Goodman Court, South Plympton
Engagement Report
SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION WITH THE LOCAL COMMUNITY
June 2018

ENGAGEMENT REPORT
Background
The Project
Renewal SA (RSA) on behalf of the South Australian Housing Trust is creating opportunities through the
Renewing Our Streets and Suburbs (ROSAS) program to renew all pre-1968 SA Housing Trust housing over
the next 15 years.
This includes the Goodman Court Renewal Project, which will see the replacement of the former 52 SA
Housing Trust (SAHT) walk-up flats constructed in 1953.
The project will transform the site to create an integrated mix of new, private, social housing and
affordable housing. A key feature of the new development will be a large public reserve fronting onto
Pleasant Avenue.

Planning Approval Process
In September 2015, the Development (Renewal of Social Housing) Variations Regulations were made to
support the objectives of the ROSAS program. The State Coordinator-General (SCG) and the State
Commission Assessment Panel (SCAP) of the State Planning Commission formerly the Development
Assessment Commission (DAC) are the appointed bodies to assess the ROSAS development applications.
Applications for dwellings and associated land division proposals are lodged directly with the SCG, having
been assessed against a set of published performance criteria. For Apartment Developments, a prelodgement process is undertaken that includes planning and design input from State agencies and
Councils.
As part of the SCG process, RSA consults with neighbours of apartment development proposals to canvass
comments.

Engagement Objectives & Methodology
To provide an opportunity for residents and property owners who might have an immediate interest in
the development proposal for the Goodman Court site, RSA and developers Greaton, arranged a ‘Drop-In
and Chat’ session on Saturday June 16 2018 at the Vermont Uniting Church community hall. Residents
and property owners adjacent to the Goodman Court project site at 134a Pleasant Avenue, South
Plympton, were invited (see Appendix 1) and advised that the purpose of the session was to view and
provide feedback on the master plan concept for the site.
The key audience was neighbouring residents and property owners within the engagement area of some
107 or so properties identified in the map (see blue area on map over).
The Drop-In and Chat Session invitation was forwarded to City of Marion, State and Federal Members and
absentee property owners identified by Council (60).
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Map showing Project site (red) and Engagement area (blue).

Local residents in conversation with council representatives’, Member for Badcoe and team members
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Key Engagement Findings
Some 27 participants attended the Drop-In and Chat session including local member Jayne Stinson
(Badcoe) and City of Marion Deputy Mayor Janet Byram. Twenty-two participants identified themselves
as residents living within the engagement area (see Appendix 2) and 1 property owner living outside the
engagement area.
Participants attending the session were invited to view and discuss the plans on display (see Appendix 7),
provide comments in general about the project with Post-It notes on the Ideas and Comments panel (see
Appendix 3) or specifically about the proposed 3-storey apartment building (for SA Housing Trust aged
accommodation) in writing by June 29 2018. They had the option of responding two ways, either via email
to Renewal SA or by completing a community comment form for SCG consideration (provided to all
participants attending the Drop-In and Chat session, which could be completed at the session or posted to
Renewal SA using a reply-paid envelope provided).
Participants who attended engaged with team members, discussing aspects of the project plans
expressing:






genuine interest and engagement with information presented
happy that previous feedback regarding proposed 4-5 storey and reserve had been considered in
the new plans
interest about the proposed open/green space
concerns for increased car parking and traffic from the development, and
general support for the development, positive comments including a number of groups interested
in purchasing.

Fourteen Post-It notes (see Appendix 3) and two feedback forms for the SCG were received (see Appendix
5) at the Community Drop-in and Chat session, with most participants electing to take the form home to
complete and return. Seven further submissions were received by Renewal SA after the Drop-In and Chat
session (see Appendix 5). A summary of the submissions received, is provided in Appendix 4. Key points
from the submissions included:





car parking in general, allowances for site, congestion within the site and increased on-street car
parking, including access issues for commuters
design & density of site and pressure on infrastructure (waste collection/stormwater & water
supply)
open/green space positioning and reduction, including existing trees, and
two submissions expressed concern about consultation process for the project.

