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1 INTRODUCTION 
 
This report presents feedback received during engagement with the community from 2 to 

22 April 2025 regarding the Save Our Wildlife Foundation Inc. (SOWFI) Lease Proposal for 22 

Wright Road, Stirling and proposed new Community Land Management Plan for Evelyn 

Halliday Reserve. 

 

This report will be presented to Council and made available to those who participated in the 

consultation on Council’s Engagement Platform. 

 

The consultation comprised an opportunity for the Community to provide feedback via 

hardcopy and online feedback form, email, letter, social media and phone contact. A copy of 

information provided on Council’s Engagement Platform and feedback form is available in 

Appendix A. 

 

There was a total of 202 Participants providing feedback on the SOWFI lease proposal and 

proposed new Community Land Management Plan for Evelyn Halliday Reserve. 81 

Respondents provided their feedback by online feedback form, 3 Participants responded via 

email and 29 provided a response via Facebook. A petition was also received which 

represented an additional 89 verified participants. 

 

All online feedback responses are provided in Appendix B. 

 

All email responses are provided in Appendix C. 

 

Advertisements, email blasts, promotional newsletters and social media posts and feedback, 

are provided in Appendix D. 
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2 SUMMARY OF ENGAGEMENT 
 

2.1 BACKGROUND 

 

The purpose of the engagement was to determine whether the community supported 

the SOWFI lease proposal and the proposed new Community Land management Plan for 

Evelyn Halliday Reserve in Stirling. Council also wanted to seek any further feedback or 

comments regarding the proposal. 

 

The engagement process provided information regarding the current Community Land 

Management Plan for Evelyn Halliday Reserve as well as the new proposed plan. It also 

provided background information on the history of the site, Council’s consideration of 

the proposal and legislative requirements as well as information on SOWFI as an 

organisation and clarification regarding the support they were seeking from Council. 

 

Feedback received will assist Council to make a decision on the updates proposed to the 

Community Land Management Plan for Evelyn Halliday Reserve in Stirling and the licence 

and lease required to support SOWFI. 

 

2.2 COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT STRATEGY 

 

A community engagement strategy was developed and consultation was undertaken with 

the Community over 21 days from Wednesday 2 to Tuesday 22 April 2025.  

 

Consultation was undertaken in accordance with Section 198 and 202 of the Local 

Government Act 1999 and Council’s Public Consultation Policy. 

 

2.3 ENGAGEMENT APPROACH 

 

The Council’s engagement approach aimed to provide information and seek community 

feedback regarding people’s level of support for the lease proposal and new community 

land management plan. Questions were asked to determine the level of support along with 

any additional feedback or comments. Feedback could be provided via an online or 

hardcopy feedback form, email, mail social media or phone. 

 

A feedback form was developed and provided online and in hardcopy format. It contained 6 

questions, including both closed and open style questions. Questions were designed to seek 
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basic location and contact details of Participants, levels of support and opportunity to share 

any feedback or comments regarding the proposal.  

 

Anyone could participate in the consultation with feedback forms and information made 

available online and in hard copy at our customer service centres and libraries. 

 

A copy of information provided, and the feedback form is included in Appendix A. 

 

2.4 DISTRIBUTION AND PROMOTION  

 

The opportunity to provide feedback was promoted through a number of channels 

including: 

• Courier Advertisement on 2 April 2025 

• Advertisement in Council Column in the Courier 2 April 2025 

• Hills Voice: your Adelaide Hills e-Newsletter to Hills Voice Subscribers (7 April 

2025)(4114) 

• Adelaide Hills Council Website and Community Engagement Hub Page 

• Letters to adjoining and nearby neighbours (59) 

• Email newsletter to EHQ registrants living in the suburbs of Crafers and Stirling (306) 

• Email to relevant community and stakeholder groups 

• Email to Mayor and Elected Members to share 

• Social media (1 x Facebook Post) 

• Posters, hardcopy information and feedback forms available at customer service 

centres and libraries at Gumeracha, Stirling, Woodside and Norton Summit 

• 2 x Corflute signs (on site and at top of Wright Road) 

 

Email and social media promotion statistics are presented below: 

 

Media Number of posts / 

emails / Newsletter 

Reach Engagement 

(reaction, comment, 

share or opening link) 

Facebook 1 - 131 

Hills Voice E-News 1 2007 109 

EHQ 1 306 233 

 

All email blasts, advertisements and posts are provided in full in Appendix C. 
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3 PARTICIPANTS 
 

This section provides details about participation during the engagement period and also 

demographic information about Respondents who completed a feedback form and signed a 

petition. 

