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City of Playford 
Council Assessment Panel Meeting 

 

AGENDA 
MONDAY, 20 JULY 2020 AT 6:00PM 

 

1 ATTENDANCE RECORD 
 

1.1 Present 
 

1.2 Apologies  
 

1.3 Not Present  
 

2 CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Minutes of the Council Assessment Panel Meeting held 15 June 2020 be confirmed as 
a true and accurate record of proceedings.  
 

 

3 APPLICATIONS WITHDRAWN 
 

4 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 

5 APPLICATIONS FOR CONSIDERATION – PERSONS WISHING TO BE HEARD 

5.1 Construction of a telecommunications facility and associated fencing DA 
292/1594/2019 (Attachments) ......................................................................... 6 

 
Representors: Wishing to be heard 
 Andrew Odzierejko and Sandra Schwerdt  

Stephen and Pauline Hart  
Geoffrey Scott (represented by Stephen Hart) 
Metodia Smout  
Denis and Rosemary O'Brien  
Mark and June Holland  
Annette Timpano  
Claire Sutton and Carl Burridge 
Bradley and Renee Possingham (Represented by 
Planning Solutions) 
Andrew Bellamy 
Colin Cameron 
 

 Not wishing to be heard 
 Salvatore Papalia  
 Tanya Randall 
 Ian and Pam Shiels 
 Alan and Terrie Cork 
 
Applicant: Telstra Corp Pty Ltd 
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6 APPLICATIONS FOR CONSIDERATION – NO PERSONS TO BE HEARD 
 

Nil  
 

7 APPLICATIONS FOR CONSIDERATION - CATEGORY 1 
 

Nil  
 

8 OUTSTANDING MATTERS – APPEALS AND DEFERRED ITEMS 
 

Nil  
 

9 OTHER BUSINESS 

9.1 STAFF REPORTS  
 

Nil  
 

10 CONFIDENTIAL MATTERS  
 

Nil 

11 DEVELOPMENT PLAN POLICY DISCUSSION FORUM 
 

Nil  
 

12 CLOSURE 
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5.1 CONSTRUCTION OF A TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITY AND ASSOCIATED 
FENCING DA 292/1594/2019 

 

Snapshot 
 

Author: Megan Leverington 

Proposal: Construction of a telecommunications facility and associated 
fencing 

Development Number: 292/1594/2019 

Date of Lodgement: 10 October 2019 

Owner: Mr and Mrs Lombardo 

Applicant: Telstra Corp Pty Ltd 

Location: 286 Craigmore Road, Uleybury 

Zone: Hills Face and Residential Hills 

Classification: Non-Complying 

Public Notification 
Category: 

3 

Representation 
Received: 

Yes 

Development Plan: Consolidated 29 August 2019 

Request for Additional 
Information Made? 

Yes 

Recommendation: To Grant Development Plan Consent 

 

  

Attachments: 

 

1⇩ .  Development Application Form 
2⇩ .  Certificate of Title 
3⇩ .  Zone Map 
4⇩ .  Bushfire Protection Area Map 
5⇩ .  Amended Site Plan 
6⇩ .  Superseded Site Plan 
7⇩ .  Elevation Plans 
8⇩ .  Site Works Plan 
9⇩ .  Statement of Effect 
10⇩ .  Reps Received 27 Nov 19 Notification Period 
11⇩ .  Response to Reps Received 27 Nov 19 Notification 

Period 
12⇩ .  Reps Received 19 May 20 Notification Period 
 

 
1. The Subject Land 
 
The subject land is triangular in shape, with a slight western slope and is located on the 
southern side of Craigmore Road and the western side of Vivian Road, in the suburb of 
Uleybury. The allotment features a frontage of approximately 260m to Craigmore Road, a 
frontage of approximately 418m to Vivian Road and an average depth of 150m, with an 
overall area of approximately 50,000m2 (Attachment 2).  
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The subject land is used for rural residential purposes and currently contains a detached 
dwelling and associated outbuildings. Mature trees, some of which are deceased, are located 
towards the Vivian and Craigmore Road boundaries, whilst the southern and western 
portions of the land remain vacant.  
 