One property owner contacted Renewal SA on 25 June 2018 concerned that they had not been notified in
writing of the Drop-in and Chat session, and therefore that they had missed their opportunity to provide
feedback.
Renewal SA immediately acknowledged the administrative oversight, with several verbal and written
apologies, advising that Renewal SA’s standard practice for contacting non-residential property owners of
upcoming engagement events is to approach the local council for current postal addresses used by council
for rates and accordingly an invitation was sent to the address registered with Council. To address the
property owner’s concerns Renewal SA provided the display and information materials from the Drop-in
and Chat session, responded to queries, invited the property owner to meet with RSA and Greaton to
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further discuss the points raised, ahead of finalising their feedback. To further ensure that the resident
was not disadvantaged and given every opportunity to provide their detailed and considered
feedback/comments, Renewal SA extended the submission close date for the resident, to the 6 July 2018.
Greaton and Renewal SA have addressed each of the issues raised in the submissions received after the
June 2018 Drop-In and Chat session and are providing information on its position/action for each within a
separate document accompanying the plans to the SCG, for consideration by the SCG within the planning
assessment process.
While the submissions are included in this report, the identities of the respondents (and any photographs,
illustrations or text identifying or depicting their property) have been withheld from this public document
in respect of personal privacy. The full details and all photographs/illustrations have been provided in
confidence to the State Co-ordinator General.

Team member and Deputy Mayor speak with local residents
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Appendix 1 – Community Consultation Invitation Letter
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Appendix 2 – map used at the Community Drop-in and Chat Session

IMAGE DEPICTING ATTENDING RESIDENTS’ LOCATION WITHHELD
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Appendix 3 – Post it notes completed by public at the Drop-in and chat Session – (14)

IDEAS or COMMENTS – is there anything that you feel has not been addressed?
1. Car parking on Mavis Avenue which is already compromised.
2. More trees… on the verge and gardens. Overlooking and privacy concerns for our house on Mavis
Avenue. Slow traffic on pleasant avenue for park.
3. Increased cracking in our house after earthworks – concerned with construction that more cracks
will appear. Consider how to prevent.
4. Hairline cracks opened up and existing grew much bigger during the demolition. STREET NUMBER
WITHHELD Pleasant Ave. Photo sent to the company.
5. With heavy truck movements, buildings removed and trees and vegetation, ground obviously
disturbed – but hair line and bigger cracks have appeared in STREET NUMBER WITHHELD Monash St
(others in Mavis)
6. Negligent demo process.
7. Health and safety of residents during build.
8. Dust and chemical exposure during build.
IDEAS or COMMENTS – What did you think of today’s Drop-In and Chat session?
9. Very informative session and good to talk to actual people involved. Still would have been better not
to have flat roofs, despite diff. materials.
10. Very informative! Thank you for having everyone here to talk too. Council, developer, architect.
11. Thanks to the persons present for their interest and sharing of information.
12. Very informative. Have been well looked after.
13. Very Informative, Indicative of plans. Thank you!
14. We appreciate the information. Hope there is a solid emphasis on waste recycling, rainwater
collection and open space. Hope car parking on Pleasant Avenue, allows easy thru’ access.
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Appendix 4 – Summary of submissions received (9)
NO.

ISSUES RAISED

1

STREET NUMBERING CONCERNS

2

WASTE RECYCLING SYSTEMS, CAR PARKING CONCERNS , SUPPORTIVE OF
SOCIAL HOUSING PROPOSED , FOOTPATH MAINTENANCE CONCERNS,
STORMWATER RUNOFF MANAGEMENT QUESTIONED , AND WHAT
FEATURES / SERVICES HAVE BEEN INCLUDED TO ACCOMMODATE FOR
ELDERLY RESIDENTS LIVING ON SITE .

3

DESIGN , DENSITY , CONGESTION , OPEN SPACES (EXISTING TREES ) AND
OVERCROWDING CONCERNS.

4

HOUSING DENSITY

5

CAR PARKING ALLOWANCE , CONGESTION CONCERNS , AND ACCESS ISSUES
FOR COMMUTER TRAFFIC AND COLLE CTION SERVICES .

6

CAR PARKING , GREEN SPACE ALLOWANCE / POSITIONING ,
SITE / INTEGRATION DESIGN PRINCIPLES , SOCIAL HOUSING DENSITY AND
LIFESTYLE QUESTIONS , TRAFFIC AND CONSULTATION PROCESS
CONCERNS .

7

UNSUPPORTIVE OF PROJECT , CONSULTATION PROCESS (AND PREVIOUS )
CONCERNS , ACCESS LANE LOCATION , TRAFFIC AND PARKING CONCERNS
RELATED TO INCREASED DENSITY , REDUCED OPEN / GREEN SPACE ,
INFRASTRUCTURE AND WASTE COLLECTION CONCERNS .

