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A City which values its heritage, cultural diversity,
sense of place and natural environment.
A progressive City which is prosperous, sustainable
and socially cohesive, with a strong community spirit.

City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Minutes of the Meeting of Council held on 2 November 2020
Index Page

Page No.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

KAURNA ACKNOWLEDGEMENT........................................................................................................................... 1
OPENING PRAYER ................................................................................................................................................. 1
CONFIRMATION OF THE MINUTES OF THE COUNCIL MEETING HELD ON 6 OCTOBER 2020 ...................... 1
MAYOR’S COMMUNICATION................................................................................................................................. 2
DELEGATES COMMUNICATION ........................................................................................................................... 3
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE............................................................................................................................ 3
QUESTIONS WITH NOTICE ................................................................................................................................... 3
DEPUTATIONS ....................................................................................................................................................... 3
8.1
8.2
8.3

9.
10.

PETITIONS .............................................................................................................................................................. 7
WRITTEN NOTICES OF MOTION .......................................................................................................................... 7
10.1
10.2

11.

DEPUTATION – NINTH AVENUE CHRISTMAS LIGHTS ............................................................................ 4
DEPUTATION – NINTH AVENUE CHRISTMAS LIGHTS ............................................................................ 5
DEPUTATION – NINTH AVENUE CHRISTMAS LIGHTS ............................................................................ 6

EMERGENCY DISASTER DONATIONS POLICY - SUBMITTED BY MAYOR ROBERT BRIA................... 8
AIRBNB SHORT-TERM ACCOMMODATION - CHANGE IN LAND USE – SUBMITTED BY
CR KESTER MOORHOUSE ........................................................................................................................ 9

STAFF REPORTS ................................................................................................................................................. 13
Section 1 – Strategy & Policy ............................................................................................................................................................ 14
11.1 PAYNEHAM AND STEPNEY STRATEGIC SITES DEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT
SUBMISSION ............................................................................................................................................. 15
Section 2 – Corporate & Finance ..................................................................................................................................................... 31
11.2 MONTHLY FINANCIAL REPORT – SEPTEMBER 2020 ............................................................................ 32
11.3 FINANCIAL SUMMARY – 2019-2020 ACTUAL RESULTS V ADOPTED BUDGET................................... 35
11.4 ANNUAL FINANCIAL STATEMENTS FOR THE YEAR ENDED 30 JUNE 2020 ....................................... 40
Section 3 – Governance & General ................................................................................................................................................. 48
11.5 ESTABLISHMENT OF THE NORWOOD PARADE PRECINCT COMMITTEE .......................................... 49
11.6 SCHEDULE OF COUNCIL MEETINGS 2021............................................................................................. 52
11.7 APPOINTMENT TO THE EASTERN WASTE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY INCORPORATED
BOARD (EAST WASTE) OF MANAGEMENT ............................................................................................ 54

12.
13.
14.

ADOPTION OF COMMITTEE MINUTES ............................................................................................................... 56
OTHER BUSINESS ............................................................................................................................................... 57
CONFIDENTIAL REPORTS .................................................................................................................................. 57
14.1

15.

APPOINTMENTS TO THE NORWOOD PARADE PRECINCT COMMITTEE............................................ 58

CLOSURE.............................................................................................................................................................. 59

City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Minutes of the Meeting of Council held on 2 November 2020

VENUE

Council Chambers, Norwood Town Hall

HOUR

7.00pm

PRESENT
Council Members

Mayor Robert Bria
Cr Kester Moorhouse
Cr Evonne Moore
Cr Garry Knoblauch
Cr John Minney
Cr Carlo Dottore
Cr Kevin Duke
Cr Connie Granozio
Cr Mike Stock
Cr Scott Sims
Cr Fay Patterson
Cr Sue Whitington
Cr John Callisto
Cr Christel Mex

Staff

Mario Barone (Chief Executive Officer)
Peter Perilli (General Manager, Urban Services)
Carlos Buzzetti (General Manager, Urban Planning & Environment)
Sharon Perkins (General Manager, Corporate Services)
Sean Faulkner (Manager, WHS & Risk)
Eleanor Walters (Manager, Urban Planning & Sustainability)
Keke Michalos (Manager, Economic Development & Strategic Projects)
Tyson McLean (Economic Development & Strategic Projects Officer)
Marina Fischetti (Executive Assistant, Urban Services)

APOLOGIES

Nil

ABSENT

Nil

1.

KAURNA ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

2.

OPENING PRAYER
The Opening Prayer was read by Cr Evonne Moore.

3.

CONFIRMATION OF THE MINUTES OF THE COUNCIL MEETING HELD ON 6 OCTOBER 2020
Cr Whitington moved that the minutes of the Council meeting held on 6 October 2020 be taken as
read and confirmed. Seconded by Cr Knoblauch and carried unanimously.
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4.

MAYOR’S COMMUNICATION



Tuesday, 6 October

 Presided over a Council meeting, Council Chamber, Norwood
Town Hall.

Friday, 9 October

 Attended an ERA Mayors Breakfast, Luigi Delicatessan, Adelaide.

Monday, 12 October

 Attended an Information Session: City-Wide Parking Review,
Mayors Parlour, Norwood Town Hall.

Monday, 12 October

 Attended an Information Session: Long Term Financial Plan,
Mayors Parlour, Norwood Town Hall.

Thursday, 15 October

 Judging for the Canvas Youth Art Exhibition, Norwood Town Hall
Complex.

Friday, 16 October

 Sold copies of ‘The Big Issue’ (anti-poverty week), Norwood Mall.

Friday, 16 October

 Officially Opened the ‘High Street Café’, Kensington.

Saturday, 17 October

 Attended the opening day of ‘Cheeky Grin Café’, Firle.

Tuesday, 20 October

 Hosted the ‘Raising the Bar Adelaide’ event, Alma Hotel,
Norwood.

Wednesday, 21 October

 Radio interview with Peter Goers, ABC Radio 891.

Thursday, 22 October

 Officially opened the Canvas Youth Art Exhibition, Norwood Town
Hall Complex.

Monday, 26 October

 Audit Committee meeting, Norwood Town Hall.

Tuesday, 27 October

 Regional Capital Projects Committee meeting, Mayor’s Parlour,
Norwood Town Hall.

Thursday, 29 October

 Radio interview with Jules Schiller, ABC Radio 891.

Friday, 30 October

 Attended meeting with the Chief Executive Officer and the Hon
Steven Marshall MP, Premier of South Australia, Premier’s Office,
Adelaide.

Monday, 2 November

 Meeting with the Chief Executive Officer and representatives of
the Kent Town Residents Association.

Raising the Bar Adelaide 2020
Mayor Bria thanked all of the speakers who presented at the ‘Raising the Bar Adelaide 2020’
event. He also thanked staff, Elected Members and Volunteers who assisted in organising the
event and hosting of the talks. Mayor Bria also thanked the hotel owners for allowing their
hotels to be the host venues for the talks.
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Meeting with Premier Marshall – 30 October 2020
Mayor Bria briefed the Council on the meeting that he and the Chief Executive Officer attended
with the Premier regarding the greening/landscaping plan which the Council submitted to the
Department for Infrastructure and Transport (DIT) regarding the Portrush Road – Magill Road
Intersection Upgrade Project.



Contributory Items
Mayor Bria acknowledged and thanked the Hon Vickie Chapman MP, Deputy Premier and
Minister for Planning and Local Government, on the announcement made last week that
Contributory Items would be included in the draft Planning and Design Code. On behalf of the
Council he thanked the Chief Executive Officer, the General Manager, Urban Planning &
Environment, the Manager, Urban Planning & Sustainability and the Senior Urban Planner for
their work and commitment in preparing documentation, submissions and presentations to the
State Planning Commission, Planning SA and the Environment Resources and Development
Committee of Parliament, in support of the case that Contributory Items be included in the
Code. He also thanked Community Alliance and other Councils for their lobbying, as well as all
owners of Contributory Items in the City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters for their support.

5.

DELEGATES COMMUNICATION


Cr Whitington advised that on Friday, 23 October 2020, she attended on behalf of Mayor Bria,
the St Peters College Graduation Day.



Cr Whitington advised that on Thursday, 29 October 2020, she attended the Local Government
Association of South Australia Annual General Meeting.



Cr Knoblauch advised that on Monday, 26 October 2020, he attended the Marden Senior
College Governing Council’s monthly meeting.

6.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Nil

7.

QUESTIONS WITH NOTICE
Nil

8.

DEPUTATIONS
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8.1

DEPUTATION – NINTH AVENUE CHRISTMAS LIGHTS

REPORT AUTHOR:
GENERAL MANAGER:
CONTACT NUMBER:
FILE REFERENCE:
ATTACHMENTS:

General Manager, Governance & Community Affairs
Chief Executive Officer
8366 4549
qA1041
Nil

SPEAKER/S
Ms Catherine Mathews

ORGANISATION/GROUP REPRESENTED BY SPEAKER/S
Not Applicable.

COMMENTS
Ms Catherine Mathews has written to the Council requesting that she be permitted to address the Council in
relation to the Ninth Avenue, Christmas Lights.
In accordance with the Local Government (Procedures at Meetings) Regulations 2013, Ms Catherine
Mathews has been given approval to address the Council.

Ms Catherine Mathews addressed the Council in relation to this matter.

Page 4

City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Minutes of the Meeting of Council held on 2 November 2020
Item 8.2

8.2

DEPUTATION – NINTH AVENUE CHRISTMAS LIGHTS

REPORT AUTHOR:
GENERAL MANAGER:
CONTACT NUMBER:
FILE REFERENCE:
ATTACHMENTS:

General Manager, Governance & Community Affairs
Chief Executive Officer
8366 4549
qA1041
Nil

SPEAKER/S
Ms Leah Kallos

ORGANISATION/GROUP REPRESENTED BY SPEAKER/S
Not Applicable.

COMMENTS
Ms Leah Kallos has written to the Council requesting that she be permitted to address the Council in relation
to the Ninth Avenue, Christmas Lights.
In accordance with the Local Government (Procedures at Meetings) Regulations 2013, Ms Leah Kallos has
been given approval to address the Council.

Ms Leah Kallos addressed the Council in relation to this matter.
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8.3

DEPUTATION – NINTH AVENUE CHRISTMAS LIGHTS

REPORT AUTHOR:
GENERAL MANAGER:
CONTACT NUMBER:
FILE REFERENCE:
ATTACHMENTS:

General Manager, Governance & Community Affairs
Chief Executive Officer
8366 4549
qA1041
Nil

SPEAKER/S
Mr Kevin Naughton

ORGANISATION/GROUP REPRESENTED BY SPEAKER/S
Not Applicable.

COMMENTS
Mr Kevin Naughton has written to the Council requesting that he be permitted to address the Council in
relation to the Ninth Avenue, Christmas Lights.
In accordance with the Local Government (Procedures at Meetings) Regulations 2013, Mr Kevin Naughton
has been given approval to address the Council.

Mr Kevin Naughton addressed the Council in relation to this matter.
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9.

PETITIONS
Nil

10.

WRITTEN NOTICES OF MOTION
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10.1

EMERGENCY DISASTER DONATIONS POLICY - SUBMITTED BY MAYOR ROBERT BRIA

NOTICE OF MOTION:
SUBMITTED BY:
FILE REFERENCE:
ATTACHMENTS:

Emergency Disaster Donations Policy
Mayor Robert Bria
qA1039
Nil

Pursuant to Regulation 12(1) of the Local Government (Procedures at Meetings) Regulations 2013, the
following Notice of Motion has been submitted by Mayor Robert Bria.

NOTICE OF MOTION
1.

That in accordance with the Emergency Disaster Donations Policy, Council makes donations of $5,000
to the Salvation Army (Norwood), $5,000 to St Vincent de Paul (Norwood) and $5,000 to Lutheran
Community Services (Elcies Op Shop) for the purpose of providing capacity for those charities to provide
emergency relief of members of the community during the COVID-19 pandemic.

2.

That the donations to these three (3) charities be made by Friday, 13 November 2020 to assist them
prepare for demand during the festive season.

REASONS IN SUPPORT OF MOTION
As Members will recall, at its meeting on 6 April 2020, the Council resolved to makes donations of $5,000 to
the Salvation Army (Norwood) and $5,000 to St Vincent de Paul (Norwood) for the purpose of providing
capacity for those charities to assist members of our community experiencing hardship during the early stages
of COVID-19.
At its meeting held on 1 June 2020, the Council also resolved to provide a further $5,000 to Salvation Army
(Norwood), Saint Vincent de Paul (Norwood) and also gave $5,000 to Lutheran Community Services (Elcies
Op Shop) to assist these charities during the winter months of the COVID-19 pandemic.
Since that time there have been significant changes to the economic environment in South Australia that will
have a negative impact on members of our community. These include the reduction of Jobkeeper and
Jobseeker payments (as of late September 2020) and South Australia’s high unemployment rate (7.1% in
September 2020).

STAFF COMMENT
Nil

Cr Minney moved:
1.

That in accordance with the Emergency Disaster Donations Policy, Council makes donations of $5,000
to the Salvation Army (Norwood), $5,000 to St Vincent de Paul (Norwood) and $5,000 to Lutheran
Community Services (Elcies Op Shop) for the purpose of providing capacity for those charities to provide
emergency relief of members of the community during the COVID-19 pandemic.

2.

That the donations to these three (3) charities be made by Friday, 13 November 2020 to assist them
prepare for demand during the festive season.

Seconded by Cr Whitington and carried unanimously.
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10.2

AIRBNB SHORT-TERM ACCOMMODATION - CHANGE IN LAND USE – SUBMITTED BY
CR KESTER MOORHOUSE

NOTICE OF MOTION:
SUBMITTED BY:
FILE REFERENCE:
ATTACHMENTS:

Change in Lane Use – Short-Term Accommodation
Cr Kester Moorhouse
qA1039
Nil

Pursuant to Regulation 12(1) of the Local Government (Procedures at Meetings) Regulations 2013, the
following Notice of Motion has been submitted by Cr Kester Moorhouse.

NOTICE OF MOTION
1.

That the Chief Executive Officer write to the Minister for Planning requesting a review of planning
legislation, such that the short-term rental (fewer than 28 days) of a residential property primarily used for
short-term accommodation, constitutes a ‘change in land use’ requiring development authorisation from
the relevant planning authority and give consideration to other mechanisms to minimise amenity impacts
on occupants of adjacent properties.

2.

That a copy of the correspondence be provided to the Local Government Association of SA and local
Members of State Parliament.