 

Engaged Participants are considered to be those who were not only aware of and informed 

about the consultation process but who also chose to provide their feedback. The number 

of aware and informed people who chose not to provide feedback is presented within the 

table below: 

 

Table 1 Aware, informed and engaged community 

 Email Social Media EHQ Platform 

Aware  

Sighted information that the consultation was open  
 

2007 
 
- 

 
274 

Informed 

Accessed information via visiting multiple sites or 

downloading information 

 
109 

 
131 

 
118 

Engaged 

Provided feedback 
Unknown 81 

 

3.1 PARTICIPATION RATE 
 

The following table displays the level of engaged participation.   

 

Table 2 Level of Participation 

Activity Number Participating 

Online submissions  81 

Written response –email, letter   3 

Social media (informal submissions) 29 

Petition 

*See Section 6 for detail on unverified and duplicate 

participants 

89 (100 names listed) 

TOTAL CONSULTATION PARTICIPATION 202 

 

3.2 PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS  
 

Demographic data was collected from Survey Respondents and provided by petition 

Participants on the Suburb/township in which they lived. 
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Survey Respondents Suburb 

 

Respondents were asked if they could provide the suburb/township in which they resided. 

This was a mandatory question with 81 responses. Almost a third (32%, n=26) of the 

Respondents came from suburbs outside the Adelaide Hills Council area. 24.7% (n=20) of 

Respondents came from Crafers / Crafers West and 12.4% (n=10) came from neighbouring 

Stirling. The remaining 30.8% (n=25) of Respondents came from suburbs within the Adelaide 

Hills Council area with all suburbs and percentages listed in Table 3 below. 

 

Petition Participants Suburbs 

 

Verified petition Participants predominantly resided in Crafers and Crafers West with 62.9% 

(n=56) signing the petition. 11.2% (n=10) of petition signatories came from neighbouring 

suburbs of Stirling, Uraidla and Summertown, with 16.9% (n=15) coming from AHC Suburbs 

further away. The remaining 9% (n=8) of petition signatories came from outside of the 

Adelaide Hills Council area.  

 

Table 3 Survey and Petition Participant Suburbs 

Suburb / Township 

No. of Participants 

(Survey) 

No. of Verified 

Participants 

(Petition) 

Percent of both Survey 

and Petition 

Participants Combined 

Suburbs not in AHC Area 26 8 20% 

Crafers / Crafers West 20 56 44.7% 

Stirling 10 8 10.6% 

Aldgate 6 4 5.9% 

Summertown  3 1 2.3% 

Woodside 3 0 1.8% 

Bridgewater 2 7 5.3% 

Mylor 2 0 1.1% 

Balhannah 1 0 0.6% 

Bradbury 1 0 0.6% 

Carey Gully 1 0 0.6% 

Forest Range 1 0 0.6% 

Gumeracha 1 0 0.6% 

Kenton Valley  1 0 0.6% 

Norton Summit  1 0 0.6% 

Scott Creek 1 0 0.6% 

Verdun 1 0 0.6% 

Uraidla  1 0.6% 

Upper Sturt  
4 2.3% 
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TOTAL 81 89 99.9% 

 

Suburbs not in the Adelaide Hills Council area included Hawthorndene, Malvern, Hahndorf, 

Newton, Seaford, Mount Barker, Nairne, Woodchester, Aberfoyle Park, Clarendon Craigburn 

Farm, Flagstaff Hill Harrogate, Hartley, Highbury, Littlehampton, Mannum, Murray Bridge, 

Normanville, Para Vista, Paralowie, Queenstown, The Range and Yankalilla. 

 

4 ONLINE FEEDBACK 
 

81 online responses were received as part of this consultation. Analysis of questions from 

the online feedback forms are provided below.  

 

4.1 SUPPORT LEVELS FOR THE SOWFI LEASE PROPOSAL 

 

Respondents were asked if they supported the SOWFI Lease Proposal for 22 Wright Road, 

Stirling. This was a mandatory question with 81 Respondents. As presented below  

83.9%(n=68) of Respondents said ‘yes’ they supported the proposal, 13.6% (n=11) said ‘no’ 

they did not support the proposal and 2.5% (n=2) were unsure.  

 

Chart 1 Respondents level of support for the SOWFI Lease Proposal 

 

 
 
4.2 SUPPORT LEVELS FOR THE PROPOSED NEW COMMUNITY LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR 

EVELYN HALLIDAY RESERVE 
 

Respondents were asked if they supported the proposed new community land management 

plan for Evelyn Halliday Reserve in Stirling. This was a mandatory question with 81 
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Respondents. As presented below 80.25 %(n=65) of Respondents said ‘yes’ they supported 

the proposal, 12.35% (n=10) said ‘no’ they did not support the proposal and 7.4% (n=6) 

were unsure.  

