opportunities for 
improvement or refinement. Our comments are as follows:  

Level of influence  

The Engagement Plan does not fully embrace “the level of influence” aspects commensurate to the 
engagement suggested. The Engagement Plan references the IAP2 public participation spectrum1 and 
uses the industry-accepted classifications of inform, consult, involve, collaborate and empower. 

It is suggested that nearly all influence levels in the Engagement Plan should be adjusted. The majority of 
these should be adjusted down – for example a ‘collaborate’ level of engagement makes the promise that 
this stakeholder will be involved in preparing solutions and commitment to these being taken on board. It 
is suggested that this is unlikely to occur and cannot be guaranteed for the Town of Walkerville. A 
‘consult’ or ‘involve’ level of engagement is more appropriate.  

Likewise with stakeholders such as the Prospect Residents Association, and Local History Group, again 
we do not consider that their feedback on the Code Amendment would be reflected to the extent of that 
committed to with an ‘involve’ level of engagement. We suggest that this should be revised to ‘consult’.   

Conversely, the level of influence for the public which the Engagement Plan sets at ‘inform’, should be 
raised to ‘consult’. This reflects the likely level of interest from the public given that Scotty’s Motel is an 
iconic site and further, that the general public have a right to provide feedback on this Code Amendment, 
not simply be informed.   

Key messages 

Code Amendment processes are steeped in legislative and technical jargon and reflect processes that are 
not universally understood. There is a concern that the key messages in the Engagement Plan are not 
expressed in plain English and that this may extend to the collateral and other communications around 
this Code Amendment.  

The Community Engagement Charter clearly outlines the need for engagement to be informed and 
transparent. Best practice engagement on Code Amendments should strive to explain these processes, 
and the impacts of them on the public, in language and terms that can be clearly understood, without the 
use of jargon or combinations of long complex words. 

Risks  

It is suggested that risks could be more comprehensively articulated in the plan, and that solutions or 
mitigatory measures are not finalised before these are explicitly outlined.  

Stakeholders  

The Engagement Plan suggests that landowners within a specified catchment will be engaged. We 
suggest that this needs to specifically include occupiers too. Tenants – be they long or short term – will 

 
 
1 International Association for Public Participation, Public Participation Spectrum, accessed at 
https://www.iap2.org.au/resources/spectrum/  

https://www.iap2.org.au/resources/spectrum/
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experience any direct impact of changes to land use in their neighbourhood and should be directly 
informed of this proposed change and the opportunity to provide feedback.  

It is also suggested that the catchment area for those to be directly notified is broadened beyond what is 
suggested (which is mostly immediate neighbours). 

Public Meeting 

Public meetings are highly limiting ways to conduct face to face engagement, particularly on projects such 
as Code Amendments. The Engagement Plan does not provide any detail as to who they are expecting to 
attend, the purpose of the meeting, what will be presented/discussed, nor how it will be publicised.  

For engagement to be inclusive, genuine and fit for purpose (as the Charter suggests), it is the 
responsibility of designated entities to find engagement processes that make it “easy” for stakeholders to 
learn more and provide feedback. It is questioned whether this is most effective way of engaging, 
particularly for those who will be directly impacted/interested and may be emotive about what proposed 
and have difficulty engaging with content provided in this type of forum.  

Further comments on the public meeting are provided in section 5.2. 

Letters 

The Engagement Plan suggests that letters are going to be provided to certain stakeholders. We suggest 
that this should be supported by a fact sheet or other quality materials that explain clearly what the Code 
Amendment is, and why it’s important/relevant to this stakeholder. 

Notice 

The Engagement Plan refers to a ‘notice’. It is not clear where this notice will be provided, when or what 
audience it is aimed at.  

If it is a public notice only, it is suggested that this again is an old-fashioned and highly limited 
engagement technique that is not genuinely seeking to engage those who may be interested in this Code 
Amendment.  

Written submissions 

It is not clear if written submissions are the only way that feedback can be provided. Suggest this could be 
broadened in line with ensuring engagement is inclusive, so that feedback can be received through a 
range of easy to access methods. 

Opportunity to add more best practice engagement  

The engagement outlined in this Plan is heavily reliant on written response and attending a public 
meeting.  It is suggested that this could be expanded to more tailored approach for some stakeholders 
that are directly impacted/interested. Engagement activities should be designed to ensure that receiving 
information and providing feedback is made as easy and straightforward as possible for those most 
impacted. More face to face opportunities that ‘go to’ the stakeholder, rather than asking them to come at 
a time/place that suits the designated entity (ie a public meeting) should be considered.  

Evaluation 

More information could be provided in this section of the Engagement Plan to better understand how 
stakeholders will be contacted and surveyed, and what strategies they have in place should they receive 
low rates of response. 

