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3 March 2022

To all Members of the Council

NOTICE OF MEETING

| wish to advise that pursuant to Sections 83 and 87 of the Local Government Act 1999, the next Ordinary Meeting
of the Norwood Payneham & St Peters Council, will be held in the Council Chambers, Norwood Town Hall,
175 The Parade, Norwood, on:

Monday 7 March 2022, commencing at 7.00pm.

Please advise Tina Zullo on 8366 4545 or email tzullo@npsp.sa.gov.au, if you are unable to attend this meeting
or will be late.

Yours faithfully

Mario Barone
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters

Agenda for the Meeting of Council to be held on 7 March 2022

Item 8.1

VENUE Council Chambers, Norwood Town Hall
HOUR
PRESENT
Council Members
Staff
APOLOGIES
ABSENT
1. KAURNA ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
2. OPENING PRAYER
3. CONFIRMATION OF THE MINUTES OF THE COUNCIL MEETING HELD ON 7 FEBRUARY 2022
4, MAYOR’S COMMUNICATION
5. DELEGATES COMMUNICATION
6. QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
7. QUESTIONS WITH NOTICE

Nil
8. DEPUTATIONS

Nil
9. PETITIONS

Nil

10. WRITTEN NOTICES OF MOTION
Nil

11. STAFF REPORTS

Page 1



City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Agenda for the Meeting of Council to be held on 7 March 2022

Section 1 — Strategy & Policy

Reports
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
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Strategy & Policy — Item 11.1

11.1  IMPLEMENTATION OF 40KM/H SPEED LIMIT IN NORWOOD & KENT TOWN

REPORT AUTHOR;: Manager, Traffic & Integrated Transport
GENERAL MANAGER: General Manager, Urban Planning & Environment
CONTACT NUMBER: 8366 4542

FILE REFERENCE: gA60176

ATTACHMENTS: A-B

PURPOSE OF REPORT
The purpose of this report is to:

e present to the Council the outcomes of the community consultation regarding the proposal to introduce a
40km/h speed limit in residential streets of Norwood & Kent Town (40km/h speed limit in Norwood &
Kent Town); and

e to seek the Council's endorsement to implement the 40km/h speed limit in Norwood & Kent Town, as
recommended by the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee at its meeting held on 18 August,
2021.

BACKGROUND

There have been a number of steps culminating in the proposal to introduce 40km/h speed limit in Norwood
and Kent Town, as summarised below:

e 6 April, 2020: The Council resolved to request the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee (“the
Committee’) to investigate the introduction of a City-wide 40km/h area speed limit;

e 18 August 2020: The Committee recommended to the Council that the investigations identified sufficient
justification to consider the staged implementation of 40km/h speed limit in residential streets across the
City, with an initial focus on Norwood and Kent Town;

e 16 February 2021: The Committee recommended to the Council to undertake community consultation on
the proposal to understand the community’s attitude toward the reduced speed limit prior to endorsing its
implementation;

e 6 April 2021: The Council endorsed that community consultation proceed for the proposal to introduce a
40km/h area speed limit on residential streets in Norwood and Kent Town; and

e 10 August 2021: The Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee recommended to the Council that
based on the outcomes of the community consultation, there is justification to implement a 40km/h
speed limit in the suburbs of Norwood and Kent Town, subject to approval by the Department for
Infrastructure & Transport. A copy of this report is contained in Attachment A.

On 10 November, 2021, the Department for Infrastructure & Transport provided ‘in-principle’ support to
implement a 40km/h speed limit in Norwood & Kent Town on the roads depicted in Attachment B, subject to
Council approval.

RELEVANT STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS & POLICIES

Reducing traffic speed in residential streets has the potential to support and facilitate the Outcomes and
Objectives of the Council’s Strategic Management Plan, City Plan 2030, as listed below.

Outcome 1: Social Equity

A connected, accessible and pedestrian-friendly community.

Objective 1: Convenient and accessible services, information and facilities.
Objective 2: A people-friendly, integrated, sustainable and active transport network.
Objective 3. An engaged and participating community.

Objective 4. A strong, healthy, resilient and inclusive community.
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Agenda for the Meeting of Council to be held on 7 March 2022
Strategy & Policy — Item 11.1

Outcome 2: Cultural Vitality

A culturally rich and diverse city, with a strong identity, history and sense of place.
Objective 4. Pleasant, well designed, and sustainable urban environments
Objective 5. Dynamic community life in public spaces and precincts.

FINANCIAL AND BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

The Council has allocated $25,000 in its 2021-2022 Budget to implement the 40km/h Speed Limit in
Norwood and Kent Town. This fee was an estimate based on the funding required to implement 40km/h
speed limit in Stepney, Maylands and Evandale in 2017.

As the project has developed, the cost to implement has been further refined. It is estimated that the cost to
outsource the preparation of the design plans, manufacture the signs and install the signs, will be in the
order of $50,000.

A funding submission has been submitted to the Council as part of the 2022-2023 Budget for an additional
$25,000 to cover these additional costs.

EXTERNAL ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS
Not Applicable.
SOCIAL ISSUES

If the Council determines to proceed with the implementation of a 40km/h area speed limit in Norwood and
Kent Town, it would be appropriate to include an education and awareness campaign so that citizens are
given advance notification of the speed limit change.

CULTURAL ISSUES
Not Applicable.
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Reducing the speed to 40km/h in residential streets improves safety for pedestrians and cyclists which can
encourage more people to choose environmentally sustainable transport options for short trips.

RESOURCE ISSUES

If the Council determines to proceed with the implementation of a 40km/h speed limit in Norwood and Kent
Town, there will be considerable staff resources required to manage the implementation. This will include
engaging a Consultant to prepare plans depicting the details and location of signs, arranging for manufacture
and installation, and ensuring that the community is made aware of the change.

RISK MANAGEMENT

If the Council determines to proceed with the implementation of a 40km/h speed limit in Norwood and Kent
Town, risk management would be minimal because all works would be undertaken in accordance with the
requirements of the Department for Infrastructure & Transport and relevant Australian Standards and
Guidelines.

COVID-19 IMPLICATIONS

At this stage, it is unlikely that the finalisation of this project will be affected by Covid-19.
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CONSULTATION

e  Staff
General Manager, Urban Planning & Environment
Manager, City Services
Acting Manager, Urban Services

e Community
A Have Your Say! campaign was undertaken from 17 May 2021 to 21 June 2021.

6,878 postcards were delivered directly to residents, home-owners and traders in Norwood and Kent
Town, letters were sent to key stakeholders and the wider community were informed by various means
including print and digital media.

e Other Agencies
- Department for Infrastructure and Transport (DIT)
- City of Burnside
- City of Adelaide
- SAPOL

DISCUSSION

The area that is proposed for a 40km/h speed limit is bound by Magill Road, Portrush Road, Kensington
Road, Dequetteville Terrace and North Terrace. The affected streets are the residential streets of Norwood
and Kent Town, excluding The Parade West and Osmond Terrace. The roads under the care, control and
maintenance of the State Government (The Parade, Fullarton Road, Rundle Street and Flinders Street) are
also excluded. The subject area and affected streets are illustrated on the map contained in Attachment B.

The investigations which have been undertaken throughout 2020 and 2021 that resulted in the Council’s
endorsement at its meeting held on 6 April 2021 to undertake community consultation on the 40km/h speed
limit in Norwood and Kent Town, are summarised below:

e 40km/h in residential streets aligns with the ‘National Road Safety Strategy 2011-2020’, which is the
overarching document that provides the national framework for road safety and is committed to by all
State and Territory Governments.

e Research shows that the implementation of 40km/h signs in residential streets results in widespread
minor speed reduction, indicating that it is a successful and low-cost intervention that changes motorist
behaviour and improves safety.

e There have been 160 crashes involving vulnerable road users (cyclists and pedestrians) within the
Council’s local road network over the past five (5) years and a reduced speed limit to 40km/h represents
an opportunity to significantly reduce the number of crashes and injuries over time.

e  The Department for Infrastructure & Transport supports 40km/h speed-limited areas to help create a
speed environment appropriate to residential streets and in precincts where existing speeds are not
overly high.

e Evaluation of the implementation of 40km/h in Stepney, Maylands and Evandale identified that there has
been a mean speed reduction of between 1.4 km/h and 3.7km/h.

e A staged approach instead of a City-wide approach was adopted to allow for progressive monitoring and
evaluation to ensure that the desired outcomes are being achieved and to ensure the roll-out could be
undertaken in a sustainable manner within existing resources.
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The suburbs of Norwood and Kent Town were selected as the first stage of this initiative because:

¢ Norwood and Kent Town are adjacent to the Stepney, Maylands and Evandale triangle which was speed
limited to 40 km/h in 2019 as part of the Stepney, Maylands and Evandale Local Area Traffic
Management Study undertaken in 2017. It is appropriate that the staged approach is undertaken in
adjacent suburbs to provide consistency for motorists, rather than a series of speed limit changes, and

¢ the land-use and street layout of Norwood and Kent Town results in moderate traffic speeds that meet
the requirements for 40km/h set out by the Department for Infrastructure & Transport (DIT), without the
need for additional traffic calming measures.

The Parade West and Osmond Terrace are excluded from the 40km/h speed limit in Norwood and Kent Town
because:

e The Parade West acts as a sub-arterial road, linking roads under the care and control of DIT which have
varying speeds (Rundle Street - 50km/h, Flinders Street - 60km/h, Fullarton Road -60km/h, and The
Parade - future proposed 50km/h). Roads with a sub-arterial function are rarely reduced to 40km/h
unless major infrastructure changes to reduce speed are concurrently applied. Given that the funds are
not available to undertake this at present, it is prudent to retain 50km/h along The Parade West for the
foreseeable future.

e Osmond Terrace is a major north-south link between Nelson Street, Stepney (a road under the care and
control of DIT with a speed of 60km/h) and Prescott Terrace (a road maintained by the City of Burnside
with a speed of 50km/h). Liaison with the Department and the City of Burnside, identified that there are
no plans to reduce the speed limits of these roads. Therefore, for motorist consistency and acceptance
of reduced speed limits, it is considered appropriate to maintain the existing speed of 50km/h along
Osmond Terrace for the foreseeable future.

The Parade Master Plan, which has been endorsed by the Council, proposed the implementation of the
following speed limits along The Parade:

e 50 km/h (from 60km/h) from Fullarton Road to Osmond Terrace; and
e 40 km/h (from 50km/h) from Osmond Terrace to Portrush Road.

Final approval from the Department for Infrastructure & Transport to change these speed limits on The Parade
has not yet been provided. Therefore, The Parade has been excluded from the community consultation for a
40km/h speed limit proposal for Norwood and Kent Town.

Consultation Strategy
The Have Your Say! campaign commenced on Monday 17 May 2021 and closed on Monday 21 June 2021.

6,878 postcards were delivered to residents, property owners and traders in Norwood and Kent Town
including:

e 5,020 postcards letterbox dropped into every dwelling and business in Norwood and Kent Town; and
e 1,858 postcards delivered via Australia Post to property owners who do not reside in Norwood or Kent
Town.

The community was informed that consultation was open by a range of advertising including core flute road
signs, posters at Council buildings, an advertisement in The Advertiser, a media release, a banner on
Council’s website and social media posts. In addition, emails were sent to inform key stakeholders including,
the Norwood Residents Association, the Kent Town Residents Association and the Prince Alfred College.
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The invitation included a QR Code and link to additional information and a survey on the Council’s website.
The survey could be completed on-line or hard-copy, and included a space for comments and the following
guestions:

1. Do you support a 40km/h speed limit in the residential streets of Norwood and Kent Town, excluding
State Government Roads (Fullarton Road, Flinders Street, Rundle Street & The Parade), and Council
Roads (The Parade West & Osmond Terrace).

2. Do you live and/or work in Norwood and/or Kent Town?

3. Do you visit or commute through Norwood and/or Kent Town?

Consultation Outcomes

The Council received a total of 803 responses to the survey. These have been collated into a table (names
and addresses removed), and are contained in Attachment C of the Traffic Management & Road Safety
Committee Report, which is contained in Attachment A of this report.

Of the 803 respondents, 642 live and/or work in Norwood and/or Kent Town, representing 9.3% of the total
number of postcards delivered. The remaining 161 respondents visited or commuted through Norwood and/or
Kent Town or they may own a home in Norwood or Kent Town but live elsewhere.

Of the 803 responses:

e 486 (60.5%) respondents support the proposal by ticking the ‘yes’ box;

e 309 (38.5%) respondents do not support the proposal by ticking the ‘no’ box; and
8 (1%) respondents were unsure.

Of the 486 respondents who support the proposal:

e 369 lived or worked in Norwood and/or Kent Town;

e 114 visited or commuted through Norwood and/or Kent Town; and
e 3did not answer this question.

Of the 309 respondents who do not support the proposal:

e 265 lived or worked in Norwood and/or Kent Town; and
e 44 visited or commuted through Norwood and/or Kent Town.

All 8 of the ‘unsure’ respondents lived and/or worked in Norwood and Kent Town.
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The most common comments from citizens who support the proposal are:

too many cars are speeding in the residential streets;

it will improve safety for my family;

It will be nicer to ride my bike;

It will be better for pedestrians of all ages;

It will discourage people from cutting through residential streets;
It is a sensible approach to road safety; and

Norwood would be a nicer place to shop and visit.

The most common comments from citizens who do not support the proposal are:

e  multiple speed limits are confusing;

it is not necessary, 50km/h is fine;

there is no justification for 40km/h;

people will continue to speed anyway;
40km/h is too slow

Itis a stupid / ridiculous idea / “nanny state”;
There is no benefit; and

Will increase travel time / inconvenient to commuters

Consultation summary

It is considered that a 60.5% majority indicates that there is sufficient community support to justify the
implementation of the proposed 40km/h speed limit in Norwood and Kent Town.

Legislative requirements of the Department for Infrastructure & Transport (DIT)
The Council does not have the authority to install 40km/h speed limit signs without approval from the
Department for Infrastructure & Transport (DIT). The legislative requirements that must be met prior to seeking

such approval are listed in TABLE 1, along with the current progress of each item.

TABLE 1. DIT REQUIREMENTS FOR APPROVAL

Item DIT Requirement Current Progress
A clear 40km/h area speed limit boundary is
1 defined (generally bound by arterial roads, rivers or Completed
rail lines)
2 Resolution from Council Purpose of this report
3 Lettt_ar of support from Local State Member of Completed
Parliament
4 Consultation with neighbouring Councils Completed
5 Consultation with DIT Completed
6 Consultation with SAPOL Completed
Speed data collection and analysis as detailed to
7 identify if traffic management devices are required  Completed
as part of implementation.
. . . . Completed
8 P_roposed traffic calming devices on streets with (Assessment undertaken and additional
higher speeds ; : . .
traffic calming devices are not required).
9 A list of all streets less than 250m in length Completed
10 A site plan showing proposed signs To be undertaken if endorsed by Council
DRAFT submitted to DIT and support
11 A Traffic Impact Statement provided in-principle. Final to be submitted,

with site plans, if endorsed by Council.
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On the basis that the Council endorses the implementation of 40km/h in Norwood & Kent Town, the remaining
legislative requirements will be undertaken:

e updating the DRAFT Traffic Impact Statement to include:

- confirmation that the proposal has been endorsed by the Council; and
- site plans showing proposed sign locations and alterations to existing signs;

e write to the Department for Infrastructure and Transport seeking approval from the Minister to install the
40km/h signs (as required under section 21 of the Road Traffic Act 1961);

Subsequent to receiving approval from DIT, the following will be undertaken:

e  40km/h area-wide speed limit signs will be installed; and
¢ liaison with SAPOL to ensure that appropriate enforcement will be undertaken post-implementation.

OPTIONS
Option 1

Do nothing. The Council can decide that despite respondents being in-support of the 40km/h speed limit in
Norwood & Kent Town and the support from the Department for Infrastructure & Transport, that the existing
default speed limit of 50km/h should remain.

This approach is not recommended on the basis that the investigations into a reduced speed limit has identified
that 40km/h is a best-practice, sensible, low-cost approach to improving road safety on residential streets and
it is also supported by the majority of the consultation respondents who live, work, visit and commute in
Norwood and Kent Town.

Option 2

The Council can decide that given the consultation outcomes for a 40km/h speed limit in Norwood and Kent
Town provides sufficient justification to proceed with its implementation as depicted in Attachment B.

This approach is recommended because the introduction of a 40km/h speed limit in the residential streets of
Norwood and Kent Town is a practical and cost-effective solution to traffic calming, is supported by all levels
of Government Australia-wide and the consultation outcomes indicated community support.

CONCLUSION

There has been significant research, investigations and community consultation undertaken to arrive at this
point, all of which supports the implementation of a 40km/h speed limit in the residential streets of Norwood &
Kent Town.

It is considered that given the consultation outcomes in respect to the number of respondents in favour of
introducing a 40km/h speed limit in Norwood and Kent Town, there is sufficient justification to implement a
40km/h speed limit in Norwood and Kent Town as contained in Attachment B. If the proposal is endorsed,
Council staff will proceed to complete the final tasks required to install the 40km/h signs and hence, finalise
the implementation of the 40km/h speed limit in the residential streets of Norwood and Kent Town.

COMMENTS

Nil.
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RECOMMENDATION

1.

That the outcomes of the community consultation, as outlined in this report and the report presented to
and considered by the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee at its meeting held on 10 August,
2021, regarding the proposal to implement a 40km/h speed limit in the residential streets in the suburbs
of Norwood & Kent Town (as depicted in Attachment B), be received and noted.

That the Council approves the introduction of a 40km/h speed limit in the residential streets in the suburbs
of Norwood and Kent Town, on the roads as depicted in Attachment B of this report, and authorises the
Chief Executive Officer to:

e complete any tasks required to meet legislative and Department of Infrastructure & Transport (DIT)
requirements to enable the 40km/h speed limit signs to be installed, namely:

- engage Consultants to prepare a sign schedule and plans showing proposed sign locations and
alterations to existing signs;

- update the DRAFT Traffic Impact Statement to a FINAL version to submit to DIT. This will
include the sign schedule and plans, the support letter from the local MP and notification that
the Council has endorsed the proposal; and

- write to the Department for Infrastructure and Transport seeking approval from the Minister to
install the 40km/h signs as required under section 21 of the Road Traffic Act 1961;

o liaise with SAPOL following the installation of signage to ensure that appropriate enforcement of
the 40km/h speed limit is undertaken; and

e undertake a promotional awareness campaign regarding the introduction of a 40km/h speed limit in
the residential streets in the suburbs of Norwood and Kent Town.
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Attachments - Item 11.1
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Implementation of 40km/h Speed Limit
in Norwood & Kent Town
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Minutes of the Meeting of the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee held on 10 August 2021
Item 3.1

3.1 40KM/H SPEED LIMIT IN NORWOOD & KENT TOWN - COMMUNITY CONSULTATION

REPORT AUTHOR: Manager, Traffic & Integrated Transport
GENERAL MANAGER: General Manager, Urban Planning & Environment
CONTACT NUMBER: 8366 4542

FILE REFERENCE: gA60176

ATTACHMENTS: A-C

PURPOSE OF REPORT
The purpose of this report is to:

o present the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee (“the Committee”) with the outcomes of the
community consultation regarding the proposal to introduce a 40km/h speed limit in residential streets
of Norwood and Kent Town (“the 40km/h speed limit in Norwood and Kent Town”); and

e to provide the Committee with recommendations regarding the next steps towards implementation of
the 40km/h speed limit in Norwood and Kent Town.

BACKGROUND

At the Council meeting held on 6 April 2021, the Council endorsed that community consultation proceed for
the proposal to introduce a 40km/h area speed limit on residential streets in Norwood and Kent Town.

There were a number of steps culminating in the proposal to introduce 40km/h speed limit in Norwood and
Kent Town as summarised in the dot points below:

e 6 April, 2020: The Council resolved to request the Committee to investigate the introduction of a City-
wide 40km/h area speed limit.

e 18 August 2020: The Committee recommended to the Council that the investigations identified
sufficient justification to consider the staged implementation of 40km/h speed limit in residential streets
across the City, with an initial focus on Norwood and Kent Town.

e 16 February 2021: The Committee recommended to the Council to undertake community consultation
on the proposal to understand the community’s attitude toward the reduced speed limit prior to
endorsing its implementation.

RELEVANT STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS & POLICIES

Reducing traffic speed in residential streets has the potential to support and facilitate the Outcomes and
Objectives of the Council’s Strategic Management Plan, City Plan 2030, as listed below.

Outcome 1: Social Equity
A connected, accessible and pedestrian-friendly community.

Objective 1: Convenient and accessible services, information and facilities.
Objective 2: A people-friendly, integrated, sustainable and active transport network.
Objective 3. An engaged and participating community.

Objective 4. A strong, healthy, resilient and inclusive community.

Outcome 2: Cultural Vitality
A culturally rich and diverse city, with a strong identity, history and sense of place.

Objective 4. Pleasant, well designed, and sustainable urban environments
Objective 5. Dynamic community life in public spaces and precincts.
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Minutes of the Meeting of the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee held on 10 August 2021
Item 3.1

FINANCIAL AND BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

The consultation campaign for the proposed 40km/h speed limit in Norwood & Kent Town was managed by
Council staff. The cost for materials (printing, delivery and advertising) was $8,574 and was funded from
the recurrent Traffic & Integrated Transport budget.

If the Council determines to proceed with implementation of a 40km/h speed limit in Norwood and Kent
Town, there would be costs associated with the planning and mapping of sign locations, sign manufacture,
sign installation and community education.

The Council has allocated $25,000 in its 2021-2022 Budget to implement the 40km/h Speed Limit in
Norwood and Kent Town. This fee was an estimate based on the funding required to implement 40km/h
speed limit in Stepney, Maylands and Evandale in 2017.

EXTERNAL ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS

Not Applicable.

SOCIAL ISSUES
If the Council determines to proceed with the implementation of a 40km/h area speed limit in Norwood and

Kent Town, it would be appropriate to include an education and awareness campaign so that citizens are
given advance notification of the speed limit change.

CULTURAL ISSUES

Not Applicable.

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Reducing the speed to 40km/h in residential streets improves safety for pedestrians and cyclists which can
encourage more people to choose environmentally sustainable transport options for short trips.
RESOURCE ISSUES

If the Council determines to proceed with the implementation of a 40km/h speed limit in Norwood and Kent
Town, there will be considerable staff resources required to manage the implementation. This will include
seeking final approval from the Department for Infrastructure & Transport, planning the location of signs,
arranging for manufacture and installation, and ensuring that the community is made aware of the change.
RISK MANAGEMENT

If the Council determines to proceed with the implementation of a 40km/h speed limit in Norwood and Kent
Town, all works will be undertaken in accordance with the requirements of the Department for
Infrastructure & Transport and relevant Australian Standards and Guidelines.

COVID-19 IMPLICATIONS

Not Applicable.
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Minutes of the Meeting of the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee held on 10 August 2021
Item 3.1

CONSULTATION

o  Staff
General Manager, Urban Planning & Environment
Manager, City Services
Acting Manager, Urban Services

e  Community
A Have Your Say! campaign was undertaken from 17 May 2021 to 21 June 2021.

6,878 postcards were delivered directly to residents, home-owners and traders in Norwood and Kent
Town, letters were sent to key stakeholders and the wider community were informed by various
means including print and digital media.

Details of the Have Your Say! campaign are provided in this report and a sample of the consultation
materials are contained in Attachment A.

e Other Agencies
- Department for Infrastructure and Transport (DIT)
- City of Burnside
- City of Adelaide
- SAPOL.

DISCUSSION

The area that is proposed for a 40km/h speed limit is bound by Magill Road, Portrush Road, Kensington
Road and Dequetteville Terrace. The affected streets are the residential streets of Norwood and Kent
Town, excluding The Parade West and Osmond Terrace. The roads under the care, control and
maintenance of the State Government (The Parade, Fullarton Road, Rundle Street and Flinders Street) are
also excluded. The subject area and affected streets are illustrated on the map contained in

Attachment B.

The investigations undertaken throughout 2020 and 2021 that resulted in the Council’s endorsement at the
meeting held on 6 April 2021 to undertake community consultation on the 40km/h speed limit in Norwood
and Kent Town, are summarised below:

e  40km/h in residential streets aligns with the ‘National Road Safety Strategy 2011-2020’, which is the
overarching document that provides the national framework for road safety and is committed to by all
State and Territory Governments.

e Research shows that the implementation of 40km/h signs in residential streets results in widespread
minor speed reduction, indicating that it is a successful and low-cost intervention that changes
motorist behaviour and improves safety.

e There have been 160 crashes involving vulnerable road users (cyclists and pedestrians) within the
Council’s local road network over the past five (5) years and a reduced speed limit to 40km/h
represents an opportunity to significantly reduce the number of crashes and injuries over time.

e  The Department for Infrastructure & Transport supports 40km/h speed-limited areas to help create a
speed environment appropriate to residential streets and in precincts where existing speeds are not
overly high.

e  Evaluation of the implementation of 40km/h in Stepney, Maylands and Evandale identified that there
has been a mean speed reduction of between 1.4 km/h and 3.7km/h.

e A staged approach instead of a City-wide approach was adopted not just as a practical budgeting
approach but also to allow for progressive monitoring and evaluation to ensure that the desired
outcomes are being achieved.
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Norwood and Kent Town was selected at the first stage because:

e Norwood and Kent Town are adjacent to the Stepney, Maylands and Evandale triangle which was
speed limited to 40 km/h in 2019 as part of the Stepney, Maylands and Evandale Local Area Traffic
Management Study undertaken in 2017. It is appropriate that the staged approach is undertaken in
adjacent suburbs to provide consistency for motorists, rather than a series of speed limit changes, and

e the street layout and dwelling density of Norwood and Kent Town is conducive to meeting the
requirements for 40km/h set out by the Department for Infrastructure & Transport (DIT).

The Parade West and Osmond Terrace are excluded from the 40km/h speed limit in Norwood and Kent
Town because:

e The Parade West acts as a sub-arterial road, linking roads under the care and control of DIT which
have varying speeds (Rundle Street - 50km/h, Flinders Street - 60km/h, Fullarton Road -60km/h, and
The Parade - future proposed 50km/h). Roads with a sub-arterial function are rarely reduced to
40km/h unless major infrastructure changes to reduce speed are concurrently applied. Given that the
funds are not available to undertake this at present, it is prudent to retain 50km/h along The Parade
West for the foreseeable future.

e Osmond Terrace is a major north-south link between Nelson Street, Stepney (a road under the care
and control of DIT with a speed of 60km/h) and Prescott Terrace (a road maintained by the City of
Burnside with a speed of 50km/h). Liaison with the Department and the City of Burnside, identified that
there are no plans to reduce the speed limits of these roads. Therefore, for motorist consistency and
acceptance of reduced speed limits, it is considered appropriate to maintain the existing speed of
50km/h along Osmond Terrace for the foreseeable future.

The Parade Master Plan, which has been endorsed by the Council, proposed the implementation of the
following speed limits along The Parade:

e 50 km/h (from 60km/h) from Fullarton Road to Osmond Terrace; and
e 40 km/h (from 50km/h) from Osmond Terrace to Portrush Road.

Final approval from the Department for Infrastructure & Transport to change these speed limits on The
Parade has not yet been provided. Therefore The Parade has been excluded from the community
consultation for a 40km/h speed limit in Norwood and Kent Town.

Consultation Strategy

The Have Your Say! campaign commenced on Monday 17 May 2021 and closed on Monday 21 June
2021.

6,878 postcards were delivered to residents, property owners and traders in Norwood and Kent Town
including:

e 5,020 postcards letterbox dropped into every dwelling and business in Norwood and Kent Town; and

e 1,858 postcards delivered via Australia Post to property owners who do not reside in Norwood or Kent
Town.

The wider community was informed that consultation was open by a range of advertising including
coreflute road signs, posters at Council buildings, an advertisement in The Advertiser, a media release, a
banner on Council’s website and social media posts. In addition, emails were sent to inform key
stakeholders including, the Norwood Residents Association, the Kent Town Residents Association and the
Prince Alfred College.
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The invitation included a QR Code and link to additional information and a survey on the Council’s website.
The survey could be completed on-line or hard-copy, and included a space for comments and the following
guestions:

1. Do you support a 40km/h speed limit in the residential streets of Norwood and Kent Town, excluding
State Government Roads (Fullarton Road, Flinders Street, Rundle Street & The Parade), and Council
Roads (The Parade West & Osmond Terrace).

2. Do you live and/or work in Norwood and/or Kent Town?

3. Do you visit or commute through Norwood and/or Kent Town?

A sample of the consultation materials are contained in Attachment A.

Consultation Outcomes

The Council received a total of 803 responses to the survey which have been collated into a table (names
and addresses removed), and contained in Attachment C.

Of the 803 respondents, 642 live and/or work in Norwood and/or Kent Town, representing 9.3% of the total
number of postcards delivered. The remaining 161 respondents visited or commuted through Norwood
and/or Kent Town or they may own a home in Norwood or Kent Town but live elsewhere.

Of the 803 responses:
e 486 (60.5%) respondents support the proposal by ticking the ‘yes’ box;

e 309 (38.5%) respondents do not support the proposal by ticking the ‘no’ box; and
e 8 (1%) respondents were unsure.

Voted No
38%

Of the 486 respondents who support the proposal:

e 369 lived or worked in Norwood and/or Kent Town;
114 visited or commuted through Norwood and/or Kent Town; and
e 3 did not answer this question.

Of the 309 respondents who do not support the proposal:

. 265 lived or worked in Norwood and/or Kent Town; and
e 44 visited or commuted through Norwood and/or Kent Town.

All 8 of the ‘unsure’ respondents lived and/or worked in Norwood and Kent Town.
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The most common comments from citizens who support the proposal are:

too many cars are speeding in the residential streets;

it will improve safety for my family;

It will be nicer to ride my bike;

It will be better for pedestrians of all ages;

It will discourage people from cutting through residential streets;
It is a sensible approach to road safety; and

Norwood would be a nicer place to shop and visit.

The most common comments from citizens who do not support the proposal are:

multiple speed limits are confusing;

it is not necessary, 50km/h is fine;

there is no justification for 40km/h;

people will continue to speed anyway;

40km/h is too slow

It is a stupid / ridiculous idea / nanny state;

There is no benefit; and

Will increase travel time / inconvenient to commuters

Consultation Summary

It is considered that a 60.5% majority indicates that there is sufficient community support to justify the
implementation of the proposed 40km/h speed limit in Norwood and Kent Town.

Legislative Requirements of the Department for Infrastructure & Transport (DIT)

There are a number of further steps required prior to implementation of the 40km/h speed limit, to comply
with the requirements of the Department for Infrastructure & Transport (DIT), as set out in the “The DIT
publication, Speed Limit Guidelines for South Australia, which are to:

obtain support from the Local State Member of Parliament;

provide DIT with site plans showing proposed sign locations and alterations to existing signs;
provide DIT with a Traffic Impact Statement that includes all investigations undertaken;

liaise with SAPOL to ensure support and that appropriate enforcement will be undertaken post-
implementation; and

o write to the Department for Infrastructure and Transport seeking approval from the Minister to install
the 40km/h signs (as required under section 21 of the Road Traffic Act 1961).

OPTIONS

The community consultation responses discussed in this report have identified that the majority of
respondents support a speed limit of 40km/h in the residential streets of Norwood and Kent Town as
depicted on the map contained in Attachment B.

The Committee is how required to provide advice on the next steps.
Option 1

The Committee can advise the Council that despite the community consultation responses being 60.5% of
respondents in-support of the 40km/h speed limit in Norwood & Kent Town, the existing default speed limit
of 50km/h should remain.

This approach is not recommended on the basis that the investigations into a reduced speed limit identified
that 40km/h is a best-practice, sensible, low-cost approach to improving road safety on residential streets
and is also supported by the majority of the consultation respondents who live, work, visit and commute in
Norwood and Kent Town.
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Option 2

The Committee can advise the Council that the consultation outcomes for a 40km/h speed limit in Norwood
and Kent Town provides sufficient justification for Council staff to undertake the final tasks that are required
by the Department of Infrastructure & Transport and to seek approval from the Minister to install the
40km/h speed limit signs and proceed with implementation.

The final tasks are to:

Obtain support from the Local State Member of Parliament;

Provide DIT with site plans showing proposed sign locations and alterations to existing signs;
Provide DIT with a Traffic Impact Statement that includes all investigations undertaken; and
Liaise with SAPOL to ensure support and that appropriate enforcement will be undertaken post-
implementation.

Once the final tasks are completed satisfactorily, a letter is required to be written to the Department for
Infrastructure and Transport seeking approval from the Minister to install the 40km/h signs as required
under section 21 of the Road Traffic Act 1961.

The Committee could resolve that once approval from the Minister is granted, Council staff would prepare
a report to Council that provides:

e A description of the outcomes of the final tasks undertaken, including the approval from The Minister;

e adescription of the community awareness campaign to ensure the community has advanced warning
of the speed reduction in Norwood and Kent Town; and

e arecommendation that the Council endorse the implementation for a 40km/h speed limit in Norwood
& Kent Town as depicted in Attachment B.

If however, the final tasks cannot be completed satisfactorily and approval from the Minister cannot be
granted, a report will be presented back to the Committee detailing these outcomes and suggesting
alternative recommendations.

This approach is recommended because the introduction of a 40km/h speed limit in Norwood and Kent
Town is a practical and cost effective solution to traffic calming, is supported by all levels of Government
Australia-wide and the consultation outcomes indicated community support. This approach is a practical
way forward to expediting the final tasks required and seeking endorsement from the Council rather than
requiring an additional Committee meeting.

CONCLUSION

It is considered that given the consultation outcomes in respect to the number of respondents in favour of
introducing a 40km/h speed limit in Norwood and Kent Town, there is sufficient justification to implement a
40km/h speed limit in Norwood and Kent Town as contained in Attachment B, and that Council staff can
proceed to complete the final tasks required to seek approval from the Minister. On the satisfactory
completion of these tasks, a report will be presented to the Council to seek endorsement for the
implementation of the reduced speed limit in Norwood and Kent Town. If however, the final tasks cannot
be completed satisfactorily and approval from the Minister cannot be granted, a report will be presented
back to the Committee detailing these outcomes and providing alternative recommendations.

COMMENTS

The Council has allocated $25,000 in its 2021-2021 Annual Business Plan and Budget to manufacture and
install the 40km/h signs and therefore implementation can commence this financial year.
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RECOMMENDATION
That the Traffic Management and Road Safety Committee recommends to the Council staff:

1. That the Council approves the introduction of a 40km/h speed limit in the suburbs of Norwood and
Kent Town subject to completion of the tasks set out in Part 2 below.

2. Council staff complete the final tasks that are required by the Department of Infrastructure & Transport
(DIT) to enable the Council to implement the 40km/h speed limit signs, as set out in the DIT’s
‘Guidelines to Speed Limits in South Australia’, namely:

e write to the Local State Member of Parliament to request support for the implementation of a
40km/h area speed limit in Norwood and Kent Town;

e prepare plans showing proposed sign locations and alterations to existing signs;

e prepare a Traffic Impact Statement that includes all investigations undertaken;

o liaise with SAPOL to ensure support, and that appropriate enforcement will be undertaken post-
implementation; and

o write to the Department for Infrastructure and Transport seeking approval from the Minister to
install the 40km/h signs as required under section 21 of the Road Traffic Act 1961.

3. The Council notes that a report will be provided to the Council once the final tasks set out in Part 2
above have been completed.

Mr Shane Foley moved:
That the Traffic Management and Road Safety Committee recommends to the Council staff:

1. That the Council approves the introduction of a 40km/h speed limit on the residential streets of
Norwood and Kent Town as depicted on the map contained in Attachment B, subject to completion of
the tasks set out in Part 2 below.

2. Council staff complete the final tasks that are required by the Department of Infrastructure & Transport
(DIT) to enable the Council to implement the 40km/h speed limit signs, as set out in the DIT’s
‘Guidelines to Speed Limits in South Australia’, namely:

o write to the Local State Member of Parliament to request support for the implementation of a
40km/h area speed limit in Norwood and Kent Town;

e prepare plans showing proposed 40km/h sign locations and alterations to existing signs, that
would enforce the 40km/h speed limit on the residential streets in Norwood and Kent Town, as
depicted on the map contained in Attachment B;

e prepare a Traffic Impact Statement that includes all investigations undertaken;

o liaise with SAPOL to ensure support, and that appropriate enforcement will be undertaken post-
implementation; and

e write to the Department for Infrastructure and Transport seeking approval from the Minister to
install the 40km/h signs as required under section 21 of the Road Traffic Act 1961.

3. The Council notes that a report will be provided to the Council once the final tasks set out in Part 2
above have been completed.

Seconded by Cr Dottore and carried unanimously.
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40km/h Speed Limit in Norwood & Kent Town
Community Consultation

City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
175 The Parade, Norwood SA 5067

Telephone 8366 4555 City of

Facsimile 83326338 Norwood
Email townhall@npsp.sa.gov.au Payneham
Website WWW.Npsp.sa.gov.au & St Peters
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Proposed

40km/h speed limit

in residential streets of
Norwood and Kent Town

Slower speeds > Safer streets > Nicer neighbourhoods

The Council is seeking your views on reducing the speed
limit from 50km/h to 40km/h. Let us know what you think.

Provide your comments by 21 June 2021.
www.npsp.sa.gov.au/consultation

City of
Norwood
Payneham
& St Peters




Traffic speed has a substantial impact on the livability
and amenity of our streets and neighbourhoods.

The City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters is working
towards improving road safety, encouraging sustainable
transport and increasing community well-being.

Slower speeds > Safer streets > Nicer neighbourhoods

The proposed speed reduction affects residential streets only.

We value your input and comments on the proposal to
implement a 40km/h speed limit in Norwood & Kent Town.
A short questionnaire is available on-line via the QR code
or visit www.npsp.sa.gov.au/consultation

Alternatively, you can phone 8366 4555 to request a hard copy.

Comments must be received by b5pm, 21 June 2021.
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Proposed 40km/h speed limit in Norwood and Kent Town Survey Page 3 of 3

The proposed speed reduction affects residential streets only.

Streets with Roads
proposed 40km/h remaining
speed limit unchanged
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We value your input and comments.

City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
175 The Parade, Norwood SA 5067

Telephone 8366 4555 City of

Email townhall@npsp.sa.gov.au Norwood
Website WWW.NPSP.sa.gov.au Payneham
Socials /cityofnpsp @cityofnpsp & St Peters
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40km/h Speed Limit in Norwood & Kent Town
Community Consultation

City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
175 The Parade, Norwood SA 5067

Telephone 8366 4555 City of

Facsimile 83326338 Norwood
Email townhall@npsp.sa.gov.au Payneham
Website WWW.Npsp.sa.gov.au & St Peters



COUNCIL ROADS

Proposed 40km/h Area Speed Limit
wmwmn  Existing 50km/h speed limit to remain

DIT ROADS - ongoing liaison required

nnsens Proposed 40km/h Speed Limit (subject to future DIT approval)

mmmmm  Proposed 50km/h Speed Limit (subject to future DIT approval)
Existing 50km/h speed limit to remain
Existing 60km/h speed limit to remain

Note: Consultation for reduced speed limits on The Parade
were undertaken as part of the The Parade Master Plan
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40km/h Speed Limit in Norwood & Kent Town
Community Consultation

City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
175 The Parade, Norwood SA 5067

Telephone 8366 4555 City of

Facsimile 83326338 Norwood
Email townhall@npsp.sa.gov.au Payneham
Website WWW.Npsp.sa.gov.au & St Peters
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40km/h Speed Limit in Norwood Kent Town - Community Consultation Summary - July 2021

Support [Live or Comments

40km/h |work in

YIN YIN

Yes No | ride my bike through Norwood and Kent Town and drive a car. 40km/h is an improvement but would prefer 30 km/h on side streets.

Yes Yes Please change speed limit, cars are way too fast on my street.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes This is long overdue and will need strong policing especially in smaller backstreets where cars roar through taking shortcut

Yes Yes | am a regular cyclist and I think that this speed limit change will make Norwood an even safer place to ride

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes No I live in a neighboring suburb and think we should follow best practice of keeping our suburban roads safe for pedestrians and cyclists.

Yes Yes Cars travel too fast down residential streets in Norwood. As a resident | often have concerns for my children. | am in full support for the reduced speed limit

Yes Yes Hopefully lower speed limit could discourage commuters from speeding through narrow residential streets to avoid traffic lights or taking short cuts to main roads
resulting in noisier and less safe side streets.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes Our street, Sydenham Rd, is being used too often as a cut through from Kensington Rd to The Parade and there are a few too many hoons speeding in our street
and inadequate policing of the speed limit in our area.

Yes Yes This will be consistent with Unley area where the 40 kms limit is well accepted and makes the place feel safer. Sadly there are still those who insist in using
excessive speeds so enforcement measures will need to ne undertaken.

Yes Yes

Yes No | strongly support the introduction of a 40km/h speed limit on residential streets throughout Kent Town and Norwood and eventually the extension of a 40km/h speed
limit to the rest of NP&SP and in particular to Kensington. Studies have shown that a 40km’'h speed limit in residential streets would result in very minimal increases
in the time to drive to the nearest arterial road.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes Great idea!




40km/h Speed Limit in Norwood Kent Town - Community Consultation Summary - July 2021

Support [Live or Comments

40km/h |work in

YIN YIN

Yes Yes I live and work within the NPSP council area and | fully support a reduction in speed limit. | see many benefits to a reduced speed limit, including; improved safety for
active commuters and children, reduced noise levels, disincentive for traveling through residential streets "rat runs". Research conducted by the Centre for
Automotive Safety Research shows that reducing speed is the quickest and easiest method of reducing road trauma. Each 5 km/h speed reduction approximately
halves the risk of being involved in a serious injury crash. If we say that a 10 km/h speed limit reduction results in an average speed reduction of about 2.5 km/h then
we should see about a 25% reduction in serious crashes. Within the council minutes | read that there were 160 venerable road user crashes in the last 5 years. If 40
of these could have been avoided by the implementation of a 40 km/h speed limit | would think it easily worth the $25,000 investment.

Yes Yes I live in the Flinders Street, Kent Town. Every day during the rush hour, there is too much traffic and the speed is too fast. Worried about the kids going out to play. In
addition, cars make too much noise if they go too fast.
Thanks.

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No This has worked well in other Council areas, eg. Unley Council, for a very long time. | support a 40 km/h speed limit across all of metropolitan Adelaide, particularly in
the busy, highly populated suburbs which attract people from all over the state for leisure activities, such as shopping and visiting hospitality venues.

Yes Yes I live in Margaret Street which is very narrow and busy. | am hoping that by reducing the speed it will be easier for me to get out of my driveway without cars looming
in on me.

Yes Yes I live in George Street, and people drive like crazy. | have called the police sometimes but it still happens. | strongly welcome 40km.

Yes Yes I lived in Unley in the 80s and 90s when it went to 40kph and | agree with this speed limit. Please however don't do all the other horrible things Unley did, for example:
speed humps (cause cars slowing down and speeding up so more emissions and more noise), long paved speed humps (aaaaagh!), paved roads like King William
Rd (noisy and bumpy to drive on and noisy for people who go to or live anywhere near the road). | hate going on Beulah rd Norwood now since the roundabouts were
tightened and those ugly paved speed humps were put in. The paved section where you turn off Osmond tce to Beulah rd past the police station is awful to look at.
The only good thing is the native plant islands. | get that this road was modified to help cyclists but the other day | waited for a cyclist ahead of me at the Edward
st/Beulah rd roundabout. | then passed him but then had to slow down for the speed hump where he passed me. | then had to wait for him to reach and pass the next
roundabout. The whole experience of driving that road now is irritating so | avoid it. Also, if I'm driving along a road that is an obstacle course of bumps and tight
roundabouts then | am less able to concentrate on avoiding pedestrians and cyclists. In conclusion: 40 kph yes, and enforce the speed limit as much as you want, but
please don't do all the other stuff to the roads.

Yes Yes

Yes No This 40 kmh limit save lives .

Yes Yes The streets are full of non residents speeding thought the area with no regard for others. It affects pedestrians, students, businesses.

Yes Yes Traffic volume and speeds continue to rise as Norwood’s residential streets are now becoming commuter streets for eastern suburbs above Portrush Road. Made
worse because many motorists are scared of the Britannia roundabout and thus use residential streets to avoid it.

Yes No | would love to visit more with my children. Calmer roads would be better for young families.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes




40km/h Speed Limit in Norwood Kent Town - Community Consultation Summary - July 2021
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Support [Live or Comments

40km/h |work in

YIN YIN

Yes No My Mother lives in Norwood. | ride there once a week from either the City or Glandore. She also rides her bike in the area. I'd like safer conditions for both of us.
During peak hours side streets are as dangerous as the Parade or Kensington road due to rat runners. As a rate payer my Mother deserves safer riding conditions
and the council has a moral obligation to provide this.

Yes Yes I live and work in Kent Town and would also support speed limit reduction for The Parade West and Flinders Street. Pedestrian safety would be significantly
enhanced on The Parade West if the speed limit were reduced.

Yes Yes The parade between Portrush road and Osmond terrace should be included 40km/h speed limit

Yes No Traffic and parking in Stepney is difficult to manage. Too congested. Anything to reduce volume and speed is welcome. The council needs to do more for bikes and
pedestrians and less for cars. | support a 40km speed limit.

Yes Yes I live on King William St Kent Town & am concerned about traffic congestion, speeding & parking. 40km/hr limits would be an extremely positive change. Of particular
concern is the lane ways through Kent Town. Hopefully these will also be considered for one way traffic only at some point.

Yes No These streets are used to ride through or to the Norwood area. They are either narrow, or have vehicles parked both sides. To stay clear of the door zone means
riding in the middle of the lane. A lower speed limit is needed for such a congested area for safety for all, and for a more pleasant environment.

Yes Yes I am 10yrs old and think cars driving slower would be safer for everybody.

Yes No

Yes Yes I think this is very important in light of the increased traffic flow and street parking. It can be very difficult to safely move onto William street from our street due to the
impaired view of oncoming traffic due to the street parking. This is worst at peak commuting times as traffic is invariably at or above the speed limit. | previously lived
in Unley and found the 40km speed restrictions to be very effective. This proposal has my full supporter

Yes Yes I live on William St and generally the traffic is good. There are some hoons, especially late at night, and there is no speed limit restriction that is going to stop that.
Additional policing during the night would be ideal.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes I live in The Parade, Norwood. General traffic noise doesn't bother me much but people speeding in revved-up cars and motor-bikes sometimes do. | realise that
noise is probably a state government matter but anything that can be done to make our streets safer, quieter and less-polluted is a welcome move.
Part of my contribution to the environment is to not own a car and walk everywhere | can, including the city and surrounding suburbs.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes Strongly support the reduction of speed limits.