8

ENERGY EFFICIENCY , LIFESTYLE , STORM - WATER
RETENTION / INFRASTRUCTURE , GREEN SPACE CONCERNS FOR SOCIAL
HOUSING ALONG WITH DESIGN, GENERAL CAR PARKING CONCERNS FOR
SITE

9

INCREASED TRAFFIC / CONGESTION ALONG PLEASANT AVE AND IMPACT
ON EXISTING WATER SUPPLY / PRESSURE
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Appendix 5 – submissions received on/after Community Drop-in and Chat Session on June 16 2018 – (9)
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Submission received 25/06/2018

RENEWING OUR STREETS AND SUBURBS.
THE GOODMAN COURT REDEVELOPMENT.
From details withheld.
23 6 18.
To the State Co-ordinator General.
I was very pleased to be able to attend the open day last week and to see the plan for Goodman
Court. I have several points to make.
1. Plan and style
I was very disappointed with the over-all plan and style of housing. I think the flat roof square box
look belongs on an industrial site rather than in an older established residential area. It is quite at
odds with the style of housing and landscaping of the developed area.
2. Number of units
At an earlier meeting we were told that 80 units would replace the 50 odd in the original
development. This latest plan shows around 90 units which, on counting the potential occupancy
would mean about 190 occupants. This with their motor cars will mean a very congested area.
3. Open space.
The whole area is around 12,000 square metres. I believe 10% of the area is meant to be reserved
for open space. 1000 sq m's is 1/5 short. This is quite a lot when shared between so many people.
I cannot believe that rationally the roadways and parking areas can be included as open space.
I spoke with both the Deputy Mayor of Marion Council and one of your representatives separately,
and they both told me that the other party was reluctant to provide as much open space as they have
agreed to. This arrangement has obviously come down to a matter of money, and not the benefit
of the local residents or the occupiers.
The open space as planned in Pleasant Avenue, does not include or take into consideration the
heritage trees remaining after all the other magnificent trees were bull dozed. One of your members
suggested to me that in ten years those trees would be gone. Is this really the thinking of your
department? They will certainly be gone without adequate space around them.
The Deputy Mayor of Marion Council also said to me that it is the thinking of the Council that very
few people use open space. If you live on a normal town block with a garden you would have no
reason to go into open space. If you live in a virtual boot box, you would have every reason to try
to escape into the open fresh air.
The area at the corner of Mavis Avenue and Monash St. would be a good position not only to
provide open space but to look after the trees, to give shade, which will be sorely needed but to
plant more trees and landscaping.
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4. I believe it is envisaged that cyclists will use the planned open space. I suggest that cyclists
are already very well catered for. If they need a bit more rest then they will welcome a park
in any other part of the development.
This development is not only to house newcomers to the area but to provide quality of living for
them and retain that quality for those of us who already live here. It was a pleasant place to be. I
believe that “pleasant” environment is threatened by the overcrowding of both people and motor
vehicles and I hope you will revise the thinking.
A survey has shown that South Plympton is a very desirable place to live. I noticed in the Advertiser
the people quoted stated that there is a park over the road from their residence where the children
can play. The space provided on this plan will only give very limited area for development residents
without taking into account those who already live here.
Yours sincerely,
details withheld
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Submission received 25/06/2018

From: details withheld
Sent: Saturday, 23 June 2018 2:23 PM
To: Renewal SA, Reception (Renewal SA)
Subject: Goodman Court

Was very disappointed to hear at the meeting, held on the 16th of June, that in Monash Street,
the units were going to be 2 stories, and 3 stories high. At the first meeting, I was told that there
will only be single stories, in Monash Street.

details withheld
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Submission received 27/6/2018
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Submission received 29/06/2018

To: Renewal SA
From: details withheld
29.6.18
Dear Renewal SA team,
I had a chance to look at some of the plans for the Goodman Court block, but I didn’t have
enough time to thoroughly dissect them and study them in depth at the Community Meeting
held Saturday, June 16th.
I find it unhelpful that the plans have not available online for future reference.
Points to note:
1. Since the old apartments were demolished, parking density has increased on Mavis Ave
and Monash St due to parking restrictions on Cross Road in front of the businesses there.
2. Even with the old apartments, there was still a lot of green space for all the neighbours
in the surrounding streets. While this was not accessible to us, it provided a relaxing
outlook, created a liveable environment for birds and connected very nicely with the
Mike Turtur bike path
3. This area was usually quiet and broke up the increasing traffic noise from the nearby
major roads.
Points that need considering:
1. The social inclusion housing, alone, will come close to doubling the number of previous
occupants living in Goodman Crt. without including the rest of the planned housing.
a. Question: What is the density of housing for people that is conducive to a healthy
life?
b. Question: What healthy lifestyle factors have been included in the new Goodman
Crt development?
Comment: The green area that is currently included is insignificant except for the
people living right beside it.
2. The social inclusion housing, as situated on the plan shown at the community meeting on
Saturday, June 16th, faces north. That means that in summer the apartments facing
directly onto Pleasant Ave will have the sun streaming in all day.
a. Question: What has been done for the future tenants to manage the heat, that
will be created by the sun during summer, in an ecologically friendly, sustainable
and financially affordable manner for them?
3. Visually and Ecologically Friendly, Dweller-supportive Housing Mix: In Renewal SA’s
information about the Goodman Crt project, it is written that the 1953 buildings will be
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“replaced with a mix of new housing”. How will the project integrate the new housing with
the surrounding housing as to date, I have only seen 3 different styles of buildings