 
2. The Locality 
 
Based on the visibility of the allotment, the extent of the locality is considered to include the 
subject land, the allotments north of Craigmore Road, the allotments east and west of 
Grandview Place, the allotments east of Craigmore Road, the allotments east of Vivian Road, 
and the allotments east and west of Birmingham Drive, Manchester Court and Gloucester 
Drive.  
 

2.1 Locality Plan 

 

 
 
The locality contains medium sized residential allotments in the Residential Hills Zone 
and large rural living and vacant grazing allotments in the Hills Face Zone.  
 
The established residential allotments are located in the suburb of Craigmore and range 
in size from 400m2 to over 1,000m2. They accommodate detached dwellings, swimming 
pools, ancillary outbuildings and verandahs, with landscaped front and rear yards.  
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The large rural living allotments range in size from 42,000m2 to 89,000m2 and 
accommodate detached dwellings, ancillary outbuildings and verandahs, small vineyards 
and animal keeping. Vegetation on these allotments consists of mature trees, which are 
predominantly located towards the front half of the allotments. 
 
The vacant grazing allotments remain undeveloped and maintain a significant landscape 
value to the locality. 
 
2.2 Zoning 

 
The subject land is depicted on Zone Map Play/23 in the Mapping Section of the 
Development Plan (Attachment 3). 
 
By virtue of its location, the land is predominantly located within the Hills Face Zone, with 
a minor portion of the sites western extent located within the Residential Hills Zone.  
 
As the location of the telecommunications facility is contained wholly within the Hills Face 
Zone, the proposal has been assessed against the provisions of this Zone. 
Notwithstanding this point, consideration has being given to general interface policies 
relevant to adjoining properties located within the Residential Hills Zone. 

 
 

3. Background 
 
The proposed development was first publicly notified on 27 November 2019, during which 
thirteen representations were received by Council, objecting to the development (Attachment 
10).  
 
Following interface concerns raised by Council staff, and upon review of the public 
submissions received from adjoining residential properties, the Applicant submitted amended 
plans, moving the proposed development a further 50 metres east than what was originally 
proposed (Attachments 5 and 6). 
 
Due to the amended plans received, Council re-notified the application on the 19 May 2020 
and received two new representations objecting to the development (Attachment 12). Seven 
representors who previously objected to the development also re-submitted representations 
(Attachment 12) objecting to the amended location (Attachment 5). 
 
Although the application was re-notified, all representations received from the 27 November 
2019 and 19 May 2020 public notification period are considered valid and have been 
considered in the assessment of this proposed development, as well as the Applicant’s 
response to these representations (Attachments 10, 11 and 12). 
 
 
4. The Proposal 
 
It is considered that the proposal is best described as follows: 
 
 “Construction of a telecommunications facility and associated fencing”. 
 
The facility comprises the following; 
 

 A 30m high concrete monopole, with an overall height no greater than 31.4m (top of 
antennas); 

 A triangular headframe attached to the top of the pole, supporting nine panel 
antennas (no greater than 2.8m in length); 
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 Nine Remote Radio Units (RRUs) to be attached to the proposed headframe adjacent 
to the antennas; 

 Ancillary equipment and cabling; 

 A 3m high 3.15m x 2.38m equipment shelter; 

 A 6m x 10m compound, fenced by 2.4m high chain link mesh security fencing, with a 
3m wide double access gates; and 

 Associated works such as an access track and minor earthworks for foundations. 
 

The Applicant seeks to provide improved telecommunications and data coverage for the 
growing needs of the established residential area of Craigmore, as well as providing 
enhanced in-building coverage to these homes. The coverage zone being targeted in 
particular is the residential area surrounded by Craigmore and Adams Road.  
 
The proposed facility will add social and economic benefits to the community, ensuring 
uninterrupted coverage for phone and internet at all times for current and future users. The 
required objective cannot be achieved using only the existing surrounding telecommunication 
sites, due to terrain limitations and network constraints. 
 
The proposal will form part of Telstra’s NextG network solution to Craigmore and the 
surrounding areas and will deliver essential mobile services and high-speed wireless internet. 
Telstra’s NextG Network is Australia’s largest and fastest national mobile broadband network 
and due to terrain limitations and network constraints, more network facilities located closer 
together are required to ensure a high-quality signal strength, in order to achieve reliable 
service and the fastest possible data transfer rates.   
 