Summary 
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Overall, the engagement outlined for this Code Amendment meets minimum standards. It is designed to 
deliver engagement, feedback and communications approaches that are very similar to previous 
Development Plan Amendment consultation processes. The Community Engagement Charter challenges 
practitioners to design and deliver tailored, bespoke, fit for purpose engagement that meets the needs of 
the stakeholders it is designed for. This Engagement Plan could make improvements to better align to the 
aspirations of the Charter.  

 Public Meeting 
URPS was requested to attend the public meeting and provide commentary to Council. 

The public meeting was held on Wednesday 8 September 2021 at the Walkerville RSL and Community 
Centre at 98 Walkerville Terrace, Walkerville. 

The meeting was attended by approximately 40 residents. Eleven residents spoke. We understand that 
the meeting was recorded by the consultant team, Future Urban Pty Ltd (Future Urban). A slide of the 
proposed rezoning area and contact details for further information was displayed on the screen.  

The meeting was run similarly to the way a traditional Development Regulations public meeting normally 
undertaken by Council’s or the State, is conducted.   

The Future Urban personnel were professional and respectful. Residents who had nominated to speak 
were asked to come forward to the front podium and address the community and Future Urban. Residents 
were generally restricted to speaking to five minutes. 

The planning issues raised by the community were similar to the issues identified in this report. They 
include: 

• Traffic congestion. 

• Impact on the adjoining historic residential area. Lack of investigations regarding heritage matters. 

• Impact of height of the proposed development, including bonus provisions. 

• Impact of overshowing and loss of privacy. 

• Presented massing models do not clearly illustrate full potential / impact of potential future 
development. 

• Public health / vehicle air pollutants concern of placing residents near busy roads. 

• Spot rezoning without considering future rezoning of remaining land east of Main North Road. 

In respect to the engagement process, residents had the following concerns: 

• Public documents seeking to restrict their level of influence to the details of the Code Amendment and 
did not make clear that  they can object to the actual Amendment. 

• The lack of direct written notification provided by the consultancy team to residents. 

• The time taken to commence the engagement process after the Minister approved the Proposal to 
Initiate a Code Amendment. 

• The problematic presentation of the Code Amendment document including sub-consultant reports. 
That is, it wasn’t easy to find relevant sections (e.g. consultants reports) in the single combined 
document with no hyperlinks. 
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• The lack of feedback by the consultancy team to the issues raised at the public meeting. E.g. residents 
would have preferred the inclusion of a question and answer session. 

At the conclusion of the residents’ presentations, Future Urban expressed their thanks for the feedback 
and identified the next steps, including an engagement evaluation survey. Residents were invited to 
contact the consultant team for additional information. 

Summary 

The public meeting was not an effective community engagement exercise. In our opinion, it failed to meet 
the Community Engagement Charter principle of “Engagement is fit for purpose”. Within their five minutes 
of allocated time, most speakers read extracts of their written submissions. Its not clear how this process 
benefitted any party – no new information was received by Future Urban, and the members of the public 
did not gain any additional information nor deeper understanding of how their concerns might be able to 
be addressed. 

The public meeting was a missed opportunity. The meeting could have been designed to better meet the 
need of residents and other attendees through the provision of information, explanation of how their 
concerns might be addressed, and critically, through building trust and relationships.  Our preferred 
approach to the meeting that better reflects the principles of the Community Engagement Charter would 
have included: 

• A concise slide presentation of the proposal and engagement process. 

• A facilitated and interactive question and answer session allowing two-way conversation. 

• Closing off the evening with a what we have heard and next steps process. Next steps would have 
included the options available to the Minister for Planning and Local Government and the role of the 
Environment, Resources and Development Committee of Parliament. 

• Supplementary hand outs summarising some of these elements, so that people can take this 
information away and continue to consider and digest it at their leisure. 

Prior to the public meeting, it would have been beneficial if: 

• Additional attention was devoted to ensuring the Code Amendment documents were easy to read. It is 
recommended that consultants investigations should be uploaded to the internet in their individual 
parts or that hyperlinks are used to easy navigate a combined report.  