3.

That staff investigate what mechanisms are available to charge commercial rates to owners of residential
properties which are primarily used/occupied for short-term accommodation (for periods with a duration
of fewer than 28 days) on a commercial basis and that a report be presented to the Council at the
December 2020 Council meeting.

REASONS IN SUPPORT OF MOTION
Short-term rental properties have so many guests coming and going that inevitably some of them behave in
an unruly manner. Neighbours of some Airbnb, or similar businesses such as booking.com, are having to put
up with anti-social behaviour, loud parties, vandalism, rubbish dumping and impositions on available parking
spaces on a regular basis. Communities are fed up. Whilst parking and other amenity issues can impact on
neighbours when an owner-occupier rents out just a room on a short-term basis, the more serious anti-social
behaviour problems emerge when an entire property is rented out, and as such that is the main focus of this
motion.
Every property being used purely for short-term rental is one less property on the market available for longterm rental. That means fewer houses available for people to actually live in, and that contributes towards
housing shortage. Research has found a city’s rent prices go up when Airbnb listings go up
https://hbr.org/2019/04/research-when-airbnb-listings-in-a-city-increase-so-do-rent-prices - a simple matter of
supply and demand. Focusing on housing affordability is the best thing we can do for the economy, especially
at this time.
Planning legislation has not kept up with the market expansion of short-term property rentals through websites
such as Airbnb and booking.com, so it is our responsibility to ensure the rules are suitably updated. When a
property stops being residential and becomes primarily short-term guest accommodation, then that is a change
in the use of the property. This should require development approval, subject to certain conditions being met,
in order to ensure the amenity of the area is not negatively impacted by the change. Cities around the world
have adopted many different approaches in response to residents’ demands for action, so there are plenty of
existing models for the State Government to look at emulating.
Residential properties pay the residential level of council rates. Commercial properties pay the commercial
rate. Airbnb, and similar short-term rentals, however, are not residential since nobody actually lives in them. In
fact, they are commercial ventures and, as such, should pay the commercial level of council rates. Note that
this would not apply when only a room within an existing household is being rented out; this is only for when
an entire property is being occupied as short-term rental.
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STAFF COMMENT
PREPARED BY GENERAL MANAGER, URBAN PLANNING & ENVIRONMENT & GENERAL MANAGER,
CORPORATE SERVICES

Short-term accommodation can cause conflict with long term owners and occupants of adjacent premises,
typically with respect to issues such as anti-social behaviour, excessive noise, vandalism, rubbish and car
parking.
The increase of home sharing platforms, particularly that of Airbnb, has led to some uncertainty here in South
Australia and interstate, as to whether development approval is required to rent out a dwelling or portion
thereof.
On 7 June 2016, the former Planning Minister, the Hon. John Rau, issued a media release stating:
"The South Australian Government has clarified this position in South Australia for people using their
residential property for short term stays, by making it clear that a person's period of stay in a residential
property should not constitute a 'change in use' under the Development Act."
The Minister’s media release was purported to refer to Building Advisory Notice 04/16, which was issued
in March 2016 by the South Australian Government.
The Advisory Notice asserts that in determining whether a change in land use has occurred, the
Development Act 1993 and Development Regulations 2008, do not consider the frequency of occupation of
the dwelling; or ownership or leasing arrangements. It goes on to suggest that unless development is
undertaken to physically alter the dwelling such that it is no longer a dwelling, it remains a dwelling.
Whilst this might be the case in some circumstances, the Council’s planning solicitors, Norman
Waterhouse, have advised their clients that ‘there will be other situations where renting out a dwelling may
involve a change in use of the dwelling. It is also pertinent to remember that an Advisory Notice is not
legally binding and it would not influence a Court in proceedings where the question of a change of use
was in issue.’
Norman Waterhouse also provided the following advice:

Change in use?
As the Courts have held for a long time whether a change in use has occurred is a question of fact and degree.
In this scenario, factors relevant in determining whether or not a change of (or additional) use of the land has
occurred may include:


the number of people to be accommodated, and whether they are independent of one another;



the number of rooms rented out;



the length of stay;



whether the accommodation being offered is likely to result in different amenity impacts from the
residential use of the land, including additional noise, car parking, etc;



whether the room(s) have facilities which mean they can operate somewhat independently of the
dwelling, such as separate entrances, en suites, cooking facilities, etc; and



whether services are provided, such as laundry, meals, etc (whether there is a more 'formal' commercial
flavour to the accommodation being offered).
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Whilst in many circumstances the renting of rooms or even a whole dwelling would not change the use of
land, if several rooms were being let to people who were not known to one another, or a dwelling had been
altered to create separate entrances and amenities, then a change of use is likely to have occurred. In
relation to a dwelling as a whole, if it was being rented out on a regular basis for short-term accommodation,
then it is also arguable that a change of use has occurred.
We suggest this is the case because the use takes on a more commercial flavour and is likely to result in
different impacts on the amenity of the locality. The ERD Court considered similar issues in The Oaks Hotels
& Resorts Pty Ltd v City of Holdfast Bay & Anor [2010] SAEROC 16 where it was held that the use of
apartments within a residential flat building as serviced apartments was an additional use of land.
Currently, there is no clear legal position in South Australia on the need for planning approval for short term
accommodation offered via home sharing platforms such as Airbnb, particularly where the property owner
remains in occupation for periods of time and Council staff are not aware of any planning law cases in South
Australia, which have specifically considered the short term rental of property via the Airbnb platform.
In 2018, the City of Holdfast Bay wrote to the former Minister for Planning, the Hon. Stephan Knoll MP,
requesting a change to planning laws so that anyone renting out accommodation for less than 28 days would
be required to apply for Development Approval as a hotel. However, no such changes have been made to
planning laws since this request was submitted.
As things currently stand, planning staff investigate each Airbnb complaint on merit and take into
consideration the relevant facts and circumstances of the particular case, before determining whether a
change in land use has occurred.
If the change sought by Cr Moorhouse came into effect, it would be easier to determine when development
authorisation is required for renting out a self-contained residential property for short term stays on a
commercial basis. However, this requirement may not of itself be sufficient to address some amenity
concerns, such as the impacts of short term rentals on the availability of on-street parking, particularly in
areas where on-street parking is somewhat scarce.
For example, a change in land use of an existing dwelling with no off-street parking to a self-contained short
term rental property run on a commercial basis, could warrant approval (and be approved), even if it has a
shortfall of off-street parking if the circumstances are such that the change in land use would not worsen the
impacts of the existing off-street parking shortfall. For instance, a dwelling with no available off-street parking
could be occupied unrestricted by a large family that own multiple cars and this could lead to multiple cars
being parked on the adjacent street/s, generating the same or even worse impacts on the availability of onstreet parking as would the conversion of the same property into commercially run short term rental
premises.
In such circumstances, if a change in land use is approved – because, among other things, it is determined
that the impacts on the availability of on-street parking would not be worsened, then the need to regularise
the land use by obtaining development authorisation would not address the outstanding (real or perceived)
concerns relating to the impact of the commercially operated land use on on-street parking spaces.
Since 2015, planning staff have approved change of land use Development Applications for tourist
accommodation for two properties located respectively in College Park and Norwood, a Development
Application for short-term accommodation for a residential property in Hackney and a Development
Application for serviced apartments for a property in Norwood.
The emission of noise principally consisting of music or voices, or both, resulting from an activity at domestic
premises does not constitute a local nuisance under the Local Nuisance and Litter Control Act 2016. As
such, noise complaints of this nature are not regulated by Local Government. Rather, these complaints are
regulated and managed by SAPOL.
If guests occupying short-term accommodation that has been approved by the Council as a commercial land
use (such as tourist accommodation), create noise or any other nuisance to an unreasonable extent, the
Council can issue nuisance abatement notices and fines to the guest(s), operator and ultimately the owner
of the premises. SAPOL can also attend to noise complaints emanating from commercial properties.
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Since the introduction of the Local Nuisance and Litter Control Act 2016, the Council has not issued any
noise abatement notices in relation to noise emissions associated with authorised short term
accommodation operating on a commercial basis and very few complaints have been received about
residential properties which have been rented out via home-sharing platforms such as Airbnb.
Change in Rate Levied
Pursuant to Section 153 of the Local Government Act, 1999, the Council can impose a general rate on all
rateable land/or a differential rate based on location of land and/or the use to which the land is put. The
Council, through its Rating Policy, has adopted to apply a Differential rate on all rateable properties based on
the use of the land.
Definitions of land use are prescribed by regulation and are categorised as follows for rating purposes:










Residential;
Commercial – Shop;
Commercial – Office;
Commercial – Other;
Industrial – Light;
Industrial – Other;
Primary Production;
Vacant Land; and
Other.

The prescribed Land Use codes, classify short-term accommodation as a Residential Land Use, therefore until
the Land Use code is changed to a Commercial Land Use code or a new land Use classification is prescribed
for short-term accommodation, the Council is not in a position to apply the Commercial rate to residential
properties used as short-term accommodation.

Cr Moorhouse moved:
1.

That the Chief Executive Officer write to the Minister for Planning requesting a review of planning
legislation, such that the short-term rental (fewer than 28 days) of a residential property primarily used for
short-term accommodation, constitutes a ‘change in land use’ requiring development authorisation from
the relevant planning authority and give consideration to other mechanisms to minimise amenity impacts
on occupants of adjacent properties.

2.

That a copy of the correspondence be provided to the Local Government Association of SA and local
Members of State Parliament.

Seconded by Cr Sims and carried.
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11.

STAFF REPORTS
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Section 1 – Strategy & Policy
Reports
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11.1

PAYNEHAM AND STEPNEY STRATEGIC SITES DEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT
SUBMISSION

REPORT AUTHOR:
GENERAL MANAGER:
CONTACT NUMBER:
FILE REFERENCE:
ATTACHMENTS:

Manager, Urban Planning & Sustainability
General Manager, Urban Planning & Environment
8366 4521
qA61120
A–F

PURPOSE OF REPORT
The purpose of this report is to present for the Council’s consideration and endorsement, a submission to the
State Planning Commission on the draft Payneham and Stepney Strategic Sites Development Plan
Amendment (DPA), which was recently released for public consultation by the Minister for Planning and Local
Government.
BACKGROUND
The State Government is currently finalising the new zones and policy settings for all land in South Australia,
with Phase Three of the Planning and Design Code, which has been delayed for implementation to an
unspecified date in 2021. This will complete a key component of the Planning Reforms and a final part of
implementation of the Planning Development and Infrastructure Act 2016, at which point all Development Plans
will no longer exist.
Simultaneously, the State Government is also pursuing changes to zoning through Development Plan
Amendments on behalf of proponents (ie. property owners, developers, etc) under the current planning system
(under the Development Act 1993), based on the current planning framework.
The Minister has drafted and released the Payneham and Stepney Strategic Sites Development Plan
Amendment to rezone land at two sites as follows:
Site 1: Former Schweppes Factory, Payneham Road, Payneham and adjoining properties
 Rezoning to Urban Corridor Zone – Business Policy Area
 Wide range of commercial and retail activities at ground floor level
 Medium density residential development on upper levels
 Development up to five (5) storeys in height
Site 2: Otto’s Timber property and adjoining land around Ann Street, Stepney
 Rezoning to Urban Corridor Zone – Transit Living Policy Area
 Small scale non-residential activities at ground floor level
 Medium density residential development
 Development up to three (3) storeys in height
 Residual land at periphery rezoned to Residential Historic (Conservation) Zone
A copy of the draft Payneham and Stepney Strategic Sites Development Plan Amendment (DPA) is contained
in Attachment A.
A Community Information booklet describing the zoning changes is contained in Attachment B.
The Development Plan Amendment Summary contained in the draft DPA, summarises a number of trends
and investigations in support of rezoning the land:




phasing out of light industry activities in inner areas with rezoning of these locations not considered to
impact negatively on industrial land supply;
suitability of sites for residential and mixed use development – both on arterial roads, access to frequent
public transport, social infrastructure and goods services that can support a medium to high density
residential community;
“availability” of two large brownfield spaces in inner metropolitan Adelaide represents a rare opportunity
to add to medium density residential development;
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demand for retail development for the Payneham site is well suited to bulky goods/ homemaker retailing
and a smaller footprint supermarket (i.e Aldi scale);
investigations of local traffic conditions concluded the proposed future development on both sites would
have minimal impact on the adjoining local and arterial road network, with on-site car parking being able
to be provided to meet current Development Plan requirements;
site contamination is present particularly at the Stepney site, but has been reviewed and meet’s the
Environment Protection Authority’s standards for the rezoning stage; and
current and forecast population growth of approx. 1% per annum and local household structure
(predominantly couples under 40) provides a sound basis for medium density infill in the area.

RELEVANT STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS & POLICIES
The relevant Outcomes and Objectives contained in the Council’s CityPlan 2030 are outlined below:
Outcome 1: Social Equity
“A connected, accessible and pedestrian-friendly community”.
Objective 6.

Access to affordable housing for lower income earners.

The 30 Year Plan sets a target of fifteen percent affordable housing being included for designated growth
areas and all new development proposals creating over twenty dwellings.
Outcome 2:

Cultural Vitality

“A culturally rich and diverse city, with a strong identity, history and ‘sense of place”.
Objective 2.
Objective 3
Objective 4.
Objective 5.

A community embracing and celebrating its social and cultural diversity
A City which values and promotes its rich cultural and built heritage
Pleasant, well designed, sustainable urban environment
Dynamic community life in public spaces and precincts

There is a need to balance the proposed policies which provide for greater intensity of use in multi-storey
mixed use developments on the affected sites with the protection and enhancement of streetscapes and
places, which reflect the built and cultural history of the City.
Outcome 3:

Economic Prosperity

“A dynamic and thriving centre for business and services”.
Objective 1.
Objective 2.
Objective 3.
Objective 5.

A diversity of business and services attractive to consumers
Cosmopolitan character business precincts contributing to the prosperity of the City.
New enterprises and local employment opportunities.
A local economy supporting and supported by its community.

The increased development opportunities resulting from the draft DPA, if approved, would facilitate the
provision of greater housing choice, commercial land uses (at the Payneham site) to attract new residents,
including students, to live in the City, all of which contributes to the local economy.
Outcome 4:

Environmental Sustainability

“A leader in environment sustainability”.
Objective 1.
Objective 3.