 
5. Procedural Matters 

 
5.1 Classification 
 
The Hills Face Zone assigns a transmitting station as a Non-Complying form of 
development, with no exceptions. 
 
This proposal has been determined as Non-Complying, as a telecommunications facility 
is a transmitting station that sends out or transmits radio waves for telephone and 
internet.  
 
5.2 Public Notification 
 
Due to the development not being assigned a Category under paragraph (a) or (b) of 
Section 38(1) of the Development Act 1993, it has been dealt with as a Category 3 
development pursuant to Section 38(2)(c) of the Development Act 1993. 
 
On the 27 November 2019, fifty four properties were notified of the development and an 
advertisement was placed in The Advertiser. Thirteen representations objecting to the 
development were received by Council (Attachment 10) and are summarised as follows: 
 

Representor  Issues Raised 

Andrew Odzierejko and Sandra Schwerdt  View will be compromised; 

 Natural outlook of land will be impacted 
upon due to height of tower; 

 To close to residential properties; 

 De-value property price; 

 Concerned about health issues due to 
radiation. 

Tanya Randall  Property de-value. 
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Stephen and Pauline Hart  10m building exclusion zone at the rear 
of properties along Birmingham Drive – 
double standards with rules; 

 Visual impact from rear of property; 

 Health impacts; 

 Property de-value; 

 Further antenna structures can be added 
if Council approves this tower.  

Geoffrey Scott  Location should be further away from 
homes. 

Metodia Smout  Property de-value; 

 Health implications; 

 Visual impact on the beautiful landscape. 

Denis and Rosemary O’Brien  Bought property due to no further 
development allowed in Hills Face Zone 
– double standards with rules; 

 Non-Complying means not a structure 
that should be allowed; 

 Will have substantial impact on 
environment and visual landscape; 

 Existing vegetation will not obscure the 
31m tall pole, at least 15m of it will be 
totally visible due to its height and the 
existing vegetation is dead or dying; 

 Property de-value; 

 Future co-location opportunities will 
increase visual impact; 

 Noise impacts from air-conditioning 
equipment.   

Mark and June Holland  Bought property due to no further 
development allowed in Hills Face Zone 
– double standards with rules; 

 Impact on view of natural landscape; 

 Property de-value; 

 Health concerns. 

Ian and Pam Shiels  To close to surrounding residential 
homes; 

 Visual impacts; 

 Was informed no further development 
could occur behind property – double 
standards with rules; 

 Property de-value; 

 Health concerns. 

Alan and Terrie Cork  Visual impacts; 

 Property de-value. 

Annette Timpano  Property de-value; 

 Visual impacts. 

Claire Sutton and Carl Burridge  To close to residential properties; 

 Property de-value; 

 Visual impacts on natural landscape; 

 Potential noise and light impacts from 
tower and associated infrastructure on 
residents. 
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Bradley and Renne Possingham  Visual impacts; 

 Impact on natural environment including 
wildlife; 

 To close to residential properties; 

 Property de-value. 

Andrew Bellamy  To close to residential properties; 

 Negative visual impact; 

 Another tower is already constructed on 
Craigmore Road which should provide 
sufficient coverage for Craigmore; 

 Council should consider Candidate F as 
this poses less visual impact. 

 
The Applicant’s Planning Consultant Clinton Northey responded to the representations 
received (Attachment 11) and this response is summarised as follows: 

 

 Visual impacts cannot be completely mitigated due to clear line of sight being 
integral to the functioning of the telecommunications facility; 

 The height of the tower is at the minimum height capable of achieving technical 
requirements for the site and cannot be reduced further as the panel antennas 
must be at a height where there are no obstructions between them and the 
service area; 

 Telstra is willing to paint the facility a colour suitable to Council to further reduce 
visual impacts; 

 The site of the facility has been located to maximise the existing vegetation for 
screening the facility; 

 The telecommunications facility must comply with Australia’s Safety Regulations; 

 The Environmental Electromagnetic Energy Report for this facility illustrates the 
estimated maximum radiofrequency levels will be less than 1% of the Australian 
Standard; 

 There is no scientific evidence that exposure to levels below the guidelines carries 
any known health risks; 

 Telstra is not aware of any credible evidence that directly links the siting of a 
telecommunications facility to an increase or decrease in property prices; 

 There will be some low level noise from the air conditioning equipment contained 
within the equipment shelter however this would be comparable to that of a 
domestic air conditioning unit and should accord with relevant standards; and 

 Numerous sites were considered for the telecommunications facility but all others 
were ruled out due to unwilling land owners, site constraints and radio frequency 
coverage. 