• Well prior to the meeting, the preparation and wide distribution of a two-page fact sheet that explains 
the Code and engagement process in plain English, without jargon. 
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Appendix A: Envisaged Land Uses 

 

Land use definitions can be found at 

https://code.plan.sa.gov.au/home/browse_the_planning_and_design_code?code=browse 

 

https://code.plan.sa.gov.au/home/browse_the_planning_and_design_code?code=browse
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Appendix B – Location of Representative Buildings  
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Appendix C – Sample of Code Urban Design Provisions 
(General - Design Provisions)  
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Appendix D – Sample of Code Overlooking and Privacy 
Provisions 

 

Table A: General – Design Provisions (noting, only applicable to buildings 3 storey’s or less) 
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Table B: General – Design in Urban Areas Provisions (noting PO 10.1 and PO 10.2, only applicable to low rise 

buildings. Low rise is defined to mean up to and including 2 building levels ) 

 

Table C General – Design in Urban Areas Provisions (applicable for buildings of 3 levels or more) 
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Appendix E – 30 or 45 degree plane – (Urban Corridor 
(Business) Zone 
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Appendix F: Overshadowing Provisions (Interface Between 
Land Uses)  
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Appendix G: Significant Development Site Provisions – Urban 
Corridor (Business Zone) 
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Appendix H: Alternative Zones 

Zone Desired Outcome Key Policy’s Restricted Development 

Suburban Business Zone DO 1A business and innovation 
precinct that includes a range of 
emerging businesses which have 
low level off-site impacts. 
Residential development within 
the area is subordinate to 
employment uses and generally 
includes medium-density 
housing designed to complement 
and not prejudice the operation 
of existing businesses. 

DO 2: A zone characterised by 
low-rise buildings with additional 
height in well serviced and 
accessible locations. 

PO 1.1: Shops, office, consulting 
room, low-impact industry and 
other non-residential uses are 
supported by a variety of 
compact, medium density 
housing and accommodation 
types. 

 

DTS/DPF 1.1: Development 
comprises one or more of the 
following, Consulting room, 
Dwelling, Institutional facility, 
Light industry, Motor repair 
station, Office, Residential flat 
building, Retail fuel outlet, 
Service trade premises, Shop, 
Store, Warehouse. 

PO 1.2: Retail, business and 
commercial development is of a 
scale that provides a local 
convenience service without 
undermining the vibrancy and 
function of zones primarily 
intended to accommodate such 
development. 

DTS/DPF 1.2: Shops, offices and 
consulting rooms do not exceed 
500m2 in gross leasable floor 
area. 

 

Shop except any of the 
following shop with a gross 
leasable floor area less than 
1000m2 or a shop that is a 
restaurant. 
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Zone Desired Outcome Key Policy’s Restricted Development 

Suburban Activity Centre Zone DO 1: An active commercial 
precinct supporting 
neighbourhood-scale shopping, 
business, entertainment and 
recreation facilities to provide a 
focus for business and 
community life and most daily 
and weekly shopping needs of 
the community. Buildings and 
pedestrian areas create a high 
quality, activated public realm 
that is integrated with 
pedestrian and cycle networks 
and establish well-defined 
connections to available public 
transport services. 

PO 1.1: Shops, office, 
entertainment, health and 
recreation related uses and other 
businesses that provide a range 
of goods and services to the 
surrounding neighbourhood and 
district. 

 

DTS/DPF 1.1: Development 
comprises one or more of the 
following, Advertisement 

Cinema, Community facility, 
Consulting room, Dwelling, 
Educational establishment, 
Emergency services facility, 
Hospital, Hotel, Indoor recreation 
facility, Library, Office, Place of 
worship, Pre-school, Recreation 
area, Residential flat building 

Retail fuel outlet, Retirement 
Facility, Shop, Supported 
Accommodation, Tourist 
accommodation. 

Industry, except light industry 

Urban Activity Centre Zone DO 1: A cohesive and legible 
environment supporting a broad 
spectrum of regional level 
business, shopping, 
entertainment and recreational 
facilities that can cater for large 
crowds, smaller social gatherings 
and events over extended hours. 

 

PO 1.1: Shops, offices, 
entertainment, health, education 
and recreation related uses and 
other businesses that provide a 
comprehensive range of goods 
and services to the region. 

 

DTS/DPF 1.1: Development 
comprises one or more of the 
following, Advertisement, Car 

Industry, except light industry 
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Zone Desired Outcome Key Policy’s Restricted Development 

DO 2: Primary business, 
shopping and entertaining areas 
are integrated with public 
transport facilities, pedestrian 
and cycling networks, and 
community transport 
infrastructure, and designed to 
enhance the quality of the public 
realm. 

park facility, Cinema, Consulting 
room, Community transport 
facilities, Community facility 

Consulting room, Dwelling, 
Educational establishment, 
Emergency services facility, 
Hospital, Hotel, Indoor recreation 
facility, Library, Licensed 
Premises, Light industry 

Office, Place of worship, Pre-
school, Public transport facilities 

Retail fuel outlet, Retirement 
facility, Shop, Store, Student 
accommodation, Supported 
accommodation, 
Telecommunications facility, 
Tourist accommodation and 
Warehouse. 