Sustainable and efficient management of water, waste, energy and other resources.
Sustainable quality streetscapes and open spaces.
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FINANCIAL AND BUDGET IMPLICATIONS
In accordance with the resolution of Council, costs of approximately $4,000 have been incurred in the printing
and distribution of materials to notify property owners and occupants within 500 metres of both of the sites
proposed for rezoning.
EXTERNAL ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS
If approved, the draft Payneham and Stepney Strategic Sites DPA, is likely to have economic implications
relating to the value of land and economic returns on development. If development opportunities are realised,
there is likely to be benefits for the local economy and employment, providing employment during construction
and on-going employment opportunities associated with new commercial developments.
SOCIAL ISSUES
The densification of parts of the City will, over time, support more sustainable transport options, however it is
important that efficient public transport, improved cycle ways, pedestrian linkages and other necessary
infrastructure upgrades are comprehensively planned and budgeted for, to lead (or at least be concurrent),
rather than lag behind population growth in the transit corridor and designated growth areas.
There is also a need to carefully manage interface issues when undertaking ‘spot re-zoning’ of sites to
accommodate medium density developments, to prevent or minimise unreasonable impacts on the owners
and occupiers of affected adjacent properties.
CULTURAL ISSUES
Nil
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
A supporting rationale for increasing residential densities and commercial development along transport
corridors is the enhancement of public access to better public transport, with less reliance on private vehicle
usage, however, this is heavily reliant on the State Government planning and funding upfront provision of more
sustainable transport options into the future.
Densification of areas within metropolitan Adelaide reduces the need for further urban sprawl at the outer
edges of the metropolitan area. Minimising urban sprawl reduces environmental pressures such as air
pollution, water pollution and run-off and maintaining agricultural capacity.
RESOURCE ISSUES
Nil.
RISK MANAGEMENT
Due to the introduction of new development opportunities in the draft Payneham and Stepney Strategic Sites
Development Plan Amendment DPA, including new maximum building heights varying between three (3) and
five (5) storeys, there is a risk that the policy will not be supported by those local communities residing and or
working in and around these sites.
The Council can provide its views on the proposed rezoning proposals, but ultimately the risk of not achieving
full community support for the DPA outcomes, is a matter for the State Planning Commission and Minister for
Planning and Local Government to manage.
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CONSULTATION


Elected Members
A copy of the draft DPA and information materials produced by the Department was provided to Elected
Members on 4 and 11 September 2020.



Community
The Attorney General’s Department is conducting the statutory consultation on the draft DPA for period
of nine (9) weeks.
The Attorney General’s Department sent Community Information leaflet and copies of letters to property
owners within 100 metres of the sites.
Information flyer were distributed by Council to properties within 500 metres radius of both of these
affected sites, to provide greater awareness of the rezoning proposals to these local communities and
notifying recipients of the opportunity to make a submission to the State Planning Commission.
A copy of the Council's information flyer is contained in Attachment C.
Public Information (drop in) sessions were held on:
- Saturday 26 September 2020 (11:45-1:15pm) at the Payneham Library; and
- Tuesday 29 September 2020 (4:45-6:15pm) at the Payneham Community Centre.
The State Planning Commission’s Public Hearing for this Ministerial DPA is scheduled for Wednesday 18
November at 7:30 pm.



Staff
Chief Executive Officer
General Manager, Urban Planning & Environment
Manager, Urban Services
Manager, Development Assessment
Senior Urban Planner



Other Agencies
As part of the statutory consultation process overseen by Attorney General’s Department, State
Government agencies and other organisations are being consulted concurrently during the public
consultation period.

DISCUSSION
The draft DPA relates to two sites:


the former Schweppes factory property on Payneham Road, Payneham, together with some
adjoining properties, which are proposed to be rezoned to the Urban Corridor Zone; and



Otto’s Timber property and surrounds in and around Ann Street, Stepney, which is also proposed to
be rezoned to the Urban Corridor Zone. Some adjoining residential properties in Ann Street, which are
currently located in commercial zones, are proposed to be included in the adjacent Residential Historic
(Conservation) Zone.

This draft DPA has been initiated in light of the closure of the Schweppes factory and an intention by the Otto
Family to relocate Otto’s Timber operations from Stepney to an alternative site. Given that both sites are
currently ‘spot zoned’ Light Industry, the draft DPA proposes a more flexible planning policy framework, to
cater for a wider range of future development, including higher density residential uses.
This follows a number of previous DPAs prepared and implemented since 2012, which introduced the new
Urban Corridor zoning, facilitating mixed use and apartment living in a number of locations across the Council
area.
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The previous DPAs applicable in the City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters include:





Kent Town and The Parade Strategic Growth DPA (2013);
Inner and Middle Metropolitan Corridor Infill DPA by the Minister – 2015 (not proceeded with);
Inner and Middle Metropolitan Corridor (Design) DPA by the Minister – 2017; and
Inner and Middle Metropolitan Corridor (Sites) DPA by the Minister – 2017 (included rezoning of Otto’s
site, but removed from DPA after consultation).

The rezoning of these two sites is generally supported, subject to a number of more specific comments as set
out in this report. A preferred approach is for rezoning to be considered on a precinct or nodal basis, rather
than spot rezoning of isolated and unconnected sites. However, on this occasion a proponent funded
Ministerial DPA has been put forward and comments are being sought on its specific proposals.
Beyond the 30 Year Plan for Greater Adelaide (2017), there is a lack of detailed strategic guidance for which
properties across inner metropolitan areas will be supported and prioritised for rezoning to deliver mixed use,
multi storey developments. In 2012, the Inner Metropolitan Rim Structure Plan was released as a guiding but
non-statutory document to “refine the direction” for inner metropolitan area, to provide guidance on land use
directions, infrastructure planning and the preparation of Development Plan Amendment reports. The Kent
Town and The Parade Strategic Growth DPA was prepared in line with this strategic direction.
In terms of the current Ministerial DPA and its alignment with this Government Structure Plan, both the Stepney
and Payneham sites are outside of this focus area for delivery of strategic growth sites.
For some time, the Council has been advocating that prior to the introduction of the Planning and Design Code,
there is a need for a better level of spatial resolution as to how urban infill will be delivered across the
metropolitan area, recognising the competing demands of other objectives (eg. protection of Historic areas
and housing stock) and the need for co-ordinated advance planning of infrastructure.
The emergence of isolated large scale infill opportunities as “spot rezoning” requests will be difficult to
strategically assess where these are not identified in any strategy and without a co-ordinated approach to
continuous corridor growth, social and physical infrastructure demand and public realm upgrades by local
government.
Currently, the 30 Year Plan ‘infill growth’ opportunities are only shown broadly in the 30 Year Plan, as
compromising all of the inner metropolitan area and most of the middle metropolitan areas in Adelaide.
While the Otto’s site at Stepney forms a logical extension of inner corridors and vibrant mixed use commercial/
housing precincts, the Schweppes site on Payneham Road for bulky goods, supermarket and 5 storey
residential towers, is more questionable in terms of its strategic impetus.
Under the PDI Act 2016, any person with an “interest in land” is able to initiate a Code Amendment to change
the zoning applying to properties. Once the Planning and Design Code is implemented in 2021, it will be
difficult to balance any further requests for similar five (5) storey mixed use precincts on arterial roads, without
more detailed guiding strategy and infrastructure plans. This will leave Local Government and the State
Government needing to service ad-hoc, disjointed and unplanned new development with new infrastructure.
In this respect, subregional plans would provide much greater clarity and set out the agreement between State
Government, Local Government, infrastructure providers, businesses and communities over the intended
strategic direction for an area, providing greater transparency for all involved.
The Council should continue to advocate for the urgent prioritisation of a metropolitan Regional Plan and subregional plan to fill the void of strategies guiding major new rezoning requests and in particular ‘spot’ rezoning
requests.
The timing of the draft DPA in concurrence with the final stages of the Planning Reform program, poses
challenges in understanding how some of the zoning and policies will actually apply. Due to the late release
of this draft DPA in the context of the implementation of the PDI Act, it is unlikely the DPA will come in to effect
under the current planning system. It is more likely that the proposed rezoning will ‘transition’ into the Planning
and Design Code, which will “overtake” the likely timing for introduction of this DPA.
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There is a need for transparency in the proposed zoning outcomes, so the community has a clear
understanding of what zoning rules will ultimately apply under the Planning and Design Code, as the reality is
the Code is almost certain to come into effect in 2021. This could have been made more clear in the draft
DPA investigations to clearly explain that some policy drafted for this DPA will actually be deleted and not
replaced as part of the transition to the Planning and Design Code and other new provisions will be included
under the Code, with quite different policy effect, which in turn will have quite different implications for the scale
and mass of developments that could be undertaken on the affected sites contained in the draft DPA.
In light of the “two step” approach of this DPA, which involves proposing a suite of planning policies in the draft
DPA that will be almost certainly be modified once the Planning and Design Code comes into effect in 2021,
there should have been far greater context provided in the investigations section of the draft DPA that outlines,
with full disclosure, the extent of policies that will apply in the immediate future for both sites, including what
provisions are likely to apply under the draft Planning and Design Code.
By way of explanation, the draft Phase 3 of the Planning and Design Code (the Code) impacts on the DPA
zoning proposals in the following ways:







greater land use and built form opportunities provided for under the Code;
new assessment pathways with new policy content;
loss of Desired Character Statements containing descriptive and localised design expectations for each
differentiated location (eg. Kent Town and Payneham);
different procedural outcomes and public notification entitlements under the Code
conflict with Planning and Design Code zoning (eg. >1000m² Restricted Development in Urban Corridor
(Business) Zone but 2000m² introduced via DPA as merit assessment in Business Policy Area at
Payneham); and
loss of some city-wide policies that are discussed in the DPA as being relied upon for guiding future
development.

The DPA proposes the following zoning:
Stepney – Urban Corridor Zone – Transit Living Policy Area provides for medium density residential
development and some non-residential activities of a smaller scale and compatible with primary residential
intent of the zone.
Payneham – Urban Corridor Zone – Business Policy Area provides for retail, commercial and/ or smaller scale
light industry land uses. It includes activities such as bulky goods, light industry (eg warehousing, technology),
service trade premises and shops. The Business Policy Area also supports medium to high density residential
development above ground floor.
The Urban Corridor Zone, which already exists in the Norwood Payneham and St Peters Development Plan
provides for:
‘a mixed use zone accommodating a range of compatible non-residential and medium and high density
residential land uses orientated towards a high frequency public transport corridor’ (Objective 1).
A general commentary on aspects of the draft DPA that are common to both Payneham and Stepney sites will
be discussed first, followed by the specific policy settings for each site.
Proposed Building Heights
The proposed zoning as set out in the draft DPA would allow for future development to have maximum heights
of:



Payneham – 5 storeys (up to 18.5 metres)
Stepney – 3 storeys (up to 11.5 metres)
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The summary section of the draft DPA does not explain that the policy amendments will introduce new height
bonus policies for both the Payneham and Stepney sites. This policy concept was originally attempted to be
introduced in 2012 by the State Government as part of the first Urban Corridor DPAs, but was rejected by inner
metro Councils. This bonus height policy mechanism has now re-emerged, both in this draft DPA and in the
Planning and Design Code, without justification or explanation.
The concept of height bonuses originates from the application of planning policy instruments to buildings in
the Adelaide Central Business District (CBD), where certain prescribed development outcomes can be
“rewarded” with additional building height allowances. In the first round of Inner Metro Growth Project DPAs,
the Minister sought to include this height incentive policy to encourage the consolidation of fragmented land
parcels which in turn might enable higher building heights away from the periphery of a site, to mitigate the
adverse effects on neighbouring properties.
While such incentives may have a place in policy for specific “over and above” design expectations, in the
case of the previous Urban Corridor DPAs and in this draft DPA, it was proposed to be applied in some
circumstances where it simply reflected the “normal” level of policy requirements (i.e for the retention of a
heritage listed building or for the provision of 15% affordable housing, the developer would be allowed to build
a taller building). The height bonus of 30% additional height is therefore available to an applicant, simply for
meeting the policy requirements set out elsewhere in the Development Plan.
This policy, which undermines certainty of policy outcomes, both for property investors and for the surrounding
communities, was poorly received as part of the previous DPAs and was ultimately abandoned at that time by
the former Planning Minister.
Both the draft Phase 3 Planning and Design Code and this draft DPA, seek to reintroduce the height bonuses.
This draft DPA applies this new Significant Development Sites policy in Stepney and Payneham where sites
are over 2500m² and have a 25m frontage to a primary road corridor. The policy enables a development to
exceed the maximum height limit by 30% where it:




retains a listed heritage place or other building that makes a positive contribution to a local area; or
includes more than 15% of dwellings of affordable housing; or
includes three nominated design measures and three sustainable design measures.

