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Submission — Engineering Requirements for Land Division

Walking SA welcomes another opportunity to comment on the final draft engineering design
standard for land division.

ABOUT WALKING SA

As the state’s leading walking advocacy organisation, Walking SA is committed to ensuring
that walking as a primary mode of transport — being a cornerstone of healthy, sustainable
and accessible communities — remains a central consideration of transport and land use
planning in South Australia.

Our vision is for a world-class, walkable South Australia. Where our cities and places are
designed to include safe and supportive walking environments to encourage more people to
walk more often. This vision is supported by the four pillars of Walking SA’s Strateqgic Plan:
walkability, walk experiences, socially responsive and sustainable growth.

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

WalkingSA, together with the Australian Institute of Landscape Architects, support the intent
of the Draft Engineering Requirements for Land Division to promote good design and deliver
clearer, more consistent standards. However, in their current form, the documents do not
adequately align with key State policy frameworks or fully support genuine delivery of
walkable, healthy and liveable places.

We recommend:

e A stronger line of sight with the intent and outcomes of the Greater Adelaide Regional
Plan and the Planning and Design Code, ensuring the new standard is a practical tool to
implement liveability, open space and universal access aspirations.

e Embedding established best-practice strategies for walkable communities, in particular
DIT’s Active Travel Design Guide and the Heart Foundation's Healthy by Design Guide.

e Road designs that deliver low speed (30km/h - 40km/hr) residential environments as
envisaged in the Planning and Design Code for Master Planned Neighbourhoods.

e Clearer alignment to greening outcomes of the Urban Greening Strategy for Adelaide,
including the broad 30% tree canopy target, and DIT's Green Infrastructure Commitment
target of 50% mature tree canopy cover to all active transport paths.

OUR RESPONSE

We understand that the new design standard is being introduced to “promote good design”
and “deliver more transparent and consistent standards, construction specifications and
infrastructure costs for land division” within Master Planned Zones.

Supported by:

Government of South Australia

Office for Recreation, Sport and Racing
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While we support the intent to improve consistency and transparency, our submission
emphasises the need for the standards to prioritise best-practice public realm design
outcomes, and avoid adopting bare minimum standards, to achieve universal accessibility
and the liveability aspirations of the Greater Adelaide Regional Plan (GARP).

The introduction of these standards presents a significant opportunity to improve the
walkability of new neighbourhoods by embedding contemporary, evidence-based guidelines
into the planning system. In particular, the Department for Infrastructure and Transport (DIT)
produced South Australia’s Active Travel Design Guide and the Heart Foundation’s Healthy
Active by Design resources. We remain concerned that the draft standard and technical
manual are not aligned with the State Government’s own guidelines, strategic directions, and
Planning and Design Code provisions.

Suggested amendments to text are shown in red below.
Draft Engineering Design Standard
DR 1.2 — Road Accessibility

The description of footpath widths should reflect South Australia’s Active Travel Design
Guide (ATDG) and read as follows:

a) 3 metres for shared paths and footpaths where adjacent bus stop areas and in front
of commercial buildings / activity centres / community facilities (e.g. schools, sport

garounds)

b) 1.5 — 1.8 metres for all other footpaths.

In practice, shared use paths are now up to 5 metres to provide for growth as new
neighbourhoods mature and walking and cycling uptake increases over time.

DR 1.7 — Road type widths

Residential Roads: Footpaths should be provided on both sides of residential roads with a
1-1.2 metre footpath buffer width (see Table 7 of the ATDG), only reduced to 0.6 metres wide
in isolated constraint locations. The minimum road reserve widths and standard drawings
should also reflect this requirement.

If footpaths are only to be provided on one side of residential streets, pedestrians are forced
to cross the street multiple times. To maintain universal access and appealing walking
environments:

e regular crossings should be provided at least every 80-100 metres as per ATDG;

e footpaths should be a minimum of 1.8m which comfortably allows the passage of two
wheelchairs.

e continuous footpaths should be contemplated for crossings along primary pedestrian
routes to schools and activity centres

DR 6.1 — Street Tree Plantin

Street trees and green understoreys support active transport uptake by providing shade and
reducing urban heat island effects.

The size and minimum canopy width of selected trees should be specified to contribute to
the achievement of the 30% minimum tree canopy target of the GARP. This could be
achieved by incorporating the Tree Size table of the Urban Tree Canopy Overlay (DTS/DPF
1.1 Table 1) into the standard, ensuring consistency with the Planning and Design Code.