Yes Yes

Yes No There are many pedestrians on Norwood which will benefit from this as it will be much safer.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes Lowered speed limits make sense as the number of people living in the precinct increases and the village feel / vibe should be supported.

Yes No Great idea, big boost to the local economy and reduction in congestion would be happily welcomed.

Yes Yes This will make the streets safer for all residents and road users

Yes Yes Parade West should be included as an inclusion due to the proximity to PAC and the large number of staff,

students etc crossing the road
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Support [Live or Comments

40km/h [work in

YIN YIN

Yes Yes The safety benefits of lowering speed limits from 50kmh to 40km/h are well documented and | trust that the Council will have regard to this research when it makes a
decision to introduce a 40km/h Area speed limit. To quote the Government of Victoria, "The risk of pedestrian death rises exponentially with collision speeds beyond
30 km/h. It is estimated that less than 10% of pedestrians would die when struck by a vehicle travelling at 30 km/h, compared with fatality rates of 26% at 40 km/h and
over 80% at 50 km/h." Having said that, my understanding is that the purpose of the current community engagement exercise is to determine community acceptance
of a 40km/h speed limit and to that | can respond "yes", safer traffic speeds in my area would improve quality of life for my young family. Travel times will be
increased only marginally, there is negligible impact in terms of greenhouse gas emissions and safer speeds will increase my confidence as a parent of children aged
8, 4 and 2 to allow them to walk and ride their bicycles on public roads and footpaths, thereby increasing their sense of freedom and independence and contributing to
less vehicle traffic on the road. The lower speed limit may also assist in reducing the attractiveness of the streets in St Peters as a cut-through route between
Stephen Terrace and Lower Portrush Road, which in my view has become worse in recent years. | urge the Council, as the authority responsible for providing a safe
road environment for its residents, to make a decision that will directly contribute to improved liveability in NPSP. Making this decision may require courage as it is
likely to go against the wishes of a significant proportion of the community who don't appreciate the impact higher speeds have on road trauma and community
confidence to engage in active travel, or who mistakenly think that the lower speed limit will result in a plethora of negative impacts (which the research can quickly
refute). Make our roads safer - please support the 40k.

Yes Yes

Yes No Please proceed with this speed reduction. | have been urging Burnside to do this for years (where 1 live). Perhaps your enlightened action will spur Burnside to
follow suit. Some people opposed say it's because they believe it will increase their already lengthy commutes but travel on residential streets is only a very
small component of typical commutes and so it would actually have little impact. | see this initiative as an easy way to improve safety and enjoyment for all.

Yes Yes

Yes No Having grown up in Norwood and now visiting my mother with my children the increase in the volume of traffic and poor driving is profound. | totally support a
reduction of speed limit to 40km/hr.

Yes Yes Last time you surveyed if residents wanted to reduce to 40km they overwhelmingly said no. They always will, so why ask. Evandale has a 40 km speed limit. The
sky hasn't fallen in. Since the last survey there are more cars in Elizabeth Street, Norwood looking for a quick and fast cut through from Kensington Road to The
Parade. | get beeped for going too slow at 50 km. If you make the speed limit 40 km you might encourage them to accept 50 km as acceptable.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes We live on a busy road in Norwood and even with the bike way improvements cars drive at speed. 40 km should improve safety.

Yes No Would enhance local amenity. Lower speeds would encourage and make safer cycling. All so would be a benefit to pedestrians.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes No
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Yes No I live in Unley where all streets are 40 and it is fantastic. Feels much safer to walk and cycle.

Yes No | have family and friends in this council area that | visit, and I lived in the NPSP council area for about 5 years in the past. | would strongly support a 40 km/h limit to
improve safety for pedestrians and cyclists, including children. In 2012 | completed a PhD in pedestrian safety research and there are significant road safety benefits
to a lower speed limit, including a drastically reduced chance of injury for pedestrians compared with a 50 km/h limit.

Yes No | definitely support the change. | cycle regularly on weekends and would feel safer with the decreased speed limit.

Yes Yes Also speed limiters in Queen St!!! Hoons & sheer volume of traffic is getting beyond a joke with all the increased development in the area and needs better controls
before someone gets killed and to reduce noise pollution

Yes Yes I live in Kent Town and am concerned about how unsafe the streets are, the narrow lanes and the wider streets. We have old people and school kids who are at risk
from rat runners taking short cuts at speed. There is much less cost to motorists from slowing the limit to 40 and yet so many benefits to residents, workers, visitors,
etc. | understand that the speed along DPTI roads isn’t changing now but they are so short there is little inconvenience to motorists but so much added safety for
others to reduce these speeds too. It is hard to understand why Governments don’t make these commonsense rules.

Yes Yes our street Alfred st Norwood, is used as a 'Rat Run', to avoid the lights at Osmond terrace, and whilst a 40 km limit would be much appreciated, | doubt that it will slow
down those using it as a 'Rat Run', we believe that permanent slowing methods, such as partial closures, one way curves or permanent speed humps would be the
best possible outcome. We have had a hit and run on our car parked legally in our street, by a speeding driver, police believe an under the influence who was using
the street as a cut thru from the Colonist hotel.

Yes Yes It will only be of benefit to the local community if the speed limit is enforced. Many cars traveling along Queen St currently do more than the 50km/h speed limit.

Yes No The speed humps on Beulah Road only seem to influence some drivers. SUV and ute drivers simply use their increased ground clearance to speed over the humps.
Calming the north-south approaches was never implemented despite data clearly showing this was a big risk.
50kph on The Parade is madness - it should be a place to visit not drive through. Triple bottom line benefit.

Yes No 40 km/h speed limits on local residential streets is a great way to improve the amenity of our council area. This limit should also be applied to the St Peters / Joslin &
Royston Park streets in the future.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes Norwood has a different streetscape to many other Adelaide suburbs. Due to the historic nature of Norwood the majority of streets besides the main tributaries that
will be excluded from the 40km/h speed limit are quite narrow. Additionally due to the heritage nature of many Norwood houses there is less off street parking. So a
combination of already narrow streets that are often lined with parked cars makes the current 50km/h speed limit too fast and potentially dangerous on these
restricted roads. | have lived on Appelbee Crescent, which isn’t a thoroughfare, for over nine years and it is surprising and disappointing to see vehicles regularly
travelling too fast on such a narrow street putting pedestrians and local residents at unnecessary risk. A change in the speed limit to 40km/h will put greater emphasis
on all drivers to travel at a speed appropriate for our streets. Thank you for the opportunity to be able to provide feedback on this proposal.

Yes Yes | presume North Tce is excluded. | wonder if King William Street should be included for its full length. If so, | believe it should be traffic-calmed with perhaps 60degree|
parking on the south side and positive efforts made to direct through traffic to Rundle St.

Yes No Any thing that makes cycling safer and attracts more people to cycle is important.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes | am strongly in favour of a 40 kph speed limit in Norwood Kent Town.
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Yes Yes The 40km/h speed limit should also be on The Parade between Portrush road and Osmond Tce.

Yes Yes I live in College Park and notice there are drivers who speed through these streets as a short cut to Payneham Road from Hackney Rd - this is so dangerous as they
pass a Kindergarten and a secondary school with no care ! Late night joining is a common occurrence.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes I live on the corner of High and Bridge Streets Kensington and | witness consistent speeding through the stop signs, many near accidents and busy mothers speeding
to pick up children. | am tired of the high speeds and urge you to do something about the rat run down High Street.

Yes Yes | don't think the main roads should be reduced to 40kph as 50kph is adequate as there is already enough congestion causing slow down in traffic - only side streets
should.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes I live in Sheldon Street Norwood and very much agree with reducing the speed limit in the Norwood, Kent Town area. Many of the streets are narrow and drivers
often do drive far too fast down these roads making them very dangerous.

Yes Yes | support the proposal but policing it adequately is a major concern-the current speed limit is consistently abused with regular "hooning" around certain streets-William
and Edward on this side of the Parade in particular the proposed limit needs to be supported by traffic calming measures-speed humps-policing. Note that speeding
is just one traffic problem in this area-regular driving up the wrong way -quite deliberately - on one way streets ie Church and Kingsborough Lane will at some point
lead to a serious injury -we have had numerous close escapes!

Yes Yes Changing to 40km/h is welcome but there is increasing evidence that 30km/h zones are better for roads for pedestrians, active transport users and reducing pollution.
Avoiding serious injury for pedestrians with collisions with motor vehicles increases when the speed of impact is 30km/h vs 40km/h
https://www.heartfoundation.org.au/getmedia/c771e0c2-8628-46d3-97c5-9ab2585c6114/ReduceSpeed.pdf. From a pollution and emissions perspective, in
London, "Transport for London has indicated that 20mph (32km/h) zones have no net negative effect on emissions due to smoother driving and less braking".
https://theconversation.com/busted-5-myths-about-30km-h-speed-limits-in-australia-160547. Please consider a LGA wide 30km/h limit in residential areas, and
40km/h in commercial strips.

Yes Yes A speed reduction will enhance road safety for cars, cyclists, and pedestrians as well as benefiting the environment through a reduced vehicle's fuel consumption.

Yes No We have just had a 40 km/h zone introduced where | live in the Prospect council area. It is a noticeable
improvement. The lower speed limit increases safety and amenity. After a few months of this, | doubt anyone would agree to the speed limit being raised again. | am
often in the Norwood area and | think the area would benefit from this initiative. It should extend to the shopping precinct on the Parade (at least during business
hours).

Yes Yes We have been owner-occupiers of a house in the Southern end of Edward Street for over ten years and have

always been concerned about speed in this and other residential non-main roads in Norwood. Because we are an easy 'rat run' between Kensington Road and The
Parade, we deal with a lot of traffic, especially cars trying to avoid the traffic lights at Osmond Terrace / Kensington Road, but also just using us as a thoroughfare
between these two main roads. Many motorists simply ignore the 50 kms/ph speed limit and race through the street at dangerous speeds. This is exacerbated by
increasing traffic from tradespeople who are working on numerous new developments in ours and other streets. Often tradies take up all available parking as well as
travelling at high speed in large vehicles. An added danger is that we have the Kensington Ballet School located on Kensington Road close to Edward Street. This
means that we have lots of parents parking in Edward Street with small children and have seen a few near misses where excited kids have got out of cars ready to go
to dance class while parents are taking other babies or toddlers out at the same time. This leaves the dance class kids vulnerable to being hit by cars racing along
Edward Street or turning onto Edward from Kensington without considering that pedestrian (especially excited children) may be about. We would very much
welcome having ours and other residential streets' speed limit reduced to 40 kms/ph as it would reduce noise, traffic, parking congestion and make our street very
much safer for us and others who regularly use it.
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Yes Yes | am supportive of safer streets without high speed vehicle traffic. My observation as a resident is that some vehicles are travelling much higher than the current limit
of 50km/hr, particularly as a quick cut through from the arterial roads. 40 would be a sensible reduction in speed.

Yes No

Yes Yes | can't believe this hasn't been implemented yet. It must be done to slow down all the "rat-runners" who have no consideration for the children and our older citizens.
Please, let this be! Emero Barone PhD(Adel, 1990), 0418714993.

Yes Yes My views are based on the effect of car speed on safety for people getting in and out of parked vehicles, on safety when cars leave parking spaces, the fact that many
children cycle to and from school when there is also increased car traffic related school pick-up and drop-off, and the difficulties with visibility when driving out from
streets related to the supermarkets.

Yes No

Yes No I was a resident in Norwood for 11 years until | recently moved to the city, and | will be looking to move back in the future. The Parade and surrounds is still my
primary shopping destination, and my workplace has an office there that | frequently visit. Norwood is great to walk and cycle around from an amenity point of view --
lot's of trees, quiet streets, and hospitality destinations to visit. As someone walking through Norwood, | often experience fast drivers using their cars in intimidating
ways which make it difficult to cross streets, or creates an unpleasant experience all around. Similarly when | cycle through Norwood, | have experienced a lot of poor
behaviour from impatient people driving their cars. | suspect the speed differential is the main problem, which adds to the behaviour issues, as there would be more
acceptance from all road users if this speed difference was less.

Yes Yes A reduced speed limit is essential to cater for the diversity of people that live and visit Norwood. The importance of these people to feel included as part of the
community is essential to continue to allow Norwood to thrive into the beautiful community it is, from the young, disabled, mobility affected and elderly people.

Yes Yes

Yes No

Yes Yes Essential because of increasing volume of traffic in the area.

Yes No My friends and | often cycle around Norwood and Kent Town.Often we have breakfast lunch and dinner at various cafes and restaurants. | have lived and worked in
this district over many years and have been eating and shopping in Norwood/Kent Town for over 40 years now. | still have friends in the area whom 1 visit. | think this
proposal for 40klm limits in many streets is an excellent idea and is in tune with the style and feel of the area. It also represents a serious safety upgrade for the many
cyclists, pedestrians and other visitors who enjoy this area. | support this proposal wholeheartedly. ????

Yes Yes Please listen and read the ratepayers views, something the Council has a questionable record on. People want a 40km/h limit. | have been a victim of reckless
driving in my street and the council’s response was disgraceful; it cost me money. It continues to do so with increased insurance premiums.

Yes No As a cyclist, | would welcome the speed reduction. | was hit on a roundabout on Beulah Road.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes No

Yes Yes | strongly support the reduced speed limit for the following reasons:

- People frequently speed down our street between Portrush Rd and Queen St.
- It is hazardous for pedestrians and people entering and leaving parked cars (the street is narrow and almost always congested with parked cars on each side).
- There has been at least one pet (a cat) killed by a car in the street and the population in the street includes young children.
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Yes Yes Sheldon street is now being used as a thoroughfare (from the ALDI shopping centre we assume). The traffic has increased considerably and cars travel at speed on
this narrow road. We believe traffics speed measures should be introduced. We are also in favour of other speed controlling devices in our street, provided the limited
residential parking is not jeopardised.

Yes Yes

Yes No | often ride from CBD to businesses in this area. Reducing local speed limits is an easy and affordable way to increase safety for all road users, including our kids.

Yes Yes You should not have to consult on this. It should just be changed to 40km/h without hesitation

Yes Yes

Yes Yes I would like to see the speed limit reduced to 40 Km/h on the roads around Norwood. | live on Beulah Rd and my balcony overlooks one of the newly installed raised
sections, very few people slow down for it. The raised section actually makes it worse for cyclists as it has narrowed the road, lowering the speed limit will make it
safer.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes No Many of the streets are tight, have only on street parking and crowded intersections. ive had many near misses cycling through Kent Town and Norwood. a slower car
speed will make me feel safer and more likely to cycle to Norwood rather than elsewhere to shop and do other errands.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes 100% the correct thing. With parking in side streets an issue - limited movement through streets. | have tested both 60kmh and 40 kmh and the slower speed feels
MUCH safer!

Yes Yes | am a PAC student - the volume and speed of traffic is dangerous for our safety. Council NEEDS to improve our road safety, amenity & community well being.

Yes Yes Cars are dangerous and 40kmh will keep cyclists and pedestrians much safer.

Yes Yes I am happy for the roads to become 40kmph, as long as The Parade and Osmond remain as they are, as you are suggesting. However, | do not believe this is going
to solve the problem of fast cars, we need a similar system to Beulah road, some added curves, or sleeping policemen/humps. Cars absolutely fly along both William
Street and Edward Street. | walk them both a few times each day, and cars are always going quicker than the current 50kmph, so I'm not sure why 40kmph will make
it any better? A huge number of cars don't stick to 50kmph, and there is no incentive for them to do so. Today | walked into Norwood for some shopping (I'm 43 years
old so not an old moaner....yet!!), as | do every day, for one reason or another, and as | crossed William Street from Brown Street, there were two cars, one coming
each way, both flying along, a Porsche Cayenne using is as an opportunity to make a loud car exhaust noise whilst accelerating hard, then braking hard, same the
other way with the other car. It's bonkers! Edward Street is just the same, on the same walk today a motorbike flew down the road. | don't think any of those three
vehicles cared about the 50kmph, and won't care about 40 kmph either, it needs road humps to slow everything down, it's super dangerous, and today was no
exception, it's absolutely normal I'm afraid. I'm sure you all know this. PLEASE allow us some road slowing measures, humps, curves, etc.

Yes No

Yes Yes This is an excellent idea - great for pedestrians, cyclists, residents and not onerous for car users.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes As aresident of St Peters, | regularly drive through Norwood and Kent Town for shopping and work. This is a fantastic idea to keep the community safe and improve

the walkability of the streets. | strongly endorse this proposal, and would love to see it throughout St Peters and Payneham.
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Yes No

Yes Yes

Yes Yes My wife and | strongly support this proposal

Yes Yes | strongly support a 40km/h limit on residential streets. Traffic analysis shows that this would have a negligible effect on travel times, but would have a significant
positive impact on safety.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes Lower speed limits are critical for promoting safety, encouraging more walking and cycling and creating more vibrant communities.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes [ live in Joslin, however | often bicycle through Norwood and Kent Town. Please extend the lower limit to College Park, Joslin, St Peters, Royston Park and Marden
(at least the western part).

Yes Yes

Yes Yes As someone who likes to walk around Norwood, | would welcome slower speeds that would encourage more people to walk. Less traffic would make Norwood more
pleasant. More walking would encourage more interaction and neighbourliness.

Yes Yes This change to 40 kmph speed limit is absolutely critical to the safety, health and well-being of Norwood residents. It is also critical that the speed limits be enforced.
As a resident of Wall Street | am constantly a witness to many drivers speeding down our street in excess of the current limit of 50 kmph, and putting at risk residents
trying to park their cars; residents trying to back out of their driveways and even trying to cross the street safely. These scenarios are common and are not an
exaggeration.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes | absolutely support the lowering of speed limits for residential roads in Norwood. | live on a one way street in Norwood, it is unfortunately very busy and people
speed like crazy down there. It's incredibly dangerous.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes Fully support the proposal. Beneficial for residents as well as motorists.

Yes No Keeping a slower speed limit is critical for safety of pedestrians and cyclists

Yes No Living in St Morris (part of NPSP) and commute by bike and car through Norwood regularly, would absolutely support the 40km/h limit.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes Local resident, and | love the idea of lowering speed limits. It helps walkability, safety, lifestyle and so much more.

Yes Yes Alfred St is a "rat run" for cars cutting through from Kensignton Rd and cars travel at least 60kmp & it is a high volume of cars at high speed in narrow busy street
with many parked cars

Yes No

Yes Yes | would feel safer cycling with my toddler around Norwood if the speed limit was lower. | would also feel less afraid that my toddler would be hit by a car if the cars

were going slowly. It would make the area feel more relaxed and less car dominated.
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Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes No There are so many pedestrians and cyclists in the area that it only makes sense to reduce the limit to 40km.

Yes Yes I live with my wife and family on Boskenna Avenue Norwood. As Boskenna meets Fullerton road we are regularly used as a cut through for vehicles avoiding the
traffic lights on The Parade. Boskenna is a skinny street with vehicles allowed to be parked on both sides meaning that we have cars speeding down our street, very
close to parked vehicles, which create blind spots. We regularly have vehicles speeding down our street and we find it quite dangerous, especially as we have no off
street parking and very young children. | fully support dropping of the speed limit and further restrictions, such as speed humps, on certain streets, like Boskenna.
Happy to discuss this further.

Yes Yes Please also include First Avenue St Peters in this proposal. A quiet residential street has become a thoroughfare for speeding cars and an all-day car park for nearby
businesses. Let St Peters return to its homely origins. Thank you!

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes I'd welcome the change. The road where | live often has traffic travelling quite fast - | think this road is often used as an alternative route between two major roads.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes No | support a 40km/h speed limit especially at residential streets nearby The Parade. My family lives nearby Norwood. We often walk/ride/drive to The Parade. We
notice that cars are often quite fast turning into the Norwood residential streets from The Parade, and dangerously stop and make quite U-turn.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes I think the whole world needs to just slow down a little!

Yes Yes | think it makes absolute sense to lower the speed limit in residential streets.

Yes No I live at Norton Summit and frequently shop at Norwood. | also drive and ride my bicycle through the streets of Norwood and Kent Town to either shop, attend events
there and nearby or when travelling to and from the city. | would also support the lowering of the speed limit from 50kph to 40 in the main shopping precinct of The
Parade.

Yes No It is well documented that slowing the limit from 50 to 40kph saves lives. | would also like to see this implemented in Kensington.

Yes Yes Generally support the proposal, though not sure about whether Beulah Road needs to have a 40km/ hr limit.

Yes No | cycle through Norwood and Kent Town everyday via the Norwood - Magill Bikeway along Beulah Road. In addition to the speed of the cars at the roundabouts, the
doors from the parked cars are a hazard and risk for my cycling trip. | am a resident of Norwood, Payneham & St Peters Council living in Firle, but | travel through
Beulah Park and Norwood by bicycle to work and for recreational and shopping trips to the Norwood Parade on weekends.
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Yes Yes

Yes Yes We support 100%. We live in Edsall Street, and find that both Elizabeth and Sydenham are used as 'cut-throughs' from the Parade to Kensington Road by speeding
cars. This makes it dangerous for residents in Edsall to turn into either Elizabeth or Sydenham. No sooner do you think that the way is clear to turn out, than a car
zooms up from the Parade.

Yes Yes

Yes No Drivers often speed on the street where | live at Belinda St Evandale. The modern car is able to accelerate veryquickly leading many drivers to ignore the safety of

others on the road and the community. The natural break on speed that cars of 20 or more years ago with slower acceleration no longer exists.
The reduction to 40km/h in Maylands and Evandale has in my opinion been a good step. It leads me to travel often at this speed in Norwood as well.
Kent Town with its narrow streets would benefit. | support the NPStP proposal.

Yes Yes Proposed speed limit would be good providing it is policed on a regular basis | think the issue of parking in Charles Street has a bigger impact on our liveability and
amenity of our steer and neighbourhood

Yes Yes The parade is chaotic on the road. Changing the speed limit is essential. We have recently moved into Beulah Park, just off The Parade.
Yes Yes Emergency vehicles exempted.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes No | regularly travel by bike through NPSP. A lower speed limit would be great.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes What's the rush? Residential streets aren't highways.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes No 40km/h speed limits would help make the NPSP cycling plan easier to position as a priority for Council, and would make cycling through (and across) the council area

more attractive to those who do not already. It would also further enhance the Beulah Bike Boulevard more attractive as a commuting option and would hopefully
discourage motorists from using Beulah. It also provides an opportunity for evaluating the value of William St as a core east-west option on the south side of the LGA.
Living in St Peters and regularly travelling through Norwood and Kent Town, a 40km/h network connecting through Stepney and Maylands would also help
encourage and enable cross council cycling and walking trips.

Yes Yes | have lived at 105 Edward Street (Kensington Road end) for over three years. | am fed up of people using this as a speed track. They accelerate out of the
roundabout on William St towards Kensington Road as if they are starring in the Fast and Furious movie. Not only do i support 40 KPH, | also support Speed humps
as a matter of urgency.

Yes Yes This initiative is overdue for Norwood and Kent Town. The (evidence-based) benefits to the community's ambience and safety are well documented. | assume NPSP
staff have done a literature review of this topic. If not please let me know and I'd be happy to provide something. To use common language, this is a 'no brainer' for
us.

Yes No | think Parade West should be included in the 40 km/h limit, considering the proximity to school, and cafes.
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Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes No

Yes No

Yes Yes

Yes No Very keen to see this happen, particularly for the safety of children and cyclists.

Yes No

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes | am a prep student at PAC. Please improve our ROAD SAFETY and AMENITY !!

Yes No 40 KMH in Maylands area is appreciated and contributes to a sense of safety in the area.

Yes Yes For the safety and amenity of the community, the proposed 40km/hr is an essential change.

Yes No More needs to be done about traffic and parking in Norwood and KT as well as neighbouring suburbs like Stepney and Maylands. Traffic volume is a problem due to
increased density of housing. Smarter solutions need to be found if density is to continue to increase.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes Fully support the proposed change including keeping Osmond Tce at 50kph.

Yes Yes Elizabeth Street is a through road from Kensington to Norwood Parade and the Traffic Noise is unbearable in early mornings and really through out the day with many|
speeding over the speed limit. Motorists speed and as there are many children in the area between William Street and Norwood Parade there is a concern.

Yes Yes Any plan that helps to slowdown the thousands of cars a day that use Beulah Rd as a thoroughfare would be greatly appreciated. Most are rat runners. Beulah Rd
has become a main road now, much to the chagrin of its residents. | do however doubt that it will stop the boy racers who turn right into Beulah Rd from Portrush Rd.
One of these days one of them will lose control and smash through the front walls of Beulah Terraces.

Yes No Reducing this speed limit would help keep everyone safe, including vulnerable road users such as cyclists.

Yes Yes

Yes No | cannot see any benefit in terms of travel time for motorists to drive faster than 40kph in the relatively short and busy streets of Norwood and Kent Town given that
commuter main roads are excluded from the limit. It would make life in those areas much safer and more peaceful for everyone.

Yes No Norwood would be a nicer place to shop and visit for restaurants, however the speed of the local traffic is off putting and dangerous. Norwood clearly lags behind
Unley in terms of traffic management.
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Yes No Please change the limit in St Peters/College Park and Joslin to 40 too.

Yes Yes | thoroughly support this proposal. We live in Boskenna Avenue and particularly at peak hours have cars constantly speed down our small road at very high speeds
trying to avoid or shortcut traffic onto Fullarton Road. We have young children and in the mornings and afternoons our street becomes highly dangerous and we are
on constant high alert for both their and our safety. Although connected to a main road (Fullarton), we are a residential street with many families. So any help the
Council can action that will aid to slow down the often dangerous and aggressive stream of traffic travelling at high speed down our street would be so tremendously
appreciated. Thank you so much for raising this proposal and for taking the initiative, time and care to do so!

Yes Yes Strongly support the reduced speed limit! As a resident on William St Norwood | have seen an increase in poor driver behaviour over the past five years and hope that
the speed reduction (and policing thereof) will help restore the residential and community atmosphere of our neighbourhood.

Yes Yes

Yes No Slower speed limits will make me feel safer cycling and will make me feel more comfortable letting my kids walk through the neighbourhood to The Parade.

Yes Yes slowing down traffic leads to less pollution from noise and exhaust and keeps our streets safer for all concerned: motorists, pedestrians, cyclists, pets and children.

Yes Yes The sooner the better. There's far too much speeding traffic and rat running in Norwood.

Yes Yes Whilst a great initiative how will this stop the van/truck drivers who use our residential streets as shortcuts/racetracks?

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes This will increase pedestrian safety and encourage walking. | f possible Osmond Terrace should also be included or have a lower speed limit than main roads.

Yes Yes Makes sense to keep the main roads at 60km but to slow down those if we can that use the residential streets to cut-through and endanger the elderly and children
not expecting them to speed through.

Yes Yes The Beulah Rd bicycle boulevard should probably be 30 km/hr to further improve cyclist confidence in their safety.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes Please support for a more walkable environment.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes No

Yes No I live in Heathpool, and would also welcome such restrictions there, basically all traffic on most of our roads should be limited to 40km as the default, with higher
speeds for primary roads - | understand are outside your control anyway, such as Portrush or Magill Roads - and selectively, secondary roads as you seem to have
identified. So appreciate the forward-thinking of Council on this matter.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes No Make our roads safer for bike riding by reducing speed limits please!

Yes No This is a no brainer that has been successfully implemented in many other parts of Adelaide.
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Yes No This replaces the previous form which was mistakenly sent before completion. | regularly visit my daughter who lives in this area and attend my physio and pilates
studio in this area. As a former Director Road Safety of South Australia, | strongly support the application of a citywide 40 km/h speed zone. This now represents
minimum level safety and liveability standards in urban Australia. | was surprised about the rather prosaic and functional level of communication for this change, but
appreciate that this process is now business as usual for any council which takes care and concern for the safety, health and welfare of those people who use the
roads it is responsible for. For too long, the Department | worked for put barriers in the way of councils lowering speed limits, and I'm glad that actions | took within
the Department a decade ago have got to the point where such actions are now routine. That said, no speed limit reductions can be taken for granted given the
history of poor professional practices and community information in the past. As one of the world's leading road safety management consultants, regularly engaged
by the World Bank, the Asian Development Bank and other multilateral organisations, | can advise that safety understanding and practice has moved further
onwards, and the United Nations Global Road Safety Week just past focused on the most recent UN General Assembly resolution calling for the application of 30
km/h speed limits in urban environments. The Deputy Prime Minister is a strong road safety advocate and was present in Adelaide at the Australian launch of Global
Road Safety Week last month. As the President of the Australasian College of Road Safety, | can advise you that one of our few demands which are being
addressed in the upcoming National Road Safety Strategy is preparation of a national regulatory impact statement to lower the default urban and rural speed limits. If
approved, and the College is receiving substantial backing for our case, these changes will provide the foundation for achievement of the national targets which have
already been signed off by all Australian transport Ministers — a 50% reduction in fatalities and 30% reduction in serious injuries on the country's roads by 2030.
Achieving this target will be a major step towards the vision set out by Ministers - to eliminate fatal and serious injury on the road by 2050. Your simple steps in favour
of the safety, health and welfare of the users of your road network are an important part of the progress being made. | recognise that there remain some people and
some professionals and some elected representatives who favour other things. If you as Councillors feel a need to discuss, rather than simply endorse, this
straightforward safety decision, or wish to discuss how you can move beyond this action and assume a leading local government role in sustainable mobility, | would
be very pleased.

Yes No

Yes No

Yes Yes

Yes Yes Research indicates impact of vehicle collision when speed is 10km/h less from (50 to 40) is greatly reduced. If we want safe streets for families, cyclists it's a good
step forward. Has worked well for City of Unley.

Yes Yes Great idea - will make back streets much safer. It will need to be policed - if it is not enforced it will be ignored.

Yes Yes | live on First Avenue St Peters and | want to stop people using our street as a short cut from Payneham Road and the speed they travel. 40km/ph would assist
greatly with this and it needs to be policed once it is done.

Yes Yes

Yes No | regularly cycle and drive in the area, and think that the whole of Beulah Road (through Burnside) and surrounding suburbs should be lowered too. It would increase
safety and reduce emissions.

Yes Yes If you do this please police the restrictions. | live in George Street, 50 km/h and many cars just accelerate down the street from Kensington Road or from the William
Stree roundabout. There seems to be no policing of the non-smoking rule on The Parade as well.

Yes Yes Pedestrians will feel much safer with slower speeds

Yes Yes | absolutely support this. It is beneficial for safety as well as amenity. Reducing the speed limit to 40km/h will literally only &€"delayd€™ people for a few more
seconds, but will have a dramatic effect on safety. A study undertaken by the Centre for Road Safety, which looked at 10 years of data (2005-2015) showed over a
30% reduction in crashes causing serious injuries and deaths when the speed limit was reduced from 50km/h to 40km/h. Looking at it from a different perspective -
If you were armed with this data and had obligations under OHS legislation you would have no option but to reduce the speed limit. From a safety perspective,
surely the Council has no option but to implement this change. The reduction also makes the streets much more pleasant. It will reduce the incentive for people to
take shortcuts off arterial roads as the perceived benefit will be less. Slower traffic will also generate less road noise. Thank you for considering my submission.
Michael (Resident- Norwood).
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Y/N Y/N

Yes Yes Chapel Street desperately need reduce the speed limit.

Yes Yes hope to see a further reduction once trial period complete

Yes No | have felt unsafe commuting on bike or walking with children & my dog when vehicles are speeding through, seemingly using these back streets to take short cuts.
Implementing traffic suppression measures like this not only increases safety but encourages vehicle users to utilise the main roads where they should be. Ultimately
this should provide significant cost savings to the council with reduced maintenance requirements.

Yes Yes The change to 40km/hr will Improve safety for the community. Particularly in a time where it is near impossible to regulate drivers using mobile phones. It supports the
demographics of the community by better protecting children and the elderly. The proposal will also enhance vitality and livability for residents, businesses and
visitors to Norwood and Kent Town.

Yes Yes I live at 96 Edward Street and find reversing out of our driveway a challenge. Managing cars parked solidly along the street with the limited clear vision time to
complete the manoeuvre is nerve wracking . Most cars do not get up to 60 &€}more likely 50 but an extra 10 km would make a difference not only to safety but also to
the amenity of quieter peaceful living. Somewhat lacking at the moment especially with the development of Coles and increased cars with the new high density
apartments going on top.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes | use my car and ride my bike in this area. Safe bike routes are critical to improving the liveability in our suburb.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes Would be 100% great down Edward Street ???7?

Yes No

Yes Yes | support lower speeds on suburban roads in general but | don't necessarily think speed limits is the way to do it; people will just speed. It needs road designs that
encourage more careful driving more generally

Yes No

Yes Yes | live at the southern end of Edward Street, which is used for shopping access to the Parade (not so much at the moment with Coles closed) and as a well-worn rat-
run to avoid the Osmond Tce/Kensington Road intersection. There are times that it's a race-way, with cars (and trucks) exceeding the 50km/hr limit and speeding
past. It's not occasionally, it's constant.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes I have coffee with friends at Bravo Cafe one morning a week and often observe motorbike riders doing wheel stands and speeding from the pedestrian crossing down
The Parade! A number of cars with very noisy exhaust systems roar off down the middle of Norwood Parade after stopping at the lights.
| am also aware of the sound cars racing around the suburban streets of Norwood while at home in Bond Street.

Yes Yes As a cyclist that lives in Norwood and commutes through everyday, this is important for pedestrian and cyclist safety. Additionally living on Sydenham Road,
changing the speed limit to 40 will reduce traffic noise. YES PLEASE!

Yes No I live in Stepney, 40km in the residential streets is much safer.

Yes Yes We have tried for years to reduce speeding traffic in Percival Street, but have received virtually no support from Council. Perhaps this will help.

The Parade between Osmond Terrace and Portrush Road should be included in the 40km/h speed limit. It is an area where there are so many pedestrians and
businesses it needs traffic to slow down to increase safety.

Yes No Please keep our pedestrians and cyclists safe. Cities and neighbourhoods are for people, not cars.

Yes No
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YIN YIN

Yes No

Yes Yes Currently there are quieter streets that get a few fast drivers especially around rush hour where everyone is rushing to get home or to work. This is exacerbated when
there are traffic delays in and out of the CBD. As a result, drivers will go through these quieter streets and drive fast, whether unconscious or consciously, as they
want to get to their final destination with minimal inconvenience. As you know Norwood has several schools and children are getting to. from school. As the daylight
gets extended, kids are still on the roads long after school has finished. To curb the driving speeds, it may be beneficial to install speed bumps on these quiet streets
to deter people from taking the backroads to get to their final destination. In the area where there is light commercial/ industrial zoning like in Kent Town, commercial
vehicles have to slow down but do not as they may have pressing deadlines to meet.

Yes Yes As a pedestrian, crossing Parade West in front of Prince Alfred College main entrance is hazardous to me as the vision is very limited to seeing cars coming from
both directions. There is no pedestrian crossing there nor a school crossing either.

Yes Yes

Yes No

Yes Yes Absolutely support this. Would love to see a traffic calmer in Percival Street, too.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes Yes fully support this and particularly in the Kent town laneways which will also need appropriate signage to reinforce the limit.

Yes No

Yes No | commute by bicycle via residential streets (not main roads), so a speed limit reduction would be very welcome.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes As a cyclist and pedestrian, | welcome this move. | am, however, sceptical that it will be strictly followed, as | have witnessed vehicles travelling down Norwood's back|
streets at speeds that would be closer to 60 km/h. Maybe this initiative will temper that a little and we will see speeds at the upper end of what we currently have (50
km/h)!

Yes Yes

Yes Yes | live on little capper Street, it is currently used in a very dangerous way by drivers cutting through and picking up from PAC. Drivers park illegally meaning other
drivers have to pass in dangerous ways that mean visibility is limited. | have a primary aged child and we walk to school every day, the walk along little capper is very
dangerous as cars speed and have poor attention due to rushing.

Yes No I would like to see 40km/h speed limits throughout residential streets of the whole council area not just the selected streets proposed. These cut through areas need
to be monitored by police or the reduced limits are futile. | live on First Avenue, St Peters and the cut through traffic here is dangerous and incessant during peak
hours with some drivers traveling well over the speed limit.

Yes No Yes, many other cities around the world are reducing vehicle speed limits to make for a much more "people friendly" place .

Yes Yes The Parade eastern end from Portrush Road to Osmond Terrace should also be included.

Yes Yes

Yes No | regularly cycle and drive through the area for commuting to the city and shopping in Norwood.

Yes No

No Excellent idea. Improved safety for pedestrians and cyclists. It's good to reduce the dominance of motor vehicles.

Yes
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Yes Yes In addition to the 40kmph limit , which is a great idea but not able to be enforced all hours , a number of speed bumps should also be installed. This street has
recently become a race track! Something needs to be done urgently before someone is injured or worse. Many aged residents use this street.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes most side streets are narrow, cars parked on both sides of the road. Cyclists use the roads, there are many cross roads and lots of vehicles using side streets to wind
their way through Norwood / Kent Town to enter the CBD of Adelaide. A lower speed would make it safer for all road users.

Yes Yes Give the residential street back to the people by slowing cars down. If Norwood is serious about encouraging cycling, the cars need to be slowed down.

Yes No

Yes No

Yes Yes | fully support this proposal as a resident of George St who walks my child to and from Norwood Primary every day. Cars really do hoon down George St, particularly
approaching the Parade and as a residential/shopping precinct 50km/h is just too fast.

Yes No

Yes Yes We both definitely support the move to 40k.

Yes Yes Some wide or less frequently used roads could be excluded.

Yes No Owned a house in Norwood for 30 years, and still own it, even though have moved to Toorak Gardens. Many of the back streets are narrow with many parked cars
so0 40 kmh is a great idea!

Yes Yes This would make streets such as Sheldon Street much safer for all.

Yes No

Yes No

Yes Yes The Unley Council seem to have prospered over the several decades that it has had 40 kph speed limit, why not Norwood?

Yes Yes

Yes Yes | support 40k in all streets.

Yes Yes I think a 40km/h zone should also be considered for Norwood Parade between Portrush Road and Osmond Terrace. Also construct a scramble crossing at the
George Street and Norwood Parade intersection

Yes Yes We are strongly supportive of the change to 40kph in Kent Town. Having lived here for 3.5 years we are unhappy every day with people using Kent Town as a cut-
through suburb and/or travelling at excessive speed and noise. Bring the change on!

Yes No Speed is a real safety issue.

Yes Yes Very good idea. Reportedly works well in Unley. The 10 kph drop is hardly noticeable with traffic in many local streets already calmed by corners and roundabouts
leaving only fairly short stretches in which to accelerate, drive and brake before the next intentional obstacle.

Yes Yes 40km/hour has proved to be beneficial in Unley, and they have similar traffic volumes to ours. We need to do something to improve safety on our roads. 40km/hour
would be a step in the right direction.
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Yes Yes

Yes Yes | think the reduction in speed limits is a good idea. | particularly like the inclusion of the supposedly bicycle-friendly streets - Beulah Road and William Street. The
camber on William Street and the roads that slip into William Street are such that, for a cyclists, it can feel like drivers are not going to stop when they come to the
roundabouts in William Street. Slowing the speed they can use will vastly improve the safety for cyclists, particularly from drivers who are heading straight ahead (ie
not turning left or right as they enter William Street). Many drivers use those streets as a quick route through the suburb. | have been knocked off once by a car that
was speeding through one of the roundabouts, and | am now understandably a bit nervous when | see a car speeding towards (and sometimes through) the
roundabouts.

Yes No

Yes Yes We have cars, bicycles, children, dogs and elderly residents on the streets of Norwood. Slowing everyone down makes it safer for us all.

Yes Yes Great idea, which aligns perfectly well with the development of the Beulah Road Bicycle Highway and the overall global trend. | live in Wall Street and the street
suffers a lot from drivers who visit the parade but cut through the smaller parallel streets to avoid traffic. In my opinion, 50 kmh is too fast for these narrow roads.
Furthermore, | cycle into the city everyday (as more and more people from the area do these days) and the reduction of the speed limit would mean a great
improvement in road safety for all cyclists. This is especially true for all the roundabouts in the area. It is very easy for fast cars to overlook cyclists when entering the
roundabout and in my opinion, reducing the speed of the overall traffic would give everyone more time to prepare, look out and stop in case of an emergency.

Yes Yes Travelling at speeds higher than 40Kph is almost impossible on residential streets, yet some people will still do it, with disastrous effects. When a pedestrian

unwittingly encounters a driver at higher speeds the injuries are far more serious and in the case of a child more likely to be fatal. Drivers who are against these
mandatory speeds cannot understand the problems posed to some innocent pedestrian due to their right to be on the road.
The council's argument is correct as to amenity.

Yes Yes Many wider streets perceived as speedways. Extraordinary increase in volume of traffic resulted in increased disregard for speed restrictions. | hope that speed
restrictions are most viable way of traffic control. The broad traffic humps seem eminently successful.

Yes No Ia€™d like to see this adopted across the whole council area.

Yes No This will greatly assist in transitioning our residential streets to cycle/pedestrian friendly environments. Roll out council wide!

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes No Residential streets should be safe for all forms of active transport.

Yes Yes

Yes No Rental property in Norwood

Yes Yes Living in Norwood, | don't generally feel car traffic is too fast and | mostly feel safe crossing residential roads. | do feel that reducing the speed limit would help in
countering the instance of hoon driving which sometimes occurs in my neighbourhood around Edsall, Elizabeth and Sydenham Roads. | support the lowering of the
limit to 40kph.

Yes Yes This needs to happen. As an active cycling commuter, cars often speed past. Slower cars is safer for everyone.

Yes No | think this a very worthy proposal as most western countries have taken note of the safety evidence and lowered speed limits in all urban areas. This is mostly 30
km/h so a reduction to 40 would go some way to make streets safer for all users and keep up with road safety advances in the rest of the world.

Yes No

Yes Yes

Yes Yes
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Y/N Y/N

Yes No Shop and socialise in Norwood and commute through both areas, including with my children on bikes.

Yes No | live in St Peters and regularly commute through Kent Town. This is a much needed change to increase the safety of the streets.

Yes Yes We live on Edward Street (on the Magill side of Beaulah Rd) and people regularly speed down the road. At night we have cars accelerate loudly coming out of the
round-a-about clearly going faster than 60km. It is a very busy road due to all the traffic coming and going from the shopping centre. There are kids everywhere
some time of the day on and around Edward St so | think it is about time the speed limit was lowered.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes As well as supporting this initiative, I'd also like to see more done to slow traffic on Beulah Road between Osmond Terrace and Portrush Road. Cars approaching the
roundabouts travelling north/south and south/north often fail to give way to cyclists.

Yes No Vital for child safety.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes We live on Osmond Tce & think it & the Parade between Osmond & Portrush Rd should be included in the 40k/h zone too.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes The speed limit will need adequate policing otherwise the change in speed limit will make no difference.

Yes No Hope it slows traffic at roundabouts. | have had several close calls.

Yes No The key is enforcing the limits that are in place. Most stupid drivers drive more than 50 km/h. It all depends on time of day, number of people and a host of other
factors! We may not live in NPSP but we do most of our shopping in Norwood.

Yes Yes High time! As a resident at the corner of William & George street, we often are subject to people using it as a rat run, often at speed. Will need to be enforced.

Yes No

Yes No

Yes Yes There are a number of drivers who speed through Kent Town and make it dangerous for residents and visitors who are trying to cross the street. Rundle Street and
College Road are very high use roads, speeds are often in excess of 50km/hr. The additional problem is the number of drivers who are not able to see cars when
turning. | see many instances where there are near misses.

Yes Yes Why not include The Parade?

Yes No

Yes Yes | would like to see all of The Parade at 50kmp/h

Yes Yes | believe the lower speed limit is important for safety of children and older residents. It will improve the liveability of the area.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes
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Yes Yes Since humps were put in Beulah Road, our street (Sheldon St) is being used more and more as a thoroughfare. Our street is 100% residential with parking on one
side & even now 2 cars cannot pass head on without one stopping. It is dangerous for children, adults and animals. With more residential buildings being erected
close by this problem will only get a lot worse. We need not only 40K but also humps is this street.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes And the lanes- need to be 25km before someone is killed. Several near misses have occurred in Little Rundle Streets. 25km signs or humps need to be provided
please.

Yes No

Yes No 40 km/h local residential streets are essential. As a frequent bike rider on these streets, vehicles are often observed travelling at 50km/h, which feels very unsafe
when riding in a shared environment, especially with young kids. As a recent bike rider in the City of Unley area, 40 km/h will provide a significantly safer
environment. City of Unley have had their 40 km/h speed limit in place on all their local residential streets since 1999. Get with the times!!! Residents, businesses, and
the overall community regardless of mode of transport will significantly benefit from this initiative - as it will significantly assist in providing an improved and more
welcoming environment regardless of your mode transport - walker, bike rider, e-scooter user, public transport user and/or driver.

Yes Yes

Yes No CYCLISTS AND PEDESTRIANS will be safer. livability will grow stronger as you say and CO2 emissions might go down with less stopping and starting as the slower
speed will bring. All these things are important when we consider the doomsday clock at 100 second to midnight

Yes Yes Very supportive of this measure. Long overdue as someone who has lived and worked in the area for 11 years.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes Sydenham Rd btwn The Parade & Magill Rd is a rat run especially during the week so as to avoid two major & complex intersections. A 40 zone may help to reduce
but | doubt it. 15-20% probably don’t obey the 50 zone now! Speed humps that were installed on Beulah Rd between Fullarton Rd & Osmond Tce seems a better
idea (with the 40 Zone thrown in)... Sydenham is way more of a rat run. Thankyou

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes Very pleased to support this proposal throughout the proposed region and, in particular, as a long term residents of Elizabeth Street Norwood. In fact we're delighted.
We're hopeful the proposal will be approved and implemented. How it might be implemented is crucial to its success - or failure. Since OTR commenced on the
corner of The Parade and Elizabeth Street our smooth road serves as a speed track for drivers heading both south and north. In particular when leaving the OTR
station and heading south down Elizabeth many drivers mistake our residential street for Peregrine's The Bend race track. The traffic is heavy with commuters
before and after work and school drop-offs and very few obey the current 50k limit and I'd suggest unlikely to change their habits and reduce speed further. I've
requested the attendance of a police speed camera positioned on Elizabeth Street on two occasions with no response. If the proposal is successful | hope the 40k
limit will be enforced which | believe occurs in the Unley Council area. | certainly hope 40k signage would be included for Elizabeth Street. And an education strategy
put in place early. Thanks for the opportunity to comment of this issue. The social environment has changed and we're pleased the Council is acknowledging this.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes No

Yes Yes
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Yes Yes My car was written off when | pulled out of my residence (Chapel St Norwood) and a car which | could not seecollided with me at a significant speed. Cars routinely
use Chapel St as a shortcut to bypass Magill Rd and dangerously exceed the speed limit. | do not feel safe pulling out of my residence and strongly support the speed
limit being reduced in the residential streets of both Norwood and Kent Town.