It should be noted that the rationale for the height bonus, to incentivise the amalgamation of larger land parcels
(over 2500m² ), is not applicable in this instance, due to both sites already meeting this size criteria with the
ability to progress co-ordinated, master-planned development objectives. With the sites already held as large
parcels and/or in single ownership, there is no need for the inclusion of policies offering increased maximum
heights to incentivise site amalgamation. In short, the case has not been made to allow building height bonus
policies for either of the DPA sites and this policy approach lacks transparency.
Under the new policies for both sites, the draft DPA would result in three separate (and potentially conflicting)
policies that could be used to determine the building height:




Urban Corridor Zone PDC 13 prescribes a minimum and maximum building height (height “maximum”) in
storeys and metres;
Business Policy Area PDC 9 and Transit Living Policy Area PDC 9 provides a 30% height bonus (bonus
height increase);
Urban Corridor Zone PDC 14 seeks to manage building height impacts on surrounding residential
development outside the zone, with a 30°building envelope policy (“capping” the height otherwise
possible under PDC 13);

The re-introduction of building height bonuses, against the expressed wishes of Councils, is not supported, for
the reasons previously documented to the Planning Department and the Minister. Notwithstanding that the
Council is opposed to this concept, under the proposed wording there is a lack of clarity over how to apply
these in combination and which height policy would prevail. Does the 30% “bonus” building height still have
to “fit” within the 30° building envelope, or does it apply across the site regardless of the building envelope
cap?
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Clarity as to how the increased height bonus is intended to be applied was sought from staff of the Attorney
General’s Department. It has been acknowledged that while this is currently unclear, it is likely that the building
envelope policy (30° angle) would mean the height bonus would not automatically apply across the whole site,
but may apply to parts of the site that can meet the projected 30° angle envelope.
To demonstrate the effect of the new 30% height bonus policy, Table 1 shows the possible building height
outcomes for parts or these sites:
TABLE 1: POSSIBLE BUILDING HEIGHT OUTCOMES
Height
Additional 30% maximum – Business Policy Area
Zone PDC 13
PDC 9
Transit Living Policy
Area PDC 10
Payneham
5 storeys
Extra 1.5 storeys
(18.5 m)
(or extra 5.6m)
Stepney
3 storeys
Extra 0.9 storeys
(11.5m)
(or extra 3.5m)
Table 1: Effect of Height Bonus for Significant Development Sites

With Bonus Height Limit
Applied (and still limited by
30°building envelope)

7 storeys (or 24.1m)
4 storeys (or 15m)

The re-introduction of “Significant Development Sites” policy, as a previously rejected concept, is again not
supported.
There is further uncertainty in the imminent transition to the Code, where there is an additional policy proposed
to the Affordable Housing Overlay, giving a separate height bonus of 30% increase in height. This would result
in separate height bonuses being available firstly for the assembly of land into 2500m² (or 1500m² in the
proposed Stepney Transit Living Policy Area) parcels and secondly for the provision of 15% dwellings as
affordable housing (which is a requirement of the policy already for developments creating over 20 dwellings).
The effect of these policies in conjunction with each other is unclear and should be revised so that planning
authorities, applicants and communities have clarity around the concept of the “maximum” height that can be
anticipated in any given site.
As demonstrated above, understanding that the maximum policy for a site is five (5) storeys, when in reality it
could be seven (7) storeys (as rounded up under the policy), will lead to further community disillusionment in
the planning system. Providing bonuses for complying with other policies (retaining heritage buildings,
providing affordable housing) is not an appropriate use of these incentive mechanisms. An applicant should
not be rewarded by being allowed to build taller buildings for achieving the retention of heritage listed buildings
or providing a percentage of affordable housing. These are already requirements prescribed under other
planning policies contained in the Development Plan and therefore should already be considerations that
applicants factor into their purchase price for a property and their feasibility studies for a proposed
development.
The bonus building height provisions are nothing more than a de-facto way of allowing greater building heights
than that stipulated by the building height provisions prescribed for the Zone and this sets up an ambiguous
planning policy framework that makes it very difficult for citizens to fully understand what building heights can
be truly anticipated for a development site.
Staff have questioned the use of the term "Significant Development Sites" particularly noting that a 1500m²
site (proposed for the Otto’s site under the Planning and Design Code, after this DPA) is not particularly
“significant”. Most properties in these mixed use zones would meet that criteria.
It should be noted that in 2013, the State Commission Assessment Panel (SCAP) was declared the Planning
Authority for the assessment of applications comprising buildings over four (4) storeys in height in the Urban
Corridor Zone and the District Centre (Norwood) Zone.
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Many of the approvals granted since that time, have exceeded the maximum height limit expressed in the
policy, as an on-merit assessment against all of the relevant provisions. This has occurred in the absence of
any documented height incentive policy for Significant Development Sites. It is unclear whether this additional
height allowance would be used as a guiding figure, with applications exceeding the bonus height continuing
to be approved, or whether it would provide an “absolute” maximum. In this regard, as planning policy isn’t
normally expressed in ‘absolute’ terminology, it is highly likely that developers will seek to undertake
developments even taller than what is allowed for with the bonus height provisions.
Examples of developments approved over height limits prescribed in the Development Plan by the SCAP and
its predecessor State level planning authorities in recent years, include, but are not limited to, the Royal Hotel
site at 2 North Terrace, Kent Town; the former Bureau of Meteorology site at 25 College Road, Kent Town; the
former Tin Cat café site at 99-107 Rundle Street, Kent Town; the former Marble House site at 78-88 Rundle
Street, Kent Town; the Bath Hotel site at 236-238 The Parade, Norwood, the Hackney Hotel site at 95 Hackney
Road, Hackney and the Peregrine headquarters development at 270 The Parade, Kensington.
In all of the above-mentioned cases, the zone building height limits were ignored by State level development
assessment authorities despite that fact that for many of the properties referred to above, revised building
height limits were introduced into the Council’s Development Plan and endorsed by the former Minister for
Planning as recently as 2013, as part of the Council initiated and led Kent Town & The Parade Strategic Growth
Development Plan Amendment.
Community confidence in the planning system is at a very low level and in light of the recent decisions of the
SCAP and its predecessor committees. It is understandable that citizens are becoming increasingly cynical
about providing input into policy development and the likely development outcomes that should result, when
there has been such blatant disregard for local planning policies in the assessment of medium and high density
mixed use developments by state level planning authorities over the past five years.
Building Envelope Policy
When the Kent Town and The Parade Strategic Growth DPA was introduced in 2013, the policy included a
building height-capping formula to restrict building heights adjacent residential zones, now contained as
Principle of Development Control (PDC 14) within the Urban Corridor Zone.
This PDC, which is set out below, guides the extent of the building envelope that can be developed on an
allotment, tested against a 30 degree angle projection from a defined setback point from the rear of the
development site.
Interface Height Provisions
14

To minimise building massing at the interface with residential development outside of the zone, buildings
should be constructed within a building envelope provided by a 30 degree plane, measured from a height
of 3 metres above natural ground level at the zone boundary (except where this boundary is a primary
road frontage), as illustrated in Figure 1:
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The intent behind the introduction of this provision (by the DPTI at the time) was to ensure that multi-storey
building heights should scale down proportionally, where such developments are proposed adjacent existing
low-rise developments and to address the overshadowing and visual amenity impacts of tall buildings. At that
time there was much discussion with several Councils seeking a 30 degree building envelope angle over the
State Government's preferred 45 degree angle, as the latter would allow for taller development adjacent
residential interface areas. This Council was able to successfully demonstrate the case for a 30 degree angle,
which is now contained in the Council’s current Development Plan.
While this draft DPA retains the 30° building envelope policy, under the draft Planning and Design Code, the
envelope angle has been changed in all applicable zones to 45°, allowing for taller buildings throughout the
Urban Corridor Zone. The policy in the draft Code has also been introduced in other locations (at 45°) and
sometimes as the sole limitation to building heights. The Council raised significant concern about the change
to this agreed policy position in its submission on the draft Planning & Design Code.
Council staff have since been provided with the opportunity of a “validation period” of the revised Planning &
Design Code. At this stage, it has been confirmed in an email that for the City of Norwood Payneham & St
Peters, the building envelope angle is able to revert to the 30° building envelope policy. In providing comments
on this draft DPA, it is recommended that the Council indicate that it supports a building envelope policy, only
on the basis that a 30° is applied in the draft DPA, consistent with the current Urban Corridor Zone and that
this should be unaltered in the transition of these new zones into the Planning and Design Code.
Loss of Development Plan Policy
The structure of the Development Plan and the extensive use of policy in the Desired Character Statement
needs addressing as this will be lost in the transition to the Code.
The Council’s submission on the draft Planning and Design Code advised that it supports use of Desired
Character Statements in planning policy as these provide important contextual information for local
circumstances – both opportunities and constraints that provide nuanced local assessment context. This draft
DPA makes additions to the Desired Character Statements at the zone and policy area level, however these
are not intended be transferred into the Code. In particular, the existing DCS and proposed amendments
contain various site specific detail and it is not clear how this will translate into the Code framework.
This is a disappointing outcome in transitioning to the Planning and Design Code and will entail the loss of
significant policy content from the current Development Plan. In the context of this DPA, amendments to the
Desired Character Statements have been included to differentiate differences in the policy application of the
Business Policy Area at Kent Town versus Payneham. With the removal of these Desired Character
Statements under the Code, it is unclear how generic policy application will work, where previously it was used
to provide important local policy content.
It is also misleading that policy content that is on public consultation now will ultimately not see its way into
any final policy document (i.e. the Code).
Site 1 (Payneham)
The investigations which have been undertaken and contained in the draft DPA examines the retail potential
of this site, concluding that it would be ideally suited to accommodate a mix of bulky goods/ homemaker
retailing together with a smaller footprint supermarket and complementary food and beverage facilities. The
overall policy direction could have been better rationalised in the draft DPA with some commentary about the
likely impact on surrounding centres, particularly the district-level Marden Shopping Centre.
The background analysis contained in the draft DPA indicates that the site is able to accommodate 10,000m²
of total retail floor area, with commentary regarding the proponent’s estimate of 4435m² of retail/ commercial
floor area. The policy for the proposed Urban Corridor Zone – Business Policy area allows for a shop or group
of shops up to 2000m² of retail floor area, making it unclear what the retail expectations are for the site. The
extent of retail (shopping) versus commercial floor space is unclear, but is relevant to policy considerations as
the Business Policy Area is not a retail focussed policy area under the suite of Urban Corridor policy areas.
This is further highlighted when you examine the policy that would apply under the Planning & Design Code,
as currently drafted, where shops greater than 1000m² become a restricted land use under the Code
equivalent.
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The Urban Corridor Zone - Business Policy Area already exists in Kent Town (introduced in 2013). Objective
1 for the zone seeks a "mixed use business policy area that accommodates a range of commercial and light
industrial land uses with compatible medium and high density residential development".
Retail land use or shops are not expressly mentioned in the Policy Area objective, unlike the Boulevard Policy
Area of the Urban Corridor Zone (applying along North Terrace Kent Town) which encourages shops, with
policy to allow shops of up to 1000m². The existing Business Policy Area (applied along King William Street,
Kent Town) currently allows shops of a small scale nature serving local businesses, with policy limiting this to
500m². Under the DPA, it is proposed for the Payneham site to extend the maximum floor area of a shop or
group of shops from 500m² to 2000m². If the intent of the policy is to have a significant increase in the size of
shops and extension of the catchment beyond services to local businesses, it is questioned if the Business
Policy Area is the best fit for this mix and scale of land uses. Shops over 1000m² become ‘Restricted
Development’ in the Urban Corridor (Business) Zone when this transitions to the Code, again supporting the
need for closer examination of the proposed policy.
The Policy Area content does not provide any guidance in respect to light industrial land uses for the Payneham
site, despite this being listed as a desired form of land use. Given the investigations which have been
undertaken in preparing to the draft DPA discuss phasing light industrial land use out of this location due to its
incompatibility with surrounding development, staff consider this requires greater policy detail, particularly due
to the mixed use buildings that are contemplated for the Payneham site. This lack of policy guidance will be
further compounded in the transition to the Planning and Design Code, when Desired Character Statements
for all zones will be deleted.
Further thought should be given to whether this Policy Area is best fit for larger retail format and how this will
be transitioned to the Code. It is suggested the DPA policy be reviewed to set out a suitable size retail element
for the site that does not unduly impact on the catchment of the Marden Shopping Centre and which provides
clarity of policy expectations, both under the Development Plan and the imminent Planning and Design Code.
The five storeys height limit is discussed in the draft DPA as being supported only by virtue of road
separation (Ashbrook Avenue, Lewis Road and Thelma Street) and the fact that five (5) storeys is the
equivalent existing Policy Area height for Kent Town. The suitability of this site for some form of higher scale
development, needs to be balanced with its close proximity to single and two storey residential land uses
surrounding the site.
Council staff have provided previous advice that simply because the Policy Area has a five (5) storey policy
setting applied in Kent Town, does not automatically justify the same height limit for an unrelated site in
Payneham, which is significantly further from the CBD and Parklands. The draft DPA is considered to
present limited rationale/justification for five (5) storey development and a lesser height limit of four (4)
storeys would be more suitable (inclusive of any height bonuses if ultimately retained in the policy) to achieve
a better balance of building mass and impacts on adjacent low rise residential buildings.
While the traffic investigations which have been undertaken and included in the draft DPA conclude that
access points, service vehicles and traffic movements, can be safely and efficiently accommodated without
change to the nature and function of the adjacent road hierarchy, the Council’s submission should seek
greater policy detail on these matters. Despite the Department’s lack of support for the use of Concept Plans
in the Planning and Design Code, a Concept Plan should be recommended for inclusion, to spatially denote
the expectations for co-ordinated access points, separation of domestic and commercial vehicles as well as
urban design outcomes clearly showing setbacks and building form to be stepped down in scale towards
adjoining residential areas.
The DPA prescribes setbacks from Lewis Road of either 3 metres or 2 metres (depending on whether it gets
configured as a primary or secondary road frontage) . From a built form perspective, this is considered
insufficient to mitigate the impacts of significant scale on the site and its integration with single storey
dwellings on the southern side of Lewis Road. It is recommended that this setback should be increased to a
minimum of 6 metres to provide opportunities to ameliorate the scale of new development, including suitable
landscaping.
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The Urban Corridor Zone policy, drafted in 2012, was developed by the State Government with the intention
of largely being applied along arterial “corridors”, generally only one allotment deep. The building envelope
(originally with a 45° angle, then reduced to 30°) was devised to address Councils’ concerns over how
significantly taller buildings could be managed at the interface with adjoining residential development, usually
located behind these linear strips being rezoned to Urban Corridor Zone. Applying it to a large, deep site such
the Schweppes site, to mitigate impacts on residential properties to the “rear” requires some consideration as
to how future development might be configured and whether the buildings would “front on” to only Payneham
Road or have frontage to Lewis Road, Thelma Street or Ashbrook Avenue. Council staff have previously
requested whether the Department could provide some simple modelling to help determine what building
heights might apply as a result of the “bonus heights” available to “Significant Development Sites” in this draft
DPA, however this has not been provided.
Understanding potential building heights is critical to understanding, communicating and providing comments
on the draft policies. In this case, with the introduction of the new concept of bonus heights, combined with
the possible variations in interpreting “front” “side” and “rear” setbacks of the building envelope policy, it is
unclear what policy ultimately takes precedence over the other. Staff have sought clarification on this issue
and have been advised that the bonus height would still need to be guided by the 30° building envelope policy,
although this is not expressed in the draft DPA.
To assist in understanding how the zone policy applies to future development and the effect of the bonus
height provision, staff have prepared an indicative plan of how this building envelope policy could apply for
the Payneham site, as shown on Attachment D. Staff of the Attorney General’s Department have confirmed
that the modelling to 7 storeys is based on a correct interpretation of how the bonus height, building
envelope and setback provisions are applied at the Schweppes site.
This relatively crude analysis is based on new development fronting Payneham Road and takes into account
the DPA’s setbacks assuming Lewis Road is the rear of the site and Ashbrook Avenue and Thelma Street
are regarded as the “side” boundaries. It clearly demonstrates that the additional bonus height (1.5 storeys
rounded up to 2 extra storeys) could be applied by the State Commission Assessment Panel in assessing a
future Development Application (or applications) on this site.
In addition, as the envelope angle only applies to “rear” and “side” interface boundaries for a site, this policy
may be unable to be applied to the benefit of Ashbrook Avenue, Lewis Road and Thelma Street residents, if
any future development is proposed to “front” those streets. With only internal “rear” boundaries under this
development scenario, the envelope policy would not be applicable to limit the impact of the building heights
(with or without the height bonuses). This policy gap should be addressed through a revision of this policy
and how it should be spatially applied.
It is important to be transparent in the ultimate building heights that might be achievable on the rezoned
sites, particularly for communities and other stakeholders that are being asked to comment at the planning
policy stage, with reduced public notification at the Development Application stage. It should be noted that
the draft DPA lists development which fits within the building envelope (demonstrated to be possible at 7
storeys for the Payneham Site and 4 storeys for the Otto’s site) as Category 1 development, with no public
notification.
From an infrastructure perspective, following the Council’s upgrade to stormwater infrastructure across the
site, an easement above the main culvert has been realigned and a further easement is being implemented
perpendicular to Lewis Road. The constraints of these easements as well as other site co-ordination issues
(access, building envelopes, carparking areas, landscaping etc) should be clearly designated in a Concept
Plan, so that any future developer is aware of these site constraints.
In summary therefore, in respect to building heights, it is recommended that the Council’s submission:




seek a reduction in the five (5) storey height limit to four (4) storeys for the Payneham site;
detail objection to the inclusion of bonus heights policy for Significant Development Sites;
as a minimum, if Significant Development Sites are retained, review the policy wording that bonus
heights still have to conform with the 30° building envelope policy;
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request additional quantitative policies in both Policy Areas to require a stepping down of building scale
away from street interfaces (in the event that proposed future development is configured to have streetfacing building towers with “rear” boundaries internal to the site); and
seek that development exceeding the building envelope provision defaults to Category 3 notification not
Category 2 (noting that this will become academic with the “collapsing” of notification categories and
removal of third party merit appeals once the Planning and Design Code commences).