 
Due to the amended location of the telco tower, Council re-notified the application. 
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On the 19 May 2020, fifty four properties were notified of the development and an 
advertisement was placed in The Advertiser. Nine representations objecting to the 
development were received by Council (Attachment 12); two new representations and 
seven previous representations (Attachment 12) and these are summarised as follows: 
 

Representor  Issues Raised 

Andrew Odzierejko and Sandra Schwerdt  Additional 50 metres is still not an 
adequate distance; 

 View will be compromised; 

 Natural outlook of land will be impacted 
upon due to height of tower; 

 To close to residential properties; 

 De-value property price; 

 Concerned about health issues due to 
radiation. 

Stephen and Pauline Hart  Previous reasons for objection listed 
below still stand despite additional 
distance suggested in the updated 
application; 

 While it is located within a residential 
area it is not acceptable; 

 Size of tower could increase once initial 
approval is granted. 

Previous reasons for objection: 

 10m building exclusion zone at the rear 
of properties along Birmingham Drive – 
double standards with rules; 

 Visual impact from rear of property; 

 Health impacts; 

 Property de-value; 

 Further antenna structures can be added 
if Council approves this tower.  

Denis and Rosemary O’Brien  New sighting/location does not change 
any of our concerns previously given. 

Previous reasons for objection: 

 Bought property due to no further 
development allowed in Hills Face Zone 
– double standards with rules; 

 Non-Complying means not a structure 
that should be allowed; 

 Will have substantial impact on 
environment and visual landscape; 

 Existing vegetation will not obscure the 
31m tall pole, at least 15m of it will be 
totally visible due to its height and the 
existing vegetation is dead or dying; 

 Property de-value; 

 Future co-location opportunities will 
increase visual impact; 

 Noise impacts from air-conditioning 
equipment.   
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Mark and June Holland  Visible from our home; 

 De-value our home; and 

 Previous reasons for objection are still 
relevant. 

Previous reasons for objection: 

 Bought property due to no further 
development allowed in Hills Face Zone 
– double standards with rules; 

 Impact on view of natural landscape; 

 Property de-value; 

 Health concerns. 

Mark and Annette Timpano  Proposed amended site will still be 
visible from our property; 

 Property value and re-sale potential will 
be impacted by the visible presence of 
proposed tower. 

Claire Sutton   Moving the tower 50m further east does 
not alter our reasons for objection; 

 Not suitable close to residential 
properties; 

 Tower will be visible from the street; and 

 Property de-value and saleability of 
properties in the vicinity will be negatively 
impacted. 

Bradley and Renne Possingham  High visual impact; 

 Impact on native wildlife in the area; 

 To close to existing house; 

 Raises health concerns for local 
residents; 

 Decreases market value of our 
properties. 

Colin Cameron  Unsightly impact on community; 

 Inevitable depreciation of property value. 

Salvatore Papalia  Health concerns. 

 
Due to these representations mirroring the issues previously raised, the Applicant’s 
Planning Consultant Clinton Northey did not provide a response to these representations 
as they have already been addressed in his previous response (Attachment 11). 
 
Although the application was re-notified, Council has deemed all representations 
received from the 27 November 2019 and 19 May 2020 public notification period to be 
valid and they have been considered in the assessment of this proposed development, 
as well as the Applicant’s response to these representations (Attachments 10, 11 and 
12). 
 
During the public notification periods, two common concerns unrelated to a planning 
consideration were raised in the representations; the impact the proposed 
telecommunications facility could have on property values and possible health impacts. 
Whilst Council understands and is empathetic to the perceived concerns raised, these 
two matters are not valid planning considerations.   
 
In regards to property values, it is not a matter the Environmental, Resources and 
Development Court (ERDC) would generally entertain and certainly not in the absence of 
any expert advice or documentation Lazzarino v Campbell town CC [2015] SAERDC 5 at 
[71]. Furthermore, the proposed development does not diminish the representors’ 
prospects of achieving optimal use of their properties in accordance with the relevant 
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zone policies, the foundation of their land’s site value Lazzarino v Campbell town CC 
[2015] SAERDC 5 at [71]. 