The standard should also reflect DIT’s Green Infrastructure Commitment (June 2025) of 50%
canopy target over all footpaths and bikeways.
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Technical Manual

5 Road Corridor Design

Requirements to deliver safe and supportive walking environments must be embedded at
the earliest stages of designing road and movement networks for land division.

This requires road corridors to be designed not only according to ‘road types’ (based on
anticipated maximum traffic volumes), but also in response to adjacent land uses and the
presence of key destinations. In practice, this means that areas surrounding schools, activity
centres and community facilities must incorporate enhanced design measures—such as
wider footpaths, safe and frequent crossing opportunities, and traffic calming—regardless of
traffic volumes.

These principles are consistent with the contemporary place-based street design approach
reflected in the Movement and Place framework set out in the ATDG. This approach
emphasises the need to balance movement functions with the role of streets as places that
support social activity and local access.

Most Master Planned Zones (Neighbourhood, Renewal and Township) are expected to be
predominantly served by local road networks. As such, their design must prioritise local

accessibility, permeability and connectivity, with a particular emphasis on enabling walking
and other forms of active travel as a primary mode of movement within these communities.

5.1: Introduction

e Amend second sentence, first paragraph to read: “The different requirements for road
corridors are based on the type of the road and adjacent land uses.”

e Suggest add the following paragraph to ensure consideration of active transport
movements are considered upfront in designing road corridors: Road corridor design
should also prioritise safe, direct and convenient movement for walking and cycling
integrated with the surrounding street network and land uses.

e The ATDG should be referenced in the list of relevant standards and guidelines.
5.2: Road Hierarchies

e Add as (c) Road hierarchies are complemented by Movement and Place typologies to
provide a framework for reflecting adjacent land uses and destinations in road corridor
design of neighbourhoods. South Australia’s Active Travel Design Guide defines the
movement and place typologies and design considerations to support walking, cycling
and shared streets.

5.3: Road Types, Table 5-1
o Residential Road should require footpath on both sides

e Residential Road minimum verge width to reflect footpath width of 1.5-1.8 metres and
include a footpath buffer width of 1-1.2 metres in accordance with ATDG and the Design
Standard.

5.6: Road Verges

e (a)(iii) shared use paths should be considered where there is no provision for cycle

paths within the carriageway and should be designed in accordance with the
footpaths section in this Chapter.
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5.7: Footpaths and Shared Use Paths

e Reword these requirements as follows: “Footpaths and shared paths should be designed
in accordance with South Australia’s Active Travel Design Guidelines - Sections 7 and
8.4, DIT and the national Guide to Road Design — Part 6A: Paths for Walking and
Cycling, Austroads and designed to comply with the following minimum requirements:

(i) footpaths adjacent to a bus stop and in front of commercial buildings, and activity
centres and community facilities (e.g. schools, sport grounds), should have a
minimum width of 3.0 metres.

(ii) all other footpaths should have a minimum width of 1.5 — 1.8 metres.”

Recommend including the following additional points to provide equivalent guidance
regarding shared use paths:

(iii) shared paths adjacent to a bus stop and in front of commercial buildings, activity

centres and community facilities (e.q. schools. sports grounds) should have a
minimum width of 4.5 metres.

(iv) all other shared paths should have a minimum width of 2.5 - 3 metres with a
minimum of 2 metres at isolated locations only”.

6 Road Designs
6.2.1: Design speeds

Design speeds for Level 1 Collector Roads should not exceed the legislated 50km/hr default
design speed limit in urban areas in South Australia.

Design speeds for Residential Roads should reflect the ATDG, which calls for the
introduction of area-wide speed limit reductions to 30 km/h or 40 km/h with traffic calming
features.

This approach to design speeds would align the standards with the Planning and Design
Code provisions for Land Division PO 3.10 Local streets are designed to create low-speed
environments that are safe for cyclists and pedestrians and Land Division in Master Planned
(Neighbourhood, Renewal, Township) Zones PO12.1 and PO3.1 Street patterns and
pedestrian and cycle connections designed to reduce travel distances to open space, public
transport, activity centres and community facilities and assist to create low speed
environments in local streets.
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These speed recommendations are informed by evidence on the risk of fatality for
pedestrians struck by a vehicle. Vehicle speeds also significantly impact parent’s willingness
for their child to walk or ride to school (Active School Travel).

Walking SA supports the Australasian College of Road Safety position that “Specifying 60
km/h and 70 km/h design speeds for residential streets is profoundly concerning and
inconsistent with the latest best practice based on the Safe System approach.(6, 10, 11) The
adoption of these grossly inappropriate design speeds would effectively guarantee the
potential for significant harm in areas where the Engineering Requirements would apply.