Yes Yes

Yes No The best solution would be for a 30 km limits for the whole city.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes There is a need to slow down traffic as | have seen a considerable increase in cars and trucks using the streets. Also the NPSP Council promoting shopping, the
benefits of the Norwood Oval upgrade and hence these activities bring more traffic and people to the area. This proposal is to make the streets safer for all users. |
cycle in the area and | see the need to slow the traffic down. It's a no brainer for this proposal to be adopted!!

Yes Yes Increasing number of cars using Norwood as a thoroughfare to avoid main roads. Speeding and endangering lives.

Yes Yes Absolutely. Lower speed limits are imperative to continue Council's vision to maintaining and bettering a safe environment for its residents and visitors. As if this even
needs a discussion!

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes Main roads are for traffic travelling 60km/hr as a main route. Side streets are for traffic to move slower (40km/hr) and share the street and surrounding areas with
residents.

Yes Yes yes, good idea, a safer community will result, Unley works well .

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes No

Yes Yes

Yes No

Unsure |Yes I think some of the larger roads such as Sydenham Road, George St, Beulah Road and Williams St should remain at 50. Otherwise support 40km in smaller streets.

Unsure |Yes

Unsure |Yes | think this so called consultation needs a bit more substance from the Council as to the benefits a 40 or 50km speed limit would have on the proposed streets.

Unsure |Yes Sydenham Road, Edward, George and Queen Streets should be left at 50km/hour limit. Otherwise | can see many issues arising from a 40km limit. These streets
provide their own restrictions.
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Unsure |Yes All residential streets should be 40km/h. Many effectively are already; drivers voluntarily moderate vehicle speeds. We do. Additional speed might shave “seconds”
transiting suburbs. Itis unnecessary. Several local studies (SA, Aust) support this assertion and international studies have concluded that small percentage speed
reductions render much larger reductions in accident and trauma rates.

Unsure |Yes The difference between 60KMh for major roads and 40KMh for residential roads is quite large and could lead to confusion when traversing a mixed route across the
area. | don't have any objection to the residential 40KMh otherwise. There are also quite a few Norwood streets which are too narrow to support 40KMh and would
benefit from a 30KMh limit. Any changes should take account of the adjacent council area limits (e.g. Burnside) and should include the rest of the NPSP area. | think
careful coordination will be necessary before any changes are published.

No Yes

No Yes We moved from Unley area, in part due to lower speed limit. Too confusing with multiple speed limits. But would support lover limits in key shopping streets (eg:
behind and around Norwood Place).

No Yes

No Yes Not necessary as in general, we have excellent footpaths pedestrians can stay on. | have 3 small children, we live in Norwood and walk around the area daily.

No Yes Needless expense for additional and potentially confusing speed limit signage. No factual evidence has been
provided that by reducing speed limits on already narrow, short streets in the affected area (especially where a speed of 50km/hr would not be considered safe
practice anyway) will affect safety outcomes. Any change to less than the default limit of 50km/h, would only need to be in streets with clearly justifiable risks, e.g.
where passing oncoming traffic is not possible due to parked vehicles, or similar traffic flow restrictions. Competent driving should ensure adherence to a safe speed
level as conditions dictate.

No Yes The current 50km/hr speed limit is fine. The occasional idiot who drives through suburban streets doing 60km/hr or more is not going to be deterred by reducing the
limit to 40km/hr. Rather council should look at carrying out random speed checks to fine those exceeding the current 50km/hr limit.

No Yes 50 is safe. Please don't decrease the speed limit.

No Yes This is ridiculous. As a resident of Norwood | absolutely do NOT support the lowering of the speed limit in residential areas.

No Yes

No Yes

No Yes It does not make streets safer. Good drivers drive safely. Speed humps and restrictions increase risk of death in the event of an ambulance ride for a heart attack
victim.

No Yes 50km is fine, safe and quiet.

No Yes There is already ample infrastructure in place to prohibit speeding including speed humps and many roundabouts. A reduction in the speed limit is an unnecessary
inconvenience to locals.

No Yes | don’t believe it is necessary to lower the speed limit.

No Yes

No Yes Many roads in Norwood, eg Sydenham Road, are wide and open, with great visibility, and recently resurfaced so are in good condition. Absolutely no need for this
long straight road to go from 50km/hr > 40km/hr. Roads such as Beulah road already have speed humps to slow traffic. | do not support lowering the speed to
40km/hr.

No Yes If there was stricter policing of the hoon driving and exceeding 50 it would be a better place. The issue is not the limit but the lack of policing of it. Much like the
parking situation appalling

No No | believe the current speed limits are adequate.
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No No

No No There are too many speed changes in the area which will leave people confused and ultimately fined for driving at the wrong speed. | feel it is totally unnecessary and
don’t see any gain, only very irate drivers leading to more road rage. We have more than enough speed humps to slow people down. Place more speed humps in
dangerous high speed areas instead.

No Yes NPSP Council considered lowering city speed limits to 40Km/h in 2015. At the time, Council consulted the community who responded with an overwhelming 67%
majority in favour of leaving speed limits as they were. Now, Council are spending $4,000 of rate payer money to conduct the same consultation in the hopes of
achieving a different result. Instead of targeting the easiest and cheapest of the four main pillars of the Safe Systems Approach, namely Safe Speeds, why doesn't
Council target the Safe Roads or Safe People pillars? Educating people on safe driving practices and giving people well-designed, well-maintained roads to drive on
would achieve a better road safety outcome than simply working to impose a blanket, city-wide 40Km/h speed limit.

No Yes

No Yes 40 kms p/h is a slow pace with no flow and very difficult to stay under that speed. 50 km p/h is fine, leave it that , 99% of people are safe & responsible drivers at
50km. Don't complicate the speed limits in my area & open up speeding fines opportunities for revenue. | am a rate payer!

No Yes Absolutely stupid idea. May as well ban cars then no accidents!

No Yes This is almost as ridiculous as your "Piazza" plan or the bikeway boulevard on Beulah Road. Just stop the bullshit ideas and find something useful to do - maybe
some tree trimming or removing the planter boxes on Beulah Road so vehicles bigger than a Mini can traverse the road without driving over kerbs and incurring
subsequent damage to rims etc.

No Yes

No Yes Support 40kph - but would like to see The Parade West also included at 40kph - as is different from The Parade (width, lanes, curb side parking, residential
driveways, mix of residential and commercial development and schools - therefore should also be 40kph. Closeness to city encourages pedestrians - 50 kph is too
fast for school zone. The Parade West should not be excluded.

No Yes

No Yes

No No

No Yes The proposal will slow transit times and render Norwood an over-regulated nanny suburb. | have lived here since 1996 and my observation is that drivers self regulate
without big brother. | think this is an appeal to the do-gooders and the infirm who want to be mothered. Don’t do this please. It is un-necessary. The enlarged
roundabouts already do the job. Thanks.

No Yes

No Yes my impression is that unless there is evidence to suggest 40 vs 50km/h reduces accidents then it should remain as it is. The nature of the streets along with speed
humps effective curtail speed anyway.

No Yes 40kph speed zones sound good but have no proven beneficial impact in local government areas were they have been implemented. They are however used as
revenue raising to solve a on existent problem. The vast majority of drivers in the subject area are responsible and those in the very small minority that are not, will
drive inappropriately irrespective of a 40 or 50 kpm speed limit.

No Yes | don't support 40 in back streets. However | feel that The Parade between Portrush Road and Fullarton Road should be lowered to 50 km/h. this is due to the large
amount of people crossing the road and people double parked to load goods into their car and people trying to park on the side of the road. Kensington Road
between Portrush and Fullarton should also be lowered to 50 km, it would help to reduce the number of accidents on the road. Please drive to fast and not to the
conditions.
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No Yes As a resident of Kent Town, a 40km/h speed limit would be more of an impediment than a benefit and we strongly oppose it. There are problems with speeding
drivers, however a lower speed limit will do nothing to change this, the streets will also be plastered with ugly speed signs and speed naotification signs.

I would however support 40km/h on The Parade between Osmond Tce and Portrush Rd only.

No Yes

No Yes

No Yes 40kmh is way too slow. Modern cars are capable of stopping very quickly.

No No

No Yes I live in Norwood and walk around the streets all the time. | have NEVER felt my life endangered by drivers or drivers doing the current 50km/hr speed limit for that
matter. It is completely unnecessary to reduce the speed limit in these areas. Reducing the speed limit will not stop those speeding. Those people will always
continue to speed no matter the limit. My partner lives near the prospect council which is all reduced speed limits and to me that makes no difference what the speed
limit is, people are not abiding by it, another waste of time revenue earner. If you need to collect speeding fines (which to my knowledge you don’t anyway, the police
do) then go for it, but as | said it won’t reduce speeding. | have also never heard of any pedestrian or cyclists being hit in these residential streets. Main roads yes but
not back streets!!!

No Yes

No No

No Yes Not necessary.

No Yes It would slow down traffic on significant internal suburban streets too much e.g. William St.

No Yes I would like to see concrete evidence that reducing the speed limit would reduce traffic accidents, and make our Neighbourhood safer!

No Yes Before implementing an inconvenient speed limit, please show evidence that this will reduce accidents. How many accidents are there in the residential streets
around Norwood and Kent Town? In what proportion was speed a factor? Would implementing a 40 km/h speed limit have prevented any of these?

No Yes

No No Removable or fixed speed bump is preferred to slow down in some black spots or before intersection or in the middle of a long straight road. (from a rate-payer of City
of Norwood Payneham & St Peters).

No Yes I am a long term resident and business owner of Norwood and dont see any benefit in reducing the residential streets down to 40kms

No Yes

No Yes

No Yes It's not necessary to reduce the speed limit - 50 kilometres working well. Just keep clear access for cyclists and pedestrians.

No Yes Residential speed limits have already been reduced from 60 to 50. Current safety arguments also strongly support a 30Km per hour speed restriction. Is this
ultimately where we are headed? | do not consider that reducing the speed limit to 40 will in fact address hoon/rat runner behaviour or the growing (?) lack of
pedestrian attentiveness (especially those on mobile phones) to road safety. ALL parties (drivers, parents, pedestrians & pet owners etc) share a road safety
responsibility & should behave according to prevailing road conditions rather than expecting problems to be sorted out by lowering speed limits.

No Yes
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No Yes Totally opposed. Accidents and injuries are low and there is not a pressing problem to address. If it were otherwise then we ought to consider if current speed limits
are a contributing factor. Change for a reason not identified is opposed by me.

No Yes | believe we are turning into a "nanny state" where people simply rely upon someone else to accept the responsibility... "if I'm doing wrong ... you tell me off" head-set.
Such delegation of responsibility is a cop-out by (in this case) drivers who want someone else to police their behaviour. If 50kph is established as a limit it will need to
be policed/enforced. And takes away any "ownership" by the fool who travels way above the current limit. REDUCING THE SPEED LIMIT WILL NOT STOP
CRETINS OR INCOMPETENTS SPEEDING... it will simply transfer blame to the authorities and away from the perpetrators.

No Yes

No Yes

No Yes

No Yes

No Yes One of the positives about the area is the flow of traffic and the ability to use various streets at safe yet efficient speeds (50km/h).

No Yes

No No Speed isn’t the problem of accidents it is incompetence and governments and councils not emphasizing on pedestrian education and making pedestrians
accountable NOT just drivers.

No Yes

No Yes

No Yes 40 km/h streets do nothing to stop the real menace - hoons. Never had any trouble with the vast majority of people driving along at 50 km/h but there are
motorcyclists and d*ckheads in cars with stupidly loud exhausts who either speed like maniacs or take delight in causing backfires. What we need is actual policing,
not 40 km/h limits. p.s. It's a nightmare in Unley Council where there are plenty of hated 40 km/h areas.

No Yes Most streets cars are only able to travel at 40 mph at busy times already.

No Yes

No Yes

No Yes The speed humps are already enough, the traffic moves too slow as it is!

No Yes This is unnecessary and will add to travel time - stop becoming a Nanny State, surely there's better uses of our
Police's time than nabbing people doing 43kms down streets!

No Yes Continuously lowering speed limits is not a solution to the issues experienced in the Norwood and Kent Town areas. People who drive at speeds exceeding the
current limit will exceed the new one as well. People who drive inattentively, meander between lanes and across shoulders, will continue to do so. This area is
crawling with motorists searching for the perfect parking spot, so erratic u-turns and kerb-crawling are rife. There is a significant elderly population, so inattention and
general unawareness of road laws is a given. There are multiple school zones with parents queueing around the block, which often leads to competitive and
aggressive driving by others trying to traverse these same zones. Any traffic issues which this proposal seeks to allviate are the product of distracted drivers in a
densely populated commercial area full of bottlenecks. If you lower the speed limit, you do not address these problems. Any responsible driver can see when it's
unwise or impractical to drive faster than 40km/h, and any irresponsible driver doesn't care about your new speed limit. The uptick in speeding fines will no doubt be
profitable, but it will be a burden shouldered by an entire community based on a knee-jerk response to any concerns raised by a vocal minority.
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No No

No Yes This a backwards step how many accident or fatalities have occurred in the designated streets on proposed map. The modern vehicle are now fitted with FORWARD
Crash Mitigation. As a resident of Norwood | am amazed at the current attitude and the number of pedestrians who cross the road with no regard to their safety they
just ignore you, | will always give way but they behave like they have a divine right over Vehicles. It is yet another typical Adelaide view no wonder we are called the
Granny STATE. Or Australia's rust Bucket STATE.

No Yes | have been a Norwood home owner and resident for 19 years. The 50km suburban speed limit should be maintained. Drivers drive at or below the speed limit when
required. The statistics for vehicle and pedestrian accidents are extremely low, almost zero, thus supporting keeping the 50km speed limit.

No Yes | believe that a change to the speed limit is pointless without measures to ensure that cars comply with these restrictions. | live on a through road in NPSP and
regularly see cars driving at excessive speeds, but there is nothing to stop them nor policing of this behaviour. Reducing the speed will do nothing unless appropriate
measures are taken to enforce the limits.

No Yes | certainly can appreciate why this is wanted or proposed. | also understand the difference 10km/h can make in the unfortunate event of a crash. However, | believe
that 50km/h or 60km/h is an acceptable speed limit. | should hope that everyone on the roads is being safe and following the rules to the letter and assuming this is
the case a speed limit of 50km/h is acceptable. | do understand that saying this is somewhat flawed as obviously there will always people who do not follow the rules,
but if they are not going to follow the rules anyway what difference will an imposed limit 40km/h make. | do want the area to be safe, but | don't see how this limit will
fix all the issues.

No Yes Are there really that many accidents in Norwood? Instead of making a blanket ban, perhaps if there is a problem street, limit that to 40kph.

No No | understand the reasoning, but people who are going to go too fast will do so anyway. | think the existing 50kph is sufficient to be safe.

No Yes

No Yes | own a property in Norwood and regularly drive around area and do not feel that the speed difference would be safer or beneficial. 50km/h is slow enough surely.

No Yes | think too many major roads will be listed as 40kms an hour. It is important to move traffic especially in business areas. i.e. King William Street Kent Town Mayor
wide road, Chapel Street Norwood.

No Yes 40kph is so very slow particularly on streets such as Sydenham Road or other 'more significant' streets in Norwood/Kent town. Further those streets that are of issue
already have humps ie Beulah Road. | do not support the change to 40.

No Yes

No Yes I do not think this is necessary as the speed platforms in Beulah Road and the roundabouts are sufficient to slow traffic down. Therefore, i am reasonably satisfied
with the current situation.

No Yes This is ridiculous do not change the speed

No Yes | do not think that there is any need to reduce the speed in fact | think that Osmond Tce should be 60 ks

No No

No Yes We are far too mollycoddled in these matters - 40km/h is TOO SLOW - RIDICULOUS!

No Yes Absolutely unnecessary proposal! Norwood is no different than the City, Unley, North Adelaide or other suburbs that have high volume of traffic. 50km/h is an
appropriate speed limit and should stay

No Yes The current speed limit is sufficient enough for safety.
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No Yes

No Yes | read the Herald article and | do not believe that lowering the speed limit to 40KPH will do anything to alleviate the issues raised. Capper & Little Capper Streets will
always have problems due to the number of cars which use it. Most of the time no-one is even doing the current limit on those streets as there are too many cars
either trying to park or just pulling up. The so called 'rat runners' would not use the back streets if Fullarton Road flowed smoothly and was two lanes all the way
through Kent Town. Having only one lane causes major issues, especially at peak time. | think residents would be better off advocating for improvements to the major
roads.

No Yes There are already plenty of roundabouts and humps that already achieve keeping traffic to safe speeds in our local streets.

No Yes Nothing is done when drivers exceed the current speed limit. There are several school zone speed restrictions which are effective for keeping the children safe .
Other than the school zones, it doesn’t make sense for the speed limit to be changed to 40 when every other suburb is 50. This will cause unnecessary confusion and
the unintended consequence is that it will be more likely that drivers will drive at the 50km limit that they are accustomed to. Norwood Council should be putting more
effort into the upkeep of the streets including more frequent cleaning especially on The Parade . There are many pavers that need replacing. Please focus on doing
the job at hand properly before legislating for the sake of legislating

No Yes This is a unnecessary retrograde step and a bad idea . It will only serve to confuse drivers and raise revenue for the Govt. It does nothing to enhance safety at all.
How many serious injuries or deaths have occurred in Kent Town over the last 5 years due to traffic accidents ? I'll bet its very low . Therefore there is no scientific or
real rationale for this bad proposal. Keep limits as they are. They are already slow enough.

No Yes

No Yes 40 kmh is far too slow for roads such as Sydenham, Beulah and other similar connector roads in the area.

No Yes

No Yes

No Yes

No Yes Much of Norwood itself is ringed by roads which are 60 (e.g. Kensington Rd, Magill Rd, Portrush etc. Turning off these in to a 50 zone is difficult to remember to keep
speed down, let alone into a 40 zone. The change in speed is too much. Many roads do not require the lower speed limit (e.g. George Street). Where roads are
narrower there may be some justification, but can be controlled as much by traffic control devices (roundabouts, speed humps, rather than lower speed limits which
can only be managed by policing and fining.

No No

No Yes | think its totally unnecessary and | own 4 properties in the Council Area so | hope you allocate 4 "NO" votes please. If we have a speeding problem, work with the
Police to enforce the 50 speed limit, don't just impose a 40 limit now, then get the Police involved. That's just revenue raising.

No Yes | do not with to see multiple speed zones throughout the council area. Perhaps place stop signs on crossroads at roundabouts.

No No There is no justification whatsoever to reduce speed limits to a ridiculous 40km/h. Traffic already moves slowly enough through these areas. Educating the imbecile

pedestrians and rabid cyclists (who pay no fees) and who create the road hazards are what you should be focussing on.
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No Yes This is the VERY backwards step for the area | am totally against this 50kms speed limit is fine has work well for years we all don't want to walk , cycle or drive
electric cars - as you want us to STOP interfering in our lives - fix the roads & footpaths if your bored.

No Yes

No Yes This cannot be policed and a one sixe fits all does not address individual situations, Just one more control.

No Yes leave speed limits as they are.

No Yes

No Yes

No Yes This is ridiculous. Do you have any empirical data to show that there will be less accidents at 40 kph? | suspect not. Slower speeds create more greenhouse gasses
and pollutants per distance travelled. Vehicles in lower gears create more noise pollution. Once slowed down, vehicles then accelerate when out of the zone,
creating an excessive burst of noise, pollution and greenhouse gasses that would otherwise not have existed. This proposal is madness! Almost certainly based on
emotion and not science. What on earth can you be thinking?

No Yes If the current 50kph limits were policed and enforced there is little need that | can see why a 40kph limit is required. Our own street in Norwood (Wall Street) has
become a rat run with many drivers exceeding the current 50kph limit so why would | assume they would follow a 40kph? Sorry | can see no value other than possible
revenue raising to warrant a change'

No Yes Not necessary, short sections of road broken up by roundabouts and speed mounds already reduce the speed enough.

No Yes | find that the exceptions list is too small, why is it that nice wide, heavily commuted roads including William Street, Edward Street, George Street and Beulah Road
are no included in it? The Roundabouts included in some of these streets enforce a passive level of speed control regardless. Please do not blanket enforce a
40km/h speed limit in the residential streets of Norwood and Kent Town.

No No I live in College Park and frequently visit The Parade

No Yes

No Yes | believe a 50km speed limit is sufficient within residential streets. There are far more important issues Council could be concentrating on and reducing a speed limit
is simply a easy way of self promotion by conveying 'look, we've achieved something'.

No Yes

No Yes With the amount of roundabouts throughout the backstreets of Norwood, a number of slimmer streets, and the speed bumps installed along Beulah road, it's
unnecessary to reduce speed limits within Norwood and Kent Town.

No No While it is not my primary work address | frequently visit these suburbs for work, | also live within the council area in a neighbouring suburb.

No Yes Despite the increase in population by 10% over the last 20 years, injuries have decreased by 50%. You can put a major component of this down to an increase in
technology over the years. Cars can now brake quicker than they could historically, making the roads safer. There is zero need to further restrict limits unless there's
roads which need it. | look at the map of proposed roads and some make zero sense for the reduction, ie. Sydenham Rd. Whereas others, ie. Sheldon St you might
be able to argue it sensibly due to it being a skinny road with parked cars obstruction vision on one side which any kid/animal which might jump out of resulting in a
dangerous situation. And even then, pedestrian INJURIES in the STATE are 1 on average every week.

No No
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No Yes

No Yes Any decrease in speed-limit is only as affective as the 'will to police it'. As a ratepayer-resident of NPSP for over 30 years, the only location where | have seen speed-
cameras etc is on Osmond Tce over that period. The issue of excessive speed inter alia dangerous driving is most frequently observed on The Parade, particularly at
night. | have never seen it policed. | further consider that a reduction (as proposed) to reduce from 50kph to 40kph is too marginal. 50kph to 25kph YES. 50kph to
40kph NO. Why bother!

No Yes There's no need to further reduce speed limits. The bigger issue is educating drivers about give-way laws with respect to intersections and pedestrians, and speed
limits won't help with this. Apparently a vast proportion of drivers don't even know the basics of when they must give way to pedestrians. Marked pedestrian walking
areas at intersections (aligned with the footpaths either side) might help with this by drawing attention to the thoroughfare. Driver inattention is also a major issue
(e.g. distractions due to mobile phones etc) -- again, lower speed limits (and thus probably unjustified fine revenue) won't help with this.

No No

No Yes Absolutely unnecessary.

No Yes I think this is a totally unnecessary proposal perhaps dreamt up by bureaucrats and or Elected Members looking for relevance. There isn't a speeding issue in
Norwood side streets. Perhaps we can have someone walking in front of cars waving a red warning flag instead of the current proposal.

No No

No Yes a 40km/h speed limit is unnecessary. When the streets are busy you can't do more than 40 anyway and when they are quiet 50km/h is not an issue.

No Yes

No Yes

No No How about instead if continually reducing the speed limits back to the days when horse and cart still ruled the road we actually teach people proper road rules again
and people how to cross roads properly again.

No Yes There is little to no difference between 50KPH and 40KPH. There are no accidents or incidents that would change due to a minor drop in speed. There is absolutely
no point in doing this except to raise revenue via speeding cameras. | know you'll do it anyway because that council never listens to residents but jesus guys stop
spending money on pointless things like resurfacing the same roads over and over again and this garbage. Start addressing the things people care about like having
a giant stadium with literally zero parking, insanity.

No Yes Improve traffic flow on the main roads. This is a proven way to keep side streets safe.

No Yes Besides some flaky reasons to reduce the limit to 40km&€™s 12€™m unable to see real reasons to reduce the limit. There is an argument that it may be safer,
however if you want to make it safer for cyclists consider proper bike lanes. You will not reduce the number of accidents by removing the speed limit, there are many
more factors that come into play for this. It will make it unattractive for people to go to Norwood to do shopping.

No Yes Ridiculous. Too slow at 40km/h. Revenue raising at its best. Streets are capable of 50km/h and must not be reduced. The current elected members for Norwood will
lose my vote at the next Council election if it is reduced to 40km/h.

No No

No Yes | feel that 50km/h is fine. I've never had any trouble while driving in Norwood regarding the speed limit in my 2 years of living here. Unsure why anyone would think
the change is necessary.

No Yes This is a stupid idea probably proposed by some old nanny

No Yes Don't make Norwood the "Nanny Suburb" 50km is slow enough and there are enough speed cameras taking advantage of revenue raising as itis. It confuses
people, 60km, 50km now you are thinking of 40km also. Keep it simple.

No Yes

No No
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No Yes | would like to respond to the proposed 40km/h speed limit in residential streets of Norwood and Kent Town. If this is implemented I feel that this would be just
another imposition imposed on resident drivers in this Council area. | personally feel that the current speed of 50km/h should stay, there are many speed humps to
deter lawbreakers, however, there will always be some who don't observe the law regardless of what the speed limit is! It will be mainly the people who observe the
road rules who will be disadvantaged if this proposal comes to fruition. It is the old story that when the majority of law abiding citizens do the right thing they pay for
the recklessness of the minority. If | were a cynical person | would say that this is just another way of revenue raising! Residents of NPSP don't have to be lemmings
and follow other suburbs, particularly when there are so many minor roads in this Council area. On this basis | am opposed to the proposal to lower the speed limit to
40km/h in the NPSP Council area. | thank you for the opportunity to comment.

No Yes

No Yes

No Yes This is an extension of the spiraling number of speed limits that create confusion for drivers. This overrides the proposed safety benefits of the lower speed limit.
Where does it stop?

No Yes

No Yes | understand reduced speeds around schools, but | have had no issues previously.

No Yes Before agreeing to this change | would value data that shows a need for slower traffic:

* how many fatalities in the Council area in 50 KPH zones

* where were these fatalities

* how many accidents in roads and streets now allowing 50 KPH?

* where where these accidents?

| believe that too many changes of speed levels causes confusion to motorists, cyclists and pedestrians and makes it harder to predict the speed of vehicles,
therefore causing more confusion and more accidents.

No Yes I live in George St and routinely approach my home via the side streets in order to avoid the chaos of the George St/Parade intersection. If this intersection was
made more user friendly... even just a pedestrian scramble.would enable a steady flow of traffic and drivers would have no need to use neighbouring streets. | am
concerned that a 40km limit will be purely revenue raising while the real problem continues.

No Yes Absolutely not. International studies have shown reducing urban speed limits does not make us safer. You need to target inattention and stupidity. Stop trying to turn
us into a nanny state.

No Yes

No Yes 50 kph is ample.

No Yes Kent town (where we live) and Norwood are mixed urban service environments and not residential surburbs only. The speed zones work as they are now set.

No Yes

No Yes 50 km is fine

No Yes

No Yes 40km speed limit did not work for Hutt St, so why would you bring it to Norwood and Kent Town? Do not implement this.

No Yes Reducing the speed limit will affect only those who obey the rules - The comment... During 2020, there were 20 crashes reported by SA Police in the suburb of
Kensington. In 8 of those 20 crashes, one or more people needed to go to hospital. Fortunately there were no fatalities... does not say how many were caused by
speed .. inattention, mobile phone use, lack of drop off areas around schools causes congestion and frustration leads to silly maneuvers or risk taking ...speed is not
always the cause and not always the answer.
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No Yes

No No 50km is quite slow enough and | do not believe dropping the speed to 40k/h will stop the hoons and may actually cause people to lose concentration.

No No | would be interested in the data to support this reduction, have there been many accidents which were attributed to speed for example?

No Yes | am vehemently opposed to this.

No Yes

No Yes Speed Limits on State and Council roads should be uniform.

No Yes | think this is complete revenue raising. 50km is sufficient for safety. | live and drive/walk/run through these suburbs every day and feel very safe with current road
speeds. | think it would be cruel to drop to 40km. Big side streets in Norwood often have speed cameras. We all have moments where we take a few seconds to
adjust to the 50km/hour. If we take that bit longer and get caught doing 55km in a 40km zone that is a huge fine and possible loss of licence for some people. Given
youth unemployment rates and the national pandemic why put more hardship on to people. Leave the 50km and trust people to do the right thing.

No No | believe that the streets in this area have the attributes (wide streets, etc.) that make a 50km/h speed limit safe and reasonable.

No Yes | support the long overdue 40km/h speed limit in the residential streets of Norwood and Kent Town but including also State Government Roads: Fullarton Road,
Flinders Street, Rundle Street & The Parade, and Council Roads: The Parade West & Osmond Terrace. The roads the Council is proposing the exclude are too
dangerous at 50km/h and should be 40km/h. | live in the one-way, residents only Conigrave Lane, Norwood. Currently the speed limit is 50km/h at which increasing
cut-through vehicles dangerously drive. 40km/h is too fast for this Lane which is intersected by Hall St. 20km/h would be the safe speed limit as it is a shared way for
pedestrians and cars, with no signage at the blind Edward St entrance advising vehicles about this shared situation. There are also blind driveways exiting into
Conigrave Lane. Conigrave Lane also has a dangerous blind exit across a footpath (near the Norwood pedestrian crossing to the Norwood Primary School) onto
Osmond Tce which also requires vehicles to be travelling at a lower speed than 40km/h.

No Yes I chose to live in this council area because it does not have a 40km/h limit. Please don’t change it now, there is no need.

No Yes | have seen cars travelling at 50 km/h and people don’t want to wait. | also seen people doing the right thing getting in the way of people doing the wrong thing it is
not speed it is idiots that shouldn't be on the road. Take those idiots off the road and you can put the speed limit back to 60 km/h.

No Yes Some streets would be benefitted, particularly some skinny streets (e.g. King Street / Edmund Street /Church Avenue Lan). Beulah/Sydenham/most of Kent Town
are safe at 50km/h.

No Yes Too slow and not necessary

No Yes

No Yes

No No Too many revenue raising changes to speed limits already.

No Yes What has changed to worsen amenity or safety in Norwood / Kent Town? Is there higher traffic volume? Have there been more accidents? no justification provided
for this change. The Council running leave blowers on the Parade at 5:50am twice a week disturbs my amenity more. If people want a quiet and boring place to live,
they can move to the City of Unley.

No Yes There is no need to decrease speed limit below 50km/h. 50 is slow enough.

No Yes

No Yes
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No Yes A ridiculous idea, have a look at Unley 40, 50 who would know? Friends actually moved out the other day as they were sick of the inefficiency of 40. | would be very
interested in the statistics that back up the argument. Hope they are more convincing than those offered before millions were wasted on Beulah Road !

No Yes as long as there are vehicles on the road there will be accidents, no matter what the speed limit is. Driver education is the key.

No No | find that lower speed limits are either ignored or lead to agitated drivers. Drivers are also likely to get more distracted because the speed feels slow they pay less
attention. | also believe that dropping the speed limits in the area will be bad for the environment, as the increase in car exhaust caused by journeys taking longer,
meaning longer engine run times and larger fuel consumption. | see no purpose to reducing speed limits beyond keeping complaining interest groups happy. | would
also suggest that a vast majority of the local population would feel the same.

No Yes

No Yes The only changes you need to make is enforcing people slowing down on the intersection on Rundle and Parade West. The speed bumps do nothing to stop Karen's
speeding through in their husbands range rovers. Just to reiterate... | was kidding about the Karen comment. | also wanted to make it clear that | do not support
speed limit changes in general. | made reference to the intersection of parade west and Rundle where it is rather difficult to turn onto Rundle due to some people not
changing speed over the speed bumps. This makes it difficult to judge when it is safe to turn over onto rundle.

No Yes

No Yes

No Yes

No Yes

No Yes

No No Lets reduce to 5km so make it complete in-liveable place shall we? The silly political correctness is getting worse every day, if people don't pay attention, no matter
how low speed limit is won't save the dumb ass.

No Yes 50km is slow enough

No Yes 50kph is ok. Better to focus on what back roads traffic is using. Chapel St for example to avoid Magill Rd.

No Yes

No Yes Outrageous proposal. 50km/h is fine! Slower would massively inconvenience the 99% of people who do the right thing! What hooligan activity are you referring to?
I've never seen it!! Why would 10km/h reduction stop a tiny minority of once in a blue moon hooligans? Where are the accidents to justify the change? Cars are
getting safer. They’re all being rolled out with collision control but the speeds are coming down. Madness!!! But then this is not about common sense. It’s just more
nanny state overreach gearing towards getting more revenue by fining people doing a few km/h over the limit. The fact that this is even being entertained makes me
sick. Please focus on what matters!!

No Yes

No Yes Very unnecessary. 50kmph is sufficiently slow and | have not experienced any issues to make me think that is should be slower.

No Yes

No Yes

No No

No Yes

No No | very strongly disagree with the notion of reducing the speed limit on these roads to 40

No Yes

No Yes
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No Yes Firstly your map for consultation is full of errors and does not represent Norwood. Eg Florence Street is not a connector to Fullarton. Please present correct
information for important decision making. Main arterials through Norwood if reduced to 40 km will result in further congestion. Eg sydenham has limited flow as it is.
The flow of traffic is a major concern in the area. Your tag line on your communication is 'reduce speed nicer neighbourhoods"could you please make this link clear
as it is not to me how this is correlated. The Parade at the city end is currently 60km you have marked as 50km with no change applicable (unchanged) this is also
misleading and not factual. What is the rationale as a long term resident | am not aware of issues or concerns.

No Yes Not supportive of wholesale implementation of a 40kph speed limit. No objection to the reduced limit in some of the narrower and shorter streets and lanes where in
reality not practical to exceed a 40kph limit, such as John Street, Gilbert Street, Willis Street, Gray Street, Conigrave Lane, Wesley Lane, Little Wakefield Street, just
to name a few as examples. Queen, George, Edward, William, King William, Rundle, Flinders Streets and Beulah , Sydenham Roads all seem to be local feeder
roads that can be retained at current limit of 50kph, as is Osmond Terrace. The Parade between Portrush Road and Osmond Terrace could be reduced to 40khp due
to high pedestrian / local business activity in this stretch of roadway.

No Yes Inconsistent speed limits are confusing. Let’s just enforce 50kmph.

No Yes | am happy with the current speed limits and feel safe as a pedestrian and driver. | feel a change in limit would be a waste of time and money and potentially add to
driver frustration on the roads.

No No

No Yes

No Yes

No Yes

No No | strongly oppose reducing the speed limit further, either by a speed limit change or any other civil engineering means e.g speed humps, narrowing road access etc
Leave it alone.

No Yes

No Yes

No Yes Unnecessary

No Yes Yes, the 40 kp/h would just further restrict the Traffic flow and create even bigger inconvenience to commuters. The 40 Kp/h will not deter the hoons that currently
exceed the 50 & 60 Kp/h zones but only increase the councils revenue if & when they are apprehended!

No Yes | consider 50kms is quite ok for our suburb.

No Yes No need, and no evidence for a need - just assertions made. We have many speed bumps and roundabouts anyway.

No Yes In regards to George Street, | have lived on this street for over 25 years and regard 40kph to be absolutely
ridiculous for this particular size street.

Also, why isn't such a major consideration letterboxed to all residents rather than relying on a very few residents happening to come across such a proposal
like | have just done whilst on the Norwood Council website looking for Development Application minutes? Are you just trying to sneak it through?
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No Yes In regards to George Street, | have lived on this street for over 25 years and regard 40kph to be absolutely ridiculous for this particular size street. Also, why isn't
such a major consideration letterboxed to all residents rather than relying on a very few residents happening to come across such a proposal like | have just done
whilst on the Norwood Council website looking for Development Application minutes? Are you just trying to sneak it through?

No Yes 50 kph is quite adequate speed limit, particularly given the number of speed humps already in existence throughout Norwood.

No Yes The speed limits are sufficient as is. Some more policing of current limits would be good and works to help stop
speeders over current limits such as mid road divisions on corners of larger streets etc. etc. | live in Norwood, have a family in Norwood who regularly walk to shops
etc but don’t think more restrictions are necessary. Only exception should be The Parade in shopping areas should be 40 for safety as very crowded with people
and cars parking and visibility sometimes low and School zones

No Yes

No Yes The present restriction works well enough. The many speed humps, round a bouts, traffic lights and general
traffic offer enough controls with speeding.

No Yes slows down morning traffic! it is safe enough. trim the trees and bushes so we can see oncoming traffic.

No Yes

No No

No Yes

No Yes | like it the way it is

No Yes The speed limits at 50km/h and 60km/h are more than sufficient, reducing the speed will only serve to create
delays unecesarily.

No Yes Keep up the bike lanes, roundabouts and other traffic calming features of Norwood. More confusing and
visually polluting signs will not help reduce accidents or slow traffic.

No Yes Absolutely not. | live in Norwood and work in the city. My children go to school locally. It will take me so much
longer to get anywhere if speeds are reduced. My main concern is the works to Portrush Rd and the Parade and nothing can be done about those as it is within the
State Government's control. Please Council just leave everything else alone and focus our local spend on a new pool, library or civic centre like the ARC. It's
embarrassing the lack of community facilities in Norwood and Kent Town.

No No

No Yes Absolutely unnecessary. Change for the sake of change. 50km/h is safe

No Yes

No Yes
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No No The so called safety measures on Tenth Ave Royston Park with trees in the road and right angle corners so you must go on the opposite side of the road to turn left
are very dangerous so it is hard to see the council taking road safety as a motivation for change seriously. 50 km/h is slow enough.

No Yes

No Yes It is extremely unnecessary for a drop of the speed limit. People have take some responsibility themselves and drive at a slower speed when necessary. A set of
flashing lights along Parade West near the PAC school entrance at certain times may be handy.

No No

No Yes Very confusing when it's 50 or when it's 40 or when it's 60! That's how people get tickets! And | don’t want a ticket. They have already reduced the parade to 50
which | agree with but the rest leave at 60.

No Yes This is absurd and unnecessary. Show me the statistics that support this nonsense, because | don't believe it exists. No doubt any such plan would be followed by a
roll-out of unsightly speed humps to police enforcement. Get on with worthy projects; everywhere I've encountered this development, it has had negative impacts.

No No 40 km/hr has been for some time after the resurfacing recently on Fullarton Rd - Yes hiding the fact that this has been one of the slowest roads to traverse in Adelaide
for many years - however outside of peak time this is an arterial road. A major issue | see is the timing bias to East West travel as opposed to North South travel at the
lights at The Parade & Fullarton Rd. which very much needs to be changed for peak hour travel. The side roads currently 50km/hr seems very appropriate. | live local
& travel frequently per day through these areas. | am very happy for my residential road in St Peters to remain 50 km/hr rather than slower. Traffic needs to flow - this
is still a very safe speed.

No Yes Thanks for the opportunity to have a say. The council should do this more often.

No Yes Hoons will still go fast whatever you do. If 40, why not 30 or even slower. Perhaps people crossing the roads should look and listen and not be doing facing book or
talking on their phone!

No Yes It is totally unnecessary with no benefits. Why change something that currently works. It is frustrating in Maylands.

No Yes 40km is frustratingly slow and makes no difference to safety in the event of a vehicle collision with a pedestrian. As there has been no recent incidents of this, | fail to
see why this is an agenda item. 95% of drivers do the right thing and drive slow enough or to the conditions, PLEASE for once, don't punish the majority for the poor
choices behind the wheel by the minority.

No Yes There is absolutely no need for a 40km limit. Seems completely pointless!!

No Yes I live and work in Norwood. | walk to work every day. | do NOT support 40km/h zones in our area.

No Yes

No Yes Horrible idea.

No Yes | don'’t think it is necessary as average speeds in residential streets tend to be lower anyway. | don’t want to get pinged $496 for driving 42kph driving home. Even
my elderly mother got pinged in Osmond Terrace for doing 52kmh. Imagine what it would be like if 40kph (noting that Osmond Tce is not proposed to be changed).
Introducing 40kmh zones necessitates the introduction of hundreds of 40 street signs, which would visually clutter our residential streets and thereby spoil the look of
our streets. Presently no signposting is necessary as 50 is the default speed limit which needs no signposting. | am not aware of safety incidents necessitating this
move which | think is an over reaction similar to the yellow line marking across every driveway when it was only an issue in streets close in to the city where
commenter parkers go.

No Yes We already have speed humps. | don’t know what a reduced speed limit would achieve.

No No
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No Yes Obviously drivers should be aware at all times and if they do not trust the area/their ability to drive 50kph safely then it should be their choice to go slower. But for
confident drivers it should be unchanged.

No Yes Where is any statistical evidence to support the relationship between dropping the speed to 40kmh and an increase in safety and a nicer neighbourhood? Where will
it stop? Will speeds be dropped to 30kmh in a few years’ time? Hutt St ran a trial of 40kmh limits back in 2018 (or thereabouts) before reverting back to 50kmh,
presumably because there was zero benefit. Traffic is already increasing at a daunting rate and | just wonder if dropping speeds on residential through roads is going
to make things even worse for little to no benefit.

No No Will avoid sections of Norwood if this is implemented including withdrawing my patronage to several establishments due to the hassle to travel this will cause.

No Yes

No Yes Slower and idling vehicles produce increased carbon emissions and air pollution. Lower speed limits reduce the number of vehicles that can transit a given segment
of road per unit of time thereby increasing road congestion. Lower speed limits encourage pedestrians to be less cautious around vehicle traffic and have been linked
to higher rates of adverse pedestrian/cyclist/vehicle interactions/accidents. People who flaunt traffic laws and drive irresponsibly fast do so irrespective of the posted
limits. Lowered speed limits do not reduce the threat posed by the most dangerous types of drivers. Adelaide already has a highly convoluted and inconsistent mix
of suburban speed limits that make compliance difficult. This often results in vulnerable community members receiving excessively punitive fines.

No Yes There haven’t been incidences I'm aware of that warrants having a 40km/h speed limit in residential areas. | find the slower limit aggravating and don’t like it when in
areas that have the limit. 50km/h is fine leave it as is.

No No

No Yes | do not support this limit as it will have a negative impact on local residents and not have a large impact on road safety. Cyclists now have the dedicated bike
boulevard on Beulah Road which was meant to address concerns over safety and resulted in traffic restrictions being installed along that road. Many roads in the
area do not consistently have average speeds above 40km as shown in the consultants report presented to Council.

No Yes | believe that many of the roads (eg Elizabeth, Sydenham) are wide enough to allow for a car travelling at 50kph with plenty of space to sight pedestrians and to avoid
impacts.

No Yes | believe driver behaviour education is more important than enforced speed limit reductions.

No Yes

No Yes Major streets close to schools should be 40kmh or Nursing Homes/Hospitals ....but | disagree with a blanket rule of all streets in Norwood Kent Town being subject to
this change in speed limit.

No Yes

No Yes Absolutely ridiculous proposal. Adelaide’s population primarily uses private vehicles for transportation due to there being basically no efficient public transport
alternatives in the east and culturally people in Adelaide rely on cars. | am unsure what this proposal is hoping to achieve; there is barely any pedestrian or cycling
traffic on the smaller roads within Norwood and Kent Town so | assume safety cannot be claimed as a reason. In an already busy life with children and work and the
commutes involved with those | don’t need to spend even more time crawling along roads thank you very much. If the intention is to push traffic more into the busier
arterial roads then again this is flawed as the arterial roads are not built for the increase in traffic. As a rate payer | expect to be able to use any of the streets | help
pay to maintain in an efficient and convenient manner. This lower speed proposal is totally backwards.

No Yes 50km/hr is sufficient if enforced. Don’t see significant benefits going to 40km/hr.
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No Yes

No Yes

No Yes | feel that the cars/drivers that are obeying the 50kph speed limit are not the ones causing any problems for the local community. it is the problem few that exceed this
current limit that create problem for residents and pedestrians. A 40km speed limit would only frustrate more drivers and possibly cause more issues.

No Yes 50kph is slow enough, as long as it is enforced. Changing it to 40kph is nothing more than a revenue raiser.

No Yes This is so unnecessary for this area. It only leads to confusion of moving between potentially three speed zones. | feel like a decision like this is oriented towards the
elderly. Please lets keep our streets and precincts vibrant, cosmopolitan and less nanny state mentality.

No No | find the reduction of speed limits to be unnecessary as | consider as a driver, cyclist and pedestrian that 50 km/hr in residential streets is adequate. | feel that the
speeding fines that would occur due to drivers having to drive at 40 km/hr when there's no need to is just a revenue raising exercise. | sincerely hope that if the 40
km/hr speed limit goes ahead that it never comes to my suburb of St Peters. Just because Unley has 40 km/hr limits, it doesn't therefore mean that other suburbs
have to follow - WHAT EVIDENCE is there that there are less traffic accidents per number of motorists using those streets in Unley, or that people feel they can walk,
jog or cycle more than they would otherwise? And please give drivers etc more credit - that the vast majority are sensible when driving along narrow side streets and
courteous to all, and that the vast majority of pedestrians etc do their bit to be aware of vehicles on the road they're also using. Councillors involved in reducing the
speed limit will certainly not get my vote in the next election.

No Yes This will result in people having to drive in a lower gear thus wasting fuel. This will not account for time of day but it will definitely give police another 10km worth of
fines to slap on people with no matter the risk or lack- thereof regardless of fluctuating levels of traffic.

No Yes

No Yes

No Yes

No Yes No no no and more no. We will come to a standstill here in SA ,most drivers in the area potter along at much less than the speed limit,its only annoying but
dangerous. You have the ludicrous situation here in Adelaide where you have parallel street not 200 meters apart and the speed limit varies 10 km per hour |, no
wonder people are angry and frustrated onwards and upwards.