 

Fear of, and even actual, reductions in property value are rarely relevant in deciding a 
development application: St Raphael's School v Unley CC [1995] EDLR 113; (1995) 2 
SAPED 24; Heard v Doncaster and Templestowe CC (1986) 23 APA 139. It has been 
held that, where a Development Plan referred to land values only in an oblique and 
inferential way, any attempt to link development proposals and the likely value of nearby 
properties if development consent were to be granted would, if it were at all possible, 
need specialised evidence from experts, including planners, valuers and land 
economists: Meyer v Northern Areas C [1998] EDLR 182; (1998) 5 SAPED 38; 
Lazzarino v Campbell town CC [2015] SAERDC 5 at [71]  
Presidian. 2020. Planning Law SA. [ONLINE] Available at: 
https://www.presidian.com.au/plsa/annotated-development-act-1993-3/part-4-
development-assessment/division-1-general-scheme/subdivision-1-approvals#toc129. 
[Accessed 23 June 2020]. 
 
In regards to health impacts, Telecommunication facilities must comply with Australia’s 
Safety Regulations RPS3 set by the Australian Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety 
Agency (ARPANSA). These Regulations have adopted an environmental standard that 
limits the network signal strength to a level low enough to protect all people, in all 
environments, 24 hours a day.  
 
The maximum radiofrequency (RF) electromagnetic energy (EME) levels of the proposed 
facility at the surrounding areas are estimated to be only 1% of this standard. The 
maximum EME level is calculated on a worst case scenario that assumes the facility is 
operating at maximum power.  
 
There is also no scientific evidence to state that exposure to EME levels below the 
standard carries any known health risk to adults or children, the facility does comply with 
relevant standards and there is no expert advice to the contrary.   
 
5.3 Statutory Referrals 
 
No Statutory Referrals were triggered by the proposed development. 
 
 

6. Key Issues 
 
The following matters are considered pertinent in reaching a recommendation for the 
proposal: 
 

 Whether the proposed development is consistent with the Desired Character of the 
Hills Face Zone; 

 Whether the proposed development will have a visual impact on the locality; 

 Whether the proposed development meets the communication needs of the 
community; 

 Whether alternative sites or co-location opportunities were considered for the 
proposed development; and 

 Whether the proposed development creates an unacceptable risk in the event of a 
bushfire. 

  

https://www.presidian.com.au/plsa/annotated-development-act-1993-3/part-4-development-assessment/division-1-general-scheme/subdivision-1-approvals#toc129
https://www.presidian.com.au/plsa/annotated-development-act-1993-3/part-4-development-assessment/division-1-general-scheme/subdivision-1-approvals#toc129
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7. Planning Assessment 
 

7.1 Consistency with Desired Character of Hills Face Zone 
 
Development undertaken in the Hills Face Zone should not only preserve, but should also 
enhance the natural character of the zone or assist in the re-establishment of a natural 
character. The term “natural character” refers to the natural topography, native vegetation 
and colours, such as greens and browns of non-reflective earthen tones, normally 
associated with a natural landscape. Additionally, natural character refers to the open 
character of the land in those areas of the zone, where open grazing currently 
predominates. 
 
The subject land does not have an open character and it is not an open grazing 
allotment. It is currently used for rural residential purposes and contains a detached 
dwelling and associated outbuildings, with mature trees located towards the Vivian and 
Craigmore Road boundaries. Notwithstanding this, the surrounding land to the north and 
east is open in nature, against which the development will have a level of visual impact. 
 
Whilst the construction of a telecommunications facility will not assist in re-establishing an 
open character for the land, the facility is proposed to be located amongst the existing 
mature trees towards Craigmore Road, where there is not currently an open character. 
The development will not require the clearance of any existing vegetation and will utilise 
the existing mature trees to assist in providing screening to the plant equipment and 
fencing. It should also be noted that there are existing power poles along this side of 
Craigmore Road, which further impede on the open character of the subject land.   
 
The proposed monopole will comprise of a galvanised steel finish, which will fade to a 
non-reflective light grey colour within approximately twelve months from construction. 
This colour is considered to be similar to the earthy tones found throughout the colour 
palette of the existing landscape and will ensure the natural character is maintained. 
Although Council is satisfied with this fading due to a more natural colour and less 
maintenance, the Applicant has offered to paint the monopole a colour of Council’s 
choosing, should this be deemed a more appropriate way to reduce the immediate visual 
impact of galvanised steel and ensure the natural character is maintained. 
 
