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Dean Spasic

From: Bao Vo

Sent: Thursday, 28 May 2026 11:22 AM

To: Dean Spasic

Cc: Rhys Skipper; Erryn Busby

Subject: RE: Referral DA 25039981: 25 South Esplanade Glenelg

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hi Dean, 

 24esp-24-25SouthEsplanade-ArchitecturalDrawings-14May26-14416079.pdf 

  

 24esp-24-25SouthEsplanade-WasteManagementPlan-17Oct25-14416083.pdf 

  

 24esp-24-25SouthEsplanade-Tra0icParkingReport-24Oct25-14416082.pdf 

Please see below for an updated engineering review. 

1. Traffic & Access Operations 

Assessment 

• The proposal continues to estimate 4–10 AM peak hour trips, which is relatively low. 

• Vehicle access is provided via a 5.5 m wide two-way crossover on Pier Street, with all vehicles 

entering and exiting in a forward direction. 

• The storage length available at the top of the basement ramp remains at 3.79 m (minimum), 

compared to the 6.0 m length typically required under AS/NZS 2890.1. 

Key Issues 

• The applicant continues to assert that the 3.79 m storage length is adequate based on 

assumed vehicle wheelbases; however:  

o This is inconsistent with the intent of the Australian Standards with respect to safe 

queue storage. 

o Reliance on the 1:16 transition to achieve an assumed effective storage length 

introduces operational uncertainty, including driver behaviour variability and reduced 

vehicle control on gradients. 

• The current arrangement presents ongoing risks, including:  

o Vehicle overhang onto the Pier Street footpath; and 

o Potential conflict with pedestrians and cyclists, noting Pier Street accommodates 

multiple modes of transport. 
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The proposal does not demonstrate compliance with safe and practical ramp storage 

requirements and does not adequately mitigate pedestrian interface risks. 

2. Internal Car Park Functionality 

Assessment 

• A total of 54 car parking spaces are proposed, exceeding the minimum requirement of 26. 

• The layout includes:  

o Eight tandem/stacked spaces; and 

o Multiple enclosed/grouped garages. 

• While minimum dimensions broadly align with AS2890.1 clearance envelopes, some enclosed 

garages do not meet the 5.4 m width requirement for multi-space garages. 

• Basement access is via ramps with gradients up to 1:8, including transitions. 

Key Issues 

• Tandem Parking 

o Although described as manageable, this arrangement relies on resident coordination 

and is generally not well suited to multi-storey developments. 

o There is a high likelihood that this will result in increased demand for on-street parking. 

• Garage Dimensions 

o Reduced widths for enclosed parking spaces may:  

 Limit usability for larger modern vehicles (e.g. SUVs); and 

 Increase the likelihood of manoeuvring difficulties and vehicle damage. 

• Headroom 

o A clear height of 2.2 m is indicated throughout the basement; however:  

 No confirmation has been provided that accessible parking spaces achieve the 

2.5 m minimum clearance required under AS2890.6. 

While the design meets minimum dimensional requirements in some areas, it remains 

functionally constrained and does not represent best practice for usability and accessibility. 

3. Waste Collection Arrangements 

Assessment 

• The Waste Management Plan provides for:  

o Approximately three collections per week; 

o Use of 1,100 L bins; and 

o Centralised bin storage with internal transfer pathways. 

• Waste collection is proposed via transfer of bins to an on-street loading area within 30 m of 

the bin room. 

• The Traffic Report references reliance on an existing loading zone on Pier Street. 

Key Issues 

• Inconsistency 

o The Traffic Report references an existing loading zone; however:  

 No formalised or approved on-street loading zone has been identified; and 
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 No supporting Traffic Impact Statement has been provided to justify or facilitate 

such an arrangement. 

• Operational Feasibility 

o The proposed system requires:  

 Manual transfer of 1,100 L bins by the building manager across the public 

interface; and 

 Compliance with gradient and access requirements (≤1:10, unobstructed 

paths), which have not been demonstrated for the external route. 

o The practicality and safety of this arrangement remain unclear. 

• Public Realm Impacts 

o On-street collection activities may:  

 Obstruct pedestrian and cyclist movement; 

 Require removal of on-street parking; and 

 Result in temporary bin storage within the public realm. 

The proposed waste collection strategy relies on unverified on-street infrastructure and 

operational assumptions, and introduces potential safety and amenity impacts. 

4. Stormwater Management 

Assessment 

• Architectural drawings indicate provision of an on-site detention (OSD) tank (~20 kL capacity) 

within the basement. 

• However, no Stormwater Management Plan (SMP) has been submitted. 

Key Issues 

• There is no supporting information demonstrating:  

o Hydraulic modelling; 

o Compliance with allowable discharge rates (pre- vs post-development); or 

o Water quality treatment measures. 

• The site is located within a coastal flooding overlay; however:  

o No documentation has been provided confirming basement flood protection measures 

(e.g. bunding, threshold design); or 

o That finished floor levels meet applicable flood resilience requirements. 

