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Submission – Engineering Requirements for Land Division 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Walking SA appreciates the opportunity to provide feedback on the South Australian Draft 
Engineering Requirements for Land Division. However, we were only made aware of this 
consultation on Friday, 11 July 2025 (despite being open from the 20 May 2025), which has limited 
our ability to comprehensively review the extensive documentation available on the Your Say 
webpage: Engineering Requirements for Land Division | Your Say. 
https://yoursay.sa.gov.au/engineering-design-standard  

Despite this, we felt compelled to submit a response regarding the design standards presented. 
Our concerns relate to the apparent misalignment between the proposed standards and the 
broader goals of creating walkable, healthy, and liveable communities. Instead of fostering active, 
people-focused neighbourhoods, it is viewed that the draft Design Standards risk entrenching car-
centric development that contributes to unhealthy and unsustainable urban environments in 
South Australia. 

This direction is deeply concerning and appears inconsistent not only with Walking SA’s vision 
(stated below) but also with the State’s strategic objectives for integrated planning, health, 
sustainability, and transport choice, as well as other State government guidance. 

About Walking SA 

Our vision is for a world-class, walkable South Australia, where cities and communities are 
designed to encourage more people to walk more often. This vision is supported by the four pillars 
outlined in our Walking SA Strategic Plan (2023–2025): walkability, walk experiences, socially 
responsive and sustainable growth. 

As an advocacy organisation dedicated to promoting walking as a primary mode of transport and a 
cornerstone of healthy, sustainable, and accessible communities, Walking SA is committed to 
ensuring that walking remains central to the state’s future transport planning. 

Our Response 

Our submission provides a high-level response based on a brief review of the material; however, it 
is strengthened by insights from conversations with other key stakeholders who share serious 
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concerns about the future of new developments should this design standard be endorsed in its 
current form. 

1. Misalignment with DIT’s Active Travel Design Guide 

Walking SA is concerned that the draft Design Standard does not reference or adopt the 
Department for Infrastructure and Transport’s (DIT’s) endorsed Active Travel Design Guide as a 
core resource. This omission is particularly concerning given that the Guide was recently endorsed 
by DIT and is intended to inform best-practice street design aligned with the State’s own 
objectives for health, active transport, and urban greening. 

Walking SA strongly welcomed the release of the Active Travel Design Guide, which outlines clear 
principles for high-quality walking and cycling infrastructure, safe intersections, street greening, 
shared 

streets, and pedestrian-priority zones. The Guide is designed to apply across all scales of 
development, from large-scale greenfield subdivisions to small, local traffic-calming projects, and 
reinforces the need to: 

· prioritise active modes from the outset, well before car infrastructure is considered 

· standardise healthy, walkable outcomes across all project types and contexts. 

It is unclear why the draft Engineering Design Standard fails to integrate this important and 
recently endorsed guidance. Instead, it appears to promote a car-centric approach that is at odds 
with contemporary best practice in urban planning and street design. This outdated model is 
unsustainable (socially, environmentally, and economically) and risks undermining the long-term 
liveability of our communities. Walking SA strongly urges that the draft Design Standards be 
revisited and realigned with the principles and direction set out in the Active Travel Design Guide. 

2. Misalignment with State Planning Policies 

It is viewed that the proposed Design Standard also actively undermines several State Planning 
Policies (SPPs) (including but not limited to): 

· SPP 1.9 (Integrated Planning): Encourages walking- and cycling-focused neighbourhoods. The 
draft promotes car-centric baseline infrastructure, undermining walking integration. 

· SPP 2 (Design Quality – Principles of Good Design): The rigid, minimum-engineering approach 
stifles context-sensitive outcomes (2.1, 2.6, 2.7, 2.9, 2.13), discouraging innovative streets, public 
realm design, urban greening, and high-quality pedestrian-focused public spaces. 

· SPP 6.2 (Housing Supply & Diversity): Fails to ensure land supply is integrated with active travel 
infrastructure, transport, services and walkable neighbourhood layout. 



 

 

· SPP 11.5 & 11.9 (Strategic Transport Infrastructure): A ‘link and place’ approach is essential for 
giving priority to place over vehicular movement. The current standard defaults to car-centric 
design, limiting opportunities for modal filtering, shared streets, kerbless main streets and 
pedestrian priority zones. 