 

Chart 2  Respondents level of support for the proposed new community land management 

plan for Evelyn Halliday Reserve in Stirling 

  
 

4.3 RESPONDENTS FEEDBACK AND COMMENTS  
 

Respondents were asked if they had any feedback or comments. 61 Respondents provided 

feedback and comments related to their level of support, including what they supported, 

what they wanted more information on and what they were concerned about or did not 

support and why. Tables below list themed comments and number of respondents. 

 

Presented in Table 4 is the feedback and comments from those supportive of the proposed 

lease and proposed Community Land Management Plan. Table 5 represents those who were 

not supportive, and the themed feedback received.  

 

Some Respondents provided feedback on more than one theme. 

 

Table 4 Feedback and Comments from those supportive of the proposed lease 

Themes  No. of Respondents 

Supportive of the lease proposal (the project) 34 

Supportive of wildlife and rescue services 23 

Supportive of SOWFI as an organisation 7 

Value Council supporting this type of project and organisations like SOWFI 4 

Conservation zone not to be reduced and to be maintained and not 
increase fire hazard 

2 
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This type of project is an opportunity for more people to get involved 1 

Table 5 Feedback and Comments from those NOT supportive of the proposed lease 

Themes  No. of Respondents 

Concerns regarding increased traffic and parking and potential 
increased risk of accidents, especially due to no footpaths along Wright 
Road and increased use of walkers on road due to dog park 

7 

Proposal not in line with the intention with which Evelyn Halliday 
bequeathed the land 

5 

Require more information on long-term plans to make decision 3 

Concerns regarding future expansion 2 

Should be kept as Community use 1 

Concerns regarding Security/safety of wildlife on site as not manned 
24/7, public access 

1 

SOWFI ability to provide appropriately trained volunteers who can 
meet daily care needs 

1 

SOWFI needs to bare ALL costs not AHC ratepayers 1 

Concerns regarding destruction of Evelyn's garden which is enjoyed by 
community and wildlife 

1 

Concerns trees in area are overgrown and unsafe 1 

Not compatible with children and dog park 1 

Community land and all community groups should be given the 
opportunity to submit a proposal 

1 

Proposal stops community use of area already being used and for no 
benefit to the community as it is a peppercorn lease 

1 

Noise concerns 1 

Timing of consultation closing day after Easter 1 

 

All comments are provided verbatim in Appendix B.  
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5 EMAIL AND WRITTEN FEEDBACK 
 

There were three Respondents who provided a response by email or letter.  

 

Feedback received and issues raised via emails / letters included: 

• Email 1: Another group requesting use of the small shed on the Evelyn Halliday 

property as previously requested before the SOWFI proposal was received by 

Council.  

• Email 2: Several queries/concerns raised regarding the proposal including: 

o Concerns regarding SOWFI’s financial position. 

o AHC conflict of interest already supporting SOWFI. 

o Timeframe of consultation over easter and school holidays. 

o SOWFI’s Annual Report and Strategic Objectives do not consider neighbours 

adjacent to proposed development sites. 

o Proposal not intent of Halliday Reserve ‘to benefit the people of the 

community’. 

o Concerns regarding the car park, traffic on Wright Road, safety, noise and 

dust. 

o List of AHC failures regarding the site of 22 Wright Road in past years. 

o List of reasons as to why the proposal is not compatible in this location. 

o List of other options for AHC to consider. 

o Statement of not supporting the proposal and the distress it causes. 

• Email 3: Experienced wildlife carer of possums supportive of SOWFI but with 

significant concerns regarding the proposal as it needs to be well thought through 

and the community need to be well informed. Concerns include: 

o All wildlife organisations across SA and in fact all of Australia are struggling to 
recruit and maintain enough volunteers to support wildlife rescue ongoing 
therefore the following is of initial concern as to how this could be supported 
effectively 

▪ Increased ‘burn out’ of carers.  It is well known that some carers are 
known to have over 30 animals in care at any one time.  This is far too 
many even if someone doesn’t work, the care of the animal is 
compromised & increased risk of animals becoming sick due to poor 
husbandry etc due to volume of animals.  

▪ Increased attrition of carers due to high pressure or expectation to 
take on more.  As with any volunteer organisation, there is always 
some bullying type behaviours that occurs within ALL wildlife 
organisations and this is not managed well in some instances. 