Stormwater and flood-related matters cannot be adequately assessed in the absence of a 

formal Stormwater Management Plan. 

Overall Engineering Position 

While the proposal addresses certain compliance parameters at a high level, several key issues 

remain unresolved, including: 

• Access and ramp storage – non-compliant and operationally unsafe 

• Parking layout – technically compliant in part but functionally constrained 

• Waste collection – unresolved inconsistencies and reliance on unconfirmed infrastructure 

• Stormwater – insufficient information provided for assessment 

Key Recommendation/requirement 



1. Traffic / Access 

o Demonstrate compliance with ramp storage requirements (minimum 6.0 m) without 

reliance on transition gradients, or revise the access design. 

2. Parking 

o Reconfigure tandem and enclosed parking arrangements to improve usability. 

o Confirm compliance with AS2890.6, including 2.5 m clearance for accessible parking 

spaces. 

3. Waste 

o Provide either:  

 A confirmed on-street loading zone design (including regulatory controls); or 

 An on-site waste collection solution. 

o Submit a supporting Traffic Impact Statement. 

4. Stormwater 

o Submit a Stormwater Management Plan, including:  

 OSD sizing and calculations; 

 Discharge rate compliance; and 

 Flood protection and mitigation measures. 

Regards, 

Bao 
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Reid, Joanne (DHUD)

From: Dean Spasic <dspasic@holdfast.sa.gov.au>

Sent: Wednesday, 5 August 2026 4:43 PM

To: Reid, Joanne (DHUD)

Subject: RE: 24-25 South Esplanade, Glenelg (ID 26016966)

Hi Jo 

 

The comments we have from Tech Services is as follows: 

 

The stormwater folder appears to be empty, so we are unable to provide any stormwater comments 

at this stage. 

 

In relation to the updated traffic report and Cirqa response, we acknowledge the applicant's position 

and note that they consider the matters raised by Council to have been satisfactorily addressed. 

However, we would like our previous comments and concerns to remain on the record, particularly in 

relation to the proposed traffic/parking and waste collection arrangements, should these matters be 

raised by future residents following occupation of the development. 

 

Accordingly, we have no further comments to provide at this stage, subject to the above concerns 

being noted on the assessment record. 

 

 

 

 

 

DEAN SPASIC
  

 

Development Officer Planning 
 

 

City of Holdfast Bay 
 

 

08  
 

8229
 

 9917 
  

 

dspasic@holdfast.sa.gov.au 

 

 

holdfast.sa.gov.au
  

 

          

 
 

Brighton Civic Centre 

24 Jetty Road, Brighton SA 5048 
  

   

 

From: Reid, Joanne (DHUD) <joanne.reid@sa.gov.au>  

Sent: Wednesday, 5 August 2026 4:24 PM 

To: Dean Spasic <dspasic@holdfast.sa.gov.au> 

Subject: RE: 24-25 South Esplanade, Glenelg (ID 26016966) 

 

 

 Caution: This Email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open 

attachments unless you recognise the sender or know the content is safe.  
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Reid, Joanne (DHUD)

From: Dean Spasic <dspasic@holdfast.sa.gov.au>

Sent: Thursday, 6 August 2026 2:28 PM

To: Reid, Joanne (DHUD)

Subject: RE: 24-25 South Esplanade, Glenelg (ID 26016966)

Hi Jo 

 

Here is Council’s comments for the updated stormwater design: 

 

Key matters include: 

• Confirmation of the legal point of discharge and tie-in levels. 

• Detailed stormwater design information and supporting hydraulic calculations. 

• Demonstration that the post-development 1% AEP flow rate will not exceed 20% of the pre-

development flow rate at the legal point of discharge. 

• Further details on the proposed stormwater detention and treatment systems, including any 

devices subject to future Council approval. 

• Confirmation of downstream Council drainage capacity and any potential impacts resulting 

from the development. 

• Details of the proposed basement stormwater pumping arrangements. 

• Clarification on how groundwater and dewatering will be managed given the site may be below 

the water table. We have experienced issues with similar developments in the past and 

require details of the proposed approach. 

• Identification of where pumped water will be stored prior to discharge to the stormwater 

network. Continuous discharge to the Council system will not be supported, and any 

discharge must be appropriately controlled and limited. 

 

Based on the information currently available, the submitted plans appear to be at a concept level 

only, and further detailed engineering documentation, calculations and modelling would be required 

to enable a more comprehensive assessment. 

 

Council requests that the above concerns remain on the assessment record should SCAP determine 

to approve the application without these matters being fully addressed. 

 

 

 

 

 

DEAN SPASIC
  

 

Development Officer Planning 
 

 

City of Holdfast Bay 
 

 

08  
 

8229
 

 9917 
  

 

dspasic@holdfast.sa.gov.au 

 

 

holdfast.sa.gov.au
  

 

          

 

 

Brighton Civic Centre 

24 Jetty Road, Brighton SA 5048 
  