The former Goodman Crt and
two of the streets and housing
around it.

None of the surrounding housing is a wall of apartments, which is what was shown on the
development plans at the Community Meeting in June – a minimalist mix at best and not at all
cohesive with the current housing surrounding Goodman Crt. – for all but Pleasant Ave.
Is Example 1 close to how the housing plans for all but Pleasant Ave has been foreseen?
I do not see integration, although I do see modern.


Example 1 and 2 minimally meet ”visually interesting details such as balconies,
screens, shading devices and fences”, as information from the Renewal SA website.
I do not see anything past basic that is visually interesting. It appears to me that
none of the housing planned for Goodman Crt has included the following thinking in
the planning: “create an attractive environment by smart use of sustainable
landscaping.”

The bottom line question to ask at all stages of planning, to me, is, “Would I happily live
here in Goodman Crt. for the next ten years of more?” If the answer is in the negative,
then you are beginning to understand where I am coming from, as I will spend a long time
living across from it and living with the consequences it will create for me.


Surely, with all the experience, expertise and creativity that is available today, a far
more interesting, diverse, community-friendly and ecologically sensitive, as well as
inviting area can be created in Goodman Crt? What I have seen so far does not
come close – on the outside, in my opinion.
It does appear to me, as I travel through some of Marion Council’s eastern suburbs, that
they are turning Mullawirra Ward into an urban desert. Renewal SA, through the
Goodman Crt development, is only adding to that, with all the consequences of people
living in ecological desert.
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4. Green Perimeter: Information on the Renewal SA statement says that it will: “feature a
new public reserve that will be accessible to the broader community.
The reserve that is shown is not enough, nor does it appear to be accessible to the public.
It is tucked away on Pleasant Ave., where it provides no visual relief for any residents on
the other 3 streets. We, instead, get to look at something like Example 1.
Example 2, on the other hand, allows for greater areas of vegetation and room for trees.
Perhaps a green corridor, with enough space to incorporate small vegetation to large trees,
around the outer perimeter of Goodman Crt would be a better, healthier and more ecofriendly way to incorporate a reserve area?
5. Has the social inclusion housing had covered parking provided?

6. Traffic impact study.
Has an impact study of the proposed road and extra traffic created by the people planned
to be accommodated at Goodman Crt., been done?
Why has the road not been placed between the social inclusion housing where there is
less parking along Pleasant Ave? Or is there thinking that the parking along Pleasant Ave
will increase due to the new housing development?
Has planning allowed for families who may have 3-4 cars in the future, been included in
the current plan for the other three streets?
In Mavis Ave and Monash St, the community is already seeing higher parking due to the
businesses around the corner of Cross Rd and Mavis Ave. Peak hour parking restrictions
also add to that.
7. Has an holistic view of this development been used – not just an attitude of cramming as
many people as possible into one space or of financial profit?
Biodiversity needs to be maintained to provide a healthy life. People need to be provided
with a healthy living environment in Goodman Ctr., as do the people currently living
around Goodman Crt.

Comment and feedback:
A statement from the Renewal SA website says, ”We're working closely with tenants to make
sure that the transition provides good outcomes for all concerned.”
At this stage, I would recommend withdrawing the word ‘closely’, as I do not consider two
community meetings, so far apart, nor the infrequent written information, close work.
There seems to have been limited transparency in this process. This may, in part, be due to not
enough information being disseminated amongst the community concerned with this
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development, the immediate impact it will have on our lifestyles and the future impact it will
have on the value of our properties.
Sadly, blame shifting has been a part of this process of consultation. It makes it very difficult to
know who or what to believe. After more than person using this strategy, one begins to wonder
if the blame shifting is a deliberate strategy to create confusion, or lack of discernment in this
planning process.
There will always be disagreement. However, how does it help having community members not
know who is, or isn’t, being accurate about the information that is being provided?