▪ Whilst some carers are permitted for multiple species of wildlife 
which is fine, but when they have too many the actual quality of care 
provided to the animal is compromised. 
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▪ How many volunteers does SOWFI propose will be required, who will 
maintain the rosters to ensure the possums are provided daily with 
fresh browse, aviaries are cleaned and maintained etc. 

o Security of the site – whilst they propose to install security cameras, the site 
is proposed to be used by all community people, so how will management / 
observation of the possums be monitored overnight to ensure that members 
of public do not attempt to tamper with the aviaries or have animals stress or 
torment the possums. 

o Will there be additional fencing around the aviaries, thereby creating a 
barrier from public being able to directly access the aviaries too closely. 

o Will these aviaries only be available to SOWFI as a wildlife organisation to 
utilise. 

o Who will manage the site or have ownership? What contingency is in place if 
say for example SOWFI as a wildlife organisation ceased to exist? 

o The estimated ongoing annual costs to support a ‘finishing school’, that 
SOWFI have listed could be well underestimated and there would be heavy 
reliance on ‘donations’ to support.  No wildlife organisation is supported in 
SA by any government funding, unlike some other states in Australia.  

o When it states in the proposal cost of insurance to only be $300 a year, what 
sort of insurance is that and what is it covering considering the aviaries are 
proposed to be on a location that can be utilised by the public? 

o Will DEW actively monitor or be involved with this site in any capacity? I’d 
really like to see that DEW are more actively involved across SA in the overall 
monitoring of carers, albeit I understand that they are not resourced for this, 
but government needs to look into this in future. 
 

All emails and letters are provided in full in Appendix C. 
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6 PETITION 
 

The below petition had 100 signatures however one person had signed it twice, one person’s 

address could not be verified, and 9 Participants had already submitted an online feedback 

form with similar feedback. Therefore, there were 89 verified Participants as signatories to 

this petition. 

 

As presented in section 3.2 of this report, verified petition Participants predominantly 

resided in Crafers and Crafers West with 62.9% (n=56) signing the petition. 11.2% (n=10) of 

petition signatories came from neighbouring suburbs of Stirling, Uraidla and Summertown, 

with 16.9% (n=15) coming from AHC Suburbs further away. The remaining 9% (n=8) of 

petition signatories came from outside of the Adelaide Hills Council area.  

 

The key points and concerns raised in the petition included: 

 

• Do not support the proposed SOWFI Lease on the site. 

• Do not support the new Community Land Management Plan for 22 Wright Road, 

Stirling. 

• Support the Evelyn Halliday Reserve continuing as a recreational reserve for the 

general benefit of all in the community as set out in the current Trust and as 

intended by Evelyn Halliday. 

• Concerns regarding parking, increased vehicles and safety. 

• Incompatibility of dogs and wildlife. 

• Opportunity for other investments including improving walking trails and adding 

fitness equipment to the area. 

 

The full petition wording is provided on the next few pages. 
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7 SOCIAL MEDIA 
 

Social media is utilised as an avenue to raise awareness of engagement opportunities. 

Comments received via social media are not considered as formal feedback responses 

however than can provide supporting information about our community’s interest in a project 

and level of support for and against a proposal.  

 

A total of 29 people provided their feedback or queried the proposed SOWFI lease proposal 

on Facebook. Of the 29 people, 22 were supportive of the proposal but this was 

predominantly in relation to supporting wildlife in general. One person was not supportive. 

 

Comments via Facebook are provided in Appendix D.  
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8 CONCLUSION 
 

A total of 202 people participated in the consultation. Participation was through online 

feedback forms, emails/letters, petition and social media. 

 

55.3% of the online and petition participants lived close to the Evelyn Halliday Reserve in 

the suburbs of Crafers, Crafers West and Stirling and this would be the group most directly 

impacted by the proposal. 24.7% of participants lived in suburbs across the AHC region and 

the remaining 20% did not reside in any AHC suburb or township. 

 

When reviewing support levels from participants across all feedback mediums in this 

consultation, it can be seen as presented below in Table 6, that 60% (n=103) of Participants 

do not support the SOWFI proposal. 39% (n=68) of Participants support the SOWFI proposal 

and 1% (n=2) is not sure. 

 

Table 6  Levels of Support from ALL Participants  

 Support Do Not Support Not Sure 

Online Survey 68 11 2 

Petition 0 89 0 

Email 0 3 0 

TOTAL 68 103 2 

 

Due to the likelihood that those living closest to the location would be the most impacted it 

is worth considering the level of support from those individuals who live in Crafers, Crafers 

West and Stirling. As seen below, 81.6% (n=98) of Participants in this consultation who live 

in close proximity to the Evelyn Halliday Reserve do not support the proposal, with a very 

similar percentage not supporting the new Community Land Management Plan. 