No Yes

No Yes

No Yes

No Yes

No Yes

No Yes
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o] Yes | currently live in a 40 km zone and the reduced speed limit is ridiculously slow for many of the streets which should never be 40 km hr and 50 km hr would still be a
safe speed. The reduced speeds of only 10km hr are increasing traffic gluts and are promoting the use of police speed detection to penalize the residents living
within its own 40 km zone as the majority of residents are finding the speed ridiculously slow. We as residents are now entrapped by our own councillors stupid
decision which has affected its own rate payers. To reduce to 40 km hr is also an appalling cost burden of millions of dollars on the council for sighage on every
street and an extreme eyesore of signage pollution. Drivers need to be able to focus on safe driving rather than worrying about looking out for signs, and police
should be able to focus on those minority drivers who break the current speed limits within council zones rather than continuing to reduce speed limits in the name of
safety which affects all drivers. Furthermore the speed zones affect traffic for 24 hours a day, where the majority of time there is no one even out in the public arena.
| wish my council could get rid of our ridiculous 40 km hr speed zone and its polluting signage and catch the drivers exceeding 50 km hr within our streets. People
and not just drivers also need to start taking responsibility for their own safety rather than a councillors decision to affect all drivers within the area 24 hours a day
forever more.

No Yes | would encourage you to consider the productivity losses as a result of decreased speed limits not only in Norwood and Kent town but in the CBD and outskirts in
general. Reducing speed limit increases commute time, increases greenhouse gas gas emissions - further contributing to global warming. There is no need to
reduce speed limits in an area where pedestrians know the rules as do drivers, therefore the priority should be on reducing commute time. Being stuck in
unnecessarily slow traffic (40kph) increases driver frustration and potential for road rage incidents. | love living in Kent Town - please do not make it a painful place to
commute with unnecessarily slow speed limits.

No Yes

No Yes The streets indicated on the map in purple are all required to be 50km/hour which is an adequate speed reduction. | do not support the 40 km/hour speed reduction,
particular on Beulah Road and William Street where 50 km/hour restriction is sufficient on a wide road to allow safe passage for pedestrians, cyclists and cars

No Yes

No No | own a property in Norwood and while | do not live there currently | feel | have a voice in this matter. The arguments put forward do not offer a rational reason to
implement change. Social amenity will not be impacted and just because others are doing is not an imperative. Also the streets are such that exceeding 40kph would
be difficult at most times unless one was 'hooning' and that's a different problem altogether.

No No

No Yes

No Yes It's hard enough getting around Norwood and Kent town now without having to reduce speed to 40 km. It will just create more issues related to driver impatience and
frustration, particularly around shopping and commercial areas rather than provide a "pseudo" safer environment. A very bad idea indeed.

No Yes

No No

No Yes

No Yes

No Yes
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No Yes What for, with such a limited questionaire | doubt the outcome will be anything other than what the council has already decided will be implement. | have lived in
Norwood for over twenty years and have found that the council's level of services and so called community consultation lacking. | don't know what you or the council
consider as community consultation, but frankly giving us the opportunity to answer only two questions when you're asking for our views, ideas and suggestions
about an important issue like this, | find rather insulting. The council has conducted a number of traffic studies over the years but has not provided any statistics to
substantiate the reduction other than feel good words like "working towards improving road safety, encouraging sustainable transport and increasing community well
being' how? You've already added road humps to Beulah Road and narrowed the entrance to the roundabouts that are in the cross streets running from Magill to
Kensington road. In my opinion this has only increased the risk to bike riders when crossing the humps or entering the roundabouts in Beulah road, it's the design that
contributes to the risk of a collision not the reduction in speed limit. The side streets especially Edward, George and Queen are often busy as the Parade is usually
congested, so how is reducing the speed limit so that cars remain in our streets longer emitting pollution and tiny particles that damage our lungs and impact our
health contributing to our well being! Therefore, | am against introducing a 40km/h speed limit. The Council needs to concentrate on providing parking, not reducing
it. Cleaning leaves from our streets while maintaining the footpaths top soil so that our plastic drain pipes don't get damaged. And a small but important thing, is
providing a fridge magnet collection calendar rather than expecting your ratepayers to print one, a poor reflection of the council's priorities and nothing to do with
sustainability.

No Yes If people/driver's stick to the 50kph | think that speed is low enough! Distracted drivers or those (especially menacing 'hoon' drivers) and others ignoring 50kph are the
main reason for accidents (in my opinion).

No Yes We live on Little Capper. Definitely no to 40km/hour speed limit. 50 is adequate with slower speeds where needed with schools, roadwork etc. There is more risk with
parents parking illegally on Little Capper while waiting for their child. This reduces a dual carriageway to a single.

No No | say No to the speed limit being dropped to 40kph. That will have more cars on all these minor streets for more time and congest the streets even more than it is at
the moment. This is not a strategic financial plan. The Council will only revenue raise for their own pockets.

No Yes 45 better - road humps doing 50h. Traffic speed could be reduced to 45. The humps have already made a huge difference. Cross section George Street/Parade YES
Please. Scooters - please NO, living on Osmond Tce we have enough problems on weekends with young ones using the strip. Last weekend it was with a scooter
(that was left). Please could the trees be pruned back as they are too high and causing problems to the homes/units on this street.
Gutters/gardens/plumbing/blockages. It is starting to cost a lot of money. Many thanks.

No Yes | am against speed limit reduction. I've been living in Norwood neighbourhood since 2003 and with the speed humps, roundabouts and stop signs and giveaway signs|
| see absolute no reason to cut the speed limit. | have never noticed anyone speeding around the area and | have not seen any accidents between cars or
pedestrians. | am aware that there are lots more townhouses and apartments going up in this area. | am also aware the council only allows one driveway and lots
more cars are parked in the street. That is my only complaint.

Un- Yes Hello, Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the 40km/hour speed limit. | think we already have a plethora of speed limits - the issue is getting drivers to abide by

deter- them! [ think rather than impose another one we just adopt a process where all cars are accompanied at the front by a qualified person dressed in bright clothing,

mined waving a lantern at night and a flag (probably a gay pride one) during the day? He or indeed, she, could walk quite quickly or even break into a jog when traffic
allows. They should carry a horn in the case of emergency, and a didgeridoo to acknowledge our First Nation brothers and sisters and any in between, plus trans
genders. | hope this helps?

Unsure |Yes I don't know if this will make any difference. The speed limit is currently 50km and very few observe that. | know that William Street is a racing road for all those who
avoid the Parade. Who will "police” the speed. No one does anything about it now.

Yes Yes Too much speeding - people drive like crazy. Not enough parking. Cars parking across driveway. Have lived in Norwood for 58 years.

Yes Yes I would like to see a 40km/h speed limit throughout residential areas in Adelaide.

Yes Yes They speed like mad sometimes.
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Yes I am strongly in favour of this proposal. The safety significance of a 10 km/h difference in travelling speed is often underestimated. Taking as an example a car
travelling at 40 km/h with another car alongside, overtaking it it at 50 km/h: In an emergency braking situation when the car travelling at 40 has stopped, the other car
will still be travelling at 44 km/h. A 10 km/h difference in travelling speed can mean a difference between an impact at 44 km/h and no impact at all. A limit of 40 km/h
has meaning in another safety area, the Australasian New Car Assessment Program, ANCAP. The pedestrian tests estimate likely head and leg injuries to child and
adult pedestrians, with head-forms and leg-forms fired at various test locations on the front bumper, bonnet, windscreen and A-pillars of the vehicle. These tests are
conducted at 40km/h. These impact tests were developed more than 20 years ago by an international committee with participation from research groups in the EU,
Japan and Australia (the Road Accident Research Unit, now CASR). The test speed of 40 km/h was chosen because it was thought then that it would not be possible
to design a car to protect a pedestrian at a higher speed. These ANCAP pedestrian tests are conducted at the CASR Vehicle Test Laboratory in Kent Town. Finally,
the proposed reduction in the speed limit will greatly improve the amenity of the affected areas as well as the safety of pedestrians and cyclists.

Yes No

Yes No

Yes Yes Particularly between Beulah and William Streets.

Yes Yes Speeding an issue in my street off The Parade.

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes Yes The traffic through Edward Street has increased over recent years and travels very fast rather over 60 KPH - including heavy vehicles.

Yes Yes

Yes Our Association supports the proposed introduction of a 40km/h speed limit for residential streets in Norwood & Kent Town. Some parts of Norwood, Payneham and
St Peters already have a 40km/h speed limit and we support the reduction of the speed limit from 50km/h to 40km/h throughout all residential streets in NPSP. A
reduction in the speed limit will result in safer streets for pedestrians, particularly so for children and the elderly, cyclists and other motorists. In Kensington we have
four schools and a kindergarten and another three schools very nearby. Reducing speed limits should encourage more students to walk or ride to school. In May
2015, the then Department of Planning Transport & Infrastructure, prepared a paper that stated "A reduction in average travel speed across the road network - even
by as little as 5 km/h - would be the most effective, swift way to reduce road trauma and would produce significant and immediate road safety benefits. Some argue
against lower speed limits claiming they will increase driving times. However, studies have shown that a 40km'h speed limit in residential streets would result in no or
a very minimal increase in the time to drive to the nearest arterial road. On behalf of our large membership base and many Kensington residents we commend this
initiative and look forward to the adoption of lower speed limits in all our residential streets.

Yes Yes speedy "short cuts"” are raising risk considerably.
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Yes

Yes

The committee of the Norwood Residents Association supports the move to a 40kmh speed limit on our residential streets. We quite frequently hear complaints
about traffic in our streets, including people driving at inappropriate speeds and “rat runners” avoiding traffic lights. We believe that reducing the speed limit will help to
discourage this. We are aware that slower speeds provide a safer environment for ourselves and our pets; that the chance of being killed when hit by a car drops
dramatically between the speeds of 50 and 30 kmh. A 40kmh speed limit will also give a better chance for drivers to pull up before making impact. We also
understand that cars are quieter at slower speeds, especially if they are not accelerating quickly in an attempt to reach 50kmh. Altogether, slower speeds will provide
a more pleasant street environment for our members, encouraging more walking and interaction between neighbours. The time imposition of a slower speed will not
be significant for residents. The street layout of Norwood is such that residents rarely drive more than a kilometre before reaching the arterial road network. The
theoretical maximum time saving in travelling one kilometre at 50kmh rather than 40kmh is 18 seconds. However, with time taken to accelerate and decelerate, as
well as slowing for any corners, roundabouts, other traffic and traffic calming measures, the actual time savings are going to be much less than this. Indeed, a series
of 650 metre time trials undertaken at night when there was no other traffic from one committee member’s home to the nearest 60kmh arterial road found a time
saving of only one second!

We accept that some of our members resist change and want to maintain a higher speed limit. But, noting that no suburb that has moved to 40kmh has ever gone
back, and that a Stepney Maylands ward councillor who had opposed 40kmbh later took credit for its introduction, the committee is confident that members will not

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Good enough for Unley to impose the lower speed. Speeding is a major problem in Norwood, in particular wider streets and narrow streets (ie. Henry Street) and The
Parade. Best wishes for the new speed limit. Note: we live in Henry Street, Norwood, motorists use excessive speed to dodge the intersection of Portrush Road and
Parade. This is a danger to all residents in Henry Street.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

| support this proposal.

Yes

Yes

Long overdue. Please include Parade and Osmond. George Street even with rebuilding of 88 George Street and Coles project is very hazardous. Often nearly
‘cleaned up' when backing out!!

Yes

Yes

The introduction of a 40kph speed limit on proscribed roads adjacent the Parade is a timely idea in that it paves the way for safer vehicle pedestrian interaction in wha
is becoming an increasingly high population density city. | attended a Mitcham library presentation on electric cars and it revealed the distinct advantages these
vehicles offer people in urban environments, the main one being less pollution. A 40kph limit would be ideal for the interaction between silent electric vehicles and
pedestrians. Please take this opportunity to invoke a vision for the future where we can all enjoy pollution free safe travel on our inner suburban roads.

Yes

Yes

40kmph limit should cover all roads in Norwood & Kent Town. Why? More people are coming to our area to live and work and the population is aging. Walking is
encouraged as is cycling. With many schools in the area slower speeds would increase safety for cyclists and walkers. 40kmph is a priority for many who live and
work here. In future we will have more electric (Quicker) vehicles we won't hear them so slow speeds will add to safety. As older residents we are slower now to walk
across roads but many drivers assume we cross quickly. Slowing the traffic flow will help. More traffic calming strips as in Beulah Road would also help. thanks for the
opportunity to comment.

Yes

Yes

It is an overwhelming Yes vote from us to implement the speed restriction to 40 km/h. We reside in William Street and at times this street is utilised as a speedway
circuit.
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Yes Yes I’'m a resident of the East Park Apartments in Kent Town and wish to express my thorough approval of Council’s vote to proceed with community consultation on the
proposed speed limit of 40 Kph in Norwood and Kent Town. | will be away for 5/6 months and won’t be able to participate in the upcoming community consultation, sg
will this suffice as a YES vote? If not please let me know how | can participate in the consultation.

Yes No | support 40km/hr speed limit in the residential streets of Norwood & Kent Town.

No, | do not live in Norwood or Kent Town, however my two children attend school in Kent Town.

I would like to be kept informed of the Council’s final decision on the proposal to implement a 40km/hr speed limit in Norwood and Kent Town.

Input and comments:

The Parade West, which is extends along the entire length of Prince Alfred College, is Council owned & managed. The Parade West needed more traffic
infrastructure for children road safety - particularly within the peak hours:

- This short section of Council road should be 40km/hr.

- The 25km/hr zone needs better highlighting and extending to include an area near Capper St.

- More children/ Pedestrian safe crossing zones are required - commuter through traffic do not stop for the children.

Lastly, Can Council also petition The Department for Infrastructure and Transport (DIT) to reduce the speeds of largely single lane Fullarton Rd, Flinders St and
Rundle St, in this high density living, urban area to 50km/hr, SA’s urban area default speed limit.

N
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175 The Parade, Norwood SA 5067

Telephone 8366 4555 City of

Facsimile 83326338 Norwood
Email townhall@npsp.sa.gov.au Payneham
Website WWW.Npsp.sa.gov.au & St Peters
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COUNCIL ROADS

Proposed 40km/h Area Speed Limit
wmwmn  Existing 50km/h speed limit to remain

DIT ROADS - ongoing liaison required

nnsens Proposed 40km/h Speed Limit (subject to future DIT approval)

mmmmm  Proposed 50km/h Speed Limit (subject to future DIT approval)
Existing 50km/h speed limit to remain
Existing 60km/h speed limit to remain

Note: Consultation for reduced speed limits on The Parade
were undertaken as part of the The Parade Master Plan
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11.2 2021 COMMUNITY SURVEY - FINAL REPORT

REPORT AUTHOR;: Strategic Planner
GENERAL MANAGER: Chief Executive Officer
CONTACT NUMBER: 8366 4524

FILE REFERENCE: gA89132
ATTACHMENTS: A-B

PURPOSE OF REPORT

The purpose of this report is to present the 2021 Community Survey Report (Resident and Business) to the
Council for its consideration and endorsement, prior to the document being released.

BACKGROUND

A Community Survey is undertaken by the Council on a two (2) yearly basis to monitor changes in satisfaction
levels of the various services, programs and facilities which the Council provides. The survey responses also
provide data to measure the Council’s progress in meeting targets contained in the Council’'s Strategic
Management Plan CityPlan 2030: Shaping Our Future (Mid Term Review 2020).

The Community Survey provides a longitudinal report card on the community’s perception of the Council’s
performance, having first commenced in 2009. The 2021 Community Survey is the sixth survey to be
undertaken with essentially the same format and questions enabling comparative analysis over time. It should
be noted that a survey was not undertaken in 2015.

The objectives of the 2021 Community Survey were defined in the Project Brief as follows:

e measure overall satisfaction with the Council and the services it provides;

e measure the importance of the Council’s services to the community;

determine if respondents use specific services, which they have rated, and if not, why not;

measure public perceptions of community well-being;

collect data which tracks progress in achieving the CityPlan 2030 (Mid Term Review 2020) targets; and
monitor change in community perceptions over time.

Identifying the needs and expectations of the community, is recognised as part of the Council’s commitment
to continuous improvement principles.

The 2021 Community Survey was undertaken by Norwood based consultancy, Intuito Market Research. Prior
to, the Surveys have been conducted by Square Holes (2019 and 2017), Truscott Research (2013 and 2011)
and McGregor Tan (inaugural Survey in 2009).

The 2021 Community Survey comprised of two (2) separate questionnaires, one (1) specific to residents and
one tailored to businesses. In order to make it easier to interpret the results, two (2) separate reports have
been prepared.

Both the Resident and Business surveys were conducted in November 2021. The commencement of the
survey was promoted through the Council’'s communication channels such as YourNPSP e-Newsletter,
YourBusiness e-Newsletter, the Council’s website and a media release from the Mayor to raise awareness of
the survey and encourage participation.

The Resident questionnaire contained thirty three (33) questions and took an average of 21 minutes to
complete. A total of 601 face-to-face interviews were undertaken, which is 200 more than in any previous
survey undertaken. The larger number of interviews provides a very low margin of error of 3.9% at a confidence
level of 95%. The additional 200 interviews were provided as a ‘value add’ by Intuito Market Research.

The Business questionnaire contained thirty two (32) questions and took an average of 16 minutes to complete.
A total of 200 surveys were undertaken, 98 online and 102 face-to-face. This provided a margin of error of
7.9% at a confidence level of 95%.
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The questionnaires and methodology used in previous years was again adopted for the 2021 Community
Survey. This is essential for a longitudinal survey to enable comparisons with previous years. Minor changes
to wording have occurred over time to improve clarity and/or to reflect amendments made to CityPlan 2030 as
part of each review, such as environmental sustainability whereby additional questions were included.
However, care has been taken to ensure the intent of both the Resident and Business Surveys has remained
essentially the same to enable comparative analysis with the previous six (6) surveys. Notations have been
made on the survey results where minor changes have occurred.

An Elected Member Information Briefing was held on 20 October 2021 prior to the surveys being conducted,
whereby further refinements were made to both the Resident and Business questionnaires. These included:

e adding ‘informal volunteering (e.g non-paid work helping neighbours)’ as an additional option in the
Resident Survey question “How often do you participate in the following”;
e separating responses between staff and Elected Members in the Resident and Business Survey question
“And how satisfied were you with the responsiveness of the Staff/Elected member?”;
o further clarifying satisfaction with staff and Elected Member responses by adding the options of:
o speed of response;
o reacted positively;
o resolution of the issue; and
o overall satisfaction;
e adding a question in both the Resident and Business Survey relating to measures introduced by the
Council in response to Covid-19; and
e other minor changes to update the names of events and activities offered by the Council and removing
reference to events and activities no longer provided.

Unfortunately, the incremental amendments to the survey that have occurred over time, has resulted in the
surveys now being too long. The consultants have advised that it was extremely difficult to encourage residents
and businesses to participate in the survey and equally difficult to encourage them to complete the survey.

The ratings scales used in the 2021 Community Survey remained the same as those used in the previous
surveys and the use of ‘Regression Analysis’, which was introduced in the 2017 Survey, was once again
applied in the 2021 process. The Regression Analysis provides an understanding of the relationship between
variables and assists in identifying which aspects of the questions have the greatest impact on the results.

Demographic data was also collected as part of the Survey, to provide a snapshot of the makeup of the
community based on a representative sample of both residents and businesses. The demographic data
included gender, age, occupation and employment, household composition, length of time living within the City
of Norwood Payneham & St Peters, Council Ward and ethnic group which the resident respondents identified
with.

The consultants have suggested that given the concerns regarding the length of the survey, it may be time to
completely overhaul the survey approach. Based on their extensive experience in undertaking numerous
Community Surveys, Intuito has advised that the optimal length of time for a survey is between 10 and 15
minutes. A completely new approach would also enable the Council to review the purpose of the survey and
to clarify how the information will be used to improve Council performance.

This report outlines the key findings of the 2021 Community Survey as presented to the Elected Members at
an Information Briefing held on Tuesday 15 February 2022. The full results of the Residents Survey are
contained in Attachment A and the full results of the Business Survey are contained in Attachment B.

RELEVANT STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS & POLICIES

The Council’s long-term Strategic Management Plan, CityPlan 2030: Shaping Our Future (Mid Term Review
2020), outlines the Vision for the City, and the Objectives and Strategies to achieve this Vision. It also sets out
the approach to measuring the success of the plan. The performance measurement approach was amended
as part of the Mid Term Review 2020 whereby five (5) new Metrics were introduced for each of the four (4)
outcome areas. The new metrics include one (1) Macro Target, two (2) Council Targets and two (2) Community
Targets. The Community Targets relate specifically to questions contained in the Community Survey.
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The results of the 2021 Community Survey that relate specifically to the Community Targets included in
CityPlan 2030 (Mid Term Review 2020) are outlined in Table 1 below:

TABLE 1: CITYPLAN 2030 (MID TERM REVIEW 2020) COMMUNITY TARGET RESULTS 2021
OUTCOME 1 - SOCIAL EQUITY
Metric Target Result Outcome
2021
The level of community  Achieve a resident perception 4.6 day Target not achieved
satisfaction with safety rating higher than the average from 4.0 night (very slight decline but
during the day and night  the previous four Council still a high score)
(Q7 Residents Survey)  Community Surveys:
> 4.7 day
> 4.1 night
The level of community ~ Achieve a business perception 4.5 day
satisfaction with safety rating higher than the average from 3.9 night
during the day and night the previous four Council
(Q6 Business Survey) Community Surveys:
> 4.4 day
> 3.7 night
The level of community ~ Achieve a resident perception 4.2
satisfaction with the rating higher than the average from
access to services and  the previous four Council
facilities Community Surveys:
(Q7 Resident Survey) >4.1
The level of community ~ Achieve a business perception 4.0
satisfaction with the rating higher than the average from
access to services and the previous four Council
facilities Community Surveys:
(Q6 Business Survey) >3.75
OUTCOME 2 — CULTURAL VITALITY
Metric Target Result Outcome
2021
The level of community  Achieve a resident perception 3.3
satisfaction with the rating higher than the average from
nature of new the previous four Council
development (Q7 Community Surveys:
Residents Survey) >3.2
The level of community  Achieve a business perception 3.6
satisfaction with the rating higher than the average from
nature of new the previous four Council
development within the ~ Community Surveys:
Council area (Q6
Business Survey) >3.45
The level of community ~ Achieve a resident perception 3.9
satisfaction with cultural  rating higher than the average from
heritage programs the previous four Council
provided by the Council Community Surveys:
(Q5 Resident Survey) >38
Note — question not n/a n/a n/a

asked of the business
community
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OUTCOME 3 — ECONOMIC PROSPERITY

Metric Target Result Outcome
2021

The level of community ~ Achieve a resident perception 3.7

satisfaction with the rating higher than the average from

Council’s performance the previous four Council

in attracting and Community Surveys:

supporting businesses > 3.65

(Q6 Residents Survey)

The level of community ~ Achieve a business perception 3.3

satisfaction with the rating higher than the average from

Council’s performance the previous four Council

in attracting and Community Surveys:

supporting businesses >3.0

(Q5 Business Survey)

The level of community ~ Achieve a resident perception 4.2 Target not achieved

satisfaction that the mix  rating higher than the average from (no change in result but

of businesses in the the previous four Council still a high score)

City’s precincts Community Surveys:

contributes to the >4.2

prosperity of the area

(Q11 Resident Survey)

The level of community ~ Achieve a business perception 3.8

satisfaction that the mix  rating higher than the average from

of businesses in the the previous four Council

City’s precincts Community Surveys:

contributes to the > 3.65

prosperity of the area

(Q8 Business Survey)

OUTCOME 4 — ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY

Metric Target Result Outcome
2021

The level of community  Achieve a resident perception 3.3

satisfaction with the rating higher than the average from

Council’s response to the previous four Council

climate change (Q4 Community Surveys:

Resident Survey) >3.0

The level of community  Achieve a business perception 3.4 First time measured

satisfaction with the rating higher than the average from

Council’s response to the previous four Council

climate change (Q4 Community Surveys:

Business Survey) First time measured

The level of community ~ Achieve a resident perception 3.7

satisfaction with the rating higher than the average from

Council’'s management  the previous four Council

and use of water (Q4 Community Surveys:

Resident Survey) >3.5

The level of community ~ Achieve a business perception 3.7 First time measured

satisfaction with the
Council’'s management
and use of water (Q4
Business Survey)

rating higher than the average from
the previous four Council
Community Surveys:

First time measured

Page 15



City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Agenda for the Meeting of Council to be held on 7 March 2022
Strategy & Policy — Item 11.2

Measuring community perceptions and level of satisfaction on a broad range of Council services, programs
and initiatives, also provides valuable information for the Council to determine how it's performing in the eyes
of the community in relation to Objectives and Strategies in the CityPlan 2030 (Mid Term Review 2020).

The information contained in Table 2 summarises the Objectives from CityPlan 2030 (Mid Term Review) and
the relevant question numbers from the Resident and Business surveys that provide community insights of a
general nature in relation to each one. Noting that specific targets have not been set for these Objectives and
the Survey reference is provided for reference purposes only.

TABLE 2: CITYPLAN 2030 (MID TERM REVIEW 2020) OBJECTIVES AND RELEVANT COMMUNITY
SURVEY QUESTIONS

CITYPLAN 2030 (MID TERM REVIEW 2020) Resident Survey Business Survey
Questions Questions

SOCIAL EQUITY: An inclusive, connected, accessible and friendly community

Objective 1.1: Convenient and accessible services, 3,5,7,8,9,21, 22,25 n/a

information and facilities

Obijective 1.2: A people-friendly, integrated and 3,9, 14, 23,25 3,521

sustainable transport network

Objective 1.3: An engaged and participating 57,9,11,12, 15, 16, n/a

community 21, 22,25

Objective 1.4: A strong, healthy, resilient and inclusive 57,9, 16,25 n/a

community

CULTURAL VITALITY: A culturally rich and diverse City, with a strong identity, history and sense of
place

Objective 2.1: An artistic, creative, cultural and visually 5,15 20
interesting City

Objective 2.2: A community embracing and celebrating 5,7,9,11,12,15 20
its social and cultural diversity

Obijective 2.3: A City which values and promotes its 57,9, 23,25 20, 21
rich cultural and built heritage

Objective 2.4: Pleasant, well designed, and sustainable 3,9, 14,23, 25 3,6,21
urban environments

Objective 2.5: Dynamic community life in public spaces 5,9,14, 23, 25 3,21

and precincts
ECONOMIC PROSPERITY: A dynamic and thriving centre for business and services

Objective 3.1: A diverse range of businesses and na 5,8,9, 11, 12, 13, 14,
services 19-30
Objective 3.2: Cosmopolitan business precincts 6, 15 5,6,8,9, 11, 12, 13,
contributing to the prosperity of the City 14,19-30
Objective 3.3: Attract new enterprise and local 6 58,9 11,12,13, 14,
employment opportunities to locate in our City 19-30
Objective 3.4: A leading centre for creative industries n/a 8,9, 11,12, 13, 14,
19-30
Objective 3.5: A local economy supporting and 6,11,12,15 6,8,9,11,12,13, 14,
supported by its community 19-30
ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY: A leader in environmental sustainability
Objective 4.1: Sustainable and efficient management 2,4,8,11,12, 14, 23 2,4,7,10
of resources
Objective 4.2: Sustainable streets and open spaces 14, 23, 25 2
Objective 4.3: Thriving and healthy habitats for native 4,14, 23 2
flora and fauna
Objective 4.4: Mitigating and adapting to the impacts of 4,14, 23 2,4

climate change

Page 16



City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Agenda for the Meeting of Council to be held on 7 March 2022
Strategy & Policy — Item 11.2

FINANCIAL AND BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

A total of $30,000 was allocated to conduct the Survey as part of the 2020-2021 Budget, which included
$25,000 for consultancy fees and $5,000 for the advertising and promotional costs associated with undertaking
the Survey.

The final cost of the Survey was $25,391.00.

EXTERNAL ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS

Not Applicable.

SOCIAL ISSUES

Not Applicable.

CULTURAL ISSUES

Ten interviews were conducted in Italian to cater for residents where English is their second language.
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Not Applicable.

RESOURCE ISSUES

Intuito Market Research were managed by Council staff. This involved the procurement process, review of the
guestionnaires, project team meetings, assistance with the provision of business contacts, communications
and the review of draft reports.

RISK MANAGEMENT

Undertaking the Survey enables the Council to demonstrate responsible governance and accountability, and
assists in enhancing the Council’s reputation for transparency and openness. Additionally, the results of the
Community Survey help the Council to understand the key issues that concern the community and work
towards improving its performance.

By reviewing and responding to specific issues raised by survey participants, the Council can demonstrate
good work practices and improve in areas of concern, thereby enhancing the Council’s reputation in the
community.

Addressing the changing needs and expectations of the community is important, as not regularly monitoring
the Council’'s performance through a process such as the Community Survey puts the Council at risk of not
meeting the needs and expectations of its community.

COVID-19 IMPLICATIONS

Although Covid-19 has impacted some of the services and programs provided by the Council over the past
two (2) years, the results of the survey are reasonably consistent with previous years in the majority of cases.

Fortunately, the restrictions associated with Covid-19 and the uncertainty surrounding this issue, did not
impact on the ability to conduct face-to-face interviews with all of the resident respondents and over half of the
business respondents.
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CONSULTATION

e Elected Members
Elected Members were briefed and consulted on two (2) occasions throughout the 2021 Community
Survey process.

An initial Information Briefing was held with Elected Members on Wednesday 20 October 2021, where
the consultant provided an overview of the 2019 survey questions and outlined the proposed methodology
for the 2021 Community Survey. Elected Members were also asked to provide input on the questions.
This information was then used to review the survey questions.

A second Information Briefing was held with Elected Members on Tuesday 15 February 2022, where the
consultant presented a summary of the key results of the 2021 Community Survey. The two (2) 2021
Community Survey Reports contained in Attachments A and B have now been finalised, and are
presented as part of this report to the Council prior to their release to the community.

e Community
The primary purpose of the Community Survey is to consult with the community and garner its views on
how they perceive the Council’s performance on the services and initiatives it provides. To achieve this
in an unbiased way, it was important that a random sample of residents and business owner/operators
were interviewed. The consultants achieved this through face-to-face interviews at various public
locations across the Council area with 601 residents. Over fifty percent of the business surveys were
conducted face-to-face across the Council area, noting it is more difficult for businesses to allocate the
time necessary to undertake a 15-20 minute survey while attending to customers. Therefore, a further
98 surveys were completed online.

o  Staff
Internal consultation was not undertaken with staff as the purpose of the survey is to obtain the views of
the community.

e Other Agencies
Not Applicable.

DISCUSSION

The key findings of the 2021 Community Survey are summarised below, separated into Resident Survey
Results and Business Survey Results.

Resident Survey Results

Overall Resident Satisfaction

Despite the presence of Covid-19 over the last two (2) years, overall resident satisfaction is at an all-time high
at 3.9 out of 5.0. This is a significant improvement from 2011 and 2013 where results dipped to 3.5 out of 5.0.
The results over the past twelve (12) years are shown in Figure 1.

FIGURE 1: OVERALL RESIDENT SATISFACTION (2009-2021) (prepared by Intuito)

3.9
3.8
3.8
3.5
35
3.6

Overall satisfaction with Council

2021 =m2019 =2017 =2013 =2011 © 2009
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Key Performance Areas — Notable Results

The Council’s performance was assessed against seven (7) Key Performance Areas: Waste & Recycling
Services, Infrastructure, Environmental Management, Community Services, Economic Development, Quality
of Life and Leadership. The results of the 2021 Resident Survey show an improvement in all but one (1) of the
Key Performance Areas. Quality of Life saw no change. There have been no decreases in any of the
performance areas.

While all scores are positive, waste and recycling services has received the highest result in both the 2019
and 2021 Community Surveys, with the very high scores of 4.2 and 4.3 respectively.

Statistically significant improvements of 0.3 and above were seen in the performance areas of Environmental
Management, Community Services, Economic Development and Leadership compared to the 2019
Community Survey.

A summary of the changes in the results from the 2019 Community Survey are contained in Table 3. All scores
are rated out of five (5).

TABLE 3: RESIDENTS OVERALL SATISFACTION WITH KEY PERFORMANCE AREAS 2019 — 2021

Performance area 2019 2021 Difference
Waste and Recycling Services 4.2 4.3 0.1 increase
Infrastructure 3.8 3.9 0.1 increase
Environmental Management 3.4 3.8 0.4 increase
Community Services 3.7 4.1 0.4 increase
Economic Development 35 3.8 0.3 increase
Quality of Life 3.9 3.9 No change
Leadership 3.3 3.7 0.4 increase

The regression analysis carried out on the seven (7) performance area results, has found that Quality of Life
is the most significant contributor to the overall resident satisfaction. Any changes in future years to service
levels in this performance area will have a significant impact on overall resident satisfaction.

Sub-Areas — Notable Results

As part of the survey design, each performance area contains a number of specific sub-areas (indicators),
totalling forty nine (49) overall.

Sixteen (16) of the forty-nine (49) sub-areas ranked very highly with resident satisfaction in the 2021 survey
(scores of 4.0 and above). Feeling safe in the daytime, waste collection and library services continue to perform
very strongly. The top scoring sub-areas are outlined in Table 4.

TABLE 4: TOP SUB-AREAS OF RESIDENT SATISFACTION 2021

Sub-Area Result
Feeling safe in the daytime 4.6
Weekly collection of household waste 4.5
Library services 4.4
Fortnightly collections of recyclables 4.4
Fortnightly collection of green organics 4.3
Provision and maintenance of parks & recreational areas 4.2
The presentation and cleanliness of the Council area 4.2
Recreational and sporting facilities 4.2
Customer service 4.2
Access to services and facilities 4.2
Swimming pools 4.1
Childcare services 4.1
Public and environmental health services 4.1
The ability to become involved in community life and activities 4.1
Community halls and centres 4.1
Feeling safe at night 4.0
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However, based on regression analysis on each of the performance areas, improvements in the following sub-
areas will have a significant impact on overall resident satisfaction:

the weekly collection of household waste;

the presentation and cleanliness of the Council area;
managing street trees;

library services;

promoting and attracting special events;

feeling safe in the daytime; and

keeping the community informed about current issues.

It is also worth noting that fourteen (14) of the sub-areas received statistically significant results of + 0.3 or
more, in their level of resident satisfaction, showing areas of notable improvement for the Council. The results
of the sub-areas showing strong improvement are contained in Table 5 below.

TABLE 5: SUB-AREAS WITH STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPROVEMENTS 2019 - 2021

Sub-area 2019 2021 Difference
Water management and use 3.2 3.7 0.5
Providing and maintaining roads 3.3 3.7 0.4
Managing street trees 3.2 3.6 0.4
Keeping the community informed about current issues 3.4 3.8 0.4
Hard waste collection 3.6 3.0 0.3
Electronic waste collection 3.3 3.6 0.3
Undertaking environmental initiatives 3.4 3.7 0.3
Responding to climate change 3.0 3.3 0.3
Customer service centre 3.9 4.2 0.3
Promoting and supporting business precincts (eg Glynde, Magill Road etc) 3.6 3.9 0.3
Assessment of development applications 3.0 3.3 0.3
Environmental sustainability 3.4 3.7 0.3
Providing leadership in the local community 3.3 3.6 0.3

There was only one sub-area that received a significant decrease in the level of resident satisfaction. This was
in relation to the ‘Range of housing choices’, moving from a high score of 4.3 in 2019 to 3.7 in 2021. It is
possible that this reflects the surge in house prices over the past eighteen (18) months together with the
economic impacts of Covid-19.

Another sub-area that has declined over time, is the ‘Protection of heritage buildings and character areas’
moving from 3.9 in 2017 to 3.4 in 2021. It is therefore timely that the Council has recently endorsed the
preparation of a Heritage Strategy, which is intended to seek to address this issue.

Top Three Priorities for Residents

Residents were asked to state three (3) major issues that the Council should be addressing over the next three
(3) years. The responses were analysed in a number of different ways and the three most commonly stated
issues were:

1. Improving Infrastructure (38%);
2. Preserving heritage buildings and character areas (36%); and
3. Environmental sustainability (35%).

The preserving & planting trees came a close fourth at 33%.
Use of Council Services and Facilities

A very high proportion of residents use Council’s parks and playgrounds (81%), Library services (75%) and
Bus stops (74%). The use of parks and playgrounds and bus stops has dipped slightly from the 2019 survey
whereas Library services use has increased. The introduction of Covid-19, lockdowns and restrictions have
undoubtedly had impacts on these results. Notably the use of cultural and entertainment facilities dipped from
68% to 44% between the two (2) survey periods, again corresponding with Covid-19 impacts.
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Youth Programs remain the lowest area of use by residents although 75% of residents cite they have no need
for this service. This result corresponds with only 7.3% of respondents being under 25 years old as young
people are extremely hard to engage in Community Surveys.

Reasons for not using the various services were largely due to not having a need for them. Other comments
related to a range of reasons including the preference to use swimming pools and libraries in adjoining Local
Government Areas.

Perception Statements

All of the perception statements scored lower than they did in the 2019 Community Survey. The results of the
guestions are summarised in Figure 4.

FIGURE 4: RESULTS OF PERCEPTION STATEMENTS (prepared by Intuito)

Residents

The mix of businesses in the business precincts contributes to thel L
prosperity of the area

| believe that cultural diversity s a positive influence in the community L
| am satisfied with the character of my local area L
| feel part of my local community L
The Coundcil provides sufficient opportunities for community engagement L
There is a good communication between businesses and residents L
I am happy with the balance beteeen Council rates and the services and L

standard of infrastructure provided®*

Despite experiencing decreases in the scores, all scores ranged between 3.4 and 4.2. Significant declines
were however seen in two (2) questions, namely:

e There is good communication between businesses and residents’; and
¢ 1 am happy with the balance between council rates and the services and standard of infrastructure
provided’ (3.9 to 3.4).

The response to the first question may be a result of the impacts of Covid-19, whereby businesses that were
significantly impacted by State Government directed changes to service provision and less face-to-face
interaction with residents.

The second question is more complicated in the interpretation of the results. Of the residents that rated this
guestion one (1) or two (2) out of five (5), 49% said their preference is for maintaining the quality of services
and the standard of infrastructure, rather than keeping rates as low as possible (35%). The results of these
guestions are contained in Figure 5.

FIGURE 5: PREFERENCE BETWEEN RATES AND SERVICES/INFRASTRUCTURE

Maintaining services and the standard of
infrastructure is more important _ 9%
Coundcil should keep rates as low as possible _ 355
other . 11%
Don't know l 55
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Attendance at Council Run Events

33% of residents attended Zest for Life activities compared to only 6% in 2019. Symphony in the Park was the
most attended event in the Concerts in the Park series with 28% attending. Twilight Carols and Taste Glynde
were both well attended (each 24%).

Participation in Selected Activities

Decreases have occurred in both Arts & Cultural and Physical Exercise activities since the 2019 Community
Survey, however they are still the most popular activities with 82% and 75% of residents stating they are
involved respectively. Using Council’s parks and reserves saw a dramatic spike from 19% in 2019 to 58% in
2021. This is likely to be a reflection of the specific exercise periods allowed by the State Government during
the Covid-19 lockdowns that occurred during 2020 and 2021.

Informal volunteering (for example, helping neighbours) was a new category introduced in the 2021 survey,
which ranked slightly higher (13%) than formal volunteering (10%).

Interactions with Council

22% of residents have interacted with Elected Members compared to 69% with staff. Levels of overall
satisfaction with staff was 4.1 and with Elected Members 3.7. Interestingly, Elected Members scored higher
(3.0) on reacting positively and speed of response (4.0) than resolution of an issue (3.4). The same can be
said for staff. This suggests that positivity and timely responses to resident enquiries is more important than
having the issue resolved.

Receiving Information from Council

The Council’s website is the preferred avenue to receive information with 45% of residents, followed equally
by LookEast and social media (both 39%). Council noticeboards still play an important role with 35% of
residents.

Engagement Sessions with Council

Considerably more residents state that they are interested in attending Council engagement sessions
compared to 2019 (83% compared to only 67%). Evenings and weekends are the preferred times.

For more detailed information on the results, including comparisons with the results of previous surveys, refer
to the Resident Survey contained in Attachment A.

Business Survey Results

Overall Business Satisfaction

Despite the presence of Covid-19 and the impacts it had on many businesses over the past two (2) years,
overall business satisfaction is at the highest it has been since 2009 (3.6 out of 5.0). The results of business

satisfaction with the Council over the past twelve (12) years is shown in Figure 6.

FIGURE 6: OVERALL BUSINESS SATISFACTION (2009-2021) (prepared by Intuito)

Overall performance of Council
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Key Performance Areas — Notable Results

Council performance was assessed against six (6) Key Performance Areas for the Business Survey: Waste &
Recycling Services, Infrastructure, Environmental Management, Community Services, Economic
Development, Quality of Life and Leadership. The results of the 2021 Business Survey show an increase in all
of the Key Performance Areas, except Environmental Management, which was assessed for the first time.

While all scores are quite high (3.4 and above), Waste and Recycling Services has received the highest score
in both the 2019 and 2021 Community Surveys (3.9 and 4.0 respectively). However, it is worth noting that all
of the scores are lower than that received in the Resident Survey.

All the performance areas have experienced minor improvements since the 2019 Community Survey, however
Leadership has received a statistically significant result compared to the 2019 Community Survey (3.5
compared to 3.1). There have been no decreases in any of the performance areas.

A summary of the changes in the results from the 2019 Community Survey are contained in Table 6. All scores
are rated out of five (5).

TABLE 6: BUSINESSES OVERALL SATISFACTION WITH KEY PERFORMANCE AREAS 2019-2021

Performance area 2019 2021 Difference
Waste and Recycling Services 3.9 4.0 0.1 increase
Infrastructure 34 35 0.1 increase
Environmental Management n/a 3.6 n/a

Economic Development 3.2 3.4 0.2 increase
Quality of Life 3.6 3.8 0.2 increase
Leadership 3.1 3.5 0.4 increase

Sub-Areas — Notable Results

As part of the survey design, each key performance area contains a number of specific sub- areas (indicators),
totalling thirty four (34) overall.

Ten (10) of the thirty four (34) sub-areas ranked highly with business satisfaction in the 2021 survey (scores
of 3.8 and above). As with the Residents Survey, feeling safe in the daytime and waste services continue to
perform highly. Top scoring sub-areas are outlined in Table 7.

TABLE 7: TOP SUB-AREAS OF BUSINESS SATISFACTION 2021

Sub-Area Result
Feeling safe in the daytime 4.5
Weekly collection of business waste 4.3
Fortnightly collection of green organics 4.1
Fortnightly collection of recyclables 4.1
Access to services and facilities 4.0
Feeling safe at night 3.9
The presentation and cleanliness of the Council area 3.9
The level of community spirit 3.9
The ability to become involved in community life and activities 3.9
The amenity of our major commercial and retail areas 3.8

However, based on regression analysis conducted on each of the performance areas, improvements in the
following areas will have the biggest impact on overall business satisfaction:

weekly collection of waste;

the presentation and cleanliness of the Council area;
attracting and supporting businesses;

the nature of new development within the Council area;
providing leadership in the local community; and
keeping businesses informed about current issues.
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Itis also worth noting that ten (10) sub-areas received statistically significant results (0.3 or more), in their level
of business satisfaction. Importantly, ‘Electronic waste collection’, ‘Keeping businesses informed’ and
‘Council’s financial management’ all improved by 0.5. The results of the sub-areas showing strong

improvements are contained in Table 8.

TABLE 8: SUB-AREAS WITH STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT CHANGES 2019 - 2021

Sub-area 2019 2021 Difference
Electronic waste collection 3.0 3.5 0.5
Keeping business informed about current issues 3.1 3.6 0.5
Council financial management 3.1 3.6 0.5
Performance of Elected Members (Mayor, Councillors) 3.1 3.5 0.4
Providing leadership in the local community 3.1 3.5 0.4
Hard waste collection 3.3 3.6 0.3
Attracting and supporting businesses 3.0 3.3 0.3
Assessment of development applications 2.9 3.2 0.3
Level of community spirit 3.6 3.9 0.3
The ability to become involved in community life and activities 3.6 3.9 0.3

Pleasingly, there were no sub-areas that scored lower than the 2019 Community Survey.

It is worth noting however, that ‘the availability of car parking within the Council area’ is the only indicator to
receive a score below 3.0 (2.9) in the 2021 survey, despite improving from 2.7 in the 2019 survey. This
illustrates that car parking remains a critical issue for businesses in the Council area.

Top Three Priorities for Businesses

Businesses were asked to state three major issues that the Council should be addressing over the next three
(3) years. Car parking has emerged as the top ranking issue, increasing from 39% in the 2019 survey. This is
based on the number of votes for that particular issue, irrespective of whether it was ranked first, second or

third. The three (3) top ranking issues based on this method are:

e car parking (56%);

e improving infrastructure (roads, footpaths, drains etc) (46%); and

e environmental sustainability (32%).

Figure 9 shows the issues compared to previous surveys.

FIGURE 9: TOP THREE PRIORITY ISSUES FOR BUSINESSES 2011-2021

Car parking 30% 28% 39% 39% 56%
Improving infrastructure (roads, footpaths, drains, etc.)  28%  28% 29%  50%  46%
Environmental sustainability - - 6% 30% 32%
Issues with street trees (roots, leaf litter) - - 9% 29% 26%
Preserving heritage buildings and character areas 2% 5% 5% 29% 25%
Preserving and planting trees 4% 5% 4% 21% 25%
Urban design/planning issues 12% 17% 21% 28% 18%
Waste management/recycling/reduction 5% 6% 6% 19% 19%
Preserving/increasing open space provision* 4% 5% 2% 16% 17%
Improving access to information from Council 5% 6% 8% % %
Access 1o support services - - - 8% 10%
Promoting business™ 9% 8% 13% - -
Community health and wellbeing™* - - - - 18%
Other [specify) 4% 8% 7% - -
Total - specifying issues 95% 81% 83%  100% 100%
None/Don't know 5% 19% 17% - -

*This question was reworded slightly in 2021

*Taken from 'other' feedback in 2017, 2013 and 2011 results adapted from 'Economic

development.
***New guestion in 2021
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Additional analysis was undertaken on this question, factoring in the priority order of first, second and third
choice. This analysis revealed slightly different results, with car parking remaining the priority issue (31%),
followed by environmental sustainability second (13%) and improving infrastructure third (10%).