Lower speeds for residential streets have been steadily and consistently adopted by councils
across Greater Adelaide over the last decade, as illustrated overpage. The proposal to build
residential streets for 60km/h speeds is contrary to this direction being adopted by road
authorities as part of implementing the Safe System approach to create more liveable,
healthy and active environments and safe streets for all road users.

We also note that designing roads for 60 km/h increases intersection geometry and sightline
requirements, often resulting in the unnecessary loss of on-street parking. This is an
important consideration in medium-density precincts within master planned neighbourhood
zones.

ENFIELD

3%

MARDEN, ROYSTON PARK, JOSLIN, ST PETERS, COLLEGE PARK & HACKNEY - SUBJECT OF THIS REPORT
EXISTING 40KMH SPEED LIMITED AREAS

PLANNED 40KM/MH SPEED LIMITED AREAS (CONSULTED AND SUPPORTED)

FUTURE 40KMH CONSULTATION PLANNED

Figure 2: Map of 40km/h speed limited areas, Adelaide, 2024

Note, since 2024 other councils — including Onkaparinga, Charles Sturt, Prospect, Mitcham,
Port Adelaide Enfield, and Burnside — have reduced speed limits in selected suburbs.

Page 5 of 7


https://www.healthyactivebydesign.com.au/resources/publications_and_policies

6.2.4: Active transport design

e Minimum block lengths / intersection density of 100 intersections per km?and pedestrian
crossing frequencies should be established to ensure permeable active transport access
and practical walkability. Research shows that neighbourhoods exceeding 100
intersections per km? are associated with an 80% chance of engaging in any walking for
transport.

e Suggest maximum distance between pedestrian crossings:

'A recommended guideline for crossing frequency in urban settings suggests intervals of
approximately every 80 to 100 metres, with particular emphasis on avoiding gaps
between crossings exceeding 200 metres. Therefore, it is essential to place crossing
points strategically along major desire lines, such as entry points to important
destinations like schools or parks, and to coordinate them with bus stops or transport
hubs.' (ATDG)

6.9: Intersection Design

e Guidelines should include the ATDG as it includes guidance on intersection treatments
for active travel.

10 Street Trees

e We request that the Design Standards (and associated Technical Manual) align with
DIT’s 2024 Green Infrastructure Commitment to improve liveability by: Providing
adequate shade and amenity for pedestrians, cyclists and public transport customers,
targeting = 50% canopy cover over footpaths and bikeways, and shade in public
transport nodes.

e 10.4 (a) Street tree layout and design should: [suggested new dot point] locate trees at
bus stop waiting areas to provide shade over the warmer months.

e 10.5(b) define 'adequate shade' (align with 30% tree canopy targets).

e Street tree and landscaping requirements should also align with GARP and Code
provisions requiring contribution to local biodiversity and habitat and creating connected
green corridors, including appropriate ground level biodiversity.

Practice Direction 12 — Conditions

The following condition should include reference to Chapter 6 (Road Design) of the
Technical Manual: “All roads and road infrastructure, inclusive of access points and
pedestrian crossings must be designed and constructed in accordance with: Chapter 5 —
Road Corridor Design and Chapter 6 — Road Design of the Technical Manual; or to the
satisfaction of the council.”

Draft PDI (General) (Land Division Design Standard) Amendment Regulations

Walking SA supports the introduction of Regulations 84A and 84B. The requirement for local
council to be involved in, and approve, the design of open space and road reserve
landscaping in land divisions will enable consideration of connectivity for on and off-road
walking and cycling networks to occur early in the planning stages for new neighbourhoods.

CONCLUSION AND FURTHER ENGAGMENT

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute to the development of the Design Standard. We
appreciate the ongoing work in refining the document and look forward to future updates.
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We remain concerned that the draft standard and technical manual are not aligned with
State Government policy, the strategic directions of GARP, or the Planning and Design
Code, particularly in supporting healthy, sustainable, and accessible communities.

Given the importance of these standards in setting a precedent for new growth areas in
Adelaide and townships, we would welcome the opportunity to continue the conversation on
the recommendations outlined above.

In particular, we would appreciate the opportunity to meet—potentially through a workshop
or roundtable discussion—to explore these matters in more detail and support the
development of standards that effectively deliver walkable communities in South Australia.

To arrange a time to meet to discuss further, please contact Tanya Bacic, Chair WalkingSA

Transport at office@walkingsa.org.au .

Yours sincerely

4

Rod Quintrell
Executive Director
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