Site 2 (Stepney)
A more detailed plan of the proposed rezoning outcomes and surrounding properties is contained at
Attachment E.
The majority of land is occupied by Otto’s Timber, a light industry enterprise that undertakes joinery and
hardware activities. The business has vehicular access to Wells Street and Ann Street, as well as access to
laneways through the site investigations area. The site has an area of approximately 7,563 square metres.
Adjoining vacant sites are under the same ownership and were purchased to provide a buffer to adjacent
residential development. The area to be rezoned also contains five residential dwellings. Development is
generally single storey with some two storey developments and the bulk of the Otto’s Timber warehouse
structure.
The lower and suggested maximum building height of three (3) storeys is supported compared to the previous
4-5 storey draft DPA proposal. This reinforces the previous advice from the former Minister for Planning
following removal of the Otto’s site after public consultation as it was not appropriately integrated with adjoining
Historic Conservation Zones.
In respect to this site, the policy investigations detail the need for sensitive integration in the context of the
existing character surrounding Otto’s Timber property. Scaling down to the edges of the site is an important
consideration.
For Stepney, the draft DPA includes front setbacks of 4m and side and rear setbacks of 3m or 5m for the Otto’s
site, dependant on whether it abuts another zone.
Again, due to the complexity of the interaction of the proposed policies for Stepney (height limit, height bonus,
setbacks, building envelope, transition to Local Heritage Places), the built form modelling has been analysed
and is contained in Attachment F.
This demonstrates that potentially four (4) storeys could be achieved, if for example 15% of the dwellings were
affordable housing, thereby satisfying the criteria as a Significant Development Site to achieve a 30% height
maximum increase. In the case of Stepney, this development outcome also could have undesirable impacts
on the adjacent Local Heritage Places on Magill Road, as it incentivises greater heights immediately adjacent
to these shopfronts. The combination of these policies, enabling four (4) storey built form outcomes in a
location surrounded by multiple constraints (heritage buildings, historic conservation areas, laneways,
restricted access and circulation) should be highlighted in the Council’s submission.
The area comprises narrow streets, rear and side laneways between properties with limited off-street parking
for the majority of activities fronting Magill Road. The site investigations area is adjacent a number of Local
Heritage listed places, particularly the shops fronting Magill Road.
The investigations which have been conducted as part of the draft DPA, conclude that the Stepney rezoning
to accommodate residential and mixed use development is considered appropriate from a traffic management
perspective and will not require additional policy coverage on this issue and access arrangements and car
parking can be considered in detail at the development application stage when there a design outcome for the
sites.
However, due to the narrow street network, laneway and rear access constraints and high levels of on-street
car parking demand, this should be explicitly addressed in the policy requirements for this location. Rather
than defer this until such time as a Development Application is lodged, appropriate policy should be included
in the draft DPA to include Principles of Development Control and where necessary, diagrammatic
representation through a Concept Plan to ensure any redevelopment will have co-ordinated access, car
parking and circulation movements that do not unduly impact on local conditions.
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Policies which seek separation of new taller buildings from residential properties are supported, however an
unintended design outcome of this may be to have new three storey (or four with height bonus) buildings
‘pushed up against’ the heritage places on Magill Road.
Additional policy(s) dealing with sensitive development adjacent to heritage places should be included at the
Policy Area level for the Stepney site. It is noted that there are City Wide policies dealing with development
adjacent heritage places, but it is considered necessary to provide more specific guidance for this site. To
address a number of local constraints (access points, narrow local road network, laneways, adjoining heritage
buildings, adjoining Historic Conservation Zone), ideally a Concept Plan should be developed to provide
optimal site configuration.
The inclusion of No. 4 Bennett Street also requires re-consideration. These properties form part of an intact
‘small scale’ residential character along the southern end of Bennett Street. No. 4 Bennett Street should be
included into the adjacent Residential Character Zone as these sites are not considered to have merit for ‘uplift’
opportunities given their context.
OPTIONS
The Council could determine to advise the State Planning Commission that it supports the draft Ministerial
DPA or that it opposes all or parts of both of the policy directions contained for the two sites (Schweppes and
Otto’s timber) within the DPAs.
CONCLUSION
The overall intent of rezoning of these two sites is generally supported, due to the redundant zones and land
uses currently in place at these locations. However, a review of the policies contained in the draft DPA has
raised a number of concerns that warrants the preparation of a detailed submission, providing policy change
recommendations as outlined in this report.
COMMENTS
Nil.
RECOMMENDATION
1.

That the Minister for Planning and Local Government and the Attorney General’s Department be advised
that the Council supports the purpose of the draft Payneham and Stepney Strategic Sites DPA
Development Plan Amendment, in addressing outdated land uses and zoning for the subject areas, but
raises a number of issues associated with the draft DPA namely:
General

Support for broader context for rezoning on a precinct or nodal basis rather than isolated sites;

urgent prioritisation is required of a metropolitan Regional Plan and sub-regional plan to guide
similar future ‘spot’ rezoning requests;

greater context and disclosure required regarding the extent of policies that will apply to both sites,

re-introduction of 30 % building height bonuses for Significant Development Sites is opposed;

need for review of the three separate policies determining building height;

support for the retention of the 30° building envelope policy;

further detail required to detail the loss of Desired Character Statements and how this transitions to
the Code; and

additional quantitative policies in both Policy Areas to require a stepping down of building scale
away from street interfaces (in the event that proposed future development is configured to have
street-facing building towers with “rear” boundaries internal to the site);.
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Payneham

five (5) storey height limit not supported – reduce to four (4) storeys (without bonus heights
applying);

amend public notification for exceeding the building envelope provision to Category 3;

policy direction in the draft DPA would benefit from some commentary about the likely impact on
surrounding centres;

review best fit of Policy Area for proposed mix and scale of land uses;.

policy guidance is required for light industrial land uses;

increased setback to Lewis Road;

inclusion of a Concept Plan to spatially denote the expectations for co-ordinated access points,
separation of domestic and commercial vehicles, carparking, landscaping urban design outcomes,
setbacks and building scale
Stepney

Inclusion of a Concept Plan to ensure any redevelopment will have co-ordinated access, car
parking and circulation movements that do not unduly impact on local conditions (narrow local road
network, laneways, adjoining heritage buildings, adjoining Historic Conservation Zone);.

Additional policy dealing with sensitive development adjacent to heritage places

No. 4 Bennett Street should be included in the adjacent Residential Character Zone
2.

That the preparation of a submission on the draft Payneham and Stepney Strategic Sites DPA
Development Plan Amendment, be delegated to the Chief Executive Officer, noting that the submission
will be based on the issues contained in this report and as summarised in part 1 above.

Cr Sims left the meeting at 8.31pm.
Cr Sims returned to the meeting at 8.32pm.

Cr Duke moved:
1.

That the Minister for Planning and Local Government and the Attorney General’s Department be advised
that the Council supports the purpose of the draft Payneham and Stepney Strategic Sites DPA
Development Plan Amendment, in addressing outdated land uses and zoning for the subject areas, but
raises a number of issues associated with the draft DPA namely:
General

Support for broader context for rezoning on a precinct or nodal basis rather than isolated sites;

urgent prioritisation is required of a metropolitan Regional Plan and sub-regional plan to guide
similar future ‘spot’ rezoning requests;

greater context and disclosure required regarding the extent of policies that will apply to both sites,

re-introduction of 30 % building height bonuses for Significant Development Sites is opposed;

need for review of the three separate policies determining building height;

support for the retention of the 30° building envelope policy;

further detail required to detail the loss of Desired Character Statements and how this transitions to
the Code; and

additional quantitative policies in both Policy Areas to require a stepping down of building scale
away from street interfaces (in the event that proposed future development is configured to have
street-facing building towers with “rear” boundaries internal to the site);

the separation of vehicular access for commercial and residential land uses;

avoiding vehicular access associated with commercial land uses from the residential streets;

ensuring there is sufficient space between residential elements on the Payneham site to ensure
sufficient landscaping and high quality liveability .
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Payneham

five (5) storey height limit not supported – reduce to four (4) storeys (without bonus heights
applying);

amend public notification for exceeding the building envelope provision to Category 3;

policy direction in the draft DPA would benefit from some commentary about the likely impact on
surrounding centres;

review best fit of Policy Area for proposed mix and scale of land uses;.

policy guidance is required for light industrial land uses;

increased setback to Lewis Road and Thelma Street to between 6 and 8 metres;

inclusion of a Concept Plan to spatially denote the expectations for co-ordinated access points,
separation of domestic and commercial vehicles, carparking, landscaping urban design outcomes,
setbacks and building scale
Stepney

Inclusion of a Concept Plan to ensure any redevelopment will have co-ordinated access, car
parking and circulation movements that do not unduly impact on local conditions (narrow local road
network, laneways, adjoining heritage buildings, adjoining Historic Conservation Zone);.

Additional policy dealing with sensitive development adjacent to heritage places

No. 4 Bennett Street should be included in the adjacent Residential Character Zone
2.

That the preparation of a submission on the draft Payneham and Stepney Strategic Sites DPA
Development Plan Amendment, be delegated to the Chief Executive Officer, noting that the submission
will be based on the issues contained in this report and as summarised in part 1 above.

Seconded by Cr Dottore and carried unanimously.
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11.2

MONTHLY FINANCIAL REPORT – SEPTEMBER 2020

REPORT AUTHOR:
GENERAL MANAGER:
CONTACT NUMBER:
FILE REFERENCE:
ATTACHMENTS:

Financial Services Manager
General Manager, Corporate Services
8366 4585
qA64633/A84082
A

PURPOSE OF REPORT
The purpose of this report is to provide the Council with information regarding its financial performance for the
year ended September 2020.
BACKGROUND
Section 59 of the Local Government Act 1999 (the Act), requires the Council to keep its resource allocation,
expenditure and activities and the efficiency and effectiveness of its service delivery, under review. To assist
the Council in complying with these legislative requirements and the principles of good corporate financial
governance, the Council is provided with monthly financial reports detailing its financial performance compared
to its Budget.
RELEVANT STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS AND POLICIES
Nil
FINANCIAL AND BUDGET IMPLICATIONS
Financial sustainability is as an ongoing high priority for the Council. Given the COVID-19 pandemic the
Council adopted a Budget which took into consideration measures to minimise the impact on ratepayers and
support local business. As a result the Council adopted a Budget which forecasts an Operating Deficit of
$798,455 for the 2020-2021 Financial Year.
For the period ended September 2020, the Council’s Operating Surplus is $214,000 against a budgeted
Operating Deficit of $550,000, resulting in a favourable variance of $764,000.
EXTERNAL ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS
Not Applicable.
SOCIAL ISSUES
Not Applicable.
CULTURAL ISSUES
Not Applicable.
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
Not Applicable.
RESOURCE ISSUES
Not Applicable.
RISK MANAGEMENT
Not Applicable.
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CONSULTATION


Elected Members
Not Applicable.



Community
Not Applicable.



Staff
Responsible Officers and General Managers.



Other Agencies
Not Applicable.

DISCUSSION
For the period ended September 2020, the Council’s Operating Surplus is $214,000 against a budgeted
Operating Deficit of $550,000, resulting in a favourable variance of $764,000.
Roads-to-Recovery grant funding was advanced, from future funding allocations, for works undertaken to
complete the road reconstruction of Little Wakefield Street, resulting in grant income being $148,000
favourable to budget. The First Quarter Budget update will be adjusted to reflect this increased funding.
Employee Expenses are $228,000 favourable to budget. This is being driven by a considered approach to
recruitment and available staff resources as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic and the timing compared to
budget of staff taking annual leave.
The result to the end of September is impacted by a number of timing related matters which included:


Water expenses are $90,000 favourable to budget – the budget estimate was based on even water use
over the year, which does not reflect the Council consumption of water and the increased utilisation of
water over the warmer months to ensure the Councils parks and reserves are well maintained. This has
been corrected in the First Quarter Budget update.



Statutory Charges are $72,000 favourable to budget – the timing of recognising second bin permits was
budgeted for in October however, permits actual were issued during late September ($31,000) combined
with higher than anticipated number of Dogs being registered at the end of September ($20,000) which
is in part due to improved practises and stronger focus being placed on Animal registrations by Council
staff and the implementation of Dog & Cats Online.



Contracted Services and Sundry expenses when combined, show an unfavourable variance of $5,000.
Elected Members may recall that when drafting the budget expenses anticipated reductions in
expenditure were separately identified due to the COVID-19 pandemic. This “expenditure savings” has
been combined into Sundry expense however, the some of the resultant decreased expenditure has
occurred in Contracted Services.