A weighted analysis of the issues was also undertaken of this question by giving the first issue a weighting of
3, the second a weighting of 2 and third a weighting of 1. This again changes the priorities slightly, however
car parking is still the most important issue at 22%. The results are contained in Figure 10.

FIGURE 10: WEIGHTED ANALYSIS OF PRIORITY ISSUES 2021

Car parking I 22%
Preservingfincreasing open space provision [N 15%
Improving infrastucture (roads, footpaths,... NG 14%
Environmental sustainability [ 1%

Issues with street trees | 3%

Preserving and planting trees  [INENEGEGEGEGE 5%

Preserving heritage buildings and... INNINGE 5%
Community health and wellbeing [N &%
Urban design/planning issues [ 5%

Waste management/recycling/reduction [N 5%
Improving access to information from... [l 3%
Access to support services [l 2%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

Perception Statements

All of the perception statements tested in 2021 scored higher or on par with 2019. The results are contained
in Figure 11.

FIGURE 11: RESULTS OF PERCEPTIONS STATEMENTS COMPARED TO 2019

The Council should facilitate a local economy supporting, and supported by,
its community

The Council should promote the area as a centre for creative industries =
The mix of businesses in the business precincts contributes to the

3 T
prosperity of the area
The Council provides sufficient opportunities for community engagement
The Council area provides the opportunity for new enterprises and local 1*
employment
| think the Council is supportive of local businesses & industries T
The Council provides convenient and accessible services for business T
There is a good communication between businesses and residents T
| am happy with the balance between Council rates and the services and +

standard of infrastructure provided*

Of the 20% of businesses that rated the statement ‘Il am happy with the balance between Council rates and
the services and standard of infrastructure provided’ either one (1) or two (2) out of five, 49% stated they would
prefer to maintain the quality of services over keeping rates low. This is the complete opposite of the 2019
survey where 47% of businesses indicated they would prefer to keep rates as low as possible. The results are
contained in Figure 12.
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FIGURE 12: PREFERENCE BETWEEN RATES AND SERVICES/INFRASTRUCTURE 2021

Maintaining the quality of services and the
standard of infrastructure is more important
than keeping rates low

45%

Council should keep rates as low as possible 29%

g I

Other (please specify)

Don't know

I
(%]
R

Advantages of the Area

45% of all businesses (down from 76% in 2019) think there are advantages to operating a business within the
City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters. In order of priority the advantages were stated as:

e location good for customers;

¢ ideal location close to the city;

e close to other businesses/facilities we use;

e council support and initiatives;

e positive image as a shopping destination; and

e good passing traffic.

The order of priority has changed in 2021 from 2019, with ‘good passing traffic’ downgraded slightly to the
lowest scored advantage. This is possibly due to Covid-19 impacts.

25% of all businesses (down from 74% in 2019) consider there to be disadvantages operating a business in
the City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters. These are summarised as:

lack of parking/parking issues;

issues with the Council,

issues with particular location/neighbours;

issues with infrastructure;

rates and rent too high; and

business/resident conflicting needs;

Some of these issues have not been raised since 2013.

Engaging with Council

24% of businesses have interacted with an Elected Member, compared to 69% with staff and there are higher
levels of satisfaction with staff (3.8) than Elected Members (3.4), potentially because there are considerably
more interactions with staff.

Receiving Information from Council

The Council’s ‘YourBusiness’ newsletter was the preferred method of receiving information from the Council
with 61% of businesses. This is a new and effective initiative by the Council since the last survey.

Involvement with Council Run Events

There are very low levels of engagement by businesses with Council run events, with only 11% and 10%
stating their involvement in Business Networking Functions and Fashion on Parade, respectively.
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Engagement Sessions with Council

17% of all businesses indicated that they did not want to participate in engagement sessions with Council. This
is down significantly from 35% in 2019 possibly due to the impacts of Covid-19.

Local Business Support of other Local Activities

43% of businesses claim to support or sponsor local activities and organisations and charities are the most
popular, followed by sporting clubs/groups.

Awareness of Economic Development Coordinators

A quarter of all businesses are aware of the Council’s Economic Development Coordinators, with a quarter
having interacted with them. This is an improvement from the 2019 survey where only 12% stated they were
aware.

Business Development

Business expectations in terms of their expectations from Council are generally consistent with that of 2019,
namely:

look after business needs/ listen to them;
promote business/ the area;

better/ more car parking; and

maintain/ provide good service.

Types of Businesses to Attract

Businesses would like to see more retail (60%) followed by creative industries (45%) and hospitality (42%) in
the area.

For more detailed information on the results, including comparisons with the results of previous surveys, refer
to the Business Survey contained in Attachment A.

OPTIONS
Not Applicable.
CONCLUSION

Following receipt of the 2021 Community Survey, the results will be widely promoted to the community
including a feature in the mid-year edition of LookEast, an article in the Council’s YourBusiness newsletter and
on the Council’s website.

Council staff will analyse the results further and provide relevant information to relevant sections of the
organisation with a view to addressing issues which have been raised and improving the Council’s services,
programs and facilities. An Action Plan will also be prepared to ensure this occurs and the revision process for
the next Community Survey is undertaken well in advance of the next survey timeframe.

COMMENTS

Through understanding and analysing the results of the 2021 Community Survey, the Council can reinforce its
commitment to the continuous improvement and the measurement of its success with CityPlan 2030 (Mid Term
Review 2020).

In addition, the result of the Community Survey can be used to maintain the Council’s focus on improving the
quality of life and well-being of the community (both residents and business owners).
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RECOMMENDATION

1. That the Resident Survey Market Research Report 2021 and the Business Survey Market Research
Report 2021, as contained in Attachment A and Attachment B, be received and noted.

2. That the Chief Executive Officer be authorised to make any minor edits to the 2021 Community Survey
Reports as necessary, to finalise the documents in a form suitable for release to the community.

3. The Council notes that the Chief Executive Officer will use the results of the 2021 Community Survey to
progress improvements to the Council services, programs, facilities and initiatives; and

4. That the Council notes that the methodology and survey questions will undergo a major review prior to
the next Community Survey to be carried out in 2023.

Page 28



City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Agenda for the Meeting of Council to be held on 7 March 2022

Strategy & Policy — Item 11.2

Attachments - Iltem 11.2

Page 29



Attachment A

2021 Community Survey
Final Report



A1



Contents

1. Introduction

2. Brief and background

3. Research objectives, methodology and interpretation
4. Summary of findings

5. Survey results
Woaste collection & recycling
Infrastructure
Environmental management
Council and community services
Economic development
Quality of life
Leadership
Use of various Council services and facilities
Perception statements
Resident overall satisfaction (NPS)
Attendance at Council-run events
Participation in selected activities
Engaging with Council
Receiving information from Council
Council engagement sessions
Issues of importance
Response to COVID-19
Final suggestions

6. Resident demographics
7. Recommendations

8. Questionnaire

16

16
18
20
22
24
26
28
30
34
37
40
41
44
47
48
49
52
53

55

61

63

A2



1. Introduction

Intuito is delighted to present the findings of a resident commmunity survey to the City of Norwood
Payneham & St Peters.

The Council conducts a community survey every two years to establish how the Council is performing
on a number of key indicators and has done so since 2009 with this being the fifth survey in the series
(noting that the survey was not undertaken in 2015). Intuito conducted the resident fieldwork for this
project between 1 November and 30 November, 2021. A total of 601 residents were surveyed with
broad representation from across the entire Council area.

We stationed interviewers in libraries, in the Customer Centre on Norwood Parade, in shopping
centres in Norwood and Marden. We also undertook door to door interviews in various suburbs
including Firle and Heathpool to obtain a representation from across the Council area.

Ten interviews were also undertaken in ltalian to cater for residents where English is their second
language.

A survey of 200 Norwood, Payneham and St Peters businesses was also conducted simultaneously
and is presented as a separate report.
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2. Brief and background

Project background and general information

The Council's Strategic Management Plan, CityPlan 2030: Shaping Our Future, commits the Council
to monitoring and reporting on the Council's progress in achieving the various outcomes and
objectives contained in the Plan. The Community Survey, undertaken by the Council every two (2)
years, provides valuable data to assist in this task. It also enables changes in community satisfaction
levels to be compared over time.

CityPlan 2030 is updated every four (4) years with the last update occurring in 2020 as a Mid Term
Review. CityPlan is based on four (4) outcome areas: Social Equity, Cultural Vitality, Economic
Prosperity and Environmental Sustainability. Based on community feedback received as part of the
Mid Term Review consultation process, minor amendments were made relating to sustainable
transport, traffic management, stormwater management and sustainability.

The reporting framework was also amended as part of the Mid Term Review, with the view to
simplifying the reporting approach. Metrics, measurement and targets are now arranged within
Macro Targets, Council Targets and Community Targets. The Community Targets relate specifically
to information obtained through the Community Surveys.

When CityPlan 2030 was first developed in 2007, extensive community consultation was undertaken
to determine the community’s aspirations and priorities for a preferred future. Further feedback has
been sought through each subsequent review.

In consideration of this, the Community Survey did not seek feedback about what respondents like
or dislike about the area or broad directions for the future. However, a question relating to key priority
issues was seen as appropriate in order to monitor changes in community priorities. Given the
disrupting impacts of Covid-19 over the past 18 months, a few additional questions were asked
relating to the pandemic.

Community surveys have been conducted in 2009, 2011, 2013, 2017 and 2019 and now in 2021.
It was the aim of this study to survey a minimum of 600 residents of the Norwood Payneham & St

Peters Council area. To enable comparisons to previous surveys, the questionnaire contained the
same demographic information and many of the same questions.
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3.

AS

Research objectives, methodology and

interpretation

Purpose of the research

To explore and measure the resident community satisfaction, performance ratings, and importance
of key areas across a range of Council services and facilities.

Specific research objectives

To measure overall satisfaction with the Council and the services it provides

To measure the importance of Council's services to the community

Determine if respondents use specific services, which they have rated, and if not, why
To collect data which tracks progress in achieving the CityPlan 2030 targets, and
Monitor change in community perceptions over time.

Methodology
The survey was undertaken in two parts, the residential component and the business component.

The resident survey was conducted face-to-face with randomly selected residents within the
Council area at centrally located shopping centres, libraries and then was supplemented with
door-to-door interviews for representation across Council wards.

The business survey was conducted face-to-face and online (emailing a business list supplied
by the Council). The main business areas within the Council area were targeted for the face-
to-face intercepts and in some instances business emails were captured and an invitation
sent later to complete the survey online if they were unavailable to do so in person.

The following table shows the number of surveys completed and the method in which they were
conducted.

Sample achieved 601 200

601 face-to-face 98 online/102 face-to-face
Distribution of survey Intuito Intuito
Av. questionnaire length 21 minutes 16 minutes
Margin of error 3.9% at a confidence level of 95%  7.9% at a confidence level of 95%
Collection dates 1 November-1 December 2021 1 November-25 November 2021

Sampling and Statistical Validity

Statistical accuracy is a function of the sample size. The larger the sample size, the greater the
statistical accuracy of the results.



Sampling tolerance

To assist in the interpretation of the survey data, the chart below shows the approximate plus or
minus sampling tolerances for which allowance should be made. It should be remembered that all
data based on sample surveys are subject to a sampling tolerance, that is, where a sample is used to
represent an entire population, the resulting figures should be not regarded as absolute values, but
rather as the mid-point of a range plus or minus x% as the tables below show. So, if you require a
robust sample size, a sample of 600 provides a maximum 2-4% margin of error depending on the
confidence level within a particular population.

MARGIN OF ERROR TABLE
(95% confidence level)
(Percentages giving a particular answer)
SAMPLE 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%
SIZE 95% 90% 85% 80% 75% 70% 65% 60% 55% 50%
50 6 9 10 n 12 13 14 14 14 14
100 4 6 7 8 9 9 10 10 10 10
150 4 5 6 7 7 8 8 8 8 8
200 3 4 5 6 6 6 7 7 7 7
250 3 4 5 5 6 6 6 6 6 6
300 3 4 4 5 5 5 6 6 6 6
400 2 3 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5
500 2 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
600 2 2 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4
700 2 2 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4
800 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4
900 1 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
1000 1 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

SOURCE: MARKET RESEARCH SOCIETY OF AUSTRALIA 1986
Representative sample

The aim on the 2021 survey was to maintain consistency with the previous samples with a
representative ward distribution as well as age and gender. The resident sample achieved was largely
representative of the South Australian population in age and gender (not exact but representative).
See the demographics for a breakdown in Chapter 6 of this report.

The questionnaire

The survey questions remained predominantly consistent with previous surveys although there were
some new guestions relevant to the Council's response to COVID-19 and also responsiveness of staff
and Elected Members. Some questions also had minor amendments made to them and these have
been highlighted in this report.

The survey used a 5-point Likert scale to determine satisfaction (1 being very dissatisfied, 5 being very

satisfied), and a ‘don’t know' response. The mean score is derived from this five-point satisfaction scale.

Since the mid-point of the scale is 3, responses above 3.0 indicate higher satisfaction and responses
below 3.0 indicate lower satisfaction.

A copy of the Residential questionnaire is contained in Chapter 8 of this report.
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Analysis
Analysis was conducted to compare the following:
e Resident responses in 2021 compared with 2019
e Analysis by ward to identify any similarities or differences
e Resident demographic analysis
e Analysis against early surveys conducted in 2017, 2013, 2011 and 2009

Regression Analysis

Regression analysis has been used previously to identify attributes that have the most impact on
overall satisfaction. A regression analysis is a statistical analysis that helps describe the relationship
between variables, for example an independent variable (overall satisfaction) and a dependent
variable (satisfaction) of sub attributes that affect overall satisfaction.

The figures on the regression analysis graph can be interpreted as below:
<0.2 - Weak impact

0.2-0.3 - Moderate impact

>0.3 - Strong impact

Report Notes
Throughout the report there may be very slight differences in numbers due to rounding up or down
which is why totals can sometimes be slightly less than 100 or slightly above 100.

Statistical significance

Generally, and with a sample size of 600, statistical significance is a movement of plus or minus 3%.
This means that some movements in percentage scoring (i.e. 4.1 to 4.2) is not statistically significant.
Many of the minor movements in scoring is therefore not significant and more than likely a result of
sampling. Trends, however, can be significant (i.e. 3.8 to 4.2 over an extended number of surveys).

Net Promoter Score

A net promoter score is designed to determine resident’s likelihood of positively talking about the
Council to family and friends. Net Promoter Score®, or NPS®, measures customer experience and
predicts business growth. This proven metric transformed the business world and now provides the
core measurement for customer experience management programs the world round.

NPS is calculated using a 0-10 scale: How likely is it that you would recommend [brand] to a friend or
colleague? Respondents are grouped as follows:
e Promoters (score 9-10) are loyal enthusiasts who will keep buying and refer others, fueling
growth.
o Passives (score 7-8) are satisfied but unenthusiastic customers who are vulnerable to
competitive offerings.
o Detractors (score 0-6) are unhappy customers who can damage your brand and impede
growth through negative word-of-mouth.

Subtracting the percentage of Detractors from the percentage of Promoters yields the Net Promoter
Score, which can range from a low of -100 (if every customer is a Detractor) to a high of 100 (if every
customer is a Promoter).
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Regression analysis and ranking of issues of importance

These are two different things. A regression analysis will show sub-categories that if manipulated
(improved) will result in a better overall satisfaction score with Council. It should be noted that the
significant sub-categories may not be significant issues of importance to residents. For instance,
providing and maintaining footpaths is a sub-category of infrastructure but this may not be an
important sub-category of overall satisfaction. The issues of importance to residents are those that
have been chosen and ranked (i.e. Q23 What in your opinion are the three major issues that Council
should be addressing in the next three years?).
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4. Summary of findings

The following chart shows the top scoring individual attributes (those scoring 4.0 or more out of 5)
taken from each of the performance areas that were the subject of this survey (i.e. infrastructure,
waste collection & recycling, environmental management, Council and community services,
economic development, quality of life and leadership).

Top areas of satisfaction (4 and above out of 5)

Feeling safe in the daytime 4.6
Weekly collection of household waste 45
Library services 4.4
Fortnightly collection of recyclables 4.4
Fortnightly collection of green organics 4.3
Provision and maintenance of parks & recreational areas 4.2
The presentation and cleanliness of the Council area 42
Recreational and sporting facilities 4.2
Customer service 42
Access to services and facilities 42
Swimming pools 4.
Childcare services 4.1
Public and environmental health services 4.1
The ability to become involved in community life and activities 4]
Community halls and centres 4]
Feeling safe at night 4.0

There were 49 sub-areas across 7 performance areas in the 2021 survey for residents. Some key
changes and results were as follows:

e 3lincreased (0.3 or less)

e 4 increased (by more than 0.3)

e 7saw nochange

e 6 decreased (0.3 or less)

e ldecreased (by more than 0.3 — Range of housing options)

Resident overall satisfaction
The above shows a minor improvement in resident satisfaction in 2021 compared to 2019.

2019
3.8

Overall satisfaction is at an all-time high at 3.9 out of 5 with waste and recycling scoring the highest
at 4.3. The performance areas all scored on par or slightly better than the previous. Four areas
improved significantly on the previous survey and they were:

e Council and community services (+0.4)

e Environmental management performance (+0.4)
e Leadership (+0.4)

e Economic development (+0.3)
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Net Promoter Score

The net promoter score (the likelihood that residents will speak positively about the Council), however,
is -7.5 which is lower than desirable, but within the range of other Councils in metropolitan Adelaide
(-11.8 to +13.5).
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Statistically significant increases can be seen in four of the above performance areas, namely Council
and community services, economic development, environmental management performance and
leadership.

Overall satisfaction has increased across almost all attributes and residents are generally feeling more
confident toward the Council which is pleasing to see. We think the COVID measures that were put
in place during the pandemic have improved resident opinion.

The increases in overall satisfaction are all statistically significant particularly for satisfaction with
Council and community services (up from 3.7 in 2019 to 4.1 in 2021). It is interesting to note, however,
that resident satisfaction is generally higher than that of business satisfaction as the following chart
shows:

2021 Comparison Resident vs Business satisfaction Resident Business
Waste & recycling services 43 4.0
Quality of Life 39 3.8
Infrastructure 39 35
Economic development 3.8 3.4
Leadership 37 35
Environmental management 3.8 3.6
Overall performance of Council 39 3.6

Performance areas - regression analysis

Based on the regression analysis conducted on each of the performance areas, these following are
the top-scoring sub-areas. Improving in the following areas will have the great impact on overall
satisfaction:

e The weekly collection of household waste

e The presentation and cleanliness of the Council area

e Managing street trees

e Library services

e Promoting and attracting special events

 Feeling safe in the daytime

o Keeping the community informed about current issues

Use of various Council services and facilities (Q9, 10)

Parks and playgrounds were the most used Council facility in 2021 (81%), followed by library services
(75%), and bus stops (74%). There have been decreases in the usage of parks & playgrounds, bus stops,
bicycle pathways, cultural or entertainment facilities, swimming pools, sporting facilities and
community halls and centres possibly due to COVID-19 restrictions and uncertainty.

The main reason for not using various facilities is that there is no need or that there are lower levels
of awareness of services and facilities such as youth and older resident programs, cultural or
entertainment facilities and built cultural heritage services / advice.

Perception statements (Q11, 12)
All of the perception statements tested in 2021 scored lower than 2019.

Residents
The mix of businesses in the business precincts contributes to the
prosperity of the area

| believe that cultural diversity is a positive influence in the community 1
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| am satisfied with the character of my local area
| feel part of my local community
The Council provides sufficient opportunities for community engagement

There is a good communication between businesses and residents

€ € € € €

I am happy with the balance between Council rates and the services and
standard of infrastructure provided*

*Of those who rated this statement 1 or 2 out of 5, 49% said their preference is for maintaining the
quality of services and the standard of infrastructure rather than keeping rates low, compared to
35% who think Council should keep rates as low as possible.

Preference between rates and services/infrastructure (Q13)
49% of all residents said they would prefer maintaining services and the standard of infrastructure
compared to 35% who said they would prefer the Council to keep rates as low as possible.

Resident overall satisfaction (Q14)

The overall satisfaction with the City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters is at an all time high at 3.9
out of 5.

Attendance at Council-run events (Q15)

Zest for Life Festival claimed top position amongst the Council-run events with 33% of residents
attending, followed by Symphony in the Park (28%), Twilight Carols & Christmas Market (24%), and
Taste Glynde (24%). Overall, 77% of residents said they had attended one of the events on the list
presented in the survey.

Participation in selected activities (Q16)

Weekly usage has declined slightly for shopping in the Council area and physical exercise activity but

using parks and reserves in the Council area has increased dramatically from a very low level in 2019
of 19% to 58% of all residents. Usage is either up or on par for every 6 months and once a year.

Engaging with Council (Q17, 18, 19, 20)

22% of all residents have ever interacted with an Elected Member in some capacity compared to 69%
with staff. 14% can't recall if they've interacted with an Elected Member compared to 10% with staff.
63% have never interacted with an Elected Member compared to 21% with staff.

There are higher levels of overall satisfaction with staff (4.1) than Elected Members (3.7). Interestingly,
Elected Members scored higher (3.9) on reacting positively and speed of response (4.0) than
resolution of an issue (3.4). The same can be said for staff.

Receiving information from Council (Q21)

Council's website is the preferred avenue to receive information with 45% of residents, followed by
LookEast (39%), social media pages (39%), libraries / noticeboards (35%).

Engagement sessions with Council (Q22)

Considerably more residents say they are interested in participating in Council engagement sessions
this survey compared to the 2019 survey (83% compared to only 67%). Evening sessions were preferred
as were weekends.

Issues of importance (Q23)

Improving infrastructure is the top issue (38%), followed by preserving heritage buildings and
character areas (36%) and environmental sustainability (35%). Car parking ranked 8% and was cited
by 21% of residents.
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Response to COVID-19 (Q24)

The most effective Council responses for residents were JP services open throughout (4.3), followed
by increased cleaning in public areas (4.1) and frozen Council rates (4.0).

Final suggestions (Q25)

Better communication and consultation/responsiveness (103 responses)
Development / planning aspects (62 responses)
Maintenance of infrastructure (54 responses)

Demographics (Q26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33)

There were 61% females compared to 38% males surveyed. The age distribution is reflective of the
population in the council area with 31% aged under 40 compared to 69% aged over 40. 50% of
respondents were unemployed and 50% were employed. 6% of the total respondents claimed to
operate a home-based business. All household structures were representative with the largest group
reflecting the older population of mature couples or singles. 86.5% of those surveyed identified as
Australian / no particular group, and 12.5% were from other ethnic or cultural group (European, Indian,
Chinese, other Asian, British Isles and Americas) and 1% were Aboriginal / Torres Strait Islanders.

All wards were represented with the highest percentage of those surveyed living in Maylands Trinity
Ward. 36% of the sample have lived in the area for 5 years or less, 33% for 6-20 years, and 31% for more
than 30 years.



A14

CityPlan 2030 Outcomes

CityPlan 2030 (Mid Term Review 2020) contains nine targets across the four outcome areas that are
tied to specific measures in the community survey. The measurement approach was changed in the
mid-term review 2020, requiring the 2021 results to be higher than the average of the previous four
surveys rather than an improvement on just the previous survey. The results of the 2021 survey are
assessed against the CityPlan targets in the following tables.

Social Equity

Level of community

Achieve a resident
perception rating
higher than the

satisfaction with average from the Day 4.6 0.1 decrease
safety during the day 9 f Night 4.0 0.1 decrease
and night previous four surveys
(>4.7 day)
(>4.1 night)
Achieve a resident
Level of community perception rating of
satisfaction with higher than the .
. 4.2 0.1 improvement
access to services and | average of the
facilities previous four surveys
(>4.7)
Cultural Vitality
. Achieve a resident
Level of community erception rating of
satisfaction with the P P 9
higher than the .
nature of new 33 0.1 improvement
s average of the
development within :
- previous four surveys
the Council area
(>3.2)
. Achieve a resident
Level of community . .
. ; ) perception rating
satisfaction with higher than the
cultural heritage 9 39 0.1 improvement

programs provided by
the Council

average of the
previous four surveys
(>3.8)




Economic Prosperity

Level of community
satisfaction with the

Achieve a resident
perception rating of
higher than the

the city's precincts
contributes to the
prosperity of the area.

average of the
previous four surveys
(>4.2)

Council's performance 37 0.05 improvement
. . average of the
in attracting and : f
supporting businesses previous four surveys
(>3.65)
Level of community Achieve a resident
satisfaction with the perception rating
mix of businesses in higher than the 40 No change

Environmental sustainability

Level of community
satisfaction with the

Achieve a resident
perception rating of
higher than the

management and use
of water

average of the
previous four surveys
(>3.5)

Council's response to average of the 3.3 0.3 improvement
climate change previous four surveys
(>3.0)
. Achieve a resident
Level of community tion ratin
satisfaction with the E_erﬁep h h 9
Council's Igher than the 37 0.2 improvement
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5. Survey results

Ql: Do you live in the City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters? (Single
response)

This was a qualifying question to ensure that the respondents were actually residents. Everyone that
completed the survey were residents.

Waste collection & recycling

Q2: Onascaleofl1to5, wherelis very dissatisfied and 5 is very satisfied,
please rate your level of satisfaction in relation to the waste and recycling
services provided by the City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters.

Satisfaction with waste collection & recycling remains relatively stable over the past 5 survey periods.

There are notable and positive changes in satisfaction with hard waste collection (3.9) and electronic
waste collection (3.6).

Satisfaction with waste collection & recycling
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*Please note that electronic waste collection has only been asked for the last 5 surveys hence a gap
in 2009.
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Woaste collection & recycling is the highest scoring performance measure at 4.3 (compared to next
highest performmance measure of quality of life at 3.9). Two significant gains in this survey period are
hard waste collection (up 0.3 points) and electronic waste collection (up 0.3 points).

After completing a regression analysis, weekly collection of household waste is the greatest

contributor to overall satisfaction, followed by a moderate contributor, fortnightly collection of
recyclables. Focus on these areas are important to maintaining resident satisfaction.

What has the greatest impact on overall satisfaction with waste
and recycling?
Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance

Weekly collection of household waste _ 0.387

Fortnightly collection of recyclables _ 0.273
Fortnightly collection of green organics - 0.088

Hard waste collection

Electronic waste drop-off days | 0.006

(Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance. Grey bars, while they show
some effect, are not statistically significant and should be viewed as indicative).

This regression tells us that for every increment of .1in satisfaction with weekly collection of household
waste, overall satisfaction with waste & recycling collection increase by 0.387, making it the most
significant contributor to overall satisfaction, followed by fortnightly collection of recyclables (0.273).

This remains the same as in 2019.
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Infrastructure

Q3. On ascale of 1to 5 where 1is very dissatisfied and 5 is very satisfied,
please rate your level of satisfaction in relation to the infrastructure assets
in the City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters.

Satisfaction with infrastructure remains stable and in fact all aspects saw improvements from 2019
most notably in providing and maintaining roads (3.7), providing and maintaining footpaths (3.4), and
the provision and maintenance of cycling pathways (3.8). Residents are most satisfied with provision
and maintenance of parks & recreational areas (4.2) and the presentation and cleanliness of the
Council area (4.2).
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Providing and maintaining roads showed a significant gain of +0.4 this survey period.
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A regression analysis shows the presentation and cleanliness of the Council area has the strongest
impact on overall satisfaction towards infrastructure.

What has the greatest impact on overall satisfaction with

infrastructure?
Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance

The presentation and cleanliness of the
council area

Provision and maintenance of parks,
recreational areas and open spaces

Providing and maintaining roads

Providing and maintaining footpaths

Availability of car parking within the
council area

The provision and maintenance of cycling
pathways / routes

0.260

0.209

B oo
- 0.039

(Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance. Grey bars, while they show
some effect, are not statistically significant and should be viewed as indicative).

This regression tells us that for every increment of 1 in satisfaction with the presentation and
cleanliness of the Council area, overall satisfaction with infrastructure increases by 0.260, making it

the most significant contributor to satisfaction.



Environmental management

Q4. On ascale of 1to 5, where 1is very dissatisfied and 5 is very satisfied,
please rate your level of satisfaction in relation to the environmental
management performance of the City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters.

Satisfaction with protecting native flora & fauna is the highest rated sub-category which is consistent
with previous surveys but increases have been realised across the board with all other aspects which
have translated into a significant increase in overall satisfaction with environmental management
(3.8). Responding to climate change (a new aspect in 2019) scores the lowest at 3.3 although still an
improvement from the 2019 survey.

Satisfaction with environmental management

)

Protecting native flora & fauna

)}
www
Woo000oW
©

Wwg,
W0 5y

(o]

w

Enhancing the natural environment

‘“’
n
w
N

w
w

www

Managing watercourses

‘“’
[N}
w
>

Water, management & use

w
wn
o w

~

‘w‘
wh
I ow
~

Undertaking environmental initiatives

w

o
ww
[NIN)

‘“’
[N}
w
>
w
)}

Managing street trees

w

D
ww
ote)

w

=}
w
w

Responding to climate change

w
>

Overall satisfaction 3.9

m 2021 m2019 m2017 = 2013 2011 2009

*Please note that responding to climate change has only been asked in 2019 and 2021 hence a gap
from 2009 to 2017.

Significant gains have been seen in water, management & use (+0.5), managing street trees (+0.4),
overall satisfaction (+0.4), undertaking environmental initiatives (+0.3) and responding to climate
change (+0.3).
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Managing street tress and enhancing the natural environment contribute most to the overall
satisfaction with environmental management according to the following regression analysis.

What has the greatest impact on overall satisfaction with

environmental management?
Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance

Managing street trees _ 0.349
Enhancing the natural environment _ 0.266
Undertaking environmental initiatives - 0.100
Water management and use - 0.086

Managing watercourses - 0.049
Protecting native flora and fauna I 0.010

Responding to climate change -0.021 l

(Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance. Grey bars, while they show
some effect, are not statistically significant and should be viewed as indicative).

This regression tells us that for every increment of 1 in the satisfaction with managing street trees,
overall satisfaction towards environmental management increases by 0.349, making it the most
significant contributor to overall satisfaction. Enhancing the natural environment also contributes to
overall satisfaction but only in a moderate way. This result is the same as it was in 2019.
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Council and community services

Q5.

On a scale of Tto 5, where 1is very dissatisfied and 5 is very satisfied,

please rate your level of satisfaction with the following Council &
community services provided by the City of Norwood Payneham & St

Peters.

Satisfaction with almost all community services remained stable this survey period with the
exception of increases in community halls and centres, public and environmental health services, arts
& cultural initiatives, cultural heritage programs and youth programs which all increased and
contributed to an overall satisfaction score increase from 3.7 to 4.1. Library services are the highest

scored aspect.

Satisfaction with community services

Library services

Recreational & sporting facilities

Swimming pools

Childcare services

Community halls & centres

Customer service centre

Public & environmental health services

Arts & cultural initiatives

Services & programs for older residents

Cultural heritage programs

Youth programs
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*Please note that community halls & centres has only been asked in the last three surveys hence a gap from 2009 to 2013 and
customer service centre has only been asked in the last four surveys hence a gap from 2009 to 2011.

A regression analysis of satisfaction with each services shows that several factors such as library services and recreational and
sporting facilities and customer service have had a moderate impact on overall satisfaction. An increase in these aspects will help
improve satisfaction with the overall Council and Community Services category.

The overall satisfaction of Council and community services rose by +0.4 this survey period.

What has the greatest impact on overall satisfaction with community

services?
Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance

Library services

Recreational & sporting facilities
Customer service centre

Public and environmental health services*
Arts and cultural initiatives

Community halls and centres

Cultural heritage programs

Services and programs for older residents
Childcare services

Swimming pools

I 0.149
I o.136
. 0.132
e o101
s 0.096
s 0.079

I 0.052

I o0.051

M o0.020

l o010

Youth programs -0.113 [

(Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance. Grey bars, while they show
some effect, are not statistically significant and should be viewed as indicative).

This regression tells us that for every increment of 1in the satisfaction with library services, overall
satisfaction with services increased by 0.149. This is the biggest contributor to overall satisfaction with
community services and this is different to the regression analysis result in 2019.
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Economic development

Q6: Onascaleof1to5, wherelis very dissatisfied and 5 is very satisfied,
please rate the performance of the City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
in the area of economic development.

Overall satisfaction with economic development increased across all aspects with the exception of
promoting and attracting special events which declined very slightly. This is most likely due to COVID-
19 and the cancellation of a number of events in 2020. Overall satisfaction has increased from 3.5 to
3.8.

Satisfaction with economic development
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Regression analysis reveals promoting and attracting special events to have a large significant impact
on overall satisfaction. Improving overall satisfaction requires the resumption in time of memorable
special events for residents. Promoting supporting business precincts is also significant.

What has the greatest impact on overall satisfaction with economic

development?
Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance

Promoting and attracting special events _ 0.386
Promoting and supporting business precincts (e.g. 0.372
Glynde, Magill Road, The Parade, etc.) ’

0.081

Assessment of development applications

0.013

Attracting and supporting businesses

0.003

Promoting and supporting tourism

(Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance. Grey bars, while they show
some effect, are not statistically significant and should be viewed as indicative).

This regression tells us that for every increment of 1in the satisfaction with promoting and attracting
special events, overall satisfaction towards economic development increases by 0.386 and promoting
and supporting business precincts increases overall satisfaction by 0.372. These two attributes make
the biggest contribution to overall satisfaction with economic development.
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Quality of life
Q7:

On a scale of 1to 5, where 1is very dissatisfied and 5 is very satisfied,

please rate your quality of life in the City of Norwood Payneham & St

Peters.

Overall satisfaction with quality of life for residents remained stable this survey period despite a

significant drop in a range of housing options (falling from 4.3 to 3.7). All other aspects were on par or

slightly below the previous survey results. Feeling safe in the daytime continues to rate highly (4.6)

followed by access to public open space (4.3).

Satisfaction with quality of life

Feeling safe in the daytime

Access to public open space

Range of housing options

Access to services and facilities

Feeling safe at night

The ability to become involved in community life and
activities

Amenity of our major commercial and retail areas

Level of community spirit

Protection of heritage buildings and character areas

The nature of new development within the council area
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*Please note that Access to public open space has only been asked for the last 4 surveys hence a gap from 2009 to 2013. Amenity
of our major commercial and retail areas has only been asked for the last 2 surveys hence the gap from 2009 to 2017. Protection
of heritage buildings and character areas has only been asked in the last 3 surveys hence the gap since 2009 to 2013.
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There was no one significant measure that had a major impact on overall satisfaction with quality of
life. Most sub-measures were found to have a moderate to mild effect on overall satisfaction. The
nature of new development within the council area has only been asked in the last two surveys hence

the gap from 2009 to 2017.

What has the greatest impact on overall satisfaction with Quality of Life?
Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance

Feeling safe in the daytime

Feeling safe at night

Access to services and facilities

Protection of heritage buildings and character areas
Amenity of our major commercial and retail areas
Access to public open space

The nature of new development within the council area
Level of community spirit

Range of housing options

The ability to become involved in community life and

.-0.052 [N

P 0.196
N 0.164
N o110
AN o.108
N o.104
BN 0.0%0

I o.087

B o026

B oo

(Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance. Grey bars, while they show
some effect, are not statistically significant and should be viewed as indicative).

This regression tells us that for every increment of 1in the satisfaction with feeling safe in the daytime,
overall satisfaction increases by 0.196. Each sub-set contributes only a small amount to overall
satisfaction, however their effects combined may be worth noting.
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Leadership

Q8: On ascale of 1to 5, where 1is very dissatisfied and 5 is very satisfied,
please rate your level of satisfaction in relation to the leadership of the City
of Norwood Payneham & St Peters.

Overall satisfaction has bounced back this survey period from 3.3 to 3.7 brought about by an increase
in all sub-categories, most notably keeping the community informed about current issues (3.8),
environmental sustainability (3.7) and providing leadership in the local commmunity (3.6). Keeping the
community informed was the highest contributor followed by Council financial management and
environmental sustainability.

Satisfaction with leadership
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*Please note that environmental sustainability has only been asked in 2017, 2019 and 2021 hence a gap from 2009
to 2013.

Keeping the community informed about current issues rose by +0.4 this survey period.
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A regression analysis shows that keeping the community informed about current issues has a
significant impact on overall satisfaction. This should be very much a part of the Council's
communication strategy as it has a high impact on overall leadership satisfaction.

What has the greatest impact on overall satisfaction with leadership?
Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance

0.331

Keeping the community informed about current issues

Environmental sustainability 0.286

0.150

Providing leadership in the local community

Performance of Elected Members (Mayor, Councillors) 0.065

Council financial management 0.057

(Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance. Grey bars, while they show
some effect, are not statistically significant and should be viewed as indicative).

This regression tells us that for every increment of 1in the satisfaction with keeping the community
informed about current issues, overall satisfaction increases by 0.331.
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Use of various Council services and facilities

Q9: Does anyone in your household use the following services or
facilities? If not, what are the barriers? (Matrix, multiple choice)

Use of various services and facilities are relatively stable although clearly COVID-19 has affected a
number of services such as cultural or entertainment facilities and even possibly the use of bus stops
(people not travelling on public transport as much as usual).

Parks & playgrounds - 80% 75% 88% 81%
Library services 63% 55% 54% 69% 75%
Bus stops - - 77% 82% 74%
Bicycle pathways 36% 42% 38% 46% 51%
Cultural or entertainment facilities - - 45% 68% 44%
Swimming pools 41% 40% 39% 45% 41%
Sporting facilities - - 30% 41% 37%
Community halls & centres 29% 16% 23% 31% 26%
Services & programs for older residents 16% 12% 14% 14% 14%
Built cultural heritage services/advice 19% 8% 9% 12% 12%
Youth programs 6% 4% 4% 4% 9%

Parks and playgrounds

81% of all people surveyed say they use parks and playgrounds whilst 14% say they have no need.
Those more likely to use parks and playgrounds are aged 31-64 years, professional/executives/
managers, blue collar workers, those in home duties and in other employment, families, those who
have lived in the area for 0-15 years, and those who live in the St Peters and West Norwood Kent Town
Wards.

Library services

75% of all people surveyed say they use library services whilst 19% say they have no need. Those more
likely to use libraries are females, those aged 18-24 years, 55-64 years, in other employment, young
and middle families, and those who have lived in the area for 21-25 years and more than 30 years, and
those who live in the Torrens and St Peters Wards.

Bus stops

74% of all people surveyed said they use bus stops, whilst 21% said they have no need. Those more
likely to use bus stops are those aged 18-24 years, and 40-54 years, families, those who have lived in
the area 21-25 years, and those live in the St Peters and West Norwood Kent Town Wards.

Bicycle pathways

51% of all people surveyed say they use bicycle pathways whilst 40% say they have no need and only
6% said it was because of a lack of awareness. Those more likely to use are males, aged 18-24 years
and 31-54 years, professional/executive/managers, white- and blue-collar workers, and those in other
employment, those who operate a home-based business, and those who have lived in the area 5years
or less and those who live in the Torrens and St Peters Wards.

Cultural or entertainment facilities

44% of those surveyed say they use these facilities, whilst 36% say they have no need and a further
17% say they don't due to a lack of awareness. Those more likely to use these facilities are females,
those aged 31-54 years, professional/executives, middle families, those who are recent into the area (5



or less years) and those who have lived in the area for 16-25 years, and those who live in the West
Norwood Kent Town and Kensington Wards.

Swimming pools

41% of the people surveyed said they use swimming pools, whilst 42% said they have no need and a
further 10% say they don't due to lack of awareness. Those more likely to use swimming pools are
aged 18-24 years, 40-54 years, professional/executives, white collar workers, young and middle
families, those who have lived in the area for 15 years or less, and those who live in the Torrens and
Kensington Wards.

Sporting facilities

37% of all people surveyed said they use sporting facilities, whilst 49% say they have no need for this
service and 11% don’t use sporting facilities because of a lack of awareness. Those more likely to use
these facilities are males, those aged 18-24 years and 31-54 years, professional/executives, white- and
blue-collar workers, and those in other roles, single people and couples/families, and those that live
in the Maylands Trinity and Payneham Wards.

Community halls and centres

A quarter of all people said they use community halls and centres whilst three quarters do not. The
main reason for not using was they have no need (55%) or they are just not aware of them (15%).
Females are slightly more likely to use these services as are those aged 25-39 and white-collar workers
and those who live in the Payneham Ward. Those more likely to say they have no need of the services
are males, those aged 18-24 years, and those aged 55-74 years.

Services and programs for older residents

14% of all people surveyed use services and programs for older residents, whilst 67% say they have no
need for these services and a further 17% say they don't due to a lack of awareness. Those more likely
to use these services are aged 65+ years, in home duties roles, and retirees, operate a home-based
business, mature couples/singles, those who have lived in the area 26 or more years, and those living
in the Maylands Trinity Ward.

Built heritage services/advice
12% of all people said they use this service whilst 65% say they have no need or 20.5% who say they do
not because they are not aware of the service.

Youth programs

Only 9% of all people use youth programs with 75% of people saying they have no need and a further
14% saying they don't due to a lack of awareness. Those more likely to access youth programs are
aged 18-54 years, and live in the Maylands Trinity Ward.
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Barriers to use

We looked again at the barriers for non-usage of services, and a high proportion of residents indicate

that there is no need for the services.
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Youth programs 75% 14% 1% 0% 2%
BuH'F cultura.l heritage 65% 1% 1% 0% 3%
services/advice

feesri\(/:;giis& programs for older 67% 7% 1% 0% 50
Community halls & centres 55% 15% 2% 2% 2%
Sporting facilities 49% 1% 2% 1% 2%
Swimming pools 42% 10% 3% 2% 5%
Bicycle pathways 40% 6% 1% 2% 3%
]S;L(J:II'TIL'JUerI or entertainment 26% 7% 1% 1% 2%
Library services 19% 4% 0% 0% 3%
Bus stops 21% 3% 0% 1% 2%
Parks & playgrounds 14% 2% 1% 1% 2%
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QI10: Arethere any other reasons you don't use these services or facilities?

There were 53 other reasons given for not using the previous list of services or facilities and they were
mostly age or disability related, some prefer to go to Burnside or another suburb in close proximity
to the City or Norwood Payneham & St Peters, a few comments around safety of cycling paths, a
number said they were not aware of the various services, time constraints or travel for work. Various
verbatim comments are highlighted below:

Swimming pool
e Cannot swim/cycle due to disability
e Burnside pool and library better
e Pools too crowded
e Swimming pool not heated use North Adelaide instead
e The swimming pool location is inconvenient
e There are better pools in adjacent Council areas, e.g. Burnside

Libraries
e Burnside library better
e Thelibrary in Norwood is very small and the opening hours are very restricted
* We need a good central well-resourced library; at present | use the Burnside Library

Bicycle pathways

e Shared bike pathways very dangerous during peak hours due to excessive speed and
disregard for pedestrians

o Bike paths are not linked together well and also not continuous, e.g. the new parade
intersection

e Cannot swim/cycle due to disability

e | used to use bicycle but now have gammy knees

e | would like to cycle to work in the city more, but | don't feel safe doing so

Other comments
e | go to Burnside or the city to use other services instead

e | have my own means of entertainment and often walk around Norwood
e I'matJoslin and don't have a car, it's easier to go to Walkerville or CBD if | want/need above
services

o Lifestyle, we are near to city and prefer that

e Other commitments/time constraints (4 responses)

e The Perriam Centre was demolished so there is no senior facility in St Peters

e Tennis courts on Sixth Ave St Peters are non-functional and a disgrace to the Council

e Urban infill and the increased number of dogs in Payneham has resulted in Payneham Oval
being over used for exercising dogs, both leashed and unleashed. It is a no-dog park but is
not policed, making walking on the oval risky at times
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Perception statements

Q11/12: On a scale of 1to 5, where 1is strongly disagree and 5 is strongly

agree, please rate your level of agreement with the following statements.

Some perception statements in this survey period have declined including the Council provides
sufficient opportunities for community engagement (3.6 down from 3.8, possibly due to COVID-19),

there is good communication between businesses and residents (3.5 down from 4.1), and I am happy

with the balance between Council rates and the services and standard of infrastructure provided

(3.4 down from 3.9). All other perception statements stayed relatively stable.

Level of agreement with statements

The mix of businesses in the business precincts
contributes to the prosperity of the area

| believe that cultural diversity is a positive influence in the
community

| am satisfied with the character of my local area

| feel part of my local community

The council provides sufficient opportunities for
community engagement

There is a good communication between businesses and
residents

| am happy with the balance between council rates and
the services and standard of infrastructure provided
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*Please note that the first and second perception statements in the chart above have only been tested in the last

four surveys hence the gaps in the chart.
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Two perception statements this survey period improved significantly and are worth special noting.
‘There is good communication between businesses and residents’ increased by +0.6 and ‘1 am happy
with the balance between Council rates and the services and standard of infrastructure provided’
increased by +0.5.

A regression analysis shows that satisfaction with the character of the local area has a significant
impact on overall satisfaction.

What has the greatest impact on overall satisfaction with

perception statements?
Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance

| am satisfied with the character of my local area _ 0.360

| am happy with the balance between Council rates _ 0.139
and the services and standard of infrastructure... ’
The council provides sufficient opportunities for - 0.053
community engagement ’

| believe that cultural diversity is a positive
influence in the community - 0.047

There is good communication between businesses
and residents

The mix of businesses in the business precincts 0.019 I
contributes to the prosperity of the area ’

| feel part of my local community-0.027 .

(Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance. Grey bars, while they show
some effect, are not statistically significant and should be viewed as indicative).

This regression tells us that for every increment of 1 of the satisfaction with the character of their local
area, overall satisfaction increases by 0.360.
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Q13: Which of the following would you prefer? (Single response)

Residents were asked if they would prefer maintaining quality of services and infrastructure more
than keeping rates low. Among those who indicated dissatisfaction (16.5% of the residents), 49%
preferred the maintenance over keeping rates low (35%) which is slightly opposed to the 2019 results
where 45% preferred rates as low as possible and 40% preferred maintenance of services and
standards.

Preference between rates and services/infrastructure
provided

Maintaining services and the standard of
. . . 49%
infrastructure is more important
Council should keep rates as low as possible _ 35%

other . 1%
Don't know l 6%

When analysing the sample as a whole, 8% mentioned preference to keep low rates over maintaining
services / infrastructure (6%). This indicates the majority of the dissatisfied residents are looking for a
balance between low rates and maintenance of services / infrastructure.