 

Table 7  Levels of Support from Participants in Crafers, Crafers West and Stirling 

 Support Do Not Support Not Sure 

Online Survey 20 8 2 

Petition 0 89 0 

Email 0 1 0 

TOTAL 20 98 2 

 

Participants who were supportive of the proposal and new CLMP for Evelyn Halliday Reserve 

provided feedback with generally supportive comments including in particular: 

• Support for the project, wildlife and rescue services and SOWFI as an organisation. 

• See value in Council supporting wildlife rehabilitation. 
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Participants who were not supportive of the SOWFI proposal and the new CLMP for Evelyn 

Halliday Reserve provided feedback with particular emphasis on: 

• Concerns regarding increased traffic and parking and potential increased risk of 

accidents, especially due to no footpaths along road and increased use of walkers to 

dog park. 

• Proposal not in line with the intention with which Evelyn Halliday bequeathed the 

land and preference to support the Evelyn Halliday Reserve continuing as a 

recreational reserve for the general benefit of all in the community as set out in the 

current Trust and as intended by Evelyn Halliday. 

• Incompatibility of dogs and wildlife. 

• Concerns regarding the welfare of animals and volunteers in running and managing 

the site in a secure, safe and effective manner. 

• Noise concerns. 

• Should be able to consider other uses and proposals for site more in line with Evelyn 

Halliday’s intention for the site. 

 

This report will be shared with the wider community and anyone who participated in the 

consultation via Councils Engagement Platform.   
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APPENDIX A – INFORMATION PROVIDED AND FEEDBACK FORM 
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APPENDIX B – ONLINE SURVEY FORM VERBATIM COMMENTS 

 Q6 If you have any feedback or comments, please provide them here:  

Sounds like a very worthwhile project 

Given the terrible problems are precious wildlife is experiencing, they need all the help they can 

get!! 

SOWFI is the most professional, responsible, and accountable of the general wildlife rescues in the 

greater Adelaide area (ie most ethical). Their upkeep of the native foraging patch at Laratinga 

Reserve is testament to their dedication to maintenance of public areas. (I have no affiliation with 

SOWFI, but I have a previous affiliation with a large rescue group who viewed them as 

"competitors"). The dog park at Halliday Reserve was a fantastic initiative in its day, though it has 

flagged somewhat since the Balhannah park was developed. I believe that SOWFI are ideal 

candidates as custodians of this beautiful gift from Evelyn. 

This was for community use and was knocked back years ago when house was still liveable for a 

short term refuge for single mothers  and now you want wild life there most of what should be put 

down not kept to continue doing damage when released council should never have let the house 

go into disrepair and much better things could have been done with it I am disappointed in the 

council for even thinking about and next this lot will want money from you  

What a great way to help our wildlife which carers are overrun and not enough aviaries to get the 

possums released back into the wild.  

It is fantastic to see the Adelaide Hills Council supporting the amazing work that SOWFI do in our 

community for our injured wildlife.  Given the State Government own and are responsible for 

management of our native animals, disappointingly they don't support wildlife carers with the work 

they do on the ground, other than regulating permits for carers, rescuers and other wildlife 

organisations.  Well done Adelaide Hills Council. 

This is an excellent idea and wonderful proposal by council to help provide a very important part of 

wildlife rescue and rehab.  

This would be a wonderful opportunity to get more people involved with our native wildlife while 

also helping existing members to rehabilitate more animals. 
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This a brilliant idea, as a known bottleneck in wildlife rehabilitation is aviary space. SOWFI is a 

volunteer organisation and relies 100% on its volunteers. This space will allow more animals to be 

rescued and rehabilitated. 

Firstly, I will say that I personally know the vast majority of those who have so far responded in 

favour of this wildlife rehabilitation area, and, unlike myself, they have never actually worked or 

volunteered in a similar centre and therefore are in ignorance of the huge number of issues and 

pitfalls of the unmanned centre that SOWFI has planned, There is a great deal of naivety in their 

responses. 

1. I have serious concerns regarding the security of the wildlife being kept at this facility. My 

understanding is that volunteers will be on site for only approximately 2 hours per day, at most. Will 

the site be fully, securely fenced to protect the animals from malicious intruders? Will there be an 

electronic security system and how long will it take for volunteers or a security firm to attend if the 

alarm is triggered? 

2. I also have serious concerns regarding SOWFI's volunteer manpower to attend this property 

daily to feed, clean, weigh and health check the animals held here. SOWFI volunteers are almost 

exclusively middle aged and elderly home carers who don't like to (or can't travel). Almost all of the 

wildlife rescue and care organisations in SA struggle to find and keep volunteers. These animals 

MUST be attended to and fed daily. I can see volunteers being turned over quickly and shifts left 

unmanned (which has occurred in other areas and projects of SOWFI currently and in the past). 