The Monthly Financial report is contained in Attachment A.
OPTIONS
Nil
CONCLUSION
Nil
COMMENTS
Nil
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RECOMMENDATION
That the September 2020 Monthly Financial Report be received and noted.

Cr Dottore left the meeting at 8.40pm.
Cr Dottore returned to the meeting at 8.42pm.

Cr Minney moved:
That the September 2020 Monthly Financial Report be received and noted.
Seconded by Cr Sims and carried unanimously.
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11.3

FINANCIAL SUMMARY – 2019-2020 ACTUAL RESULTS V ADOPTED BUDGET

REPORT AUTHOR:
GENERAL MANAGER:
CONTACT NUMBER:
FILE REFERENCE:
ATTACHMENTS:

Financial Services Manager
General Manager, Corporate Services
8366 4585
qA1872/A82864
A

PURPOSE OF REPORT
This report provides a summary of the 2019-2020 Audited result and explanations for variations from the 20192020 Adopted Budget.
BACKGROUND
Pursuant to Section 127 of the Local Government Act 1999 (the Act), the Council must prepare Annual
Financial Statements in accordance with the Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations 2011
(the Regulations).
Section 10 of the Regulations, requires the Council to prepare and consider a report, no later than 31
December in each year, showing the audited financial results of the Council for the previous financial year,
compared with the estimated financial results set out in the budget presented in a manner consistent with the
Model Financial Statements.
RELEVANT STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS & POLICIES
The financial information contained in this report is based on the 2019-2020 Annual Financial Statements, the
2019-2020 Adopted Budget and the various policies adopted by the Council as they impact the Councils
financial performance (e.g. Rating Policy).
FINANCIAL AND BUDGET IMPLICATIONS
The Council concluded the Financial Year with an Operating Surplus of $2.375 million, compared to the
Council’s Adopted Operating Budget, which forecast an Operating Surplus of $0.835 million. Details of the
drivers behind the variances from the Adopted Operating Surplus, are contained in the Discussion Section of
this report.
After capital items, the Council is reporting a Net Surplus of $1.590 million against an Adopted Net Surplus of
$8.327 million.
EXTERNAL ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS
Nil
SOCIAL ISSUES
Nil
CULTURAL ISSUES
Nil
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
Nil
RESOURCE ISSUES
Nil
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RISK MANAGEMENT
Nil

COVID-19 IMPLICATIONS
In response to the COVID-19 pandemic, the Council endorsed a Financial Support Package to assist the
community with the economic impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic. The Financial Support Package included:











deferral of the payment the 2019-2020 Fourth Quarter Rate instalment payment for up to three (3) months from
the due date of the Fourth Quarter instalment;
waiving of fines and interest on overdue Fourth Quarter instalment payment;
adoption of a COVID-19 Financial Hardship Policy, which extended the financial relief, subject to certain criteria;

Discretionary Rebates of:
- the Fourth Quarter rate payment to those businesses which were forced to close under the State
Government COVID-19 restrictions; and
- the Fourth Quarter payment of The Parade Separate Rate to businesses within the Parade Precinct
that are required to pay the Parade Separate Rate;
relaxed the of enforcement of time limited parking controls;
waived the Fourth Quarter payment of Outdoor dining permits;
waived financial commitments associated with facilities usage permits be waived for a period of three
(3) months to 30 June 2020; and
provided financial support, to tenants of Council owned buildings and facilities, subject to the Council’s
financial hardship provisions and the principles set out by the National Cabinet.

In line with the Federal and State Government directives, regarding the physical distancing and mass gathering
restrictions, the Norwood Swimming Centre and the Norwood Concert Hall were closed, regular and casual
hires at the Council’s facilities were cancelled and a number of community events and services were either
cancelled or suspended.
The net cost to the Council of the Financial Support Package and the Councils response to minimise the
spread of COVID-19 was in the order of $440,000.

CONSULTATION


Elected Members
Elected Members have received regular reports on the Councils financial performance throughout the
year.
The Council’s Audit Committee which comprises Mayor Robert Bria, Councillor John Minney and
Councillor Mike Stock (and two (2) Independent Members Ms Sandra DiBlasio and Ms Brigid O’Neill),
considered the Financial Summary at the Audit Committee meeting held on the 26 October 2020.



Community
Not Applicable.



Staff
Responsible Officers, General Managers and Council's External Auditors.



Other Agencies
Not Applicable.
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DISCUSSION
The 2019-2020 Annual Financial Statements have been finalised and will be considered by the Council at
Agenda Item 11.4 for adoption at the Council Meeting to be held on 2 November 2020. To this end, a separate
report has been provided on the 2019-2020 Annual Financial Statements for consideration by the Council.
Statement of Comprehensive Income
Operating Result
The Council is reporting an Operating Surplus of $2.375 million, compared to the Council Adopted Operating
Budget, which forecasted an Operating Surplus of $0.835 million, a favourable variance of $1.541 million. The
major variances (over $50,000 or 5%) from the Adopted Operating Budget are outlined in Table 1 below.
TABLE1: MAJOR VARIANCES FROM ADOPTED OPERATING BUDGET
Reasons for the Variance
Rate Revenue was $152,000 unfavourable to the Adopted Budget.
In response to the COVID-19 pandemic, the Council, as part of its COVID-19 Financial
Support Package endorsed the granting of Discretionary Rebates of;
 the Fourth Quarter rate payment to those businesses which were forced to close under
the State Government COVID-19 restrictions; and
 the Fourth Quarter payment of The Parade Separate Rate.

Amount
($’000)
(152,000)

Statutory Charges was $142,252 unfavourable to the Adopted Budget.
In response to the COVID-19 pandemic, the Council, as part of its COVID-19 Financial
Support Package;
 relaxed the of enforcement of time limited parking controls from 23 March 2020. This
resulted in a $214,345 unfavourable variance to the Budget; and
 waived the Fourth Quarter of Outdoor dining permits, which amounted to a loss of income
of $27,792.
The unfavourable variances were offset by additional income from Hoarding permits to the
value of $77,740, which was the result of long term permits being issued for three (3)
locations.

(143,000)

Grant funding received was $175,266 favourable to the Adopted Budget.
 The Council applied to have Roads-to-Recovery funding advanced from future allocations
for approved road projects completed in the 2019-2020 year. The amount advanced was
$67,552.
 The Financial Assistance Grants advanced from the 2020-2021 Financial Year was
greater than anticipated, which resulted in an increase of $93,050.
 Indexation for the Home and Community Care Funding Agreement was not included
when drafting the 2019-2020 budget. The value of the grant indexation was an increase
in income of$28,143.

175,000

Other Income was $917,043 favourable to the Adopted Budget.
 Rebates from the Local Government Association Workers Compensation Scheme,
General Insurance and Special Surplus Fund Distribution by Local Government
Association Asset Mutual Fund relating to the 2018-2019 insurance premiums were
greater than anticipated, resulting in a favourable variance. ($102,159).
 The Council received a special distribution ($54,108) from the Local Government
Financing Authority.
 The Australian Energy Regulator made a final determination on a long running dispute
between SA Power Networks and Local Government which resulted in a one of
payment for over charges between 2010-2015 of $221,489; and,
 One-off contributions were received for works undertaken to the footpath and road
adjacent to the Hackney Kindergarten ($62,130) and the relocation drainage pipework
at the Chinese’s Consulate ($266,502). These funds offset the cost of works which
were undertaken.

917,000
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Reasons for the Variance
Employee Expenses were favourable to the Adopted Budget.
The favourable variance was a result of savings from three (3) vacant positions not being
filled during the year, combined with time taken to undertake the recruitment process for
vacancies replaced during the year. The savings in salaries, in part, has been offset by the
use of temporary/contract staff to back fill vacant positions ($431,611).
Waste Management cost are unfavourable to the Adopted Budget due to increased gate costs
for the disposal for kerbside recyclable waste.

Amount
($’000)
1,084,000

(108,000)

Water Usage costs were unfavourable to the Adopted Budget
Weather conditions over the summer and autumn periods required additional watering to
establish new plantings, resulting in the Councils water usage being higher than estimated.
The cost of the additional water use was $138,515.

(139,000)

Legal fees were unfavourable to the Adopted Budget by $102,326. The costs associated with
legal fees are dependent upon the type of issues and nature of advice being sought.

(102,000)

Due to the timing of key infrastructure works, primarily the Norwood Oval Clubrooms,
Members Facilities and change rooms, new long term borrowings were not drawn down until
April 2020, resulting in reduced financing costs compared to the Adopted Budget.

239,000

Non-Operating Income
After Non-Operating Income, the Council is reporting a Net Surplus of $1.590 million, against an Adopted
Budget Surplus of $8.327 million. Non-Operating Income includes grant funding specifically for asset upgrades
or renewals and gain/(loss) on asset disposals and assets received free of charge. The unfavourable variance
is set out in Table 2 below.
TABLE 2: MAJOR VARIANCES FROM ADOPTED NON-OPERATING INCOME
Reasons for the Variance

Amount
($’million)

Loss on the sale and or disposal of the Council’s small Plant and Equipment at the end of its
operational life, combined with write-off of the carrying values of the Council Civil
Infrastructure, upon renewal.

(1.588)

The Adopted Budget assumed that the new Norwood Oval Clubrooms and Member’s
Facilities upgrade would be completed by 30 June 2020 and the funding to be contributed by
the Norwood Football Club would have been received.
Physical resources received free of charge were budgeted for as part of the Norwood Oval
Clubrooms and Member’s Facilities upgrade project however, the works were not completed
by 30 June 2020, as such the redeveloped assets are yet to be capitalised and recognised
on the Councils Asset Register.

(3.369)

(3.320)

Other Comprehensive Income
Other Comprehensive Income comprises items of income and expenses that are not recognised in the Net
Surplus (Deficit) for the year, as required or permitted by Australian Accounting Standards. Such items include
the impact of changes in asset values due to revaluations. The value of Other Comprehensive Income reported
in the Statement of Comprehensive Income, is a Surplus of $3.555 million.
Balance Sheet
The Net Assets of the Council at 30 June 2020 is $484 million, against an Adopted Budget of $459 million, a
favourable variance of $25 million.
Major reasons for the variance in the Net Assets include:
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Assets
Cash deposits with the Local Government Financing Authority is favourable by $3.490 million, with the variance
resulting from the timing of the completion of several major capital projects and advance payments of Roadsto-Recovery and Financial Assistance Grant funding.
Infrastructure, Property, Plant & Equipment is favourable with a variance of $13 million, resulting from the
opening balance used to develop the 2019-2020 being lower than the final value at the completion of the 20182019 Financial Statements.
Other Non-current assets – a variance of $14.177 million to the Adopted Budget is due to a high value of
capital projects not completed before the end of financial year. The primary projects include Third Creek
Stormwater Drainage works ($2.6 million) and the Norwood Oval Clubrooms and Members Facilities Project
($10 million), both of which were finalised in the first quarter of the 2020-2021 year.
Non-Current Financial Assets – are lower than the Adopted Budget by $2.7 million due to the loan with
Norwood Football Club to fund its share of the Norwood Oval Clubrooms and Members Facilities Project not
being finalised.
Liabilities
Trade and Other Payables – with the timing of expenditures at the end of financial year, the Council had a
larger than anticipated value of invoices due compared to the value anticipated when preparing the Adopted
Budget. The unfavourable variance was $2.790 million.
Attachment A contains the 2019-2020 Financial Statements comparing the actual result to the 2019-2020
Adopted Budget as required by Section 10 of the Regulations.

OPTIONS
There are no options associated with this issue.

CONCLUSION
Nil

COMMENTS
Nil

RECOMMENDATION
That the report be received and noted.

Cr Patterson moved:
That the report be received and noted.
Seconded by Cr Minney and carried unanimously.
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11.4

ANNUAL FINANCIAL STATEMENTS FOR THE YEAR ENDED 30 JUNE 2020

REPORT AUTHOR:
GENERAL MANAGER:
CONTACT NUMBER:
FILE REFERENCE:
ATTACHMENTS:

Financial Services Manager
General Manager, Corporate services
8366 4585
qA1872/A79244
A

PURPOSE OF REPORT
The purpose of this report is to present the 2019-2020 Financial Statements to the Council for adoption.
BACKGROUND
Pursuant to Section 127 of the Local Government Act 1999 (the Act), the Council must prepare Annual
Financial Statements in accordance with the Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations 2011
(the Regulations).
Section 13 of the Regulations requires that the Financial Statements of a Council be prepared in accordance
with the requirements set out in the Model Financial Statements. The City of Norwood, Payneham & St Peters
has prepared the Annual Financial Statements in accordance with the Model Financial Statements.
Section 126 (4) (a) of the Act requires that the functions of an Audit Committee to include “reviewing annual
financial statements to ensure that they present fairly the state of affairs of the council”.
The Council’s Audit Committee considered the 2019-2020 Financial Statements, together with a covering
report, at its meeting held on 26 October 2020 and resolved to recommend to the Council the following:
a.
b.
c.

That the Annual Financial Statements for the year ended 30 June 2020, be adopted.
That the Annual Financial Statements for the year ended 30 June 2020, be dated 2 November 2020 and
be signed on behalf of Elected Members by the Mayor.
That the Asset Revaluations as set out in Table 1 of this report be adopted.