Satisfaction with balance between rates and services/infrastructure provided
(Grey indicates those that rated 1=strongly disagree or 2=disagree)

M Keep rates low M Maintain services/infrastructure
Change balance/combination of both/other m Neutral/don't know if happy with balance
M Agree with balance

2021... ST T6% 3 %63 s O ——
2019... A6 % 2 0 e s sz~
2017.. %M 11%  45% [Isesmmmmmmm
2013.. W7%M 5% 5% g
2011..W6%M 5%  46% s
20009... ISZAT10% T A% A% s e —
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Resident overall satisfaction

Ql4: On ascale of 1to 5, where 1is very dissatisfied and 5 is very satisfied,
please rate your overall satisfaction with the City of Norwood Payneham &
St Peters.

Overall satisfaction with the City of Norwood Payneham & St
Peters

2021

w
©

2019
2017
2013

2011

We have applied an NPS to the overall satisfaction question which was asked on a scale of 1to 5, the
1-3 were scored as detractors, 4 are passive scorers and 5 are promoters. The NPS result of -7.5 is
slightly negative, but this will provide a great benchmark for future years. Simply put, the score means
there were more residents who scored the Council 3 and below than scored the Council 5.

Those more likely to rate their overall satisfaction with Council higher than the average are those
aged under 40 years, blue collar workers, young couples and young families, ATSI (Aboriginal Torres
Strait Islander) cultural group, those who have lived in the area for 1 -5 years, and those who live in
the Payneham Ward. Those more likely to rate their overall satisfaction with Council lower than the
average are those people aged 65-74 years, middle families, in other cultural backgrounds, those who
have lived in the are more than 16 years, and those that live in the Maylands Trinity Ward.
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Regression analysis

When considering each performance area, the area which has the most impact on overall satisfaction
is Quality of Life by a significant degree. Infrastructure and waste and recycling services had moderate
impacts on overall performance, while environmental management, Council and community
services and leadership had negligible effect.

What has the greatest impact on overall satisfaction with the 7 performance

areas?
Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance

Quality of life 0.293

Infrastructure 0.145

0.116

Waste and recycling services

Environmental management 0.076

Council & community services 0.072

Leadership 0.053

Economic development 0.033

(Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance. Grey bars, while they show
some effect, are not statistically significant and should be viewed as indicative).

A regression analysis was conducted to discern which areas had the greatest impact on overall
satisfaction with the City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters.

This regression tells us that for every increment of 1in overall satisfaction with Quality of life, overall
satisfaction increases by 0.293, making it the most significant contributor to overall satisfaction with
the Council.

This above regression analysis was specifically based on the overall satisfaction with Council (Q14).

The following graph is also a special regression analysis against overall satisfaction with Council (Q14)
but taking it to the sub-area level.
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Each performance area was also analysed to determine which particular attributes would affect
overall satisfaction with the Council. It was found that managing street trees (Environment) offered

the greatest opportunity to affect overall satisfaction.

What has the greatest impact on overall satisfaction with all sub-categories?
Regression coefficients, only statistically significant results depicted

Managing street trees

Resolution of issue (Elected Members)

Reacted positively (staff members)

Providing and maintaining roads

Weekly collection of household waste

Provision and maintenance of parks,
recreational areas and open spaces

Keeping the community informed about
current issues

The presentation and cleanliness of the
council area

Promoting and attracting special events

Availability of car parking within the
council area

Enhancing the natural environment
Promoting and supporting business
precincts (e.g. Glynde, Magill Road, The

Parade, etc.)

Environmental sustainability

0.238

0.193

0.187

0.171

0.167

0.157

0.155

0.134

(Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance. Grey bars, while they show
some effect, are not statistically significant and should be viewed as indicative).

The regression tells us that for every increment of 1 regarding satisfaction with managing street
trees, overall satisfaction increases by 0.238, making it the most significant contributor to overall
satisfaction, followed by resolution of issues (Elected Members) and reacted positively (staff).



Attendance at Council-run events

Q15: Have you attended any of the following Council-run events in the
last 3 years? Note that these events aren't necessarily current or ongoing.

(Multiple response)

Zest for Life Festival had the highest attendance (33%), followed by Symphony in the Park, Twilight
Carols & Christmas Market and Taste Glynde. The Norwood Christmas Pageant usually has the
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highest attendance of all Council-run events but only attracted 20% of those surveyed in 2021. The

Christmas Pageant was not held in 2021.

Did not attend any of these events

Zest for Life Festival - - - 6% 33%
Symphony in the Park* - - - - 28%
Twilight Carols & Christmas Market - - 17% 17% 24%
Taste Glynde - - 10% 16% 24%
Norwood on Tour Race (Tour Down Under) 34% 25% 30% 35% 20%
Norwood Christmas Pageant 38% 37% 42% 42% 20%
Melodies in the Park - - 4% 13% 16%
St Peters Fair 13% 16% 24% 26% 16%
Norwood on Tour Street Party (Tour Down Under) - - 24% 20% 15%
Fashion on the Parade* - - - - 13%
Australia Day and Citizen Ceremony** 4% 5% 10% 12% 13%
Youth Arts & Events (canvas, pool side)*** 1% 4% 5% 3% 12%
Jazz in the park - - - 16% 8%
Food Secrets of Glynde Bus Tour - - 7% 9% 5%
Cultural Heritage Events (such as history week)*** 5% 6% 6% 12% 5%
Parades on Norwood Parade (Fashion on Parade) N% 15% 34% 28% -
Every Generation Concert - 2% 3% - -
Attendance at any of these events 70% 70% 70% 74% 77%
30% 30% 30% 26% 23%

*New category in 2021
*Changed in 2021 from Australia Day Celebration
***Clarifying text added in 2021



Participation in selected activities

Qle: How often do you participate in the following? (Single response, this
will be displayed in a matrix, with participants asked to rate each activity
(e.g. volunteer activity) on a scale of daily to about once a year, with never
and don’t know / not sure as options)

Usage at least weekly

95% 96% 9 0
100% ’ 94% 94% 91% =@==Arts & Cultural activities in the

90% 85% 83% 81% o 82% Council area

79% ° 0 °
80% =@ Informal volunteering

ighb
0% 629 759% (neighbours)
5 56% 56% 589% ==@=_Learning activity

60% 52%

4
50% Physical exercise activity
40%

0,
30% 28% ==@==Shopping in the Council area
? 20%
20% Wio%  14%
13% =@==sing parks & reserves in the
10% Council area
0,
0% 10% ==@==\/0lunteer activity

2009 2011 2013 2017 2019 2021

Overall, decreases were noticed in arts & cultural and physical exercise activities, however the usage
of parks & reserves was up close to previous records, presumably because COVID restrictions were
lifted. Attending arts & cultural activities in the Council area remains the highest score (82%)
followed by physical exercise activity (75%). Informal volunteering is a new category this survey
period with residents indicating 10% of them help neighbours and do other informal volunteering at
least once a week.
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90%
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60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%
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We analysed usage for various activities and cross tabulated this with usage every 6 months. Usage

Usage up to every 6 months

99% 99% 98% 98% 100% 98%
¢ ¢ ¢ 92% °
86% 87% 87% . 91%

0,
74% 76% 5%

60%
55%
51%
® 48%
38%

25% 23%

2009 2011 2013 2017 2019 2021

=@==Arts & Cultural activities in the
council area
==@==|nformal volunteering
==@==Learning activity
Physical exercise activity
==@==Shopping in the Council area
=@=Using parks & reserves in the

council area

=@==\/0lunteer activity

has seen excellent increases in almost all activities with the exception of arts & cultural activities in
the Council area dipping from 60% in 2019 to 55% in 2021. The highest usage activities continue to
be shopping in the council area, using parks & reserves in the council area and physical exercise

activity. There have been significant increases in volunteering and leaning activities over the past 4

years.
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Usage up to once a year

} 100% 100% 98% 98% 100% 99%
100%
0,
90% 95% =@==Arts & Cultural activities in the
90% council area
80% ==@==|nformal volunteering
70%
==@=Learning activity
60%
0% Physical exercise activity
0
40% ==@==Shopping in the Council area
0,
30% ==@==Using parks & reserves in the
20% 25% council area
=@==\/0lunteer activity
10%

0%
2009 2011 2013 2017 2019 2021

We analysed usage for various activities and cross tabulated this with annual usage. The results
mirror those of every 6 months with increases in almost all activities with the exception of arts &
cultural activities in the Council area. The top three activities are shopping in the Council area, parks
& reserves in the council area and physical exercise activity. Significant increases have been seen for
volunteering and learning activities over the past four years.
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Engaging with Council

Q17/19: When was the last time you had any dealings with Council staff?
When was the last time you had any dealings with any of the Elected
Members (Mayor and Councillors)? (Single response)

Residents were asked when was the last time they dealt with Council staff or Elected Members.
Clearly interactions with Council staff are more common than with Elected Members and also 2021
saw a slight dip in the overall percentage of residents interacting compared to 2019 but only in favour
of residents inability to recall.

Within the last week 0% 8% 9% 7% 1% 13% 2% 26% 2%
Within the last month 2% % 13% 9% 1% 14% 3% 10% 3%
Within the last 3 months 4% M%  13% % 2% 16% 4% 12% 3%
ithi (] (] (] (] 0 0 0 (o] (o]
Within the last 6 months 8% 8% 9%  12% 1% 10% 6% 8% 3%
Within the last year 3% % 9%  12% 3% 1% 7% 6% 3%
Within the last 2 years % 6% 4% 7% 3% 5% 3% 4% 3%
Within the last 5 years 8% 3% 3% 4% 3% 2% 3% 2% 3%
More than 5 years ago 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 2% 3% 2% 4%
E\éirn'gtleraded with 74%  61% 63% 63%  17%  74% 3% 69% 2%
Can't recall 5% 5% % 8% 10% 4% 5% 10% 14%
Never 2%  34% 26%  29%  T2%  22% 65% 21% 63%
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Q18/20: How satisfied were you with the responsiveness of the staff
member? How satisfied were you with the responsiveness of the Elected

Member?

The satisfaction questions for both interactions with staff and Elected Members was re-engineered
this survey so there is no historic data. The following chart shows greater satisfaction with staff (overall
4.1 out of 5 compared to 3.7 out of 5 for Elected Members). Interestingly the satisfaction levels are
relatively similar across the four attributes for staff (all rating 4 out of 5 or more) but dissimilar for
Elected Members (ratings ranged from as low as 3.4 to a high of 4 out of 5). This reflects a similar result
to the business survey.

Satisfaction with the responsiveness of ... (Of those that interacted
with a respective representative)

w

N
»
AR

Overall satisfaction

w

~
»
o

»
[N}

Resolution of issue

w
(o]

Reacted positively

|-h
o
»
N

Speed of response

M Elected Members B Council staff

Council Staff
We completed a regression analysis on the staff responsiveness question to determine which aspect

has the greatest effect on satisfaction.

What has the greatest impact on overall satisfaction with
engaging with Council staff?
Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance

Reacted positively 0.450

Speed of response 0.358

Resolution of issue 0.195

(Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance. Grey bars, while they show
some effect, are not statistically significant and should be viewed as indicative).
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This regression tells us that for every increment of 1 of the satisfaction with a positive reaction by staff,
overall satisfaction increases by 0.450, therefore positivity is a major factor in overall satisfaction.
Speed of response also has a strong impact on satisfaction by 0.358.

Elected Members

We completed a regression analysis on the Elected Member responsiveness question to determine
which aspect has the greatest effect on satisfaction.

What has the greatest impact on overall satisfaction with engaging with
Elected Members?
Regression coefficients, coloured bars-indicate statistical significance

Resolution of issue - 0.316
Speed of response -0.221 -

(Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance. Grey bars, while they show
some effect, are not statistically significant and should be viewed as indicative).

This regression tells us that for every increment of 1 of satisfaction with a positive reaction by Elected
Members, overall satisfaction increases by 0.878 (the highest regression score for the entire research
project). This is a very significant regression score indicating that positivity has a very major impact
on overall satisfaction. Resolution of issue also has a strong impact on satisfaction.

Elected members resolution of issue has slightly more impact on overall satisfaction with Elected
Members (0.316) compared to staff (0.195).



Receiving information from Council

Q21: How would you prefer to receive information about the council’s
services and activities? (Multiple response)
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Residents prefer to find out information regarding Council services and activities primarily through
the Council's website (45%), LookEast (39%) and social media pages (37%). Social media pages have
increased again this survey period making it an ideal communication platform for residents in the
Council area. Libraries/noticeboards and other Council publications and fliers are also important.

Council's monthly Messenger column**  13%

Council's website 20% 29% 22% 32% 30% 45%
LookEast 4% 12% 5% 37% 32% 39%
Social media pages - - - 10% 21% 37%
Libraries/noticeboards 1% 3% 1% 13% 16% 35%
Other Council publications/fliers 42% 34% 26% 46% 29% 29%
YourNPSP e-Newsletter* - - - - - 26%
Word of mouth 2% - 1% 15% 6% 18%
Community events - - <1% 5% 3% 13%
Contact with Council staff** 10% 1% 13% 7% 5% 13%
Precinct websites and Facebook - - 1% 1% 3% 13%
Adelaide East Herald* - - - - - 1%
Other 4% 2% 3% 14% 24% 5%
Do not find out information 3% 1% 3% 3% 1% 3%
Messenger articles™* 2% 14% 15% 28% 16% -
5% 5% 8% 5% -

*New categories in 2021
*Wording changed in 2021 slightly
***Removed in 2021

It is worth noting that there have been significant increases in the reliance on digital forms of
communication between 2017 and 2021 particularly social media which increased from 10% in 2017 to
37% in 2021. The importance of the Council's website is also worthy of note as it has increased from

30% in 2019 to 45% in 2021.
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Council engagement sessions

Q22: If you were to participate in a Council engagement session on a
project (e.g. community workshop, information night, etc.) which of the
following days and times would best suit you? (Multiple response)

Residents were given the opportunity to indicate if they would like to participate in Council
engagement sessions and if so when would be the most suitable times and days for them to
participate. 17% of residents (the same number as businesses) do not want to participate but of those
that do, evening was preferred by 42% of residents and weekends by 44% of residents. There is a shift
in residents’' preference between weekdays and weekends with more now saying weekend than
weekday.

Morning (between 9am and 12pm) 13% 16% 21%
Afternoon (between 12pm and 4pm) 16% 17% 32%
Evening (between 7pm and 9pm) 34% 31% 42%
All of the above / no preference 5% 6% 13%
None of the above - | don't want to participate 38% 33% 17%
Days 2007 209 2001
Weekdays 44% 45% 28%
Weekends 15% 10% 44%
All of the above / no preference 7% 14% 1%
None of the above - | don't want to participate 38% 33% 17%




Issues of importance

Q23: Inyour opinion, what are the three major issues that Council should

be addressing in the next three years? Please rank the below issues in
order of importance. (First, second and third)
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Residents were asked to rank their top three major issues for Council to address in the next 3 years

as a priority. The rest of the issues were ranked but with less emphasis as we asked them to focus on

the top three. We have analysed only the top three issues below. Improving infrastructure ranked first

followed by preserving heritage buildings and character areas second and environmental

sustainability third.

Improving infrastructure 33% 29% 53% 48% 38%
Preserving heritage buildings and character areas 7% 8% 6% 31% 36%
Environmental sustainability 9% M% 14% 36% 35%
Preserving & planting trees 12% 7% 1% 32% 33%
Waste management/recycling/reduction 8% 12% 9% 27% 29%
Issues with street trees 7% 19% 29% 31% 29%
Preserving/increasing areas of open space 7% 7% 1% 21% 25%
Car parking 5% 4% 17% 21% 21%
Urban design/planning issues 1% 18% 19% 24% 21%
Community health and wellbeing - - - - 17%
Access to support services 6% 4% 6% N% 10%
Improving access to information from Council 4% 2% 6% 6% 7%
Other 16% 5% 7% - -
Total - specifying issues 77% 81% 84% 100% 100%
None/don't know 23% 19% 16% - -




The graph below shows the breakdown of ranking given to each issue. Issues have been sorted based
on the proportion of ranking; more important issues will generally have more votes than less
important issues, whether they are first, second or third.

When analysing the ranking data, improving infrastructure was the top priority, with 62% of residents
surveyed, indicating it is an issue to be addressed by Council (12% indicated it as a first-preference
issue). Environmental sustainability was also ranked as an issue by over half of all residents (56%)
followed by preserving and planting trees (52%).

Ranking priority issues

Improving infrastructure |29 13% 37% i 38% !

Environmental sustainability - 11% 32% ] 44% i

Preserving and planting trees - 11% 28% i 48% i

Preserving heritage buildings & character areas |20 9% 20% ! 51% E
Waste management/recycling/reduction - 13% 29% : 52% !
Preserving/increasing areas of open space - 9% 31% i 55% i
Issues with street trees | HBS8I"10% 23% i 57% ]

Urban design/planning issues . 7% 29% i 60% i

Car parking  [B3817% 23% i 64% ;

Access to support services ‘% 14% | 80% i

Improving access to information from Council 9% 9% | 88% i

M First Second Third £iNot ranked

The graph also shows what percentage of those surveyed ranked a particular issue first, second and
third. Interesting to note that Preserving heritage buildings & character areas had the highest first
ranking but when you consider second and third rankings it comes in at fourth overall.
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The following chart shows a slightly different view when we weight the rankings (first is given a
weighted score of 3, second a weighted score of 2, and third a weighted score of 1). This only slightly
alters the order of the top four issues which are Preserving heritage buildings & character area,
improving infrastructure, environmental sustainability and preserving and planting trees. These
priority areas are consistent across the three different analysis approaches.

Weighted ranking analysis of priority issues

Preserving heritage buildings & character areas [ N NN 14%
Improving infrastructure [Nl 13%

Environmental sustainability [N 12%

Preserving and planting trees [N 12%
Issues with street trees [N 10%
Waste management/recycling/reduction [N 9%
Preserving/increasing areas of open space _ 8%
carparking [ 7%
Urban design/planning issues  [[NNEGG 6%
Access to support services _ 3%

Improving access to information from Council [ 2%

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16%
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Response to COVID-19

Q24:. On ascaleof1to5, wherelis not very effective and 5 is very effective,
how effective do you think the following Council responses to the COVID-
19 pandemic were.

Council responses to COVID-19

JP services open throughout 4.3

Increased cleaning in public spaces _ 4.1
Frozen Council rates _ 4.0
Public messaging _ 3.9

Relaxed parking controls 3.8

3.8

Business support

This was a new question in 2021. The most effective responses by Council to the COVID-19 pandemic
were JP services open throughout (4.3 and clearly valued more than businesses) and increased
cleaning in public spaces (4.1) followed by frozen Council rates (4.0).
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Final Suggestions

Q25:

If you had one suggestion or comment for the Council as to how it

could improve its service delivery, what would it be? (Open ended)

The following are verbatim resident comments that have been grouped under major themes.

Communication and consultation/Responsiveness (103 Responses)

Being more prompt to follow up resident enquiries and returning phone calls in a timely
manner. Also having more arborists available in the street tree management area.

Engage in what matters to residents

Easier access to information on services

Happy with the info coming out at the moment

Improve My Aged Care services by Council staff

Social media messaging is much more engaging

To respond to the draft consultation on parking in The Parade area and to be mindful of
residents’ requirements as much as Business and workers of such businesses

Development/Planning Aspects (62 Responses)

Employ universal design in all future planning and sustainable planning in everything
Fewer two-storey McMansions!

Have a bit more clout in some of the massive destructive changes to the character of the
area. The monstrous Portrush/Magill Rd intersection, the proposed apartment development
of the Oriental/Republican Hotel. Otto apartments, may cause big parking problems. Magill
Rd is likely to be chocked with traffic compounded by these developments plus Norwood
Green. Be a bit more sensitive with some of the old historical houses that get houses that get
demolished.

Increase community engagement/ interaction in projects and future planning. There are
modern ways to connect which should be explored. We are new to the area and it seems like
you need to personally be proactive to be involved rather than council reaching out. Was
Please protect our heritage and stop allowing reduction in home sizes

STOP allowing people / developers building 2 houses on a block. It is ridiculous the number
of housing developments that are happening. STOP IT PLEASE!!

Stop subdividing and allowing destruction of old homes with character!

Infrastructure and Maintenance (54 Responses)

Inspect the footpaths continually so that their danger to pedestrians through lack of repairs
is minimised.

Maintenance of roads and pavements should be more regular, and the old houses should be
maintained not allowing everyone permission to sub divide and build units.

Footpaths in Maylands/Stepney around the Avenues precinct are awful and not safe, barely
accessible

Better maintain and prune council trees, sidewalk footpath weeds/weeding, road, footpath
maintaining (my mum in law fell over n tripped badly due to up lifted concrete path/slab from
roots of nearby council trees). We have over-hanging council trees near the roof and gutters
if the house, over hanging branches which when low can injure the head/eyes of walkers or
kids riding on bikes or scooters

Traffic Management and Parking (46 Responses)

Accessible during weekends, at least parking inspectors



Address the issue of noise of council workers using blower at 5.30am, and address the issue
of traffic jams being caused by St Ignatius parents every day

Have more parking patrols out in the suburbs to see how some people park regularly and
illegally!

Improve parking

Speeding in the streets

traffic calming and speed reduction

Services (26 Responses)

Easier access to information on services

Install rubbish collection for apartments

Provide 2 lots of green compost bin liners per year (of the big roll)

The issues of waste management, collecting refuse, and cleaning the streets with a leaf
blower are issues that | do not understand. The leaf blower operates at 5.30am - earlier than
in the past so that is good, but it does not keep the footpaths clean. | do not understand what
they are trying to clean!!

Weekly collection of green bins

Rates/Rent (18 Responses)

A new system of rates

All suburbs pay rates within NPS but the focus for council is mainly reflected in St. Peter and
Norwood only.

Let me pay my rates by direct debit

Rates Are Too High Per Property Value

Other (92 Responses)

More community and cultural events and family-friendly facilities e.g.. bring back the
pageant, more outdoor movie nights, skate park and upgrade the pools with better family-
friendly features and trees.

Rates Are Too High Per Property Value

Don't have any suggestions as so far have only had positive interactions

Bring back the local paper weekly news

Treat residents as important as the golden goose of traders on the parade...

Don't increase rates because of Covid when the council has not lost any funds due to the
pandemic

AdS4
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6. Resident demographics

There were 61% females compared to 38% males surveyed. The age distribution is reflective of the
population in the council area with 31% aged under 40 compared to 69% aged over 40. 50% of
respondents were unemployed and 50% were employed. 6% of the total respondents claimed to
operate a home-based business. All household structures were representative with the largest group
reflecting the older population of mature couples or singles. 86.5% of those surveyed identified as
Australian / no particular group, and 12.5% were from other ethnic or cultural group (European, Indian,
Chinese, other Asian, British Isles and Americas) and 1% were Aboriginal / Torres Strait Islanders.

All wards were represented with the highest percentage of those surveyed living in Maylands Trinity

Ward. 36% of the sample have lived in the area for 5 years or less, 33% for 6-20 years, and 31% for more
than 30 years.

Q26: What is your gender (Single response)
Gender n=601

1.2%

37.9%

60.9%

= Male = Female = Other

61% of the sample were female this year (compared to 58% in 2019) and 38% male (compared to 42%
in 2019) with only 1.2% other. The 2019 survey did not allow for ‘other’.



Q27: In which of these age groups do you fall? (Single response)

Age breakdown of sample n=601

20.5%
18.5%
16.1%
14.1% 14.3%
9.2%
7.3%
18-24 25-30 31-39 40-54 55-64 65-74 75+

Age demographics were similar in 2021 compared to 2019. 31% of those interviews in 2021 were aged
under 40 (compared to 30% in 2019). 20.5% were aged 40-54 (21% in 2019), 16% were aged 55-64 (21%
in 2019), 18.5% were aged 65-74 (20% in 2019) and 14% were aged 75+ (9% in 2019).

Q28: Areyou in paid employment irrespective of full or part time work? (If
yes, what is your occupation? If no, how would you describe what you do?)
(Single response)

Occupation of sample n=601

Unempioyed I - %
empioyed N <> 7
retired [N 32.1%
Professional/executive/manager _ 22.6%
White collar _ 22.4%

Other (unemployed, student, carer) - 12.0%
Home duties - 6.2%

Blue collar - 4.7%

50.3% of the sample in 2021 were unemployed compared to 43% in 2019 and 49.7% were employed
compared to 57% in 2019. The sample in 2021 had 22.6% professional/executives (compared to 34% in
2019, 32.1% were retired in 2021 compared to 29% in 2019. White collar workers made up 22.4% in 2021
compared to 12% in 2019 and blue collar was 4.7% in 2021 compared to 11% in 2019. Home duties were
similar in both years (6.2% in 2021 compared to 5% in 2019, and other represented 12% in 2021
compared to 9% in 2019.
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Q29: Do you operate a home-based business? (Single response)

Home based business? n=601

5.8%

94.2%
= Yes = No

5.8% of all respondents (35 people) said they operated a home-based business slightly less than 8% of
the sample in 2019 (32 people).

Q30: Which of these groups best describes your household? (Single
response)

Household structure of sample n=601

45.6%

12.3% 13.6% 12.1%
H = = B =
Single person: Young couple: Young family: Middle family: Mature family: ~ Mature couple or
people under 40 married or living  couple orsingle  couple or single  couple or single single: In
living along or  together with no parent with most parent with most parent with most  middle/late age
sharing children in the children under 6 children aged from children aged over group no children
accommodation home years 6 to 15 years 15 years and 1+ at at home
home

The highest household structure was mature couples or singles which represented 45.6% of the total
sample in 2021 compared to 42% in 2019. Middle families with children aged over 15 years represented
121% of the sample compared to 19% in 2019), middle families with children aged 6-15 years
represented 13.6% in 2021 compared to 12% in 2019. Young families were 8.2% in 2021 compared to 7%

in 2019, young couples were 8.2% in 2021 compared to 7% in 2019 and single people were 12.3% in 2021
compared to 13% in 2019.
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Q31: What cultural group do you consider you belong to? (Single
response)

Cultural background of sample n-601

12.5%

1.0%

86.5%

= Australian / no particular group Aboriginal / Torres Strait Islander = Other

12.5% of all respondents identified with an ethnic or cultural group other than Australian (compared
to 15% in 2019). 1% identified as Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander.

European 7% 5% 6% 4%
Indian subcontinent 6% 5% 4% 2%
Chinese 2% 2% 2% 2%
Other Asian 4% 2% 2% 2%
British Isles 5% 2% 1% 1%
Americas - - 1% 1%
Other 1% 1% - 1%
African 2% 1% - -

Other responses included:
e Italian (14 comments)
e Chinese (11 comments)
¢ Indian (8 commments)
e Asian (7 comments)
e Colombian (4 commments)
o English (4 comments)
e lranian (4 comments)
e International (3 commments)
e International students (3 comments)
e Argentinean (2 comments)
e  British (2 commments)
o European (2 commments)
o GCreek (2comments)
e Latin American
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e Hungarian

e Nepalese

e Polish

e Russian

e Spanish-German/European
e  Swiss

e Vietnamese

Q32: What suburb (clustered into Wards) do you live in? (Single response)

Sample by Ward n=601

27.3%

19.8%

Torrens Ward St Peter Ward West Norwood Kensington Maylands Payneham
Kent Town Ward Trinity Ward Ward
Ward

13.5% 15.1%
. 0

I 12.1%

12.2%

Maylands Trinity Ward had the highest representation at 27.3% compared to 27% in 2019. Kensington
Ward was the second highest at 19.8% of the total sample compared to 12% in the 2019 survey. St Peter
Ward was 15.1% compared to 13% in 2019, Torrens Ward 13.5% compared to 17% in 2019, Payneham
Ward was 12.2% compared to 13% in 2019 and West Norwood Kent Town Ward was 12.1% compared to
17% in 2019.
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The following is a breakdown by suburbs clustered into their relevant wards.

Felixstow 4.3%
Marden 4.8%
Royston o

Park 4.3%

Norwood o
(East) 14.0%
Kensington 3.5%
Marryatville 1.5%
Heathpool 0.8%

Joslin 3.3% Norwood (West of Edward) 8.8%
St Peters 8.5% Kent Town 3.3%
College Park 2.3%

Hackney 1.0%

Trinity Gardens 1.3% Glynde 1.0%
St Morris 1.7% Payneham 8.7%
Firle 7.0% Payneham South 2.5%
Payneham South o

(Coorara/Divett) 0.7%

Evandale 4.7%

Maylands 6.7%

Stepney 53%

Q33:. How long have you lived within the City of Norwood Payneham & St
Peters? (Single response)

More than 30 years
26-30 years

21-25 years

16-20 years
11-15years

6-10 years

1-5 years

Less than a year

9% of all respondents have |

Length living in the area n=601

I 15.9%

I 7.3%

I 7.2%

I 12.0%

I o.8%

I 11.6%
e 27.0%
DN 0.2%

ived in the Council area for less than a year (11% in 2019), 27% for 1-5 years

(23% in 2019), 11.6% for 6-10 years (16% in 2019), 9.8% for 11-15 years (9% in 2019), 12% for 16-20 years (13%

in 2019), 7.2% for 21-25 years
years (14% in 2019).

(7% in 2019), 7.3% for 26-30 years (7% in 2019) and 15.9% for more than 30



7. Recommendations

Focus areas

Despite some issues with the gathering of the data, the final reports are very rich in insights to assist
Council to make strategic and operational decisions. We have produced a residential document and
a separate business document and have provided the statistics which will enable each of your
departments to look further into the findings. It is possible for topics such as environmental
sustainability to drill down to gender, age, profession and location to determine who is or is not more
likely to rate Council's efforts highly in this or any other area. This could be very useful for future
communications.

Priorities for council

Resident Business

Improving infrastructure Car parking

Preserving heritage buildings and character areas Improving infrastructure
Environmental sustainability Environmental sustainability

Preserving and planting trees

Improvement in and subsequent communication about the following activities will potentially affect
future satisfaction scores and will have the greatest impact on overall satisfaction according to the
regression analysis.

e The weekly collection of household waste

e The presentation and cleanliness of the Council area

¢ Managing street trees

e Promoting and attracting special events

e Promoting and supporting business precincts

o Keeping the community informed about current issues

e Environmental sustainability

Staff and Elected Member positive responsiveness to resident queries also has a surprisingly high
impact on satisfaction so KPIs should be enforced for positiveness toward a query and resolution.

The survey approach

As has been reported in previous surveys, the questionnaire was very lengthy and took an average of
21 minutes to complete and there was considerable feedback from residents that it was too long.
There were a number of new and additional questions this year that added to the length of the survey.
Toward the end of the surveying period, we needed to incentivise residents with a CIBO coffee
voucher to encourage them to complete the survey and this was much appreciated.

We did want to highlight that the community generally (residents and businesses) were experiencing
significant survey fatigue at the time of our fieldwork particularly with a high number of surveys
coming out of the State government.

We do believe that the survey should be shortened and streamlined for the next round in two years’
time and more time be allocated to allow for obtaining permission by centre management at
shopping centres such as the Avenues and Firle.
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8. Questionnaire

City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters October
2021 (Resident)

Intuito is conducting a survey amongst residents of the City of Norwood Payneham
& St Peters on behalf of the Council.

The Council values your opinions, and these will be used to improve the services
delivered to you by your Council. The survey should take about 10-15 minutes.

We're offering a chance to win one of two $100 vouchers, given randomly to one
person who has completed the survey. If you would like to go into the running to
win one of the vouchers, please fill in your details at the end of the survey. Please
note that your details will not be used for any other purpose.

We hope you enjoy completing this survey and thank you for your time!

Please note your responses will be 100% anonymous and confidential. Intuito
Market Research abides by The Research Society's Privacy Code for Market and
Social Research. All data gathered will be treated with the strictest confidentiality
and will only be used for research purposes. Intuito is a member of The Research
Society and works to the highest privacy standards.

Ql: Do you live in the City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters? (Single
response)

o Yes

o No (thank and terminate)

Q2: On ascale of 1to 5, where 1is very dissatisfied and 5 is very satisfied,
please rate your level of satisfaction in relation to the waste and recycling
services provided by the City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters.

Very dissatisfied Very satisfied Don't know
1 2 3 4 5

¢ Weekly collection of household waste

e Fortnightly collection of recyclables

* Fortnightly collection of green organics

e Hard waste collection

e Electronic waste drop-off days

e Overall satisfaction



Q3. Onascale of 1to 5 where 1is very dissatisfied and 5 is very satisfied,
please rate your level of satisfaction in relation to the infrastructure assets
in the City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters.
Very dissatisfied Very satisfied Don't know
1 2 3 4 5
e Providing and maintaining roads
e Providing and maintaining footpaths
e Availability of car parking within the Council area
e Provision and maintenance of parks, recreational areas and open spaces
¢ The presentation and cleanliness of the Council area
» The provision and maintenance of cycling pathways / routes
e Overall satisfaction

Q4. Onascaleofl1to5, wherelis very dissatisfied and 5 is very satisfied,
please rate your level of satisfaction in relation to the environmental

management performance of the City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters.

Very dissatisfied Very satisfied Don't know
1 2 3 4 5

e Protecting native flora and fauna

¢ Enhancing the natural environment

e Managing street trees

¢ Undertaking environmental initiatives

¢ Responding to climate change

¢ Water management and use

e Managing watercourses

e Overall satisfaction

Q5. Onascale of 1to 5 where 1is very dissatisfied and 5 is very satisfied,
please rate your level of satisfaction with the following Council &
community services provided by the City of Norwood Payneham & St
Peters.
Very dissatisfied Very satisfied Don't know
1 2 3 4 5

e Library services

» Recreational & sporting facilities

e Swimming pools

e Public and environmental health services*

e Childcare services

¢ Youth programs

e Services and programs for older residents

e Cultural heritage programs

e Arts and cultural initiatives

e Community halls and centres

o Customer service centre

e Overall satisfaction
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*Immunisation, food inspection and food handling requirements, inspections of
hairdressers, tattooists for compliance with hygiene standards; noise and
nuisance complaints; storm water and pollution complaints.

Q6: On ascale of 1to 5, where 1is very dissatisfied and 5 is very satisfied,
please rate the performance of the City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
in the area of economic development.
Very dissatisfied Very satisfied Don't know
1 2 3 4 5

e Promoting and supporting tourism

e Promoting and attracting special events

e Attracting and supporting businesses

e Promoting and supporting business precincts (e.g. Glynde, Magill Road,

The Parade, etc.)
e Assessment of development applications
e Overall satisfaction

Q7: Onascaleof1to5, wherelis very dissatisfied and 5 is very satisfied,
please rate your quality of life in the City of Norwood Payneham & St
Peters.
Very dissatisfied Very satisfied Don't know
1 2 3 4 5

e Feeling safe in the daytime

e Feeling safe at night

e The ability to become involved in community life and activities

e Level of community spirit

e Access to services and facilities

e Range of housing options

e Access to public open space

e The nature of new development within the council area

e Protection of heritage buildings and character areas

e Amenity of our major commmercial and retail areas

e Overall satisfaction

Q8. Onascaleof1to5, where1is very dissatisfied and 5 is very satisfied,
please rate your level of satisfaction in relation to the leadership of the City
of Norwood Payneham & St Peters.
Very dissatisfied Very satisfied Don't know
1 2 3 4 5

e Council financial management

e Keeping the community informed about current issues

e Providing leadership in the local community

e Performance of Elected Members (Mayor, Councillors)

e Environmental sustainability



Qo:

Overall satisfaction

Does anyone in your household use the following services or

facilities? If not, what are the barriers? (Matrix, multiple choice)

O

Ooooooooooano

Community halls and centres
Built heritage services/advice
Bicycle pathways

Parks and playgrounds

Library services

Youth programs

Services and programs for older residents
Sporting facilities

Swimming pools

Bus stops

Cultural or entertainment facilities

Options:

QI10:

Yes

No, due to awareness

No, due to cost

No, due to transport / access
No, due to timing / location

| have no need for this service

Are there any other reasons you don't use these services or facilities?

QI

On a scale of 1to 5, where 1is strongly disagree and 5 is strongly

agree, please rate your level of agreement with the following statements.
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree Don't know

]

2 3 4 5
The council provides sufficient opportunities for community engagement
| believe that cultural diversity is a positive influence in the community
The mix of businesses in the business precincts contributes to the
prosperity of the area
| feel part of my local community
| am satisfied with the character of my local area
There is good communication between businesses and residents

ABS
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Ql12: On ascaleof1to5, wherelis strongly disagree and 5 is strongly
agree, please rate your agreement with this statement: | am happy with
the balance between Council rates and the services and standard of
infrastructure provided. (This question has been separated from the
previous question to allow us to apply logic to the answers and find out
why those who rated it low, did so)

o 1-Strongly disagree (Go to Q12)
2 (Goto Q12)
3 (Goto Q13)
4 (Go to Q13)
5 - Strongly agree (Go to Q13)
Don't know (Go to Q13)

©Oo0oo0oo0oo

Q13: Which of the following would you prefer? (Single response)
o0 Council should keep rates as low as possible
0 Maintaining the quality of services and the standard of infrastructure is
more important than keeping the rates low
o Don't know
0 Other (please specify)

Ql4: On ascale of 1to 5, where 1is very dissatisfied and 5 is very satisfied,
please rate your overall satisfaction with the City of Norwood Payneham &
St Peters.

Very dissatisfied Very satisfied Don't know

1 2 3 4 5

Q15: Have you attended any of the following Council-run events in the
last 3 years? Note that these events aren't necessarily current or ongoing.
(Multiple response)

Fashion on the Parade (fashion parade)

Australia Day and Citizenship Ceremony

Melodies in the Park

Jazz in the Park

Youth arts & events (canvas, poolside)

Cultural heritage events (such as history week)

Food Secrets of Glynde bus tour

Zest for Life festival

Norwood Christmas pageant

Twilight Carols and Christmas market

St Peters fair

Taste Glynde

Norwood on tour race (Tour Down Under)

Norwood tour street party (Tour Down Under)

Symphony in the Park

None of these

Ooooooooooboooooood



Qle:

AG7

How often do you participate in the following? (Single response, this

will be displayed in a matrix, with participants asked to rate each activity
(e.g. volunteer activity) on a scale of daily to about once a year, with never
and don’t know / not sure as options)

(0}

©O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0Oo

Daily

Several times a week

2-4 times a month

Once a month

Every three to six months
About once a year or less
Never

Don't know / not sure

Rate the following:

QI7:

Volunteer activity

Informal volunteering (e.g. non-paid work helping neighbours)
Physical exercise activity

Learning activity (such as online studies, adult education, etc.)
Shopping in the council area

Using parks and reserves in the council area

Arts and cultural activities in the council area

When was the last time you had any dealings with Council staff?

(Single response)

(0}

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0OO0Oo

Ql18:

Within the last week (Go to Q17)

Within the last month (Go to Q17)
Within the last three months (Go to Q17)
Within the last six months (Go to Q17)
Within the last year (Go to Q17)

Within the last two years (Go to Q17)
Within the last five years (Go to Q17)
More than five years ago (Go to Q17)
Can't recall (Go to Q17)

Never (Go to Q18)

And how satisfied were you with the responsiveness of the staff

member?
Very dissatisfied Very satisfied Don't know/NA

2 3 4 5
Speed of response
Reacted positively
Resolution of issue
Overall satisfaction



Q19: When was the last time you had any dealings with any of the Elected

Members (Mayor and Councillors)? (Single response)

o Within the last week (Go to Q19)

o Within the last month (Go to Q19)

o0 Within the last three months (Go to Q19)

o Within the last six months (Go to Q19)

o Within the last year (Go to Q19)

o Within the last two years (Go to Q19)

o Within the last five years (Go to Q19)

0 More than five years ago (Go to Q19)

o Can'trecall (Goto Q19)

0 Never (Go to Q20)
Q20: And how satisfied were you with the responsiveness of the Elected
Member?
Very dissatisfied Very satisfied Don't know/NA
1 2 3 4 5

e Speed of response

o Reacted positively

e Resolution of issue

e Overall satisfaction
Q21: How would you prefer to receive information about the council’s
services and activities? (Multiple response)

O At community events

O Council's website

O Precinct website (e.g. Magill Road, The Parade)

O Social media pages

O LookEast publication (Council newsletter published 6 monthly)

O Other Council publications / fliers / mailouts / fridge magnets

O YourNPSP e-Newsletter

O Council Libraries/ Library noticeboards

O Contact with Council staff (at customer service centre, phone calls, etc.)

O Word of mouth (friend / family / colleagues)

O Adelaide East Herald

0O Do not find out information about the council's services and activities

O Other (please specify)
Q22: If you were to participate in a Council engagement session on a

project (e.g. community workshop, information night, etc.) which of the
following days and times would best suit you? (Multiple response)

O Times - morning (between 9 am to 12 pm)

O Times - afternoon (between 12 pm and 4 pm)

O Times - evening (between 7 pm and 9 pm)

O

Days - Weekdays

AG38
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0O Days - Weekends
O None of the above — | do not want to participate
O All the above / no preference

Q23: Inyour opinion, what are the three major issues that Council should
be addressing in the next three years? Please rank the below issues in
order of importance. (First, second and third)

e Preserving heritage buildings and character areas

e Preserving and planting trees

e Issues with street trees (roots, leaf litter)

e Preserving /increasing areas of open space

e Environmental sustainability

e Waste management /recycling / reduction

e Improving infrastructure (roads, footpaths, drains etc)

e Improving access to information from Council

e Access to support services

e Urban design/ planning issues

e Car parking

e  Community health and wellbeing

Q24:. On ascaleof1to5, where 1is not very effective and 5 is very effective,
how effective do you think the following Council responses to the COVID-
19 pandemic were.
Not at all effective Extremely effective Don't know
1 2 3 4 5

e Increased cleaning in public spaces

e Business support

e Frozen Council rates

¢ Relaxed parking controls

e JP services open throughout

e Public messaging

e None of these

o Other (please specify)

Q25: If you had one suggestion or comment for the Council as to how it
could improve its service delivery, what would it be? (Open ended)

Demographics

Q26: What is your gender (Single response)
o Male



Q27:

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0

Q28:

Female
Other

In which of these age groups do you fall? (Single response)
18-24

25-30

31-39

40-54

55-64

65-74

75+

Are you in paid employment irrespective of full or part time work? (If

yes, what is your occupation? If no, how would you describe what you do?)
(Single response)

o Professional / executive / manager (Go to Q28)

o White collar (office workers, retail assistant, nurse, teacher, etc.) (Go to Q28)

o0 Blue collar (trades, manufacturing, agriculture, etc.) (Go to Q28)

0 Home duties (Go to Q29)

0 Retired (Go to Q29)

o Other (unemployed, student, carer) (Go to Q29)
Q29: Do you operate a home-based business? (Single response)

0 Yes

o No
Q30: Which of these groups best describes your household? (Single
response)

0 Single person: people under 40 living alone or sharing accommodation

0 Young couple: married or living together with no children in the home

0 Young family: couple or single parent with most children under 6

o Middle family: couple or single parent with most children aged from 6-15

years
0 Mature family: couple or single parent with most children aged over 15 and
1+ at home

o Mature couple or single in middle / late age group — no children at home
Q31: What cultural group do you consider you belong to? (Single
response)

o Australian/ no particular group

o Aboriginal / Torres Strait Islander

o0 Other (please specify)
Q32: What suburb do you live in? (Single response)

Torrens Ward
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o Felixstow

o Marden

o0 Royston Park
St Peters Ward

o Joslin

0 St Peters

0}
0}

College Park
Hackney

West Norwood Kent Town Ward

(0}
(0}

Norwood (West of Edward)
Kent Town

Kensington Ward

(0}
(0}
(0}
(0}

Norwood (East)
Kensington
Marryatville
Heathpool

Maylands Trinity Ward

(0]

©Oo0oo0oOo0o

(0}

Trinity Gardens

St Morris

Firle

Payneham South (Coorara / Divett)
Evandale

Maylands

Stepney

Payneham Ward

o
o
o

Q33:. How long have you lived within the City of Norwood Payneham & St

Glynde
Payneham
Payneham South

Peters? (Single response)

(0]

0}
0}
0}
0}
(0}
(0}
(0}

Less than a year
1-5 years

6-10 years

11-15 years

16-20 years

21-25 years

26-30 years

More than 30 years
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1. Introduction

Intuito is delighted to present the findings of a business community survey to the City of Norwood
Payneham & St Peters.

Council conducts a business survey every two years to establish how the Council is performing on a
number of key indicators and has done so since 2009 with this being the fifth survey in the series
(noting that the survey was not undertaken in 2015). Intuito conducted the business fieldwork for this
project between 1 November and 30 November, 2021. A total of 200 businesses were surveyed with
representation from across most of the main business districts within the Council area (i.e. Norwood
Parade, Magill Road, Kensington Road, Fullarton Road, etc.). Approximately half of the surveys were
conducted online and half were face to face.

Interviewers went business-to-business in these precincts asking for the manager or equivalent to
complete the survey.

Only businesses operating in the City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters Council area completed this
survey. If the respondent didn't have a business in this area they were thanked and disqualified from
completing the survey.

A survey of 601 Norwood, Payneham & St Peters residents was also conducted simultaneously and
the results are presented in a separate report.
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2. Brief and background

Project background and general information

The Council’s Strategic Management Plan, CityPlan 2030: Shaping Our Future, commits the Council
to monitoring and reporting on the Council's progress in achieving the various outcomes and
objectives contained in the Plan. The Community Survey, undertaken by the Council every two (2)
years, provides valuable data to assist in this task. It also enables changes in community satisfaction
levels to be compared over time.

CityPlan 2030 is updated every four (4) years with the update occurring in 2020 as a Mid Term Review.
CityPlan continues to have four (4) outcome areas: Social Equity, Cultural Vitality, Economic
Prosperity and Environmental Sustainability. Based on community feedback received as part of the
Mid Term Review consultation process, minor amendments were made relating to sustainable
transport, traffic management, stormwater management and sustainability.

The reporting framework was also amended as part of the Mid Term Review, with the view to
simplifying the reporting approach. Metrics, measurement and targets are now arranged within
Macro Targets, Council Targets and Community Targets. The Community Targets relate specifically
to information obtained through the Community Surveys.