Walking SA urges that the design standard be revised to support people-first, healthy, low-speed, 
pedestrian-oriented environments that better support the SPPs. Drawing on the Heart 
Foundation’s “What Australia Wants” (2025 survey of 3,000 Australians): 

· 66% of respondents are strongly or somewhat in favour of government directing more of its 
roads funding into walking and cycling infrastructure. 

· 65% are strongly or somewhat in favour of the government reducing speed limits in 
neighbourhood streets to help create safer streets. Support for lower speed limits was especially 
strong among parents of 9–11-year-old children (78% strongly/somewhat in favour). 

· 70% cite walking locally as their preferred way to exercise. Footpath quality was the most 
frequently reported barrier to physical activity. 

These findings clearly demonstrate that Australians (including South Australians) expect 
governments to prioritise the creation of safe, walkable neighbourhoods. Walking SA therefore 
strongly urges the 

Department for Housing and Urban Development (DHUD) to reconsider the current draft design 
standards and ensure they reflect these community expectations. 

It is also understood that the Design Standard is based on, or supports, 60 km/h local streets. This 
is highly concerning and contrary to best-practice street design, particularly from the perspective 
of safety and comfort for people walking and cycling. Such speeds are wholly inappropriate for 
residential environments and undermine the independent mobility of children walking to school, 
parks, or local destinations. A lower-speed street network (30 km/h recommend for local 
residential streets) is essential for creating safe, inclusive, and genuinely walkable neighborhoods. 

3. Walking SA Expectations 

Walking SA has consistently advised, including through its responses to the Greater Adelaide 
Regional Plan and the State Transport Strategy, the key features required for walkable 
communities. These include: 

· Footpaths and Pathways: Safe, wide footpaths on both sides of the street, accessible for all, 
including individuals with disabilities. 

· Priority Pedestrian Crossings: Clearly marked crossings and traffic calming measures (like speed 
bumps and modal filters) to enhance safety. This should be complemented by the use of 
continuous footpaths where possible, to prioritise walking. 



 

 

· Mixed-Use Development: Integrating residential, commercial, and recreational spaces to 
promote walking by providing nearby amenities. 

· Public Transportation Access: Easy access to public transit to reduce car reliance and encourage 
walking to transit stops. This should be underpinned by a radically improved public transport 
network that promotes interconnectivity between neighbourhoods and regions, rather than 
limited city-centric corridors. 

· Lighting: Adequate street lighting to ensure safety and encourage walking after dark. 

· Green Spaces: Parks and green corridors to enrich the walking experience and offer spaces for 
rest, socialisation and community cohesion. 

· Seating and Amenities: Benches, water fountains, and other features that enhance the walking 
experience. 

· Connectivity: A well-connected street grid that minimises detours and creates shorter, direct 
routes. 

· Signage and Wayfinding: Clear signage to assist pedestrians in navigating their environment. 

· Designated Bicycle Facilities: Safe, connected bike routes to encourage cycling and reduce the 
number of cyclists who feel compelled to ride on footpaths. 

None of the typical road cross-sections provided in the draft Design Standards appear to reflect 
what would be considered appropriate for a genuinely walkable neighbourhood. Except for major 
motorways or arterial roads, there is no justification for any streets in neighbourhood areas to 
include 3.5m wide parking lanes and 3.5m wide traffic lanes as a minimum. These dimensions 
encourage higher vehicle speeds and further entrench car dominance in environments that should 
prioritise people. 

Rather than prescribing car-oriented cross-sections, the Design Standard should instead showcase 
a range of context-sensitive examples that illustrate what a walkable, liveable street can look like. 
These examples should reflect different street types and functions and offer flexibility in design 
responses that prioritise walking, cycling, greening, and public realm quality. 

Conclusion 

Walking SA urges that the Design Standards be revised to support integrated, healthy, walk-first 
neighbourhoods that are better aligned with the State’s own Active Travel Design Guide and 
relevant State Planning Policies. 

We acknowledge that we have not had the opportunity to review all materials in detail; however, 
based on our initial review, the draft Design Standard, as it currently stands, requires significant 
improvement. Without major revisions, we are concerned that its endorsement by the Minister 



 

 

for Planning could lead to long-term, detrimental impacts on the liveability, walkability, and 
sustainability of future communities across South Australia. 

 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

 

Rod Quintrell 
Executive Director 