A copy of the Annual Financial Statements is contained in Attachment A.
RELEVANT STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS & POLICIES
The Council’s Long Term Strategic directions are outlined in the City Plan 2030 – Shaping our Future. The
2019-2020 Annual Business Plan and supporting Budget, set out the services and programs and initiatives for
the 2019-2020 Financial Year.
The Council highlighted in the 2019-2020 Annual Business Plan, that financial sustainability was a high priority.
In adopting the 2019-2020 Budget, the Council forecast an Operating Surplus of $0.835 million for the 20192020 Financial Year.
FINANCIAL AND BUDGET IMPLICATIONS
Statement of Comprehensive Income
Operating Result
As detailed in Figure 1 below, the Council concluded the financial year with an Operating Surplus of $2.375
million (2018-2019: $2.380 million). Whilst the reported Operating Surplus is consistent year on year, total
Income increased by 2.4% whilst expenditure increased by 2.5%.
As Elected Members are aware, for the last three (3) consecutive years, the Federal Government has made
advance payments equal to approximately two quarters of the Financial Assistance Grants. Adjusting for the
effect of the advance payments, the underlying Operating Surplus is $2.315 million for 2019-2020, (2018-2019:
$2.380 million). Figure 1 below, shows the Operating Surplus over the last five years and compares the
impacts of the advance payment of Financial Assistance Grants.
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FIGURE 1: OPERATING SURPLUS (DEFICIT) - $’000
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As detailed in Figure 2 below, non-rate revenues have decreased (2.6%) compared to the 2018-2019 financial
year. The driver behind the year-on-year reduction is due to the Council’s response to the COVID-19
pandemic. As a result of the physical distancing and mass gathering restrictions that were put in place during
the height of the pandemic and to minimise the economic impact on the community, the Council adopted a
Financial Support Package which included the relaxation in the enforcement of parking infringements
($195,000), a Fourth Quarter credit on Outdoor Dining Permits ($20,000), waiving of permits issued to the
Councils Sporting Groups and other organisations for three months ($22,000). In addition, User Charges were
also adversely impacted by the forced closure of the Norwood Swimming Centre, the Norwood Concert Hall
and other Community Hire Facilities ($200,000).
FIGURE 2: NON-RATE REVENUES - $’000
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The cost to deliver the Council’s continuing services (i.e. Recurrent Operating Costs) increased by 5.0%
($0.858 million) compared to 2018-2019. Primary drivers behind this increase were:




Employee costs ($311,000) – the 2019-2020 financial year is higher than 2018-2019 due to the full cost of
recruitments made during 2018-2019 being incurred in 2019-2020 combined with higher utilisation of
temporary labour to cover vacancies.
Increased waste disposal and collection costs ($445,000) resulting from increases in the gate prices for
Domestic and Recycled waste combined with an increase in collection costs.
An increase in the State Government Regional Landscape Levy (previously the NRM Levy) ($95,400).

Offsetting the cost increases, Electricity costs were $166,000 less which compared to the 2018-2019, resulting
from the transition to LED street lighting.
In addition to the continuing services, the Council delivered twenty nine (29) Operating Projects, which
encompassed a number of new service initiatives and one-off activities or programs. The net cost of delivering
on the Operating Projects was $470,000 (2018-2019: $674,000). Due to the physical distancing requirements
and mass gathering restrictions imposed by the State Government in response to the COVID-19 pandemic, a
number of planned events and activities were cancelled. Major components of Operating Projects were:






Footpath Defects Works Program;
Raising the Bar;
Various Heritage, Cultural, Youth and Arts Programs and Events;
additional Street Tree Planting; and
hosting the start of a Stage of the Tour Down Under and associated street event.

Ownership costs, which incorporate interest paid on long term borrowings and depreciation increased by 4.6%
($435,000). The increase is attributed to depreciation costs on the major assets which have been capitalised
and the full year impact of the building valuation which was undertaken in 2018-2019 offset by a reduction in
interest paid.
Non-Operating Items
A Non-Operating Deficit of $785,000 is reported for 2019-2020 (2018-2019 Non-Operating Deficit $52,000).
The Non-Operating Surplus comprised of:
 Loss on Sale and Write off of Infrastructure Assets renewed as part of the Capital
Works program.
 Grant Income received for Capital Projects including:
- Syd Jones Reserve
$211,000
- Payneham Oval Tennis Courts Upgrade $188,000
- Library Book Acquisition
$104,000
- Hackney Road Kerbing works
$195,000

($1.207 million)
$0.744 million

Other Comprehensive Income
Other Comprehensive Income comprises items of income and expenses that are not recognised in the Net
Surplus (Deficit) for the year, as required or permitted by other Australian Accounting Standards. Such items
include the impact of changes in asset values due to revaluations. The value of Other Comprehensive Income
reported in the Statement of Comprehensive Income, is a Surplus of $3.542 million.
The major factor contributing to the Surplus is the indexation of the Councils’ Civil Infrastructure Assets. In
line with the Councils Asset Revaluation Policy, independent valuations of the major long term asset classes
are undertaken on a rolling five (5) year period. For the 2019-2020 financial year, no independent valuations
were undertaken however, the Councils’ Infrastructure assets were indexed between 1% and 2% depending
on the asset class. In line with the Valuer –Generals valuations, Council land was not indexed during 20192020.
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EXTERNAL ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS
Nil
SOCIAL ISSUES
Nil
CULTURAL ISSUES
Nil
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
Nil
RESOURCE ISSUES
Nil
RISK MANAGEMENT
Nil
COVID-19 IMPLICATIONS
In response to the COVID-19 pandemic, the Council endorsed a Financial Support Package to assist the
community with the economic impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic. The Financial Support Package included:


deferral of the payment the 2019-2020 Fourth Quarter Rate instalment payment for up to three (3)
months from the due date of the Fourth Quarter instalment;



waiving of fines and interest on overdue Fourth Quarter instalment payment;



adoption of a COVID-19 Financial Hardship Policy, which extended the financial relief, subject to certain
criteria;



Discretionary Rebates of:
- the Fourth Quarter rate payment to those businesses which were forced to close under the State
Government COVID-19 restrictions; and
- the Fourth Quarter payment of The Parade Separate Rate to businesses within the Parade Precinct
that are required to pay the Parade Separate Rate;



relaxed the of enforcement of time limited parking controls;



waived the Fourth Quarter payment of Outdoor dining permits;



waived financial commitments associated with facilities usage permits be waived for a period of three (3)
months to 30 June 2020; and



provided financial support, to tenants of Council owned buildings and facilities, subject to the Council’s
financial hardship provisions and the principles set out by the National Cabinet.

In line with the Federal and State Government directives, regarding the physical distancing and mass gathering
restrictions, the Norwood Swimming Centre and the Norwood Concert Hall were closed, regular and casual
hires at the Council’s facilities were cancelled and a number of community events and services were either
cancelled or suspended.
The net cost to the Council of the Financial Support Package and the Councils response to minimise the
spread of COVID-19 was in the order of $440,000.
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CONSULTATION


Elected Members
The Council’s Audit Committee which comprises Mayor Robert Bria, Councillor John Minney and
Councillor Mike Stock (and two (2) Independent Members Ms Sandra DiBlasio and Ms Brigid O’Neill),
have been presented with the 2019-2020 Financial Statements and considered the Financial Statements
at the Audit Committee meeting held on the 26 October 2020. The Committee has recommended, as set
out in the that the Financial Statements be adopted and that the Financial Statements be signed by the
Mayor and dated 2 November 2020.



Community
Not Applicable.



Staff
Responsible Officers, General Managers and the Council's External Auditors.



Other Agencies
Nil

DISCUSSION
The 2019-2020 Annual Financial Statements have been prepared in accordance with Australian Accounting
Standards as they apply to not-for-profit entities, other authoritative pronouncements of the Australian
Accounting Standards Board, Interpretations and relevant South Australian legislation.
The Council’s Audit Committee considered the 2019-2020 Financial Statements, together with a covering staff
report at its meeting held on 26 October 2020 (refer to the minutes of the Audit Committee meeting held on
the 26 October 2020). At that meeting, the Audit Committee resolved to recommend to the Council that the
Annual Financial Statements for the year ended 30 June 2020, be adopted by the Council and the Mayor be
authorised to sign the Statements.
In preparing the Financial Statements, the overriding requirement for all non-current assets, is that these
assets be reviewed to determine whether the assets are in excess of their recoverable amount at balance
date. The Council’s Policy is that all major classes of non-current assets are independently valued every five
(5) years. For the 2019-2020, no independent valuations were required to be undertaken, however in the
interim years when no independent valuation is undertaken of the respective asset class, annual assessments
are undertaken and, where appropriate, unit costs are revised based on the independent assessment of the
unit rates.
The revaluation impact for each asset class is detailed in Table 1.
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TABLE 1: IMPACT OF ASSET REVALUATION
Asset Class
Revaluation
Comments
Increase/(Decrease)
$million
Land
Based on the Valuer Generals review of property values
within the City, a 0% increase in Fair Value was deemed
appropriate.
Buildings and Other
1.169
Represents a 2% increase in the Fair value with the
Structures
indexation based on the annual average movement in
value of like assets
Open space Assets
0.148
Represents a 1% increase in Fair Value, based on the
unit price assessment undertaken by Tonkin Consulting.
Road Infrastructure
0.747
Represents a 1% increase in Fair Value based on the
unit price assessment undertaken by Tonkin Consulting.
Kerbing
0.543
Represents a 1% increase in Fair Value based on the
unit price assessment undertaken by Tonkin Consulting.
Footpaths
0.269
Represents a 1% increase in Fair Value based on the
unit price assessment undertaken by Tonkin Consulting.
Linear Park
0.004
Represents a 1% increase in Fair Value based on the
unit price assessment undertaken by Tonkin Consulting.
Storm-water Drainage
0.613
Represents a 1% increase in Fair Value, based on the
unit price assessment undertaken by Tonkin Consulting.
Off- Roads Carparks
0.020
Represents a 1% increase in Fair Value, the unit price
assessment undertaken by Tonkin Consulting.
Traffic Control Assets
0.027
Represents a 1% decrease in Fair Value, the unit price
assessment undertaken by Tonkin Consulting.
Total
3.542

Overall, the revaluation increase for the 2019-2020 financial year is $3.5 million, compared to an increase of
$33 million in the 2018-2019 financial year.
The Audit Committee considered the Asset revaluations as detailed in Table 1 above at its meeting held on
26 October 2020 and recommended to the Council that the valuations be adopted.
Bad and Doubtful Debts
The Councils accounts receivable balance has been reviewed at the end of the financial year for the
recoverability of the outstanding debts. The outstanding amounts which make up the reported Accounts
Receivable balance are considered to be recoverable.
It should be noted that the Provision for Bad and Doubtful Debts was increased in the 2019-2020 by $76,149.
With the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic, a more lenient approach to recovering outstanding amounts was
applied, which has resulted in an increase in the value of debts over 150 days. It is expected that that debts
will be recovered.
OPTIONS
Not Applicable.
CONCLUSION
The Council concluded the financial year with an Operating Surplus of $2.375 million (2018-2019: $2.380
million).
After Capital Items, which includes grant funding specifically for asset upgrades or renewals and asset
disposals, the Council is reporting a Net Surplus of $5.145 million (2018-2019: $8.327 million).
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The Council’s Auditor, BDO Advisory (SA) Pty Ltd, have completed the audit of the Council’s Financial
Statements and have advised that they will sign an unqualified Independent Auditors’ Reports in the form
prescribed, upon the Presiding Member of the Audit Committee signing the "Council Certificate of Audit
Independence" and the receipt of the signed Financial Statements.
There were no significant issues raised during the audit of this year’s Financial Statements which would prevent
the Audit Committee recommending to the Council to adopt the 2019-2020 Financial Statement.
COMMENTS
Nil
RECOMMENDATION
1.

That the following Fair Values as at 30 June 2020, after revaluations, for the year ended 30 June 2020,
be adopted:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.

Land Assets be reflected in the Financial Statements at the Fair Value of $169.107 million;
Building and Other Structures be reflected in the Financial Statements at the written down value of
$60.450 million;
Open Space Assets be reflected in the Financial Statements at the Written Down Value of $15.985
million;
Road Infrastructure Assets be reflected in the Financial Statements at the Written Down Value of
$155.947 million;
Storm-water Drainage Assets be reflected in the Financial Statements at the Written Down Value of
$62.508 million;
Off-Road Car Park Assets be reflected in the Financial Statements at a Written Down Value of $2.096
million;
Traffic Control Assets be reflected in the Financial Statements at the Written down Value of $2.745
million; and
Linear Park Assets be reflected in the Financial Statements at the Written Down Value of $1.479
million

2.

That the Annual Financial Statements for the year ended 30 June 2020, be adopted.

3.

That the Annual Financial Statements for the year ended 30 June 2020, be dated 2 November 2020 and
that Mayor and the Chief Executive Officer, be authorised to sign the 2019-2020 Annual Financial
Statements on behalf of the Council.
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Cr Minney moved:
1.

That the following Fair Values as at 30 June 2020, after revaluations, for the year ended 30 June 2020,
be adopted:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.

Land Assets be reflected in the Financial Statements at the Fair Value of $169.107 million;
Building and Other Structures be reflected in the Financial Statements at the written down value of
$60.450 million;
Open Space Assets be reflected in the Financial Statements at the Written Down Value of $15.985
million;
Road Infrastructure Assets be reflected in the Financial Statements at the Written Down Value of
$155.947 million;
Storm-water Drainage Assets be reflected in the Financial Statements at the Written Down Value of
$62.508 million;
Off-Road Car Park Assets be reflected in the Financial Statements at a Written Down Value of $2.096
million;
Traffic Control Assets be reflected in the Financial Statements at the Written down Value of $2.745
million; and
Linear Park Assets be reflected in the Financial Statements at the Written Down Value of $1.479
million

2.

That the Annual Financial Statements for the year ended 30 June 2020, be adopted.

3.

That the Annual Financial Statements for the year ended 30 June 2020, be dated 2 November 2020 and
that Mayor and the Chief Executive Officer, be authorised to sign the 2019-2020 Annual Financial
Statements on behalf of the Council.

Seconded by Cr Stock and carried unanimously.
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11.5

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE NORWOOD PARADE PRECINCT COMMITTEE

REPORT AUTHOR:
GENERAL MANAGER:
CONTACT NUMBER:
FILE REFERENCE:
ATTACHMENTS:

Economic Development & Strategic Projects Officer
Chief Executive Officer
8366 4512
qA59232
A

PURPOSE OF REPORT
The purpose of this report is to re-establish the Norwood Parade Precinct Committee and to present the draft
Terms of Reference to the Council for its consideration.
BACKGROUND
Section 41 of the Local Government Act 1999 (the Act), provides the decision making framework for councils
and sets out the requirements in terms of the conduct of Council meetings as part of the decision making
process.
The Act makes provision for the establishment of committees to assist the Council in the performance of its
functions. The Act places an obligation and mandatory requirements for councils to establish certain
Committees. Specifically, Section 126 of the Act stipulates that councils are required to establish an Audit
Committee.
Under Section 41 of the Act Councils also have the ability to establish other committees such as the Norwood
Parade Precinct Committee and the Business & economic Development Committee, for example, to assist the
council in the performance of its functions.
In accordance with the Terms of Reference for the Norwood Parade Precinct Committee, the existing
Committee expired on the 31 October 2020.
This report presents the draft Terms of Reference to the Council for consideration to enable the Council to reestablish the Norwood Parade Precinct Committee to assist the Council as part of its decision making
framework.
RELEVANT STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS & POLICIES
Not applicable.
DISCUSSION
The Norwood Parade Precinct Committee’s primary function is to develop an Annual Business Plan and
Budget for the Council and to oversee the implementation of an Annual Business Plan once approved by the
Council.
In addition, the Committee will oversee the implementation of the approved marketing and promotional plan
for The Parade.
The membership arrangements of the Committee are set out in Clause 3 of the Terms of Reference which
specify the membership of the Committee as follows:




The Mayor;
Four (4) Councillors; and
Eight (8) Members who must be either a current property owner/trader/business owner, currently trading
or owning a property within the Precinct boundaries, selected and appointed by the Council as
representing, in the opinion of the Council, the interests of business and property owners of Norwood
Parade Precinct.