 

Urban Corridor (Boulevard) Zone DO 1: Buildings that achieve a 
consistent, tall, uniform facade to 
frame the primary road corridor 
that are consistently well set 
back with areas of significant 
open space in front, other than in 
specified areas where a lesser or 
no setback is desired. Buildings 
accommodate a mix of 
compatible residential and non-
residential uses including shops 
and other business activities at 
ground and lower floor levels 
with residential land uses above 

PO 1.1: A vibrant mix of land 
uses adding to the vitality of the 
area and extend activities 
outside shop hours including 
restaurants, educational, 
community and cultural facilities 
and visitor and residential 
accommodation. 

 

DTS/DPF 1.1: Development 
comprises one or more of the 
following, Advertisement, 
Consulting Room, Dwelling, 

Industry, except light industry. 

Shop except shop with a gross 
leasable floor area less than 
4000m2, or shop that is a 
restaurant. 
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Zone Desired Outcome Key Policy’s Restricted Development 

Educational Establishment, 
Hotel, Licensed Premises, Office 

Pre-school, Residential Flat 
Building, Retirement Facility 

Shop, Supported 
Accommodation, Student 
Accommodation, Tourist 
Accommodation 

 

PO 1.2: Shops, offices and 
consulting rooms that provide a 
range of goods and services to 
the local community and the 
surrounding district. 

 

DTS/DPF 1.2: Shop, office or 
consulting room uses not 
exceeding a maximum gross 
leasable floor area of 2,000m2 in 
a single building. 

 

Urban Corridor (Business) Zone DO 1: A medium rise mixed use 
zone with a strong focus on 
employment, which 
accommodates a diverse range 
of commercial and light industrial 
land uses together with 
compatible medium density 
residential development oriented 
towards a primary road corridor. 

 

PO 1.1: A diverse range of 
employment land uses, 
educational and community 
facilities in conjunction with 
residential accommodation. 

 

DTS/DPF 1.1: Development 
comprises one or more of the 
following, Advertisement, 
Consulting Room, Dwelling, 
Educational Establishment, 

Industry, except light industry. 

Shop except shop with a gross 
leasable floor area less than 
2000m2 

shop located within the Urban 
Corridor Business Retail 
Subzone 

shop that is a restaurant 
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Zone Desired Outcome Key Policy’s Restricted Development 

DO 2: Residential development 
that provides a pleasant amenity 
for residents without diminishing 
business opportunities on 
adjacent land. 

 

Hotel, Licensed Premises, Light 
Industry, Office, Pre-school, 
Residential Flat Building, Retail 
Fuel Outlet, Retirement Facility, 
Service Trade Premises, Shop, 
Store, Student Accommodation, 
Supported Accommodation, 
Tourist Accommodation, 
Warehouse. 

 

PO 1.2: A range of small- to 
medium- scale non-residential 
uses, services and facilities such 
as shops, offices and consulting 
rooms that meet the day to day 
needs of the local community. 

 

DTS/DPF 1.2: Shop, office or 
consulting room uses not 
exceeding a maximum gross 
leasable floor area of 500m2 in a 
single building. 

 

 

Urban Corridor (Living) Zone DO 1: A mixed use area with a 
strong residential focus that 
provides a diverse range of 
medium density housing options 
primarily in multi-level medium 
rise buildings supported by 
compatible non-residential land 
uses oriented towards a primary 
road corridor, high frequency 

PO 1.1: A vibrant mix of land 
uses adding to the vitality of the 
area and extend activities 
outside shop hours including 
restaurants, educational, 
community and cultural facilities 
and visitor and residential 
accommodation. 

Industry, except light industry. 

Shop except shop with a gross 
leasable floor area less than 
1000m2 

shop located within the Urban 
Corridor Business Retail 
Subzone 

shop that is a restaurant 
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Zone Desired Outcome Key Policy’s Restricted Development 

public transport route, activity 
centre or significant open space. 

DO 2: Non-residential activities 
that enhance convenient day to 
day living for nearby residents 
and encourage small group and 
intimate social gatherings that is 
contextually appropriate to a 
compact residential amenity. 

 

DTS/DPF 1.1: Development 
comprises one or more of the 
following, Advertisement, 
Consulting Room, Dwelling, 
Educational Establishment, 
Office, Pre-school, Retirement 
Facility, Shop, Student 
Accommodation, Supported 
Accommodation, Tourist 
Accommodation. 

 

PO 1.2: A range of small to 
medium scale non-residential 
uses, services and facilities such 
as shops, offices and consulting 
rooms that meet the day to day 
needs for the local community. 

DTS/DPF 1.2: Shop, office, or 
consulting room uses not 
exceeding a maximum gross 
leasable floor area of 500m2. 
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