The natural topography of the land will also not be altered as a result of the proposed 
development. There is no cut or fill of the land proposed and the crossover and access 
track to the proposed facility will be constructed of compacted rubble, similar to driveways 
in the locality and will follow the natural contours of the land. 

 
Whilst the proposed development will be an additional element on the subject land, on 
balance, the proposal is not significantly inconsistent with the Desired Character of the 
Hills Face Zone. 
 
7.2 Visual impact on the locality 

 
Telecommunication facilities should be sited and designed to minimise the visual impact 
on the amenity of the local environment. They should use materials and finishes that 
minimise visual impact and incorporate landscaping to screen the development, 
particularly equipment shelters and huts. 
 
Due to the undulating topography of the locality, the Applicant is limited in their ability to 
lower the height of the facility. This is because the panel antennas must be at a height 
where there are no obstructions between the antenna and the service area. In order to 
achieve the technical requirements for the targeted coverage area, a 30m tower is   
considered to be the minimum height capable of achieving this.  
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The Applicant has sought to balance the need for the height with the amenity of the local 
environment, by using a slimline monopole design, over a broad triangle lattice tower to 
further reduce the visual impact. The proposed monopole will comprise of a galvanised 
steel finish, which will fade to a non-reflective light grey colour within approximately 
twelve months from construction. This colour is considered to reflect similar earthy tones 
found throughout the colour palette of the existing landscape.  
 
The site of the proposed telecommunications facility will also assist in reducing the visual 
impact to the amenity of the locality. The proposed location provides natural screening 
opportunities due to the existing mature trees and whilst it is acknowledged that these 
trees are not of a height to screen the 30m monopole, they will assist in screening the 
equipment shelter and fenced compound.  
 
On balance, the proposal is considered to satisfy Objective 2 and PDC 1(b), (f) and (g) of 
the Telecommunications Facilities Section of the General Section of the Development 
Plan.  
 
7.3 Meets the communication needs of the community 

 
The Applicant seeks to provide improved telecommunications and data coverage within 
an established residential area of Craigmore, as well as providing enhanced in-building 
coverage to these homes. The coverage zone being targeted in particular is the 
residential area surrounded by Craigmore and Adams Road.  
 
The proposed facility will add social, economic and personal benefits to the community 
within the locality by providing the opportunity to work and study from home, ensuring 
uninterrupted coverage for phone and internet for home businesses, ensuring access to 
phone services at all times, especially for emergencies and providing greater accessibility 
to the internet, particularly for educational purposes. 

 
The proposed site was chosen because of its suitable proximity and being able to fully 
cover the target area, whilst at the same time having the least visual impact from all 
alternative sites.   
 
Accordingly, this development is considered to meet Objective 1 and PDC 1(a) of the 
Telecommunications Facilities General Section of Council’s Development Plan.  
 
7.4 Alternative sites and co-location opportunities 

 
Principle of Development Control (PDC) 1(e) of the Telecommunications Facilities 
General Section of Council’s Development Plan encourages telecommunication facilities, 
where technically feasible, to be co-located with other telecommunication facilities.  
 
The Applicant investigated and identified two possible co-location sites, located within 
close proximity to the targeted coverage area.  Unfortunately, it was determined that the 
two identified sites, being Telstra and Optus facilities, were not suitable. The Telstra 
facility was discounted as it was not capable of achieving the coverage requirements and 
the Optus facility is no longer being developed and did not provide room on the allotment 
for a new facility.   
 
A representor also highlighted an existing facility on Craigmore Road where they believed 
co-location could occur. Unfortunately, this site was discounted due to the topography of 
the area, creating network constraints and the facility not being able to meet the coverage 
requirements. In order to meet the coverage requirements, the tower would need to be 
significantly increased in height to ensure the panel antennas are at a height where there 
are no obstructions between the antenna and the service area. This would result in a 
substantial increase in its visual impact and was considered inappropriate for the locality. 
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Thirteen other locations were also considered as possible sites for the proposed 
telecommunications facility. These have been identified in the application as 
A,B,C,D,E,F,G,H,I,J,K,L and M (Attachment 9).  
 