When CityPlan 2030 was first developed in 2007, extensive community consultation was undertaken
to determine the commmunity’s aspirations and priorities for a preferred future. Further feedback has
been sought through each subsequent review.

In consideration of this, the Community Survey did not seek feedback about what respondents like
or dislike about the area or broad directions for the future. However, a question relating to key priority
issues was seen as appropriate in order to monitor changes in community priorities. Given the
disrupting impacts of Covid-19 over the past 18 months, a few additional questions were asked
relating to the pandemic.

Community surveys have been conducted in 2009, 2011, 2013, 2017 and 2019 and now in 2021.
It was the aim of this study to survey a minimum of 200 businesses operating in the Council area. To

enable comparisons to previous surveys, the questionnaire contained the same demographic
information and many of the same questions.
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3. Research objectives, methodology and
interpretation

Purpose of the research

To explore and measure the business community satisfaction, performance ratings, and importance
of key areas across a range of Council services and facilities.

Specific research objectives

To measure overall satisfaction with the Council and the services it provides

To measure the importance of Council’s services to the community

Determine if respondents use specific services, which they have rated, and if not, why not
To collect data which tracks progress in achieving the CityPlan 2030 targets, and

Monitor change in business community perceptions over time.

Methodology
The survey was undertaken in two parts, the residential component and the business component.

The resident survey was conducted face-to-face with randomly selected residents within the
Council area at centrally located shopping centres, libraries and then supplemented with
door to door for representation across Council wards.

The business survey was conducted face-to-face and online (emailing a business list supplied
by the Council). The main business areas within the Council area were targeted for the face-
to-face intercepts and in some instances business emails were captured and an invitation
sent later to complete the survey online if they were unavailable to do so in person.

The following show the number of surveys completed and the method in which they were conducted.

Sample achieved 601 200

601 face-to-face 98 online/102 face-to-face
Distribution of survey Intuito Intuito
Av. questionnaire length 21 minutes 16 minutes
Margin of error 3.9% at a confidence level of 95%  7.9% at a confidence level of 95%
Collection dates 1 November-1 December 2021 1 November-25 November 2021

Sampling and Statistical Validity

Statistical accuracy is a function of the sample size. The larger the sample size, the greater the
statistical accuracy of the results.



Sampling tolerance

To assist in the interpretation of the survey data, the chart below shows the approximate plus or
minus sampling tolerances for which allowance should be made. It should be remembered that all
data based on sample surveys are subject to a sampling tolerance, that is, where a sample is used to
represent an entire population, the resulting figures should be not regarded as absolute values, but
rather as the mid-point of a range plus or minus a percentage as the tables below show. So, if you
require a robust sample size, a sample of 600 provides a maximum 2-4% margin of error.

MARGIN OF ERROR TABLE
(95% confidence level)
(Percentages giving a particular answer)
SAMPLE 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%
SIZE 95% | 90% | 85% | 80% | 75% | 70% | 65% | 60% | 55% ] 50%
50 6 9 10 n 12 13 14 14 14 14
100 4 6 7 8 9 9 10 10 10 10
150 4 5 6 7 7 8 8 8 8 8
200 3 4 5 6 6 6 7 7 7 7
250 3 4 5 5 6 6 6 6 6 6
300 3 4 4 5 5 5 6 6 6 6
400 2 3 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5
500 2 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
600 2 2 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4
700 2 2 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4
800 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4
900 1 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
1000 1 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

SOURCE: MARKET RESEARCH SOCIETY OF AUSTRALIA 1986
Representative Sample
The aim on the 2021 survey was to maintain consistency with the previous samples with a
representative ward distribution as well as age and gender. The resident sample achieved was largely
representative of the South Australian population in age and gender (not exact but representative).
See the demographics for a breakdown in section 6.

The questionnaire

The survey questions remained predominantly consistent with previous surveys although there were
some new questions relevant to the Council's response to COVID-19 and also responsiveness of staff
and Elected Members. There was also a new question around environmental management.

The survey used a 5-point Likert scale to determine satisfaction (1 being very dissatisfied, 5 being very

satisfied), and a ‘don’t know' response. The mean score is derived from this five-point satisfaction scale.

Since the mid-point of the scale is 3, responses above 3.0 indicate higher satisfaction and responses
below 3.0 indicate lower satisfaction.

A copy of the Business Questionnaire is contained in Chapter 8 of this report.
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Analysis
Analysis was conducted to compare the following:
e Business responses in 2021 compared with 2019
e Analysis by ward to identify any similarities or differences
e Analysis against early surveys conducted in 2017, 2013, 2011 and 2009

Regression Analysis

Regression analysis has been used previously to identify attributes that have the most impact on
overall satisfaction. A regression analysis is a statistical analysis that helps describe the relationship
between variables, for example an independent variable (overall satisfaction) and a dependent
variable (satisfaction) of sub attributes that affect overall satisfaction.

The figures on the regression analysis graph can be interpreted as below:
<0.2 - Weak impact

0.2-0.3 - Moderate impact

>0.3 - Strong impact

The regression analysis charts show orange bars and these indicate statistical significance. Grey bars,
while they show some effect, are not statistically significant and should be viewed as indicative).

Report Notes
Throughout the report there may be very slight differences in numbers due to rounding up or down,
which is why totals can sometimes be slightly less than 100% or slightly above 100%.

Statistical significance

Generally, and with a sample size of 200, statistical significance is a movement of plus or minus 3%.
This means that some movements in percentage scoring (i.e. 4.1to 4.2) are not statistically significant.
Many of the minor movements in scoring is therefore not significant and more than likely a result of
sampling. Trends, however, can be significant (i.e. 3.8 to 4.2 over an extended number of surveys).

Regression analysis and ranking of issues of importance

These are two different things. A regression analysis will show sub-categories that if manipulated
(improved) will result in a better overall satisfaction score with Council. It should be noted that the
significant sub-categories may not be significant issues of importance to businesses. For instance,
providing and maintaining footpaths is a sub-category of infrastructure but this may not be an
important sub-category of overall satisfaction.

The issues of importance to businesses are those that have been chosen and ranked (i.e. Q21 What in
your opinion are the three major issues that Council should be addressing in the next three years?).



4. Summary of findings

The following chart shows the top scoring individual attributes (those scoring 3.8 or higher out of 5)
taken from each of the categories that were the subject of this survey (i.e. infrastructure, waste &
recycling services, quality of life, environmental management, economic development and
leadership).

Top 10 areas of satisfaction

Feeling safe in the daytime 45
Weekly collection of business waste 43
Fortnightly collection of green organics 4.
Fortnightly collection of recyclables 4]
Access to services and facilities 4.0
Feeling safe at night 39
The presentation and cleanliness of the Council area 39
The level of community spirit 39
The ability to become involved in community life and activities 39
The amenity of our major commercial and retail areas 3.8

There were 34 measures across 6 performance areas (i.e. infrastructure, waste & recycling services,
quality of life, environmental management, economic development and leadership) in the 2021
survey for businesses. Some key changes and results were as follows:

e 22increased (0.3 or less)

e 6increased (by more than 0.3)

e 2saw nochange

e 2 decreased (0.3 or less)

e 2 new measures added (environmental management)

The above shows a minor (but statistically significant) improvement in business satisfaction in 2021
compared to 2019.

2019
3.4




Overall satisfaction, aggregated from each performance area (business)
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*Please note that environmental management was new in 2021 so there are no other years recorded in the
above chart.

Statistically significant increases can be seen in three of the above performance areas, namely
leadership, economic development and quality of life and pleasingly, the increase in overall
performance of Council is also statistically significant.

Overall satisfaction has increased across almost all attributes and businesses are generally feeling
more confident toward the Council which is pleasing to see. We think the COVID measures that were
put in place during the pandemic have improved business opinion.

The increases in overall satisfaction are all statistically significant particularly for satisfaction with
Council leadership (up from 3.1in 2019 to 3.5 in 2021). It is interesting to note, however, that business
satisfaction is generally lower than that of resident satisfaction as the following chart shows:
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2021 Comparison Resident vs Business satisfaction Resident Business
Waste & recycling services 43 4.0
Quality of Life 39 3.8
Infrastructure 39 35
Economic development 38 3.4
Leadership 37 35
Environmental management 38 36
Overall performance of Council 39 36

Performance areas - regression analysis

Based on the regression analysis conducted on each of the performance areas, these following are
the top-scoring sub-areas. Improving in the following areas will have the great impact on overall

satisfaction:

Weekly collection of business waste

The presentation and cleanliness of the Council area
Attracting and supporting businesses

The nature of new development within the Council area
Providing leadership in the local community

Keeping business informed about current issues

Perception statements (Q8/9)
All of the perception statements tested in 2021 scored higher or on par with 2019.

The Council should facilitate a local economy supporting, and supported by, =
its community
The Council should promote the area as a centre for creative industries =

The mix of businesses in the business precincts contributes to the

prosperity of the area
The Council provides sufficient opportunities for community engagement

The Council area provides the opportunity for new enterprises and local

_)

employment

I think the Council is supportive of local businesses & industries
The Council provides convenient and accessible services for business
There is a good communication between businesses and residents

| am happy with the balance between Council rates and the services and

5 5 5 >

standard of infrastructure provided*

*Of those who rated this statement 1 or 2 out of 5, 49% said their preference is for maintaining the
quality of services and the standard of infrastructure rather than keeping rates low, compared to
29% who think Council should keep rates as low as possible.

Preference between rates and services/infrastructure (Q10)
49% of all residents said they would prefer maintaining services and the standard of infrastructure
compared to 29% who said they would prefer the Council to keep rates as low as possible.

Advantages of the area (Q11/12)

Only 45% of all businesses (down from 76% in 2019) think there are advantages to operating a
business within the Council area. In order of priority the advantages are:

Location good for customers
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e |deal location close to city
e Close to other businesses/facilities we use
e Council support and initiatives*
e Positive image as a shopping destination
e Good passing traffic

*New this year

The order of priority has changed in 2021 from 2019 with good passing traffic downgraded slightly to
the lowest scored advantage possibly due to COVID. We also believe survey fatigue has affected
respondents’ willingness to highlight advantages and disadvantages.

Disadvantages of the area (Q14)
Only 25% of all businesses (down from 74% in 2019) think there are disadvantages. In order of priority
the disadvantages are:
o Lack of parking/parking issues
e Issues with Council
e Issues with particular location/neighbours
e Issues with infrastructure
e Rates and rent too high
e Business/resident conflicting needs*
e Issues with Council*
e Issues with particular location/neighbours*
e Issues with infrastructure*

*The disadvantages cited this survey period are considerably different to 2019 with the addition of
those marked with an asterisk featuring again for the first time since 2013.

Engaging with Council (Q15, 16, 17, 18)
o 24% of all businesses have interacted with an Elected Member compared to 69% with staff
o 20% can't recall if they've interacted with an Elected Member compared to 14% with staff
e 57% have never interacted with an Elected Member compared to 19% with staff.

There are higher levels of overall satisfaction with staff (3.8) than Elected Members (3.4) potentially
because there are more interactions with staff.

Receiving information from Council (Q19)

Council's “YourBusiness” email is the most popular (61% and is new in 2021), followed by Council’'s
website (39%) and social media pages (24%). Correspondingly, publications including LookEast and
Council fliers/mailouts, etc. have dropped substantially in businesses preference to find out
information although business appear to be keener on events (networking and community) in 2021
compared to 2019.

Involvement with Council-run events (Q20)

Business networking, Fashion on Parade, business workshops, Eastside Business Awards and Arts on
Parade are the most popular events.

Issues of importance (Q21)

Car parking is the top issue (56%), followed by improving infrastructure (46%) and environmental
sustainability (32%).

Engagement sessions with Council (Q22)
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Only 17% of all businesses said they did not want to participate in engagement sessions (down from
35% in 2019).

Local business support of other local activities / organisations (Q23)

43% of businesses claim to support or sponsor a local activity or organisation.
Charities are the most popular followed by sporting clubs/groups and schools.

Awareness of economic development coordinators (Q24/25)

One in five businesses are aware of the coordinators with a quarter of these having interacted with
them.

Business development (Q26/27)
Businesses’ expectations are consistent with 2019 results:
e Look after the business needs/ listen to them (64%)
e Promote businesses /the area (56%)
e Better /more car parking (46%)
e Maintain / provide good service (44.5%)

Types of businesses to attract (Q28)
Respondents called for the following types of businesses that should be attracted to the area:
e Retail (60%)
e Creative industries (45%)
o Hospitality (42%)
e Health (29%)

Response to COVID-19 (Q29)

The following Council responses were rated the most effective during COVID:
e JP services open throughout 3.7
e Increased cleaning in public areas 3.7
e Frozen Council rates 3.5

Final suggestions from respondents (Q30)
Respondents were asked to provide one suggestion or commment for the Council on how to improve
its service delivery and the following topics were well represented:

e Better communication and consultation/responsiveness (77 responses)

e Traffic management and parking (21 responses)

¢ Development/planning aspects (16 responses)
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CityPlan 2030 Outcomes

CityPlan 2030 (Mid-Term Review 2020) contains eight targets across four outcome areas that are tied
to specific measures in the community survey. The results of the 2021 survey are assessed against the
CityPlan targets in the following tables.

Social Equity

Metric

Level of community
satisfaction with
safety during the day
and night

Level of community
satisfaction with
access to services and
facilities

Cultural Vitality

Metric

Level of community
satisfaction with the
nature of new
development within
the Council area

Target 2021 Results

Achieve a business
rating higher than the
average from the
previous four surveys
(>4.4 day)

(>3.7 night)

Day 4.5
Night 3.9

Achieve a business
perception rating of
higher than the
average from the
previous four surveys
(>3.75)

4.0

Target 2021 Results

Achieve a business
perception rating of
higher than the
average from the
previous four surveys
(>3.45)

36

Difference

Jimprovement
.2 improvement

25 improvement

Difference

15 improvement



Economic Prosperity

Level of community
satisfaction with the

Achieve a business
perception rating of
higher than the

the city's precincts
contributes to the
prosperity of the area.

average from the
previous four surveys
(>3.65)

Council's performance 33 0.3 improvement
. . average from the
in attracting and -
. . previous four surveys
supporting businesses
(>3.0)
Level of community Achieve a business
satisfaction with the perception rating
mix of businesses in higher than the 28 0.15 improvement

Environmental sustainability

Level of community
satisfaction with the

First year we have

management and use
of water

Council's response to N/A 34 measured this
climate change

Level of community

satisfaction with the First vear we have
Council's N/A 3.7 Y

measured this
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5. Survey results

Ql: Do you operate a business in the City of Norwood Payneham & St
Peters? (Single response)

Only businesses that said yes to this question were included in the survey.

Waste Collection & Recycling

Q2: Onascaleof1to5, wherelis very dissatisfied and 5 is very satisfied,
please rate your level of satisfaction in relation to the waste and recycling
services provided by the City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters.

Q2 Satisfaction with waste collection & recycling
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*Please note that fortnightly collection of green organics has only been asked for the last four survey periods hence
the gap in reporting above.
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Businesses indicate the highest level of satisfaction with their weekly collection of business waste at
43 out of 5 (equal to 2019). Satisfaction with all other waste and recycling services remained
consistent with 2019 with the exception of hard waste collection which has increased significantly to
3.6 (compared to 3.3 in 2019) and electronic waste collection which has climbed from 3.0 to 3.5 out of
5. Overall satisfaction has reached 4 out of 5 which is the highest score out of the six performance
areas.

For businesses, the weekly collection of business waste has the greatest impact on overall
satisfaction, followed by fortnightly collection of recyclables.

What has the greatest impact on overall satisfaction?
Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance

Weekly collection of business waste _ 0.535
Fortnightly collection of recyclables - 0.261

. 0.062

I 0.019

Hard waste collection
Fortnightly collection of green organics

Electronic waste drop-off days -0.057 l

(Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance. Grey bars, while they show
some effect, are not statistically significant and should be viewed as indicative).

The regression tells us that for every increment of 1in the satisfaction with the weekly collection of
business waste, overall satisfaction with waste collection & recycling increases by 0.535 and
fortnightly collection of recyclables increases overall satisfaction by 0.261.



Infrastructure

Q3. Onascaleofl1to5, wherelis very dissatisfied and 5 is very satisfied,
please rate your level of satisfaction in relation to the infrastructure assets
in the City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters.

Q3 Satisfaction with infrastructure assets
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Pleasingly, average satisfaction in all areas of infrastructure have shown slight increases since 2019.
The satisfaction with presentation & cleanliness of the Council area is the highest it has been in eight
years (3.9) while the availability of parking within the council area has also improved slightly (2.9) —
this is a mixed message as car parking concerns are featured heavily throughout the open-ended
questions later in this survey. However, at 2.9 out of 5 it does suggest Council still needs to focus on
this. Overall satisfaction remains consistently low throughout the 6 survey periods.

As in previous surveys, using a regression analysis, it is revealed that all sub-areas have mild (>0.1) to
strong impact on overall satisfaction with infrastructure. The presentation and cleanliness of the
Council area is clearly a major factor that impacts the overall satisfaction. Continuing the
improvement to road infrastructure (footpaths, roads and car parking) is one of the main areas again
to be addressed to further boost overall satisfaction.
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What has the greatest impact on overall satisfaction?
Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance

The presentation and cleanliness of the
Council area

Availability of car parking within the
Council area

Providing and maintaining roads

Providing and maintaining footpaths

The services provided to businesses

(Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance. Grey bars, while they show

0.252

0.198

0.183

0.157

I 0.011

some effect, are not statistically significant and should be viewed as indicative).

The regression tells us that for every increment of 1 in the satisfaction with the presentation &
cleanliness of the Council area, overall satisfaction with infrastructure increases by 0.252 and
availability of car parking increases overall satisfaction moderately by 0.198 and providing and

maintaining roads increases it by 0.183.
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Environmental Management

Q4. Onascaleoflto5, wherelis very dissatisfied and 5 is very satisfied,
please rate your level of satisfaction in relation to the environmental
management performance of the City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters.

Satisfaction with the environmental management performance of
Council

Responding o clmate Change _ 3.4

m 2021

This was a new question in 2021 and shows that water management has a higher level of satisfaction
amongst businesses than Council's response to climate change. This may well be a communication
issue in that businesses are not aware of what Council has done to respond to climate change.

Regression analysis cannot be included for this performance area as overall satisfaction was not
asked.



Economic Development

Q5: Onascaleofl1to5, wherelis very dissatisfied and 5 is very satisfied,
please rate the performance of the City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
in the area of economic development.

Q5 Satisfaction with economic development
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Overall satisfaction with economic development has increased slightly in 2021 (3.4) as have the ratings
for all sub-areas, particularly attracting and supporting businesses (3.3) and assessment of
development applications (3.2).

The greatest impact to overall satisfaction arises from Council’s attraction and support of businesses
to the Council area. Furthermore, promoting & attracting special events and supporting business
precincts also has a moderate impact on overall satisfaction (as it has in the past).
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What has the greatest impact on overall satisfaction?
Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance

Attracting and supporting businesses 0.332

Promoting and attracting special events _ 0.234
Promoting and supporting business precincts (e.g. _ 0224
Glynde, Magill Road, The Parade, etc.) ’

Assessment of development applications 0.083

Promoting and supporting tourism -0.036 .

(Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance. Grey bars, while they show
some effect, are not statistically significant and should be viewed as indicative).

This regression tells us that for every increment of 1in the satisfaction with attracting and supporting
businesses, overall satisfaction with economic development increases by 0.332 and promoting and
attracting special events (0.234) and promoting and supporting business precincts (0.224).



Quality of Life

Q6: Onascaleofl1to5, wherelis very dissatisfied and 5 is very satisfied,
please rate your quality of life in the City of Norwood Payneham & St
Peters.

Q6 Satisfaction with quality of life

. 4.5
e 4.4
Feeling safe in the daytime S 1
4.4
4.3
I 3.8
P 3.8
The amenity of our major commercial & retail areas — ] g ;
P 4.0
P 3.8
Access to services and facilities _36 3.9
3.7
3.9
I 3.9
e 3.7
Feeling safe at ight | 37
3.6
3.5
I 3.9
P 3.6
The level of communtty Pl 2.7
3.7
3.8
I 3.9
P 3.6
The ability to become involved in community life& Fo = 35
activities - 356
3.7
3.7
I 3.6
P 3.4
The nature of new development within the council area* 35
P 3.3
E e 3.6
cfaction T 36
Overall satisfaction o
4.0
4.0

m2021 m2019 m2017 m2013 m2011 © 2009

*Note: ‘The nature of new development within the Council area’ was changed from ‘The appearance of new
development within the Council area’ in 2019. Also, the amenity of our major commmercial & retail areas has only
been asked in the last four surveys hence the gap in the chart.

Satisfaction with feeling safe in the daytime continues to remain high with a slight increase in 2021
over the previous year (4.5). All sub-areas have also shown a slight increase this survey period over the
previous ones and overall satisfaction is up 0.2 points.
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What has the greatest impact on overall satisfaction?
Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance

The nature of new development within the Council
area

The amenity of our major commercial and retail areas

0.231

0.169

Feeling safe in the daytime _ 0.129
Access to services and facilities _ 0.115
Feeling safe at night _ 0.112

The ability to become involved in community life and
activities

Level of community spirit -0.006 I

0.084

(Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance. Grey bars, while they show
some effect, are not statistically significant and should be viewed as indicative).

This regression tells us that for every increment of 1 in the satisfaction with the nature of new
development within the Council area increases satisfaction with quality of life by 0.231 as a moderate
impact and the amenity of our major commercial and retail areas by 0.169 as a moderate impact also.
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Leadership

Q7: Onascaleoflto5, wherelis very dissatisfied and 5 is very satisfied,
please rate your level of satisfaction in relation to the leadership of the City
of Norwood Payneham & St Peters.

Q7 Satisfaction with Council leadership
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I 3.3
e, 3
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_ 3.6
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33

T 35
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*Please note that environmental sustainability has only been asked for the last three survey periods hence the
gap in reporting above.

Overall satisfaction and all sub-areas have increased significantly this survey period particularly
keeping business informed about current issues (3.6), performance of Elected Members (3.5), Council
financial management (3.6) and providing leadership in the local community (3.5). Having said this
the scores are low compared to many of the other major topics but it is nevertheless good to see such
substantial improvements.



Keeping business informed about current issues has the most impact on overall satisfaction with
Council leadership. As suggested by open-ended feedback from businesses, higher engagement
with businesses by Council will lead to improved perceptions and satisfaction with Council.

What has the greatest impact on overall satisfaction?
Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance

Keeping businesses informed about current
. 0.473
issues
Providing leadership in the local community _ 0.321
Environmental sustainability - 0.152

Council financial management | 0.006

Performance of Elected Members (Mayor,
. -0.038
Councillors)

(Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance. Grey bars, while they show
some effect, are not statistically significant and should be viewed as indicative).

This regression tells us that for every increment of 1 in the satisfaction with keeping businesses
informed about current issues increases the satisfaction with leadership by 0.473 and providing
leadership in the local community increases satisfaction by 0.321.

These aspects make the biggest contribution, and critical in maintaining overall satisfaction with
leadership for businesses.
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Perception Statements

Q8/9: On a scale of 1to 5, where 1is strongly disagree and 5 is strongly

agree, please rate your level of agreement with the following statements in

relation to Council.

Level of agreement

The Council should facilitate a local economy supporting,
and supported by, its community

The Council should promote the area as a centre for
creative industries

The mix of businesses in the business precincts
contributes to the prosperity of the area

The Council provides sufficient opportunities for
community engagement

The Council area provides the opportunity for new
enterprises and local employment

| think the Council is supportive of local businesses &
industries

The Council provides convenient and accessible services
for businesses

There is good communication between businesses and
residents

I am happy with the balance between Council rates and
the services and standard of infrastructure provided
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*Please note that The Council provides sufficient opportunities for community engagement has only been asked

for the last four survey period hence the gap in reporting above.

Most statements scored either on par or better than the previous survey with all statements scoring
above 3 out of 5. Most notable increases were for “The Council area provides the opportunity for new
enterprises and local employment” (3.6) and “The Council provides sufficient opportunities for

community engagement” (3.6).
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Q10: Which of the following would you prefer? (Single response)

Preference between rates and services/ infrastructure
provided

Maintaining the quality of services and the
standard of infrastructure is more important
than keeping rates low

49%

Council should keep rates as low as possible 29%

Other (please specify) 19%

Don't know I 3%

Businesses were asked if they would prefer maintaining quality of services and infrastructure more
than keeping rates low. Among those who indicated dissatisfaction (20% of the businesses), 49%
preferred to maintain the quality of services over keeping rates low, which is completely opposite to
the 2019 results where 47% indicated a preference for the Council to keep rates as low as possible.

When analysing the sample as a whole, 15.5% of this business commmunity indicated lower rates as
being more important than services / infrastructure provided. There were 6 ‘other’ responses and they
were asking for a balance of the two with one calling for more Council innovation to achieve this.

Q9 Satisfaction with balance between rates and

services/infrastructure provided
(Grey indicates those that rated 1=strongly disagree or 2=disagree)

H Keep rates low Maintain services/infrastructure
Change balance/combination of both/other m Neutral/don't know if happy with balance
H Agree with balance

2021 IOYAN6% 4% 40% A%
2019 |NIRDVEENT7%" 5% 50% o 26%
2017 |G T12%72% 49% S 24%
2013 IRV 8% 4% 42% S 33%
2011 IEIOYAMT12% 3% 49% S 21%
2009 B%AT10% 4% 44% S 36%

Overall, 40% of the businesses indicated agreement with the balance between rates and
services/infrastructure provided while only 20% indicated disagreement in 2021.



Advantages and disadvantages of operating in the area

Ql11: Do you think there are any advantages of operating a business
within the Council area? (Single response)

Are there advantages in operating a business within the
Council area?

Donlt knOW/nOt o _ 37%

Nearly half of all businesses say there are advantages in operating a business within the Council area
but more importantly only one in five say they don't believe there are any advantages.

Advantages
Ql12: What are the advantages of operating a business within the Council
area? (Open ended)

There are substantial differences in responses in 2021 compared to previous surveys most probably
brought about by COVID and survey fatigue. Only 45% of all respondents this survey believed that
there were advantages in operating a business in the Council area. The most common theme is
location is good for customers/business nominated by 43% of those who believe there are
advantages, followed by 29% close to city/central location/ideal location and 27% who said they are
close to other businesses/facilities that they use.

Close to City/central location/ideal location 29%  46%  46%  51% 76%  29%
Location is good for customers/business 14% 35% 54% 48% 66% @ 43%
We're close to other businesses/facilities we use 3% 8% 13% 8% 29% 27%
It has a positive image as a shopping destination 4% 10% 9% 8% 28%  23%
Get business from passing vehicle/pedestrian traffic 5% 8% 5% 6% 22%  16%
Council support/communication/initiatives - - - - - 20%
Other advantages 16% 12% 12% 25% 6% 9%
Total - stating advantages 62% 76% 83% 80% 86% 45%
Don't know/not sure if any 8% 4% 1% 7% 7% 37%
No advantages 3% 20% 16% 13% 7% 18%

The following are verbatimm comments from respondents grouped under the various themes as
examples of the various comments. The most common theme was location being good for
customers and the business.
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Location is good for customers/business (39 comments)

We moved our business into the area 2 years ago having been in the western suburbs for 30
years. Our customer flow and quality has improved

Close to City/Central Location/Ideal Location (27 comments)

Accessibility and well-maintained environment

Close to city but not in the city. It has a good atmosphere

Strategic well-known area, centralised and accessible from other cities or suburbs

Close to the city, good area, nice open streets, attracts the more opulent clientele

Locals like to shop in their community area

There are complementary businesses around, we are a destination location and close to the
city.

Close to the city, good area, nice open streets, attracts the more opulent clientele.

We are close to other businesses/facilities we use (24 comments)

As an accommodation provider, the array of good restaurants helps to attract guests
Creative business hub

Easy access to business amenities

Good mixed demographic of businesses

Good facilities and a mix of businesses and people living in the area to use the facilities, the
services and who frequent the businesses allowing businesses to prosper

As operating a financial service business, the Council area has a good reputation to operate
the business.

It has a positive image as a shopping destination (21 comments)

Destination for many people outside of the catchment area

The Norwood Precinct over the years has become the heart of the council area, with many
businesses and cafes it makes it attractive to frequent and has a cosmopolitan feel. It is
alive.

Council Support/Communication/Initiatives (18 comments)

Support from council on promoting the business and generating community.

Progressive vision and action

Engages community and promotes wellbeing and positive mental health outcomes
Supportive of small business and sense of community.

Supporting local is important. Being supported by local council and community helps build
that strength and trust in my business.

Get business from passing vehicle/pedestrian traffic (14 comments)

The Parade is a strong retailing precinct with good foot traffic.

Relatively high socioeconomic demographic of residents. Good access to public transport
and easy use of roads. Fairly central location. Lots of like-minded businesses in the area.
High profile LGA that allows for a variety of foot and road traffic. Especially in a service
industry. Also, the 5069 postcode services our business well in terms of central positioning.
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Other responses (8 comments)
e Infrastructure

Disadvantages

Q13: Do you think there are any disadvantages of operating a business

within the Council area? (Single response)

Are there disadvantages in operating a business within the

Council area?

25%

=<
D
7]

No

Don't know/not sure

Only 25% of all respondents claimed that there were disadvantages to operating a business within
the Council area but a substantial number did not know or were not sure. We believe this is also a

reflection of COVID and survey fatigue.

Ql4: What are the disadvantages of operating a business within the

Council area? (Open ended)

Of the 25% (50 businesses) of respondents, the following disadvantages were cited. 2021 saw lack of
parking/parking issues dominated (42%) followed by issues with the Council (28%) and issues with

35%

40%

particular location/neighbours (24%). Other disadvantages were disparate with no major theme.

Lack of parking/parking issues 14% 22% 25% 29% 52% 42%
Rates are too higha 79 8% % 12% 20% 16%
Rent is too higha 20% 14%
Traffic is too heavy 3% 6% 9% 8% 17% -
Council is too restricting/red tape 6% - - 3% 12% -
Other disadvantages 7% 1% 1% 24% 10% 18%
Business and residents have conflicting needs - 1% 1% - - 8%
Issues with Council - 5% 6% - - 28%
Issues with particular location/neighbours - 7% 4% - - 24%
Issues with infrastructure - - - - - 14%
Total - stating disadvantages 32% 43% 52% 57% 74% 25%
Don't know/not sure 2% - 1% 6% 15% 40%
No disadvantages 66% 57% 47% 37% 1% 35%

ARates/rent too high were combined for years 2009-2017.
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The following are some verbatim comments to illustrate the themes.

Lack of parking/parking issues (21 comments)

Allowing commercial developments without providing onsite car parking for staff
Currently, a serious parking issue with the 'Coles' site being developed and the removal of
the carpark. This has affected business negatively.

Our customer base has decreased over the last few years due to insufficient parking. Not all
businesses are able to service clients in a 1-hour parking zone, it needs to be more varied
with shorter and longer times, where appropriate. To have asked years ago to re assign the
taxi zone that is never used to customer parking yet be ignored is frustrating and severely
disappointing.

We work in local post office on Kensington Road and customers complain about finding a
car park.

The parking situation in Norwood is atrocious. We were told that the car park where the
Coles was would still be available and it is not. This will be at least 3 years and is causing
major problems for businesses

NOT ENOUGH PARKING! Too much petty crime. It is becoming scarier.

Allowing commercial developments without providing onsite car parking for staff

Issues with Council (14 comments)

Council is not supportive

Flexibility on outdoor cover from the elements, for businesses outside of the Parade

Poor communication, lack of empathy, innovation, and general support. They think they are
helping, and they think they do a good job and that is the problem because they don't.
Certain individuals in the council are incredibly hard to talk with, arrogant, difficult on all
occasions.

| have been 3 years on Payneham Road, and | barely received as much support as The
Norwood Parade receives. Not expecting the exact same treatment but there should be
more support for other areas like Magill Road as well. | just see a lot of The Norwood Parade
in the media. | do receive invitations to council events but sometimes is good to offer two of
the same in case the first one is missed. Just an idea.

Issues with particular location/neighbours (12 comments)

We have experienced more petty crime in the Kent Town area (housing trust tenants) in 1

year then we ever did in ten years located in Adelaide City

Rates are too high (8 comments)

High cost of rates & taxes lack of parking.

Infrastructure (7 comments)

Bad reception (cell phone, internet)
Dated infrastructure, especially on telecommunication and internet
Poor footpaths, no council communication

Rent is too high (7 comments)

Increasingly high rents compared to the city.
Land value and high rent

Rental is expensive, but probably fair
Increasingly high rents compared to the city.
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Business and residents have conflicting needs (4 comments)
e Lower budget clientele scared away

Other disadvantages (9 commments)
e Flexibility on outdoor cover from the elements, for businesses outside of The Parade
e Lots of large vacant buildings that are eventually occupied by charity shops - too many on
The Parade



Engaging with Council

Q15: When was the last time you had any dealings with Council staff?
(Single response) and Q17: When was the last time you had any dealings
with the any of the Elected Members (Mayor and Councillors)? (Single
response)

Businesses were asked when was the last time they dealt with Council staff or Elected Members.
Clearly interactions with Council staff are more common than with Elected Members. The number of
interactions for staff and Elected Members has remained relatively stable over the past three surveys.

Within the last week 9% 12% 5% 10% 2% 9% 1% 1% 1%
Within the last month 3% 10%  13% 7% 2% 7% 1% 10% 4%
Within the last 3 months N% 9% 8% 9% 4% N% 3% 15.5% 1.5%
Within the last 6 months 9% 9% 9% 9% 2% 1% 3% 10% 2%
Within the last year 14% 2%  17% 13% 6% 9% 4% 14% 3%
Within the last 2 years 7% 9% 10%  10% 2% 12% 5% 6% 6%
Within the last 5 years 7% 8% 5% 6% 2% 3% 2% 3% 3%
More than 5 years ago % 5% 5% 4% 2% 4% 4% 2% 4%
E‘éirr:gtleraaed with TI%  74%  T2%  66% 20% 67% 25% 69% 24%
Can't recall 7% 5% 9%  12% 18% 12% 19% 13% 20%
Never 2% 2% 19%  21% 62% 21% 57% 19% 57%
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Qle: How satisfied were you with the responsiveness of the staff
member? And Q18: How satisfied were you with the responsiveness of the
Elected Member?

The satisfaction questions for both interactions with staff and Elected Members were re-engineered
this survey so there is no historic data in which to compare the results. The following chart shows

greater satisfaction with staff than Elected Members. Interestingly the satisfaction levels are relatively
similar across the four attributes.

Satisfaction with the responsiveness of Staff or Elected
Members (Of those that interacted with a respective
representative)

— 3.4
overall satistaction NN
3.8

Resolution of issue .
. 37

e e N 3.5

Eaaliatil 222222222 FB

M Elected Members B Council staff

Staff

What has the greatest impact on overall satisfaction?
Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance

Resolution of issue . 0.126

Speed of response I 0.061

Reacting positively has the greatest impact on satisfaction with the responsiveness of staff. This
regression tells us that for every increment of 1in the satisfaction with positive reaction increases the
satisfaction with responsiveness of staff by 0.799. Satisfaction with the resolution of issue has only a
moderate impact on overall satisfaction.
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Elected Members

What has the greatest impact on overall satisfaction?
Regression coefficients, coloured bars indicate statistical significance

Reacted positively _ 0.845
Resolution of issue - 0.338
Speed of response  -0.201 .

Reacting positively has the greatest impact on satisfaction with the responsiveness of Elected
Members. This regression tells us that for every increment of 1in the satisfaction with positive reaction
increases the satisfaction with responsiveness of Elected Members by 0.845. Satisfaction with the
resolution of issue has only a moderate impact on overall satisfaction.



Receiving information from Council
Q19: How would you prefer to receive information about the Council’s
services and activities? Please choose all that apply. (Multiple response)

Businesses prefer to find out information regarding Council services and activities primarily through
the Council's ‘YourBusiness' email (61%) followed by Council’'s website (39%) and social media pages
(24%). Social media pages have increased again this survey period making it an ideal communication
vehicle for businesses in the Council area.

Council's "YourBusiness" email - - - 61%
20% 29% 22% 28% 39% 39%

- - 1% 9% 20% 24%

Council's website

Social media pages

LookEast 4% 2% 5% 16% 25% 18%
Other Council publications / fliers / mailouts / fridge magnets ~ 42%  34%  26%  28%  27% 16%
Precinct websites - - 1% 3% 1% 14%

- - - - 7% 13%

Precinct networking events
- - <1% 1% 5% 1%

10% % 13% 3% 4% 10%

Community events

Council staff

Council's library/Library noticeboards 1% 3% 1% 1% 2% 9%
Word of mouth 2% 0% 1% 1% 4% 7%
- - - - - 6%

Adelaide East Herald
Messenger articles 2% 14% 15% 10% 12% -

Council's monthly Messenger column 13% 5% 5% 5% 8% -
Othera 4% 2% 3% 38% 32% 3%

3% 1% 3% - 4%

Do not find out information/don't know

AResponses mentioned in 'other' were email, letterbox drop or phone call

B36



Involvement with Council-run events

Q20: Has your business been involved in any of the following Council-run
events in the last 3 years? Note that these events aren't necessarily current
or ongoing. Please choose all that apply. (Multiple response)

Council-run events have changed considerably over the COVID-19 pandemic period with many
events not proceeding so the list for 2021 is substantially different to previous lists. Business
networking (11%) and Fashion on Parade (10%) are the most popular. Involvement in Council-run
events increased to all time high of 33%.

Business networking* - - - - 1%
Fashion on Parade - - - 2% 10%
Business workshop* - - - - 7%
Eastside Business Awards* - - - - 7%
Art on Parade* - - - - 7%
Norwood on Tour Street Party (Tour Down Under) 7% 5% 2% 4% 4%
Food Secrets on the Green* - - - - 4%
St Peters Fair 1% 4% 2% 3% 3%
Food Secrets of Glynde Bus Tour* - - - <1% 3%
Twilight Carols & Christmas Market - - 1% 1% 2%
Norwood Christmas Pageant 1% 10% 4% 6% -
Norwood on Tour Race (Tour Down Under) - - 2% 2% -
Taste Glynde - - 2% 2% -
Jazz in the park - - - 1% -
Precinct Networking Breakfasts & Events - 4% 2% 1% -
Cultural Heritage Events - - - 1% -
Youth Arts & Events (Canvas & Poolside) 2% <1% 1% 1% -
Australia Day celebration & citizenship ceremony 1% 1% 2% <1% -
Melodies in the Park - - 1% <1% -
Symphony in the Park - - - <1% -
Every Generation Concert - <1% - - -
Parades on Norwood Parade 4% 5% 4% - -
Involvement 21% 27% 13% 16% 33%
None of these 79% 73% 87% 84% 67%

*New additions in 2021
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Issues of Importance

Q21: Inyour opinion, what are the three major issues that Council should
be addressing in the next three years? Please rank the below issues in
order of importance

Businesses were asked to rank their top three major issues for Council to address in the next 3 years.
Car parking has now emerged as the highest priority area by 10% followed by improving
infrastructure and then environmental sustainability.

- om 203 2017 2019 2021
Car parking 30% 28% 39% 39% 56%
Improving infrastructure (roads, footpaths, drains, etc.)  28% 28% 29% 50% 46%
Environmental sustainability - - 6% 30% 32%
Issues with street trees (roots, leaf litter) - - 9% 29% 26%
Preserving heritage buildings and character areas 2% 5% 5% 29% 25%

Preserving and planting trees 4% 5% 4% 21% 25%

Urban design/planning issues 12% 17% 21% 28% 18%
Waste management/recycling/reduction 5% 6% 6% 19% 19%
Preserving/increasing open space provision* 4% 5% 2% 16% 17%
Improving access to information from Council 5% 6% 8% 1% 1%
Access to support services - - - 8% 10%
Promoting business** 9% 8% 13% - -
Community health and wellbeing*** - - - - 18%
Other (specify) 4% 8% 7% - -
Total - specifying issues 95% 81% 83% 100%  100%
None/Don't know 5% 19% 17% - -

*This question was reworded slightly in 2021
**Taken from 'other' feedback in 2017, 2013 and 2011 results adapted from 'Economic

development'.
**New question in 2021



Q21 Ranking priority issues

Car parking [T 16% @ 9% | 44% i

Improving infrastucture (roads, footpaths, drains, etc.) |08 22% 14% | 54% i
Environmental sustainability |85 13% 6% 68% i

Issues with street trees |89l 8% 11% | 73% i

Preserving heritage buildings and character areas [J8%l5% 12% | 75% i
Preserving and planting trees |88l 9% @ 9% | 75% I

Waste management/recycling/reduction 4866% 10% | 80% i
Community health and wellbeing  [[S%04% 6%/ 81% i

Urban design/planning issues [B885% 8% | 81% ;
Preserving/increasing open space provision B86% 7% | 82% i
Improving access to information from Council [J6%3% 89% i
Access to support services B%7%| 89% i

M First Second Third IiNot ranked

The graph above shows the breakdown of ranking given to each issue. Issues have been sorted based
on the proportion of ranking; more important issues will generally have more votes than less
important issues, whether they are first, second or third.

When examining the ranking more closely, it is evident that 31% ranked car parking as the priority
issue while 13% ranked environmental sustainability and 10% improving infrastructure. These are the
three top areas identified by businesses that the Council should address in the next three years.

The following chart shows a slightly different view when we weight the rankings (first is given a
weighted score of 3, second a weighted score of 2, and third a weighted score of 1). This changes the
order slightly from the previous chart and shows car parking still the top response followed by
preserving/increasing open space provision and improving infrastructure (roads, footpaths, etc.)

Weighted ranking analysis of priority issues

Car parking I—— 22%
Preserving/increasing open space provision [N 15%
Improving infrastucture (roads, footpaths,... NN 14%
Environmental sustainability NG 12%

Issues with street trees NN 8%

Preserving and planting trees [N 8%

Preserving heritage buildings and... NG 3%
Community health and wellbeing N 6%
Urban design/planning issues I 6%

Waste management/recycling/reduction [ 5%
Improving access to information from... Il 3%
Access to support services [l 2%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%
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Engagement Sessions with Council

Q22: If you were to participate in a Council engagement session on a
project or program (e.g. workshop, information night, etc.) which of the
following days and times would best suit you? Please choose all that apply.
(Multiple response)

Businesses were given the opportunity to indicate if they would like to participate in Council
engagement sessions and if so when would be the most suitable times and days for them to
participate. 17% of businesses do not want to participate but of those that do, evening was preferred
by 27% of businesses and weekends by 33% of businesses.

Morning (between 9am and 12pm) 21% 21% 25%
Afternoon (between 12pm and 4pm) 9% 19% 28%
Evening (between 7pm and 9pm) 46% 43% 34%
All of the above/no preference 1% 6% 13%
None of the above - | don't want to participate 28% 35% 17%
‘Days(e2) 207 209 2021
Weekdays 64% 62% 36%
Weekends 4% 10% 44%
All of the above/no preference 3% 5% 20%
None of the above - | don't want to participate 28% 35% 17%
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Local business support of other local activities / organisations
Q23: Does your business sponsor or support any community activities or
organisations within the Council area? (Multiple response)

The level of support by local businesses has increased yet again this year from 41% in 2019 to 43% in
2021. This is the highest level of support recorded when compared to previous years.

Charities are the most commonly supported group (23%) and sporting clubs/groups (18%) with
schools (16%) a close third.

Q23 Sponsor/support of any community activities or organisations
within Council area

64% 66% 67% 55% 50%

2011 (n=200) 2013 (n=200) 2017 (n=191) 2019 (n=203) 2021 (n=200)

H Don't know No ™Yes

1% 13% 20% 23%

Charities

Schools 14% 12% 15% 16%
Sporting clubs/groups 10% 12% 13% 18%
Social/service clubs 3% 8% 9% 10%
Council events/activities 3% - 4% 9%
Cultural groups (e.g. music, entertainment) - - - 7%
Other 6% 8% 7% 2%
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Awareness of Economic Development Coordinators

Q24/25: Are you aware that the Council has an economic development
team to assist businesses? Have you been in contact with the economic

development coordinators, Stacey and Tyson? Do you have any feedback
regarding this?

Businesses were asked whether they were aware that the Council has employed two Economic
Development coordinators; 19.5% (up from 12% in 2019) were aware, however the majority (80.5%)
were not aware. Only 4.3% of those surveyed had interacted with the coordinators.

Awareness of Economic Development Coordinators

15.2% 80.5%

B Aware & Interacted Aware but did not interact  [iNot aware
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Business Development

Q26: What are your expectations of the Council in relation to business
development within the Council area? Please choose all that apply.
(Multiple response)

There would appear to be a greater expectation that the Council will assist businesses this year
compared to the last survey with 89% nominating how Council could help compared to only 82% in
2019. 64% of respondents expect the Council to look after their business needs / listen to them
followed by 56% expecting Council to promote businesses / the area. Car parking was the third most
frequently cited expectation by 46% of those who have expectations.

Look after the business needs/ listen to them 28% 20% 23% 26% 42% 64%
Promote businesses / the area 7% 14% 19% 25% 45% 56%
Better / more car parking 4% 10% 6% 17% 33% 46%
Maintain / provide good service 8% 9% 10% 10% 33% 45%
Better communication / information 4% 10% 10% 27% 30% 28%
Other (specify) 1% 3% 3% 3% 10% 2%
No / don't know / no comment 41% 39% 41% 24% 18% 1%

Q27: In what ways would you like the Council to support businesses and
the local community? Please choose all that apply. (Multiple response)

When businesses were asked how the Council could support businesses and the local community,
looking after the businesses needs and listening to them was most preferred (63% compared to 42%
in 2019) and more visible promotion of businesses in the area was mentioned second (56% compared

to 45% in 2019).

Preferred ways Council should support businesses and the local
economy

Look after the businesses needs/listen to them - Ggﬁ/
0
. I 61%
OO DS e B e T S6%
- I 49%
ey 1%
. . . I 47%
L iy
o - I 31%
Better communication/information e 23%

. Bl 6%
None/don't know/no comment 11

B 3%

Other B 2%

B How should Council show support B Expectations for business development

B43



Q28: What types of business do you think that the Council should be
attracting to the Council area? Please choose all that apply. (Multiple
response)

Businesses indicated that the primary business-type that Council should attract to the area is retail
(60% up from 48% in 2019), creative industries (45% up from 41% in 2019) and hospitality (42% up from
33% in 2019). ‘Other’ are presented on the following page.