For Immediate Attention:
The remaining security fencing is causing an issue. In some sections of the footpath around
Goodman Crt. It is difficult to even walk past the fence by myself, let alone with a pusher.
I request that the fencing, including the feet, are now moved back entirely onto the Goodman
Crt property to allow easy and safer use of the footpath.
Some parts of this footpath have been damaged and need repairing now.

I write this with deep concern for the future that will be created on the Goodman Crt property,
for its future residents and those who already live around it.
There are scientific studies that show that biodiversity is an essential part of wellbeing for our
planet.
This is an outstanding opportunity to include biodiversity in the Goodman Crt plan and make a
positive contribution to not only the wellbeing of the future residents of Goodman Crt and
those who live around it, but to also make a positive contribution to the future wellbeing of
Adelaide. Every small part counts in looking after the future of our planet. We need to look do
this now and not fob it off for the future.
I will happily provide you with any other information, should you request it.

Yours sincerely,
details withheld

29.6.18
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Example 1:
An imagining: a wall of houses: uninviting and unacceptable on Goodman Crt.
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Example 2:
An imagining: Housing set well back from the street with enough land for a garden and trees at the front acceptable. (These houses are even less imaginative and environmentally friendly the Example 1.)
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Comments and Feedback summarised by Renewal SA and confirmed by details withheld
29/6/2018


Invitation to the community drop in and chat session was not posted to your address
which you advised in February 2017 as details withheld. Note: On 30 June 2018,
NAME WITHHELD confirmed a change of address to ADDRESS DETAILS WITHHELD.
The change of address was updated and Renewal SA redirected the community
engagement information to NAME WITHHELD, to the new address provided.



You were not involved in the consultation process and deliberately kept in the dark.



The Consultation process



Does not support the development



The private access lane is located directly opposite your property at details withheld.



That your feedback provided to the October 2016 community engagement process was
not recorded



Traffic and parking issues resulting from increased density



Loss of open/green space on Mavis Ave.



Waste collection



Concern about infrastructure e.g. water pipes being unable to cope (recent rupture under Mavis
Ave)

Further submission received 30/6/2018
From: details withheld
Sent: Saturday, 30 June 2018 8:51 PM
To: details withheld>
Subject: Re: Goodman Court project
Hello
As advised previously I am away out from state working remote area from Monday. I without secure
internet or phone until 12th July 2018.
I would have loved at opportunity to have been given earlier accurate information as have not had an
opportunity to give early feedback and what I gave in 2017 I now find was not recorded.
I wish it recorded for feedback that even after providing my address multiple times via email
This week it appears as at 29th June you still do not have an address documented. Please see your below
email asking for it? This highlights that information is not being accurately recorded.
Please also record for feedback that you have identified multiple current contacts of address for me,
some that I have not provided and I ask why these were not used from commencement of community
engagement. I have had one email that suggested the team were unable to find a contact address for me
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re initial engagement. You have demonstrated that you have access to this information re lands tittle
address.
The fact you can find multiple current contacts for me, as you have detailed again makes me question
why this was not done, was the intent to not provide information as the plan was always to have a
access road opposite my property?
Please record for feedback that if the initial community feedback session invitation was sent to details
withheld as you have suggested then it would be in the scanned mail documents they keep, these have
been checked nothing was received in relation to this project. Are you saying this is where it was sent?
Please record for feedback that my feedback provided in 2017 was not recorded, I am told this is
because it was outside the time frame. I provided updated contact details to project Manager (details
withheld) and believe this was prior to this date.
Please note for feedback My property of address details withheld will be impacted by an access road and
it appears my feedback has not been recorded by either project managers. I have not received accurate
or current information. I was given misleading information at the start of the project and denied
opportunities at attend information sessions and obtain further current information. I believe this is
because the intent was to put the access road opposite my property. I believe this is not within best
practice for community engagement particularly when I am significantly impacted and the current
project manager was aware of my concern that a road not be opposite my property.
Please record for feedback I do not support this project, particularly the location of the access road, it’s
possible link from Scott street to Mavis Ave. it’s use by the apartment or aged care buildings combined
with the townhouse use will mean it is a very busy road. There was never a access road opposite my
property of details withheld.
Pleas record for feedback I have repeatedly not been provided current or accurate information since the
beginning of the project. I do not specifically blame one person, I think the process has been inadequate.
As previously advised send information to

CONTACT DETAILS WITHHELD

I do appreciate finally receiving accurate information and thank you for recoding this feedback for State
Co Ordinator general to review.

Kind regards
NAME WITHHELD
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Submission received 2/7/2018
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Submission received 03/07/2018
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Appendix 6 – Community Drop-In and Chat session Display panels & proposed plans
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