Sites A, B, C, D, E, F and G were discounted due to unwilling land owners and site H was 
not selected due to its close proximity to residential dwellings and the resultant visual 
impact, in comparison to the chosen site. Site I, which is located across the road from the 
chosen site, was not selected due to the slope of the land and the resultant visual impact, 
in comparison to the chosen site.  
 
Site J is the chosen site and has been deemed the most appropriate in order to achieve 
the required coverage requirements, as well as being located the furthest away from 
residential dwellings and resulting in the least visual impact, compared to the other sites. 
 
The remaining sites, K, L and M were discounted due to not meeting the coverage 
requirements.  
 
The proposed site, identified as J, is deemed the most appropriate in this instance and 
provides an acceptable balance between required coverage requirements and impacts on 
the locality. 

 
7.5 Risk in the event of a bushfire 

 
The subject land is depicted on BPA Map Play/8 in the Mapping Section of the 
Development Plan (Attachment 4). By virtue of its location, the land is entirely within the 
high bushfire risk area.  
 
Objective 5 of the Hazards General Section of Council’s Development Plan states 
development should be located to minimise the threat and impact of bushfires on life and 
property. The proposed telecommunications facility will provide improved mobile 
telecommunications and data coverage for the established suburb of Craigmore, which 
abuts the high bushfire risk area.  This will assist in minimising the threat and impact of 
bushfires by providing an effective telecommunications network that will allow emergency 
services to be alerted to fire or medical emergencies, as well as notifying residents of 
nearby fire threats, updates or emergency announcements.  
 
The Australian Communications and Media Authority reported that in 2014 – 2015, 66.9% 
of calls to 000 were made from mobile phones and previous bushfire incident reviews 
have demonstrated that effective telecommunications networks are essential for disaster 
response management. 
 
PDC 17 of the Hazards General Section of Council’s Development states buildings and 
structures should be designed and configured to reduce the impact of bushfire through 
using simple designs, which reduce the potential for trapping burning debris against the 
building or structure. The proposed telecommunications facility meets PDC 17 as it will 
not be constructed of flammable material, which could increase or affect the bushfire risk 
to the area and the design of a slim monopole and chain and wire fencing reduces the 
potential for trapping burning debris. 
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8. Conclusion 
 
Despite the application being a Non-Complying form of development within the Hills Face 
Zone, the proposed development is considered appropriate in this instance.  
 
Although the proposed telecommunications facility will be a new visual element in the locality, 
the Applicant has sought to balance technical need with amenity by offseting its visual 
impacts through incorporating a slimline monopole design, appropriate colours and materials 
and siting. The natural topography of the land will not be altered, no vegetation will be 
removed and the existing mature trees will assist in screening the facility.  
 
Even though numerous representors raised the matter of property value impacts as a result 
of the proposed telecommunications facility, this is not a planning consideration and is not 
relevant in deciding on this development application. 
 
The concerns raised by the representations have been addressed by the planning consultant 
and in the body of this report. 
 
On balance, the proposal does not detrimentally affect the amenity of the area and is not 
seriously at variance with Council’s Development Plan. On this basis I recommend that the 
application be granted Development Plan Consent, subject to the concurrence of the State 
Planning Commission and conditions below.   
 
 
9. Recommendation 
 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
That pursuant to the authority to the Council Assessment Panel by the Council, it is 
recommended that the Council Assessment Panel: 
 

A. DETERMINES that the proposed development is not seriously at variance with the 
policies in the Playford Council Development Plan; and 
 

B. GRANTS Development Plan Consent, subject to the concurrence of the State 
Planning Commission, to the application by Telstra Corp Pty Ltd for construction of a 
telecommunications facility and associated fencing at 286 Craigmore Road, Uleybury 
as detailed in Development Application 292/1594/2019 subject to the following 
conditions: 

 
1. The development must be undertaken, completed and maintained in accordance with 

the plan(s) and information detailed in this application.  
 

2. Any proposed new crossing place shall meet the minimum standard of design and 
construction as detailed on City of Playford drawings. 

 
These are available from Councils website under: 
www.playford.sa.gov.au/standarddrawings 

 
Reason: To maintain consistency of the streetscape and protect the infrastructure 

within the road verge. 
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