This is a serious animal welfare issue. The only other two "wildlife rehabilitation facilities" in 

Adelaide in recent history that I'm aware of have been manned 24/7 by Directors who actually live 

on the property.  

3. SOWFI uses outdated methods of possum rescue and care. It has been proven that at least 50% 

(or more) of ringtail possums and a smaller percentage of brushtail possums that are "rescued" can 

in fact be reunited with their mothers by experienced "possum reunite" volunteers. There is another 

major wildlife rescue organisation in Adelaide (and others interstate) which is having huge success 

with this, meaning they have few possums in care to aviary stage. Best practice for possums and 

their carers is to help get them back in the trees with their mums, not being bundled up with 

unrelated possums, put in a box and placed in an unmanned and unsecure "finishing school", then 

released into foreign territory. I believe SOWFI should first encourage and train their rescuers and 

carers to reunite possums to their family in their home territory, rather than inexpertly relocating 

random groups of possums. If this was the case, there would not be enough possums in care to 

require a "possum finishing school". As for koalas in care, this horrifies me as there are only a very 

small handful of  volunteers within SOWFI who have the training or experience to care for this very 

specialist species, and of these, at least half of them live too far from Stirling to attend daily. I'm 

actually hugely surprised that DEW have even authorised this. 

4. I have spoken to carers who have stated that they won't surrender their possums to this site 
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where they are not monitored 24/7. Carers spend hours and hours caring for tiny joeys, feeding 

them by syringe all hours of the day and night, bonding with them, willing them to survive and 

thrive. They won't send them to these unmanned aviaries where they don't know if their animals are 

going to be cleaned and fed to their own high standards, 

I am thrilled that the Adelaide Hills Council is supporting this vital initiative by providing a suitable 

site for a wildlife ‘finishing school.’ I hope this program becomes a permanent fixture and that more 

projects like this are established throughout our community. Our wildlife is invaluable and must be 

protected. More land should be designated as protected spaces to ensure our animals, birds, 

insects, and plants have the food, shelter, and habitat they need to thrive. 

Conservation of ecosystems and care about wildlife should be a priority for human kind 

unfortunately isn’t. That’s why we need more initiatives as Save Our Wildlife Foundation. The 

remarkable work on conservation and care of wildlife it’s essential for Adelaide and for South 

Australia.  

Wonderful initiative  

Great idea 

Important initiative  

Wonderful idea -great initiative as long as it is only for community/ not for profit organisations. 

Great use of community land and reflects community values in the Adelaide Hills  

This proposal will be essential to assist native wildlife to have a dedicated habitat to enable any 

native wildlife to thrive prior to being released back into their natural habitat, and assist the 

dedicated volunteers of SOWFI who will be involved with establishing the WFS to care and monitor, 

and assess and prepare native wildlife prior to release. This facility could also benefit native wildlife 

from other native rescue wildlife organisations in SA as an option for those animals to use the 

Wildlife Finishing School through consultation with SOWFI. 

Wonderful proposal. Our wildlife so need this type of support and care  in recovering so they can 

return to their natural environment. 

As a registered and practising veterinarian *************, I believe this is a great idea (our wildlife is 

precious) and can offer volunteer veterinary care/advice if required. 

This would be a great project to assist with the growing displacement of our wildlife due to housing 

developments.  
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Now more than ever, our native wildlife needs care and rehabilitation due to 'urban spread', 

bushfires, traffic fatalities, lack of appropriate living spaces and members of the public deliberately 

poisoning. SOWFI members have great pride in their organisation and the care they provide for our 

animals and environment. 

Brilliant use of the area for a worthy cause. 

I am a wildlife possum carer and I  know how important it is to have aviaries available to house 

rescue animals through to release. I have 1 medium cage and 1 aviary so there can often be a 

backlog of possums waiting to get into an aviary. It is so important so get them to release age and 

back into the wild as soon as possible.  

Having these aviaries available to carers will make a big difference. It's where they learn their 

climbing, browsing and confidence before release. 

This would be fantastic for the wildlife and the carers . I am a carer myself and this wouod be 

fantastic  

Having previously volunteered at a Wildlife Rehabilitation hospital I am aware of how valuable this 

facility will be to enable the care of injured wildlife and their release back into their native 

environment. 

I recently donated to SOWFI because I became aware of the dedication and expertise of their 

volunteers. What they are doing is very important and I fully support the proposals if they will make 

their work easier and help them achieve their goals. 