In total the Committee comprises of thirteen (13) Members.
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At its meeting held on 3 December 2018, the Council resolved to appoint the following four (4) Councillors to
the Committee for the term of the Committee, which expired on 31 October 2020:





Cr Fay Patterson;
Cr Sue Whitington;
Cr John Callisto; and
Cr Kester Moorhouse.

Given that the current Norwood Parade Precinct Committee expired on 31 October 2020, this means that the
term of both Elected Members and the external Members has also concluded.
With the exception of the Mayor, who is automatically appointed to the Committee, the Council will now need
to appoint four (4) Councillors to the Committee.
In respect to the external Members, Expressions of Interest from suitably qualified persons has been invited.
New applicants were required to submit a nomination form, explaining a bit about the business or property
they are involved with and how they would contribute to the Committee and to The Parade. The former
Committee Members were simply asked to advise the Council if they wished to continue on the Committee.
The final selection of the Independent Members will be made by the Council under a separate report, being
considered by the Council as part of this Agenda.
A copy of the draft Terms of Reference for the Norwood Parade Precinct Committee is contained within
Attachment A.

OPTIONS
The Council can choose to endorse the draft Terms of Reference for the Norwood Parade Precinct Committee,
which extends the expiration date of the Committee to 31 October 2022. Or the Council can choose to amend
the draft Terms of Reference.
Should the Council decide to select an alternative expiration date for the Norwood Parade Precinct Committee,
it should ensure that a balance of time is selected to allow the appointed Committee adequate time to contribute
to The Parade Precinct. The expiration date of the 31 October 2022 aligns with the next Local Government
Elections.

CONCLUSION
The establishment of the Norwood Parade Precinct Committee greatly assists Council Staff with implementing
the Annual Business Plan. The activations and concepts generated to support The Parade are constantly
discussed. The draft Terms of Reference extends the Norwood Parade Precinct Committee for a further two
(2) years and will ensure The Parade is well supported.

COMMENTS
Traditionally, the Council has appointed Councillors from the West Norwood/Kent Town Ward and
Kensington/East Norwood Ward as The Parade Precinct falls within these wards.
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RECOMMENDATION
1.

That pursuant to Section 41 of the Local Government Act 1999, the Council establishes the City of
Norwood Payneham & St Peters Norwood Parade Precinct Committee, in accordance with the Terms
of Reference as contained in Attachment A.

2.

That the Mayor and the following four (4) Councillors be appointed to the City of Norwood Payneham &
St Peters Norwood Parade Precinct Committee for the term of the Committee:
Cr ____________________ ;
Cr _____________________;
Cr_____________________; and
Cr ____________________ .

Cr Callisto moved:
That pursuant to Section 41 of the Local Government Act 1999, the Council establishes the City of Norwood
Payneham & St Peters Norwood Parade Precinct Committee, in accordance with the Terms of Reference as
contained in Attachment A.
Seconded by Cr Minney and carried.

Cr Mex moved:
That the Mayor and the following four (4) Councillors be appointed to the City of Norwood Payneham &
St Peters Norwood Parade Precinct Committee for the term of the Committee:





Cr John Callisto;
Cr Sue Whitington;
Cr Fay Patterson; and
Cr Carlo Dottore.

Seconded by Moorhouse and carried.
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11.6

SCHEDULE OF COUNCIL MEETINGS 2021

REPORT AUTHOR:
GENERAL MANAGER:
CONTACT NUMBER:
FILE REFERENCE:
ATTACHMENTS:

General Manager, Governance & Community Affairs
Chief Executive Officer
8366 4549
qA66130
A

PURPOSE OF REPORT
The purpose of the report is to present for the Council’s approval, the draft 2021 Schedule of Council Meetings
and the proposed date for the January 2021 Council meeting.

BACKGROUND
Pursuant to Sections 81 and 87 of the Local Government Act 1999, the Council is required to appoint the times
and places for Ordinary Meetings of the Council.
Previously, the Council has resolved that Ordinary Meetings of the Council, are held in the Council Chambers,
Norwood Town Hall, commencing at 7.00pm on the first Monday of each month, unless otherwise determined
by the Council. In addition, the Council has determined that Council Meetings will conclude by 11.00pm.
In the event of a Public Holiday occurring on the first Monday of the month, all meetings regularly scheduled
for the first Monday, have been held on the first Tuesday of the month, unless otherwise determined by the
Council.
A draft Schedule of Meetings for 2021 has been prepared for consideration by the Council, based on the
convention of conducting Council meetings on the first Monday of the month.
A copy of the Schedule of Meetings for 2021 is contained in Attachment A.

RELEVANT POLICIES & STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS
Not Applicable.

DISCUSSION
Previous arrangements in respect to the scheduling of meetings has worked well and in order to ensure
consistency and stability, it is recommended that this schedule be followed in 2021, with one exception, that
being, the date of the January 2021 Ordinary Council meeting.
In previous years, the Council has scheduled its January meeting for the third Monday of the month. This
provides for a two (2) week gap between the January Ordinary Meeting of the Council and the scheduled
Ordinary Council Meeting in February.
The Schedule of Council Meetings for 2021 reflects this convention and includes Monday, 18 January 2021,
as the recommended date of the first Ordinary Meeting of the Council for 2021, however this can be amended
to reflect whatever date the Council determines for the first Ordinary Meeting of the Council.
During 2021, there are two (2) Ordinary Meetings of the Council which will be affected by a Public Holiday,
namely, the April Council meeting which is the Easter Monday Public Holiday and the October Council meeting,
which is the Labour Day Public Holiday. The attached Schedule of Meetings for 2021, therefore, in keeping
with past practice, indicates that the April meeting will be held on Tuesday, 6 April 2021 and the October
meeting will be held on Tuesday, 5 October 2021.
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OPTIONS
The Council can determine that the January 2021 Ordinary Meeting of the Council be held on Monday,
18 January 2021 and determine the Schedule of Council meetings in accordance with the attached Schedule
of Meetings 2021 or it can determine an alternative date for the January 2021 Council meeting and an
alternative schedule for Council meetings during 2021.

CONCLUSION
Determination of the times and places for ordinary meetings of the Council, will ensure compliance with the
requirements of the Local Government Act 1999 and enables these dates and times to be communicated to
the community.

COMMENTS
Nil.

RECOMMENDATION
1.

That the first Ordinary Meeting of the Council for 2021, be held on Monday, 18 January 2021,
commencing at 7.00pm in the Council Chambers, Norwood Town Hall.

2.

That the Ordinary Meetings of the Council be held on the first Monday of each calendar month, in
accordance with the Schedule of Council Meetings 2021 (Attachment A).

3.

That the Council meetings affected by a Public Holiday, be held on the first Tuesday of the month, in
accordance with the Schedule of Council Meetings 2021 (Attachment A).

Cr Stock moved:
1.

That the first Ordinary Meeting of the Council for 2021, be held on Monday, 18 January 2021,
commencing at 7.00pm in the Council Chambers, Norwood Town Hall.

2.

That the Ordinary Meetings of the Council be held on the first Monday of each calendar month, in
accordance with the Schedule of Council Meetings 2021 (Attachment A).

3.

That the Council meetings affected by a Public Holiday, be held on the first Tuesday of the month, in
accordance with the Schedule of Council Meetings 2021 (Attachment A).

Seconded by Cr Minney and carried unanimously.
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11.7

APPOINTMENT TO THE EASTERN WASTE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY INCORPORATED
BOARD (EAST WASTE) OF MANAGEMENT

REPORT AUTHOR:
GENERAL MANAGER:
CONTACT NUMBER:
FILE REFERENCE:
ATTACHMENTS:

General Manager, Governance & Community Affairs
Chief Executive Officer
8366 4549
qA1756
Nil

PURPOSE OF REPORT
The purpose of the report is to seek the Council’s appointment of a Board Member to the Eastern Waste
Management Authority (East Waste) Board of Management.

BACKGROUND
The Eastern Waste Management Authority Incorporated (East Waste) is a Regional Subsidiary, established
under Section 43 of the Local Government Act 1999, to provide at-cost kerbside waste collection services to
its Constituent Councils. The Constituent Councils are the Town of Walkerville, the City of Burnside, the City
of Norwood Payneham & St Peters, the Campbelltown City Council, the City of Mitcham, the City of Prospect
and the Adelaide Hills Council.
The East Waste Charter requires a Board of Management to be established which comprises Members
appointed by each of the Constituent Councils.
At its meeting held on 21 January 2019, the Council appointed its Chief Executive Officer as the Council’s
representative on the East Waste Board and Cr Mike Stock as the Deputy Board Member.
The term of office for both the Member and Deputy Board Member will expire in January 2021 and therefore
the Council is required to appoint a Board Member and Deputy Board Member to the East Waste Board of
Management.
Over the last few years, considerable work has been undertaken in respect to the governance processes and
structural framework of East Waste and therefore, ongoing stability of the Board is important over the next
couple of years whilst this work continues. In turn, East Waste’s financial sustainability has improved
significantly and significant operational efficiencies have been achieved.

RELEVANT POLICIES & STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS
Not Applicable.

RECOMMENDATION
1. That ______________ be appointed as the Board Member of the Eastern Waste Management Authority
Inc Board of Management for a term of two (2) years.
2. That ______________ be appointed as the Deputy Board Member of the East Waste Management
Authority Inc Board of Management for a term of two (2) years.

Page 54

City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Minutes of the Meeting of Council held on 2 November 2020
Governance & General – Item 11.7

Cr Sims moved:
That Cr Mike Stock be appointed as the Board Member of the Eastern Waste Management Authority Inc Board
of Management for a term of two (2) years.
Seconded by Cr Mex and carried unanimously.

Cr Granozio moved:
That Cr Carlo Dottore be appointed as the Deputy Board Member of the East Waste Management Authority
Inc Board of Management for a term of two (2) years.
Seconded by Cr Sims and carried unanimously.
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12.

ADOPTION OF COMMITTEE MINUTES

REPORT AUTHOR:
GENERAL MANAGER:
CONTACT NUMBER:
FILE REFERENCE:
ATTACHMENTS:

General Manager, Governance & Community Affairs
Chief Executive Officer
8366 4549
Not Applicable
A-B

PURPOSE OF REPORT
The purpose of the report is to present to the Council the Minutes of the following Committee Meetings for the
Council’s consideration and adoption of the recommendations contained within the Minutes:


Audit Committee – (26 October 2020)
(A copy of the Minutes of the Audit Committee meeting is contained within Attachment A)



Regional Capital Projects Committee – (27 October 2020)
(A copy of the Minutes of the Regional Capital Projects Committee meeting is contained within
Attachment B)

ADOPTION OF COMMITTEE MINUTES


Audit Committee
Cr Stock moved that the minutes of the meeting of the Audit Committee held on 26 October 2020, be
deferred until the 7 December 2020 Council meeting. Seconded by Cr Minney and carried.



Regional Capital Projects Committee
Cr Mex moved that the minutes of the meeting of the Regional Capital Projects Committee held on
27 October 2020, be received and that the resolutions set out therein as recommendations to the
Council are adopted as decisions of the Council. Seconded by Cr Whitington and carried.
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13.

OTHER BUSINESS
Nil

14.

CONFIDENTIAL REPORTS
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14.1

APPOINTMENTS TO THE NORWOOD PARADE PRECINCT COMMITTEE

RECOMMENDATION 1
That pursuant to Section 90(2) and (3) of the Local Government Act, 1999 the Council orders that the public,
with the exception of the Council staff present, be excluded from the meeting on the basis that the Council will
receive, discuss and consider:
(a) information the disclosure of which would involve the unreasonable disclosure of information concerning
the personal affairs of any person (living or dead)
and the Council is satisfied that, the principle that the meeting should be conducted in a place open to the
public, has been outweighed by the need to keep the receipt/discussion/consideration of the information
confidential.
RECOMMENDATION 2
Under Section 91(7) and (9) of the Local Government Act 1999, the Council orders that the report, attachments
and discussion be kept confidential for a period not exceeding five (5) years and that this order be reviewed
every twelve (12) months.
Under Section 91(7) and (9) of the Local Government Act 1999, the Council orders that the minutes be kept
confidential until the announcement in respect to the positions of Independent Members of the Norwood
Parade Precinct Committee is made.

Cr Knoblauch moved:
That pursuant to Section 90(2) and (3) of the Local Government Act, 1999 the Council orders that the public,
with the exception of the Council staff present [Chief Executive Officer, General Manager, Urban Planning &
Environment, General Manager, Corporate Services, General Manager, Urban Services, Manager, Economic
Development & Strategic Projects, Economic Development & Strategic Projects Officer and Executive
Assistant, Urban Services], be excluded from the meeting on the basis that the Council will receive, discuss
and consider:
(a) information the disclosure of which would involve the unreasonable disclosure of information concerning
the personal affairs of any person (living or dead)
and the Council is satisfied that, the principle that the meeting should be conducted in a place open to the
public, has been outweighed by the need to keep the receipt/discussion/consideration of the information
confidential.
Seconded by Cr Patterson and carried unanimously.
Cr Minney left the meeting at 9.34pm.
Cr Minney returned to the meeting at 9.35pm.
Cr Sims moved:
Under Section 91(7) and (9) of the Local Government Act 1999, the Council orders that the report, attachments
and discussion be kept confidential for a period not exceeding five (5) years and that this order be reviewed
every twelve (12) months.
Under Section 91(7) and (9) of the Local Government Act 1999, the Council orders that the minutes be kept
confidential until the announcement in respect to the positions of Independent Members of the Norwood
Parade Precinct Committee is made.
Seconded by Cr Dottore and carried.

Page 58

City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Minutes of the Meeting of Council held on 2 November 2020

15.

CLOSURE
There being no further business, the Mayor declared the meeting closed at 9.38pm.

__________________________________________________
Mayor Robert Bria
Minutes Confirmed on _______________________________
(date)
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