This is a wonderful and practical idea to help our native wildlife get back to the wild. Carers across 

this community work very hard to rear and rehabilitate native animals, and SOWFI volunteers raise 

many, many possums, and these aviaries will be a huge help to ease the bottleneck during the 

breeding season and throughout the year.  

The use of the dwelling and shed to provide storage will be very useful in summer and winter, and 

the established water mains will help with watering, cooling, and cleaning.  

This will be a great collaboration between the Council and SOWFI wildlife carers, and will show the 

community how much the Council values wildlife and carers.  

This is a win for all parties, but especially for the animals who will benefit from a dedicated place of 

rehabilitation in the beautiful Adelaide hills. 

Support 100% with no reservations  

Fantastic news. Should be more places like this for saving and rehabilitating the dwindling wildlife 

throughout the hills and down to the South Coast  
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1. Is the AHC spending any money for this proposal, and will the AHC be responsible for the 

upkeep and maintenance of the non exclusive occupation of the premises now and in the future for 

the next 5 years. 

The number of cars parking and entering/exiting per day should be limited to provide continued 

amenity for surrounding residents. Extra parking, if required, could be utilised in the dog park car 

park with visitors walking to the property from there. 

I have questions. Will there still be access to walk around the outside of the dog park fence? Will 

walkers still be able to access/walk in the green Conservation area?  

I welcome the continued use of this piece of land as intended and its inclusion  of the wildlife 

foundation at the site to support sick and injured animals  

I think it's a lovely idea and am delighted the Council are considering supporting it. If a noisy dog 

park can be tolerated by the residents of Wright Rd, I can't see how this could be a problem for 

them. 

What a fabulous idea and achievement. Good luck with everything, I believe this is very much 

needed in the hills. 

Support is contingent on the conservation zone not reducing in size. 

Great idea 

I feel this would be a great opportunity to help support our wildlife get back to their homes  

Without it many animals could be lost forever  

I would hope that the conservation area that is proposed would be cared for and not become a fire 

hazard for the area/neighbours. 

Yes! There are not enough wildlife rescue/rehabilitation facilities in South Australia. This is 

necessary!  

I think it is a great use of the house and land 

What a fantastic opportunity to use this community land to help prepare wildlife for their release 

back into their natural habitat.  

A great idea to utilise a council asset that otherwise is sitting vacant and not contributing to the 

community.  We wish them all the best 
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Being a wildlife carer, I see the use & establishment of a finishing school vital to the ongoing care of 

sick/injured wildlife either from natural reasons or bushfire. I also see the use of the house as a 

possible education centre necessary for the ongoing recruitment of volunteers through public 

engagement and education. 

I support the idea of wildlife rehabilitation. I am also in favour of the former dwelling at 22 Wright Rd 

being used to prevent it falling into disrepair or otherwise attractive for vandalism or property 

damage.  

I am mindful of the noise impact of the aviaries on nearby residents.  

Great proposal  

I believe this use of the land to be to the general benefit of the community as per the Trust, and a 

fitting use of the site given the similar ethos of a recreation reserve and wildlife rescue organisation. 

 

As an added bonus I expect having volunteers attend the site daily would reduce vandalism of the 

adjacent house, and achieve at least some utility for it, given it is currently not utilised which seems 

undesirable. 

I would only support this proposal if SOWFI bares all associated costs with or majorly contributes to 

all changes to the site to accommodate the proposed activities (kitchen, bathroom etc). SOWFI 

cover ALL changes to or majorly contributes to operational costs incurred by the AHC Council (eg. 

increased Water and power use, security implications) and does NOT burden the AHC rate payer. 

SOWFI commit to meeting all legislative requirements and costs (fire, vermin control, polluted water 

runoff etc) for the proposed activities. Commit to cover all associated costs with or majorly 

contributes to any costs incurred when returning the site to its original state (agreed with AHC 

Council) upon ceasing activities.  Update the "EVELYN HALLIDAY RESERVE COMMUNITY LAND 

MANAGEMENT PLAN" Section 11 table to reflect the site rather than reference "Playing surfaces 

and equipment" and include the recommendations above. 

This proposal is not in line with the intention with which Evelyn Halliday bequeathed the land to the 

council for. Nor is the location suitable for increased traffic and parking.  

Further to this, the installation of an Avery that is 9x4m would require significant demolition of 

Evelyn’s garden, which is enjoyed by wildlife and the community.  

I have strong concerns about risks with traffic at the end of wright road and potential for accidents. 

My children play in the reserve. We do not need more cars in this area. There is a blind hill where 

cars could collide. This proposal is not in line with what Evelyn Halliday would have wanted. This is 

not for the local community. The local residents do not want this. 
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Absolutely Not!  

 

I live on Wright Road and there are all sorts of council issues to be dealt with first. Roads are 

unsafe, Trees are overgrown unstable and unsafe. I along with a lot of other members in Crafers 

and the broader community do not want this and as Ms Evelyn Halliday left this as a Trust on the 

site that states that the whole of the land (including the much larger recreation reserve) should be 

held in Trust for use as “a Recreation Reserve for the general benefit of the Community forever.  

 

The community says NO! 

This proposal is not in line with community use and what was originally intended by Evelyn 

Halliday.  

I walk regularly in this reserve and think it sounds like a great use of the empty residence. 

Wright Road is a No through Rd ,which has no footpath and increased traffic because of the dog 

park ,no upgrades to the road have been made since the dog park was established, and the 

increase in traffic is significant, we have resided on Wright Road for 45 years and have noticed the 

increased foot traffic with people walking the to the dog park ,having no footpath is an issue with 

dogs off lead and children walking to and from the dog park .I don't think  we need anymore traffic 

unless the road and footpath issue are addressed  

Please ensure birds are not caged for long periods. 

As a wildlife rescuer and carer for possums I believe this is a great step forward to assist in our 

care and release. 

The details of what is proposed are very sketchy.  Based on what is published we have concerns 

about possible noise from recovering birds and other animals and the impact of their presence on 

dogs using the surrounding paths. We are also concerned  about the increase in traffic accessing 

the car park on the crest of a hill at a very narrow part of Wright Road.  

Our view is that more detail needs to be published, including more information about the long term 

proposals, before any decision could be taken. 

this is community land and all community groups should be given the opportunity to submit a 

proposal followed by assessment all proposals on their merits rather than essentially gifting the 

exclusive use of part of the land and the cottage to one organisation.  
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This proposal is clearly not what the land left in trust by Evelyn Halliday was intended for. It was left 

to the community for recreational purposes. In your proposal you acknowledge this fact. 

The area that is proposed to be leased out to the Wildlife Foundation is a valuable part of the 

reserve as it is the only level area in the reserve. A number of people in the community that I have 

spoken to, use it regularly. By leasing it out this would deny the community access to the land that 

they have a right to use according to the deed of the Trust. It will be fenced with cameras which is 

not conducive for public use. The Wildlife Foundation cannot be classified as recreational use in 

any terms. A peppercorn lease also offers no return benefit for the community. 

The proposal refers to the potential for the facility to expand and refers to the scope for more 

vehicles to access the area. This is exactly what the community does not want - "give an Inch and a 

yard or more is taken" The proposal also sets a precedent that will allow the council to  possibly 

allow further expansion in the future, and the community will have little or no control over the land 

that they have a right to use. Therefore the entire proposal should be halted. It is not within the 

intention of the trust left by Evelyn Halliday. 

Further, The entrance to that part of the reserve is on a very dangerous Blind Rise in the road. It is 

an extremely dangerous section of Wright Road. Council has previously been notified about the 

dangers of this section of Wright Road. It is effectively a single lane and has no center markings. 

Any increase in traffic would increase the danger. It is absolutely not suitable to increase traffic in 

this area. 

This is a quiet residential area on a Cul de Sac road. There is mention of an educational centre 

opening in the future with busses of school children and other visitors. Being residential an increase 

in traffic and noise would not be welcomed. This area is not zoned for educational purposes. 

residents in this area bought here because of the peace and quiet and low traffic volumes. 

I and many others empathically do not support the proposal or changes to the Community 

Management Plan. 

I would also like it noted that it was underhand of Council to close Consultation the day after 

Easter. This is a time when families go away enjoy being together and not stressing about Council 

changing things that are dear to them. 

lack of information. Would like to know a lot  more detail about future growth of the proposal 

Wright road is busy enough now with dog park and local traffic 

This proposal would be better located in a National park eg. Belair or Cleland 
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APPENDIX C – EMAILS AND WRITTEN FEEDBACK  

Email Feedback 1 
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Email Feedback 2 
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Email Feedback 3 
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APPENDIX D - ADVERTISEMENTS, E-BLASTS AND SOCIAL MEDIA POSTS 

2 April 2025 –Courier Column and Advertisement 

 

7 April 2025 – Hills Voice E-newsletter sent to 4114 subscribers (109 clicks from below) 
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2 April 2025 – EHQ Newsletter “Consultation Opens Today – Save Our Wildlife Foundation Inc. Lease 

Proposal – 22 Wright Road, Stirling.” sent to 306 EHQ Registrants  
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Social Media Posts (Facebook) 
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