Types of businesses to attract

retail I <o
Creative Industries _ 45%
Hospitality _ 42%
Health [ 29%
Businesses complementary to mine [N 22%
Education [N 16%
None/don't know _ 14%
Food manufacturing _ 14%

Other . 4%

We have analysed the responses by Ward as follows: Retail is the top response for Torrens, West
Norwood Kent Town, Kensington and Payneham but second choice for St Peters and Maylands
Trinity.

Torrens St Peters West Norwood Kent Town
Retail 64% Creative Industries 50% Retail 61.9%
Hospitality 40% Retail 50% Creative Industries 60.3%
Health 24% Hospitality 41.7% Hospitality 39.7%
Creative Industries 24% Health 33.3%
Kensington Maylands Trinity Payneham
Retail 55.8% Hospitality 58.1% Retail 64.7%
Hospitality 36.5% Retail 58.1% Creative Industries 47.1%
Creative Industries 30.8% Creative Industries 48.4% Hospitality 41.2%

Health 35.3%
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Response to COVID-19

Q29: On ascaleof1to5, wherelis not very effective and 5 is very effective,
how effective do you think the following Council responses to the COVID-
19 pandemic were?

Council responses to COVID-19

w
N

JP services open throughout

Increased cleaning in public spaces

w

"
w
~

Frozen Council rates

Public messaging

w
>

Relaxed parking controls

w
w

COVID-19 Financial Hardship Assistance

w I
=
w
[N}

Business support

This was a new question in 2021. The most effective responses by Council to the COVID-19 pandemic
were JP services open throughout (3.7) and increased cleaning in public spaces (3.7) followed by
frozen Council rates (3.5).



B46

Final Suggestions
Q30: If you had one suggestion or comment for the Council as to how it
could improve its service delivery, what would it be? (Open ended)

Communication and Consultation/Responsiveness (77 Responses)

Be more informative.

Better commmunication with small businesses.

Come visit local businesses personally.

Make information more available.

Work with your businesses, find out how you can assist and work together, listen, be open
to new ideas, have better empathy and consideration of your constituents.

Traffic Management & Parking (21 Responses)

Focus on better car parking facilities.

Parking needs to be longer and more affordable.

Better parking options for business owners.

Across from my business Council has allowed the internal development of what used to be
a warehouse. Now there are approx. 40 staff that do not have car parking facilities on site so
they park their cars on the street in 2-hour zones and leave them there all day because
council does not police it even though | have been contacting council for three weeks to do
so. The selfish attitude is costing the traders in the area money. Customers are continually
complaining now about car parking more than ever before.

Think more about parking than bike lanes.

Development/Planning issues (16 responses)

Increase planning and building staff and their skill level.
Make it easier to find out info for the plan SA services.

Maintenance (5 Responses)

Attention to the tree roots along median strips.

More attention to cleaning stormwater drains.

Keeping footpaths and roads clean. Trim low branches on trees.

Council needs to listen to business and support their concerns. Council really needs to fix
their infrastructure assets. Most major road assets are in good condition, but inner road
assets are being neglected. Stop putting band aid fixes on your infrastructure. Parking is a
major issue outside The Parade precinct. There is a high demand for longer parking times
for on street parking especially around Charles and Clarke St Norwood!

Improve the street appeal of Magill Road shopping precinct.

Rates/Rent (3 Responses)

Stop inventing new fees and ways to make business harder.
Reduce council rates.

Services (2 Responses)

Pick up of recycling bins.
Provide hard waste removal service for business.
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Other responses (15 responses)

Promote The Parade as a destination entertainment precinct. Increase diversity of
restaurants and bars.

A focus on well-being, environment, sustainability and helping businesses and residents
achieve optimal levels of this.

Police no smoking on The Parade. Enforce it more signs.

More spaces to hire for people wanting venues for events.

More security in Kent Town - businesses and staff in the area around 15 Fullarton Road feel
unsafe.

That the Parade and Magill Road are not the only places in NPSP that businesses are
located. There are a lot of small eclectic areas in the council area too!

Effective performance management for underperforming Council staff.



6. Business Demographics

Q31: Which of the following best describes your business? (Single

response)

Retail businesses were the most dominant demographic for this survey followed by health and

community services.

Industry type n=200

Retail e 32.5%
Health and community services [N 17.5%
Other (please specify) NN 8.5%
Hospitality NN 3.5%
Professional, property & business services [IIIIEGNEN 3.0%
Media and communications [ 6.5%

Building & construction [ 4.0%
Banking/finance [ 3.0%
Education [ 3.0%
Manufacturing - food [l 3.0%
Manufacturing - other [l 2.0%
Automotive M 1.0%
Electronics M 1.0%
Defence 0 0.5%
Information technology B 0.5%
Wine 0 0.5%

Other responses included:
e Advertising
o Arts
e Barber
e Beauty salon
e Clothing and textile
e Creative / design /advertising
e Energy Efficiency and Solar
e Engineering professional services
e Insurance
e Interior design
o Massages
e Personal care
e Personal care services
e Short term accommodation provider
e Specialist Retail
e Wholesale (2 comments)
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.|
Q32: Please select which suburb of the City of Norwood Payneham & St
Peters your business operates in. (Single response)

The following statistics represent the location of the business respondents in the survey.

Norwood (West of

Felixstow 0.5% Joslin 0.0% 22.0%
Edward)

Marden 7.5% St Peters 2.0% Kent Town 9.5%
Royston 4.5% College Park 2.5%

Hackney 1.5%
Norwood .
(East) 23.5% Trinity Gardens 0.5% Glynde 3.5%
Kensington 0.5% St Morris 3.0% Payneham 5.0%
Marryatville 1.0% Firle 0.5% Payneham South 0.0%
Heathpool 1.0% ngneham South (Coorara / 0.5%

Divett)

Evandale 2.0%

Maylands 3.0%

Stepney 6.0%

Q33: How long has your business been operating within the City of
Norwood Payneham & St Peters? (Single response)

There were considerably more new businesses surveyed in 2021 (9% compared to 3% in 2019) and
significantly more that have operated for between 1 and 10 years (47.5% in 2021 compared to 20% in
2019. 2019 saw many more long term businesses operating for more than 30 years (27% in 2019
compared to 11% in 2021.

Length of operation in City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters

Less than a year 9.0%

1-5 years 23.5%

24.0%

6-10 years

11-15 years 11.0%

9.5%

16-20 years

21-25 years 8.0%

26-30 years 4.0%

More than 30 years 11.0%
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7. Recommendations

Focus areas

Car parking is a major issue for many businesses particularly due to the Coles redevelopment and the
loss of these car parks for the Norwood Parade. There are also other areas of parking discontent
together with parking limits being an issue in attracting customers to the precinct. Interestingly
though the percentage of businesses nominating car parking as a disadvantage of operating in NPSP
fell from 52% in 2019 to 42% in 2021 but the percentages are clearly much higher than pre-2017.

We recommend the Council puts a focus on improving car parking for businesses going forward.

Priorities for council

Resident Business

Improving infrastructure Car parking

Preserving heritage buildings and character areas Improving infrastructure
Environmental sustainability Environmental sustainability

Preserving and planting trees

Improvement in and subsequent communication about the improvements in the following activities
will potentially affect future satisfaction scores, however, the key issues businesses care most about
are those highlighted above in bold. Improving the following sub-categories will have the greatest
impact on overall satisfaction according to the regression analyses.

o Weekly collection of business waste

e The presentation and cleanliness of the Council area

e Attracting and supporting businesses

e The nature of new development within the Council area

e Providing leadership in the local community

o Keeping business informed about current issues

Where possible Council needs to be seen to be supportive of business by listening to businesses’
needs and providing programs and networking opportunities.

The survey approach

As has been reported in previous surveys, the questionnaire was lengthy at an average of 16 minutes
for completion. It was shorter than the residential survey and we had much less negative feedback
from respondent businesses which was good. Having said this though the completion rate online
was only 56% (a poor result compared to other Council business surveys) of those that started the
survey which meant we had to conduct many more face-to-face interviews than expected.

The Council provided a list of Australian Business Register entities to Intuito but it was discovered
that this list was not exclusively within the Council area. The list was refined down to around 800
entities and these were emailed inviting them to complete the Council survey. We had a very poor
response to this database as it was not a qualified or opt in list of businesses. Furthermore, people are
generally more reluctant than ever to click on links to surveys when they receive the email from an
unknown source (such as a research company). We also believe survey fatigue had an impact as the
State Government has heavily surveyed businesses during COVID.

In addition to the relatively small number of businesses who completed the survey online, we had
interviewers walking in key streets in the Council area (i.e. Norwood Parade, Magill Road, Kensington
Road, Fullarton Road Kent Town, etc.) asking business owners/managers to complete the survey.

In future, we recommend that the Council email businesses as you are a known entity and there
would be less reluctance by business to click on a link in an email with your branding. We also
recommend that some streamlining of questions would be beneficial moving forward.
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8. Questionnaire

Intuito is conducting a survey amongst businesses in the City of Norwood
Payneham & St Peters on behalf of the Council and would appreciate the opinions
of the owner or most senior manager of your business.

The Council values your opinions, and these will be used to improve the services
delivered to you by your Council. The survey should take about 10-15 minutes.

We are offering every business that completes the survey a chance to win a cash
prize of $500. Please enter your details at the end of the survey if you wish to go
into the draw. We hope you enjoy completing this survey and thank you for your
time!

Please note your responses will be 100% anonymous and confidential. Intuito
Market Research abides by The Research Society's Privacy Code for Market and
Social Research. All data gathered will be treated with the strictest confidentiality
and will only be used for research purposes. Intuito is a member of The Research
Society and works to the highest privacy standards.

Ql: Do you operate a business in the City of Norwood Payneham & St
Peters? (Single response)

o Yes

o No (thank and terminate)

Q2: Onascaleof1to5, where1is very dissatisfied and 5 is very satisfied,
please rate your level of satisfaction in relation to the waste and recycling
services provided by the City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters.
Very dissatisfied Very satisfied Don't know
1 2 3 4 5

e Weekly collection of business waste

e Fortnightly collection of recyclables

e Hard waste collection

e Electronic waste drop-off days

e Fortnightly collection of green organics

e Overall satisfaction

Q3. Onascaleof1to5, where 1is very dissatisfied and 5 is very satisfied,
please rate your level of satisfaction in relation to the infrastructure assets
in the City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters.
Very dissatisfied Very satisfied Don't know
1 2 3 4 5

e Providing and maintaining roads

e Providing and maintaining footpaths

e Availability of car parking within the Council area
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e The services provided to businesses
e The presentation and cleanliness of the Council area
e Overall satisfaction

Q4. On ascale of 1to 5 where 1is very dissatisfied and 5 is very satisfied,
please rate your level of satisfaction in relation to the environmental
management performance of the City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters.
Very dissatisfied Very satisfied Don't know
1 2 3 4 5

e Responding to climate change

¢ Water management and use

Q5. On ascale of 1to 5 where 1is very dissatisfied and 5 is very satisfied,
please rate the performance of the City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
in the area of economic development.
Very dissatisfied Very satisfied Don't know
1 2 3 4 5

e Promoting and supporting tourism

e Promoting and attracting special events

e Attracting and supporting businesses

e Promoting and supporting business precincts (e.g. Glynde, Magill Road,

The Parade, etc.)
e Assessment of development applications
e Overall satisfaction

Q6: On ascale of 1to 5, where 1is very dissatisfied and 5 is very satisfied,
please rate your quality of life in the City of Norwood Payneham & St
Peters.
Very dissatisfied Very satisfied Don't know
1 2 3 4 5

e Feeling safe in the daytime

e Feeling safe at night

e The ability to become involved in community life and activities

e Level of community spirit

e Access to services and facilities

e The amenity of our major commercial and retail areas

e The nature of new development within the Council area

e Overall satisfaction

Q7. Onascaleoflto5, wherelis very dissatisfied and 5 is very satisfied,
please rate your level of satisfaction in relation to the leadership of the City

of Norwood Payneham & St Peters.
Very dissatisfied Very satisfied Don't know
1 2 3 4 5
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e Council financial management

e Keeping businesses informed about current issues

e Providing leadership in the local community

e Performance of Elected Members (Mayor, Councillors)
e Environmental sustainability

e Overall satisfaction

Q8: On ascale of 1to 5, where 1is strongly disagree and 5 is strongly
agree, please rate your level of agreement with the following statements in
relation to Council.
Strongly disagree Strongly agree Don't know
1 2 3 4 5
e The Council provides convenient and accessible services for businesses
e | think the Council is supportive of local businesses and industries
e The mix of businesses in the business precincts contributes to the
prosperity of the area
e The Council area provides the opportunity for new enterprises and local
employment
e The Council should promote the area as a centre for creative industries
e The Council should facilitate a local economy, supporting and supported
by, its community
e The Council provides sufficient opportunities for community engagement
e There is good communication between businesses and residents

Q9: On ascale of 1to 5 where 1is strongly disagree and 5 is strongly
agree, please rate your agreement with this statement: | am happy with
the balance between Council rates and the services and standard of
infrastructure provided. (This question has been separated from the
previous question to allow us to apply logic to the answers and find out
why those who rated it low, did so)

o 1-Strongly disagree (Go to Q10)
2 (Go to QI10)
3 (Go to QM)
4 (Go to Q1)
5 - Strongly agree (Go to Q1)
Don't know (Go to Q11)

O O0OO0O0Oo

Q10: Which of the following would you prefer? (Single response)

Council should keep rates as low as possible

0 Maintaining the quality of services and the standard of infrastructure is
more important than keeping the rates low

o Don't know / not sure

o0 Other (please specify)

@]

B53



B54

Ql11: Do you think there are any advantages of operating a business
within the Council area? (Single response)

0 Yes(gotoQ12)

o No (goto Ql13)

o Don't know / not sure (go to Q13)

Ql12: What are the advantages of operating a business within the Council
area? (Open ended)

Q13: Do you think there are any disadvantages of operating a business
within the Council area? (Single response)

0 Yes (goto Ql4)

o No (goto Ql5)

o Don't know / not sure (go to Q15)

Ql4: What are the disadvantages of operating a business within the
Council area? (Open ended)

Q15: When was the last time you had any dealings with Council staff?
(Single response)

o Within the last week (Go to Q16)
Within the last month (Go to Q16)
Within the last three months (Go to Q16)
Within the last six months (Go to Q16)
Within the last year (Go to Q16)
Within the last two years (Go to Q16)
Within the last five years (Go to Q16)
More than five years ago (Go to Q16)
Can't recall (Go to Q16)
Never (Go to Q17)

O O0OO0OO0OO0O0O0OO0OO0

Qle: And how satisfied were you with the responsiveness of the staff
member?
Very dissatisfied Very satisfied Don't know/NA
1 2 3 4 5

e Speed of response



B55

o Reacted positively
e Resolution of issue
e Overall satisfaction

Q17: When was the last time you had any dealings with the any of the

Elected Members (Mayor and Councillors)? (Single response)
o Within the last week (Go to Q18)

Within the last month (Go to Q18)

Within the last three months (Go to Q18)

Within the last six months (Go to Q18)

Within the last year (Go to Q18)

Within the last two years (Go to Q18)

Within the last five years (Go to Q18)

More than five years ago (Go to Q18)

Can't recall (Go to Q18)

Never (Go to Q19)

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0OO0Oo

Q18: And how satisfied were you with the responsiveness of the Elected
Member?
Very dissatisfied Very satisfied Don't know/NA
1 2 3 4 5

e Speed of response

o Reacted positively

e Resolution of issue

e Overall satisfaction

Q19: How would you prefer to receive information about the Council’s

services and activities? Please choose all that apply. (Multiple response)
0O Council's "*YourBusiness” email

At community events

Council's website

Precinct website (e.g. Magill Road, The Parade, etc.)

Social media pages

Precinct networking events

LookEast publication (Council newsletter published 6 monthly)

Other Council publications / fliers / mailouts

Council Libraries / Library Noticeboards

Contact with Council staff (at customer service centre, phone call, etc))

Word of mouth (friend / family / colleagues)

Adelaide East Herald

Do not find out information about the Council's services and activities

Other (please specify)

Ooooooooooooo




Q20:

Has your business been involved in any of the following Council-run

events in the last 3 years? Note that these events aren’t necessarily current
or ongoing. Please choose all that apply. (Multiple response)

OOodooooooogd

Q21:

Fashion on Parade / Spring Shopping Day
Food Secrets of Glynde Stepney bus tour
Twilight Carols

St Peters Fair

Norwood Tour street party (Tour Down Under)
Business workshop

Business networking

Eastside Business Awards

Food Secrets at the Green

Art on Parade

None of these

Other (please specify)

In your opinion, what are the three major issues that Council should

be addressing in the next three years? Please rank the below issues in
order of importance

Q22:

Preserving heritage buildings and character areas
Preserving and planting trees

Issues with street trees (roots, leaf litter)
Preserving / increasing areas of open space
Environmental sustainability

Waste management / recycling / reduction
Improving infrastructure (roads, footpaths, drains etc.)
Improving access to information from Council
Access to support services

Urban design / planning issues

Car parking

Community health and wellbeing

If you were to participate in a Council engagement session on a

project or program (e.g. workshop, information night, etc.) which of the

following days and times would best suit you? Please choose all that apply.

(Multiple response)

Oooooood

Times - morning (between 9 am to 12 pm)
Times - afternoon (between 12 pm and 4 pm)
Times - evening (between 7 pm and 9 pm)
Days - Weekdays

Days - Weekends

None of the above - | do not want to participate
All the above / no preference
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Q23: Does your business sponsor or support any community activities or
organisations within the Council area? (Multiple response)

Charities

Schools

Social / service clubs

Cultural groups (e.g. music, entertainment)

Sporting clubs / groups

Council events/ activities

Don't know / not sure
None of these

Other (please specify)

OooOoooOoooan

Q24 Are you aware that the Council has an economic development team
to assist businesses? (Single response)

0 Yes (goto Q25)

o No (go Q26)

o Don't know / not sure (go to Q25)

Q25: Have you been in contact with the economic development
coordinators, Stacey and Tyson? Do you have any feedback regarding this?
(Multiple response)

o No

o0 Feedback (please specify)

Q26: What are your expectations of the Council in relation to business
development within the Council area? Please choose all that apply.
(Multiple response)

Look after the businesses needs/ listen to them

Maintain / provide good service

Promote businesses / the area

Better communication / information

Better / more car parking

Don't know / not sure
Other (please specify)

Oooogog

Q27: In what ways would you like the Council to support businesses and
the local community? Please choose all that apply. (Multiple response)
Look after the businesses needs / listen to them

Maintain / provide good service

Promote businesses / the area

Better communication / information

Better / more car parking

Don't know / not sure
Other (please specify)

o

oogog
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Q28: What types of business do you think that the Council should be
attracting to the Council area? Please choose all that apply. (Multiple
response)

Retail

Hospitality

Education

Health

Food manufacturing

Creative industries (e.g. design, visual arts, performing arts, film, etc.)
Businesses complementary to mine

Don't know / not sure
Other (please specify)

OoooOogogo

Q29: On ascaleof1to5, where 1is not very effective and 5 is very effective,
how effective do you think the following Council responses to the COVID-
19 pandemic were?
Not at all effective Extremely effective Don't know
1 2 3 4 5

e Increased cleaning in public spaces

e Business support

e Frozen Council rates

e COVID-19 Financial Hardship assistance

e Relaxed parking controls

e JP services open throughout

e Public messaging

e None of these

e Other (please specify)

Q30: If you had one suggestion or comment for the Council as to how it
could improve its service delivery, what would it be? (Open ended)

Q31: Which of the following best describes your business? (Single
response)
o Agriculture
Automotive
Banking / finance
Building and construction
Defence
Education
Electronics
Health and community services

O O0OO0OO0OO0O0Oo



Hospitality

Information technology
Manufacturing — food
Manufacturing — other
Media and communications

Retail

Science and technical services
Transport and storage

Wine

O 000000 O0OO0O0OO0

Professional, property and business services

Other (please specify)

Q32: Please select which suburb of the City of Norwood Payneham & St
Peters your business operates in. (Single response)

Torrens Ward
o0 Felixstow
o0 Marden
0 Royston Park
St Peters Ward
o Joslin
0 St Peters
o College Park
0 Hackney
West Norwood Kent Town Ward
o Norwood (West of Edward)
o0 KentTown
Kensington Ward
0 Norwood (East)
0 Kensington
0 Marryatville
0 Heathpool
Maylands Trinity Ward
0 Trinity Gardens
St Morris
Firle
Payneham South (Coorara / Divett)
Evandale
Maylands
0 Stepney
Payneham Ward
o Glynde
o Payneham
0 Payneham South
Other (please specify)

O O0OO0O0Oo
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Q33. How long has your business been operating within the City of
Norwood Payneham & St Peters? (Single response)
0 Lessthanayear
1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26-30 years
More than 30 years

©O O0O0OO0OO0OO0Oo

Q34: If you would like to be entered in the draw to win $500 cash please
provide your name, business name, email address and a contact phone
number. Your details will not be linked to your answers nor used for any
other purpose beyond this competition.

Your name

Business name

Email address

Phone number

Terms and Conditions: Entry into the Intuito $500 cash prize draw is by completion
of the business survey either online or in person. Entries open 1t November, 2021
and closes 30™ November, 2021. The draw will take place on 6" December, 2021. All
entries will be via the survey from Intuito. All entries will be automatically logged
into a database of entries and assigned a number from 1to X, with X being the total
number of entries received to date. One random number between 1 and X, with X
being the total number of entries received to date, will then be generated using
the random number generator at www.random.org. The number generated wiill
be matched to the corresponding numbers in the database of entries and this
entry will be deemed the winner. The total prize pool is $500. The winner will be
notified personally by email and phone. The prize will be sent to the winner's
nominated address via Australia Post or internet banking. Insurance is at the
winner's discretion and cost. The promoter is Intuito Pty Ltd, 2/39 Clarke Street,
Norwood SA 5067. Neither the promoter nor its agencies will be liable for any loss
or damage whatsoever which is suffered (including but not limited to indirect,
consequential or economic loss) or for personal injury suffered or sustained by
association with the use of this prize, except for any liability which cannot be
excluded by law.
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
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11.3  MONTHLY FINANCIAL REPORT - JANUARY 2022

REPORT AUTHOR;: Financial Services Manager
GENERAL MANAGER: General Manager, Corporate Services
CONTACT NUMBER: 8366 4585

FILE REFERENCE: gA78171

ATTACHMENTS: A

PURPOSE OF REPORT

The purpose of this report is to provide the Council with information regarding its financial performance for the
year ended January 2022.

BACKGROUND

Section 59 of the Local Government Act 1999 (the Act), requires the Council to keep its resource allocation,
expenditure and activities and the efficiency and effectiveness of its service delivery, under review. To assist
the Council in complying with these legislative requirements and the principles of good corporate financial
governance, the Council is provided with monthly financial reports detailing its financial performance compared
to its Budget.

RELEVANT STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS AND POLICIES

Nil

FINANCIAL AND BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

Financial sustainability is as an ongoing high priority for the Council. The Council adopted a Budget which
forecasts an Operating Surplus of $471,000 for the 2021-2022 Financial Year. The First Budget update
reduced the Operating Surplus by $341,000 to $130,000 for the 2021-2022 Financial Year. This report is
based upon the proposed Mid-Year Budget review which presents an Operating Surplus of $185,000 an
increase of $55,000 for the 2021-2022 Financial Year

For the period ended January 2022, the Council’'s Operating Surplus is $2.049 million against a budgeted
Operating Surplus of $1.260 million resulting in a favourable variance of $0.790 million.

EXTERNAL ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS
Not Applicable.

SOCIAL ISSUES

Not Applicable.

CULTURAL ISSUES

Not Applicable.
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
Not Applicable.

RESOURCE ISSUES

Not Applicable.

RISK MANAGEMENT

Not Applicable.
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CONSULTATION

Elected Members
Not Applicable.

Community
Not Applicable.

Staff
Responsible Officers and General Managers.

Other Agencies
Not Applicable.

DISCUSSION

For the period ended January 2022, the Council’'s Operating Surplus is $2.049 million against a budgeted
Operating Surplus of $1.260 million resulting in a favourable variance of $0.790 million.

The primary drivers for this result have remained consistent to prior months report and are:

Employee Expenses are $269,000 (2.7%) favourable to budget. As part of the Mid-Year budget update
$345,000 of longer-term vacancies was adjust for which has resulted in the decrease from previous advice
to Elected Members. There are several vacant apprentice positions, which has resulted in a $66,000
favourable variance. Field staff recruitment of apprentices to fill the vacancies has commenced. The
residual variance to budget is driven by a number of other factors, short term vacancies, timing of leave
being taken compared to budget and variances in the rate of pay being paid to new staff members
compared to budget.

Energy Expenses are $56,000 (16%) favourable to budget due to timing related issues with our provider
issuing adjustment notes against various facilities. It is anticipated that this will be resolved before the end
of the financial year.

Statutory Charges are $86,000 (7.0%) favourable to budget, primarily due to high than anticipated revenue
being received from the lodgement of Development Applications ($65,000) combined with a higher than
anticipated number of property searches (i.e. statutory property information required as part of property
sales transactions) being undertaken ($11,000) than allowed for in the budget.

User Charges are $66,000 (3.1%) unfavourable to the budget, which is due primarily a decrease in income
at the St Peters Child Care Centre and Preschool as a result of room closures due to COVID-19 exposures
and the gap fee above the government subsidy being waived combined with a number of smaller timing
differences across Councils facilities for hire.

The residual budget variances are due to the accumulation of a number of small timing variances across
all areas of the Council with no individually significant variances.

The Monthly Financial report is contained in Attachment A.

OPTIONS

Nil

CONCLUSION

Nil
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COMMENTS
Nil
RECOMMENDATION

That the January 2022 Monthly Financial Report be received and noted.
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Attachments - Item 11.3
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Attachment A

Monthly Financial Report
January 2022

City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
175 The Parade, Norwood SA 5067

Telephone 8366 4555 City of

Facsimile 83326338 Norwood
Email townhall@npsp.sa.gov.au Payneham
Website WWW.Npsp.sa.gov.au & St Peters
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CITY OF NORWOOD PAYNEHAM & ST PETERS

Financial Performance for the period ended 31 January 2022

LYTD Actual YTD Actual  '1D Revised

Budget

$'000 $'000 $'000

Revenue
21,151 |Rates Revenue 22,073 22,012
971 [Statutory Charges 1,307 1,221
2,030 |User Charges 2,086 2,153
1,199 |Grants, Subsidies and Contributions 1,692 1,662
14 |Investment Income 12 28
484 (Other 375 346
20 |Reimbursements 4 -
25,869 Total Revenue 27,549 27,421
Expenses

9,258 |Employee Expenses 9,552 9,821
5,753 |Contracted Services 5,848 5,904
293 |Energy 300 356
428 |Insurance 468 434
187 |Legal expense 450 426
195 |Materials 250 283
456 |Parts, Accessories and Consumables 438 481
203 |Water 107 140
2,451 |Sundry 2,539 2,618
4,867 [Depreciation, Amortisation and Impairment 5,263 5,320
360 |Finance Costs 286 378
24,451 Total Expenses 25,500 26,161
1,418 Operating Surplus/(Deficit) 2,049 1,260

OPERATING COSTS BY MONTH (ACTUAL)

62
86
(66)
30
(16)
29

4
128

92
662

790

3,500

3,000
2,500
2,000
1,500
1,000

500

Dec-20 Jan-21 Feb-21 Mar-21 Apr-21 May-21 Jun-21

® Employee costs Materials M Contract Expenses Other Expenses

Jul-21  Aug-21 Sep-21 Oct-21 Nov-21 Dec-21 Jan-22

0%
7%

(3%)
2%

(58%)
9%

000

3%
1%
16%
(8%)
(6%)
12%
9%
24%
3%
1%
24%
3%

63%

1,600
1,400
1,200
1,000
800
600
400
200

Summary of Net Cost of Divisions for the period

YTD Actual YTD Budget Var
$'000 $'000 $'000
Chief Executive Office (2,272) (2,266)
Corporate Services (8,590) (8,717) 127 1%
Governance and Community Affairs (747) (903) 156 17%
Urban Planning and Environment (1,265) (1,353) 89 7%

Urban Services
Operating Surplus/(Deficit)
(before Rate Revenue)

(7,150)
(20,024)

(7,512)
(20,752)

22,073 22,012 62 0%

Operating Surplus/(Deficit) 2,049 1,260 790 63%
First Budget Update Operating Surplus 130
- Variances in Recurrent Operating Budget

- reduction in Employee Expenses for vacacies 345

- Impact of COVID-19 Support Package and restrictions (222)

- Increase in insurenace rebates received 45

- Increase Grant funding for Australia Day event 20

- reduction in Interest Income (35)

- Increased Net Loss from Joint Ventures (44)

- other minor adjustments (54) 55
Mid-Year Budget Update Operating Surplus 185

NON-RATE REVENUE BY MONTH (ACTUAL)

Dec-20 Jan-21 Feb-21 Mar-21 Apr-21 May-21 Jun-21

Jul-21  Aug-21 Sep-21 Oct-21 Nov-21 Dec-21 Jan-22

B Statutory charges M User charges Grants, subsidies and contributions W Other income



Operating Projects

Income

Social Equity

Environmental Sustainability
Cultural Vitality

Economic Prosperity
Corporate Management

Total Income
Expenses
Social Equity
Environmental Sustainability
Cultural Vitality
Economic Prosperity
Corporate Management
Total Expenses

~
~
o

Net Cost of Operating Projects

Capital Projects
Income
Social Equity
Environmental Sustainability
Cultural Vitality
Economic Prosperity
Corporate Management
Total Income
Expenses
Social Equity
Environmental Sustainability
Cultural Vitality
Economic Prosperity
Corporate Management
Total Expenses

Net Cost of Capital Projects

Key areas to highlight:

CITY OF NORWOOD PAYNEHAM & ST PETERS A2

Project Summary for period ended 31 January 2022

YTD Actual

$'000

YTD Budget
$'000

(362) 362
(4) -
(367) 362
201 596
60 243
30 74
36 102
49 130
376 1,145
(742) (783)
(24) (24)
(268) (268)
(292) (292)
4,103 5,109
3,031 3,909
42 10
135 12
10 41
7,322 9,082
(7,614) (9,373)

Remaining Annual Budget

$'000

(8,266)
(6,750)
(10)
(12)
(41)
(15,079)

12,649
5,202
80
164
18,095

(33,174)

SERVICE INITIATIVES (inc. Carry Forwards)

Corporate Management
Economic Prosperity

Cultural Vitality

Environmental Sustainability

Social Equity

\
- 100 200 300 400 500 600

YTD Budget M Remaining Budget ®YTD Spend $'000

NEW ASSETS & RENEWALS (inc. Carry Forwards)

Environmental Sustainability -

- 2,000 4,000 6,000 8,000 10,000 12,000 14,000 16,000 18,000 20,000
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CITY OF NORWOOD PAYNEHAM & ST PETERS

Statement of Financial position as at 31 January 2022

Jan-22 Dec-21 Movement June 2021
Actual Actual
$'000 $'000 $'000 $'000
ASSETS
Current Assets
Bank and Cash 7,267 7,807 (540) 7,071
Accounts receivables 17,732 19,011 (1,279) 4,152

Less : Provision for Bad Debts

(349)

Total Current Assets

Non-current Assets
Financial Assets

(349)

(349)

24,651 26,470 (1,819) 10,874

Investments in Joint Ventures 2,496 2,496 - 2,207
Infrastructure, Property, Plant and Equipment 498,183 496,765 1,418 510,414
Total Non-current Assets 500,679 499,261 1,418 512,621
Total Assets 525,330 525,731 (401) 523,495
LIABILITIES

Current Liabilities

Trade and Other Payables 22,225 23,198 (973) 8,006
Borrowings (474) (474) - 972
Provisions 1,577 1,651 (74) 3,326

Total Current Liabilities

Non-current Liabilities

23,329 24,376 (1,047) 12,304

Borrowings 10,323 10,323 - 9,392
Provisions 2,912 2,912 - 1,328
Investments in Joint Ventures 1,348 1,348 - 1,164

Total Non-current Liabilities 14,584 14,584 - 11,884
Total Liabilities 37,913 38,959 (1,047) 24,188
NET ASSETS 487,417 486,772 646 499,306
EQUITY

Accumulated Surplus 60,256 59,610 646 60,099
Asset Revaluation Reserves 427,162 427,162 - 439,208
TOTAL EQUITY 487,417 486,772 646 499,306

Key areas to highlight YTD :
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11.4  2021-2022 MID YEAR BUDGET REVIEW

REPORT AUTHOR;: Financial Services Manager
GENERAL MANAGER: General Manager, Corporate Services
CONTACT NUMBER: 8366 4585

FILE REFERENCE: fA14720/A337587

ATTACHMENTS: A-C

PURPOSE OF REPORT

The purpose of this report is to provide the Council with a summary of the forecast Budget position for the
year ended 30 June 2022, following the Mid-Year Budget Review. The forecast is based on the year-to-date
December 2021 results.

BACKGROUND

Pursuant to Section 123 (13) of the Local Government Act 1999, the Council must, as required by the
Regulations reconsider its Annual Business Plan or its Budget during the course of a financial year and, if
necessary or appropriate, make any revisions.

The Budget Reporting Framework set out in Regulation 9 of the Local Government (Financial Management)
Regulations 2011 (“the Regulations”) comprises two (2) types of reports, namely:

1. Budget Update; and
2. Mid-year Budget Review.

1. Budget Update

The Budget Update Report sets outs a revised forecast of the Council’s Operating and Capital investment
activities compared with the estimates for those activities which are set out in the Adopted Budget. The Budget
Update is required to be presented in a manner which is consistent with the note in the Model Financial
Statements entitled Uniform Presentation of Finances.

The Budget Update Report must be considered by the Council at least twice per year between 30 September
and 31 May (both dates inclusive) in the relevant financial year, with at least one (1) Budget Update Report
being considered by the Council prior to consideration of the Mid-Year Budget Review Report.

The Regulations requires a Budget Update Report must include a revised forecast of the Council’'s Operating
and Capital investment activities compared with estimates set out in the Adopted Budget, however the Local
Government Association of SA has recommended that the Budget Update Report should also include, at a
summary level:

o the year-to-date result;

e any variances sought to the Adopted Budget or the most recent Revised Budget for the financial year;
and

e arevised end of year forecast for the financial year.

2. Mid-Year Review

The Mid-Year Budget Review must be considered by the Council between 30 November and 15 March (both
dates inclusive) in the relevant financial year. The Mid-Year Budget Review Report sets out a revised forecast
of each item shown in its Budgeted Financial Statements compared with estimates set out in the Adopted
Budget presented in a manner consistent with the Model Financial Statements. The Mid-Year Budget Review
Report must also include revised forecasts for the relevant financial year of the Council's Operating Surplus
Ratio, Net Financial Liabilities Ratio and Asset Sustainability Ratio compared with estimates set out in the
budget presented in a manner consistent with the note in the Model Financial Statements entitled Financial
Indicators.
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The Mid-year Budget Review is a comprehensive review of the Council’s Budget and includes the four principal
financial statements, as required by the Model Financial Statement, detailing:

e the year-to-date result;

e any variances sought to the Adopted Budget; and

e arevised full year forecast of each item in the budgeted financial statements compared with estimates
set out in the Adopted budget.

The Mid-year Budget Review Report should also include information detailing the revised forecasts of financial

indicators compared with targets established in the Adopted Budget and a summary report of operating and

capital activities consistent with the note in the Model Financial Statements entitled Uniform Presentation of

Finances.

RELEVANT STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS & POLICIES

Not Applicable.

FINANCIAL AND BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

The Mid-Year Budget Review, provides the opportunity to reflect any changes in projections based on the
actual year-to-date results to December 2021 and forecast the 2021-2022 Operating result.

Details of material movements in the forecast from the Adopted Budget are contained in the Discussion section
of this Report.

EXTERNAL ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS

This report provides information on the planned financial performance of the Council for the year ended 30
June 2022 and has no direct external economic impacts.

SOCIAL ISSUES

Nil

CULTURAL ISSUES

Nil

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Nil

RESOURCE ISSUES

There are no resource implications arising from this issue.
RISK MANAGEMENT

There are no risk management issues arising from this issue. All documents have been prepared in
accordance with the statutory requirements.

COVID-19 IMPLICATIONS

Since the opening of the South Australian border on 23 November 2021 and the emergence of the Omicron
variant of COVID-19, a number of businesses have been impacted by the increase in the number of COVID-
19 cases and capacity restrictions introduced by State Government. To support the local businesses, a
Financial Assistance Package was approved by the Council at its Meeting held on 17 January 2022.

The financial impact of the Financial Assistance Package are detailed in the Discussion section of this report.
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CONSULTATION

e Elected Members
The Council considered the First Budget Update at its meeting held on 6 December 2021.

e Community
Not Applicable.

e Staff
Responsible Officers and General Managers.

e Other Agencies
Not Applicable

DISCUSSION

Budget Review

In determining the Adopted Operating Surplus, the Council considers the financial resources which are
required to provide the ongoing services, programs and facilities (Recurrent Operating Budget), which
encompass the basic responsibilities, which the Council is required to provide under the Local Government
Act 1999 and other relevant legislation, plus ongoing services and programs as a result of community needs
and expectations.

Such on-going services include regulatory services, such as animal management and parking management,
street cleaning and rubbish collection, maintenance of basic infrastructure including roads, footpaths, parks,
public open space, street lighting and storm-water drainage, development planning and control, library and
learning services, community support programs, environmental programs, community events, community
recreational facilities and home assistance service.

In addition, the Council considers the funding requirements associated with the introduction of new services
or the enhancement to existing services (Operating Projects).

The 2021-2022 Adopted Operating Budget, projected an Operating Surplus of $471,215. At the Council
meeting held on 6 December 2021, the Council considered and endorsed the First Budget Update, which
reported a forecast Operating Surplus of $130,072.

Following the Mid-Year Budget Review, as presented in this report, the Council is forecasting an Operating
Surplus of $185,312.

The material movements in the components that make up the Operating Deficit following the Mid-Year Budget
Review are detailed below.
A. Recurrent Operating Budget

For 2021-2022, the Recurrent Operating Budget forecast a Recurrent Operating Surplus of $1.064 million,
which was reduced to $$872,000 following the First Budget Update.

As a result of the Mid-Year Budget Review, the Recurrent Operating Surplus is forecast to be $933,429, an
increase of $61,240 on the Adopted First Budget Update. The major reasons for the movement in Operating
Surplus are detailed in Table 1.
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TABLE 1: MAJOR VARIANCES IN RECURRENT OPERATING BUDGET - MID-YEAR BUDGET REVIEW

Favourable/
(Unfavourable)

$
General movements
Savings in employee expenses resulting from vacant positions either not filled or not 345,000
backfilled while undertaking the recruitment process.
The insurance rebate received from Workers Compensation Scheme, Mutual Liability 45,000
Scheme and Asset Mutual Fund is higher than planned.
The Council has successfully applied the funding from National Australia Day Council for 20,000
the Council’'s Australia Day event.
The net loss from the Council’s joint ventures, ERA Water and East Waste, is increased (43,891)
by $22,441 and $21,450 separately in according to the Budget Updates from ERA Water
and East Waste.
The interest income from Local Government Financial Authority (LGFA) is reduced by (35,000)
$65,000 to reflect the actual interest income received and will be received for 2021-2022
Financial Year, while there is an increase of $35,000 to recognise the bonus payment
received to reflect the value of deposits and loans the Council held with the Authority.
The forecasted admission charges for Swimming Centres are reduced due to the cold (20,589)
weather conditions for the first half of the season
Funding is requested for a traffic technical assistance to work 20 hours a week for 12 (20,000)
weeks.
COVID-19 Restrictions and Impact
Net Loss of income from the Norwood Concert Hall resulting from event cancellations (36,500)
due to capacity restrictions put in by State Government from 26 December 2021.
Loss of income from swimming lessons due to the less enrolments and the availability of (26,456)
swimming instructors due to COVID-19.
COVID-19 Financial Support Package
Waiving of Outdoor Dining Licenses Permit fees for the period 1 December 2021 to 30 (64,000)
June 2022.
Granting of a Discretionary Rebate of the Differential Rate (20%) provided to non- (51,000)
residential property owners impacted by the density restrictions introduced by the State
Government following the borders opening on 23 November 2021 for the Third Quarter
and Final Quarter of 2021-2022.
Rebate of the Parade Separate Rate for property owners and businesses impacted by (23,000)
the density restrictions introduced by the State Government following the borders
opening on 23 November 2021 for the Third Quarter and Final Quarter of 2021-2022.
Waiving of fines and interest charged on the late payment of the 2021-2022 Third and (20,000)

Fourth Quarter Council Rate payments for non-residential property owners.

B. Operating Projects

The Adopted Budget includes an estimate of operating project expenditure for the year under review and:

e previously approved and carried forward projects from the prior budget years; less

e an allowance for current year approved projects projected to be carried forward to subsequent budget

years.

Carried Forward estimates (from prior financial years) are reviewed upon finalisation of the Annual Financial
Statements. Additional expenditure required for non-completed Operating Projects at the end of the Financial

Year, is incorporated in the Budget as part of First Budget Update.
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Taking into account the carried forward Operating Project expenditure and new projects which have been
endorsed by the Council, the 2021-2022 Adopted Operating Projects Budget forecast a cost to the Council of
$955,272.

Carried Forward Operating Project expenditure was estimated as part of the Adopted Budget to be $203,272.
Following the First Budget Update, the value of carried forward expenditure is $510,222. The increase in the
Carried Forward Budget, is due to projects not progressing as anticipated or the commencement of some
projects being deferred.

The First Budget Update forecast the cost of Operating Projects to be $1.164 million, the Mid-Year Budget
Update is estimating a slight increase in this figure to $1.170 million. The budget is requested to increase by
$6,000 to cover the Council’s contribution to LIDAR Urban Mapping and analysis report for the project of
Resilient East Program.

A review of status of the Operating Projects will be undertaken as part of the Third Budget Update, which will
be considered by the Council at the Council Meeting scheduled for 2 May 2022.

Details of Operating Projects is contained in Attachment A.
C. Capital Projects

The Council adopted a Capital Budget of $26.972 million for 2021-2022, which comprised funding allocations
for New Capital Projects involving new or the upgrading of existing assets ($8.081 million), the
renewal/replacement of existing assets ($14.089 million) and Carried Forward Projects from 2020-2021
($4.801million).

The First Budget Update forecast the cost of Capital Projects to be $30.594 million. The increase is
predominately due to a number of projects which were initially anticipated to be completed by 30 June 2021
being delayed or still being in progress as at 30 June 2021. Following the Mid-Year Budget Review, the Capital
Project expenditure is forecast to increase by $289,952 to $30.884 million. The budget variations identified in
the Mid-Year Review are detailed in Table 4 below:

TABLE 4: MAJOR VARIANCES IN CAPITAL PROJECT BUDGET - MID-YEAR BUDGET REVIEW

Increase/
Capital Project (Decrease)
$
As the Council Meeting held on 4 May 2020, the funding of $115,000 is approved to design 115,000
and construct the commemorative infrastructure recognising Mr Nino Solari, pedestrian and
cycling paths, furniture and landscaping within the Osmond Terrace median, as well as verge
landscaping at all four (4) intersection corners. Due to the timing of budget approval, this
funding had inadvertently omitted from the 2021-2022 Capital Budget.
Resolving traffic management issues associated with Langman Grove, Briar Road and Turner 155,000
Street, Felixstow, as per the recommendation from the Traffic Management Committee, the
Council is undertaking the design and construction of the traffic management devices along
Langman Grove.
The funding is requested to undertake the landscape improvements on Arabella Court, 20,000

Orlando Court and Alexander Lane within Marden Connect & River Street Development.
The works will include:

renewing existing tree planters and garden beds;

installing new plants in tree planters and garden beds and mulch; and

e installing wheel stops for tree pits which are adjacent to on street parking spaces in
order to preserve the new landscape planting from wheel damage.

It is not expected that the increase in capital expenditure for the 2021-2022 Financial Year will result in any
additional borrowings being required. However this will be monitored during the second half of the year.
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A review of status of the Capital Projects will be undertaken as part of the Third Budget Update, which will be
considered by the Council at the Council Meeting scheduled for 2 May 2022.

Details of Capital Projects is contained in Attachment B.

Regulation 9 (1) (b) of the Regulations states the Council must consider:
‘between 30 November and 15 March (both dates inclusive) in the relevant financial year—a report
showing a revised forecast of each item shown in its budgeted financial statements for the relevant
financial year compared with estimates set out in the budget presented in a manner consistent with
the Model Financial Statements.”

Further Regulation 9 (2) of the Regulations states the Council must consider:
“revised forecasts for the relevant financial year of the council's operating surplus ratio, net
financial liabilities ratio and asset sustainability ratio compared with estimates set out in the budget
presented in a manner consistent with the note in the Model Financial Statements entitled Financial
Indicators.”

The revised Budgeted Financial Statements and Financial Indicators as a result of the Mid-Year Budget Update

are included in Attachment C.

OPTIONS

The Council has the following options in respect to this issue:

1. Adopt the Mid Year Budget Review as recommended; or
2. Amend the Mid Year Budget Review as it sees fit.

The Mid Year Budget Review is forecasting an Operating Surplus that is in line with the Adopted Budget. In
addition, the proposed amendments to the Operating and Capital Projects budgets are consistent with
decisions made by the Council since the adoption of the 2021-2022 Annual Budget and the First Budget
Update.

Therefore Option 1 is recommended.

CONCLUSION

Nil

COMMENTS

Nil

RECOMMENDATION

1. Thatthe Mid-Year Budget Update Report be received and noted.

2. That project progress reports contained in Attachments A and B, be received and noted.

3. That Pursuant to Regulation 9 (1) and (2) of the Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations

2011, Budgeted Financial Statements and Financial Indicators as contained within Attachment C, be
adopted.
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Attachments - Item 11.4
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FINANCIAL YEAR 2021-2022 MID-YEAR BUDGET REVIEW OPERATING PROJECTS PROGRESS

&

City of
Norwood
Payneham
& St Peters

2021-2022 Mid-Year Mid-Year|YTD Spending Has Project| If Not, When Has Project Forecasted
Adopted| First Budget Budget Budget|by December | Commenced? will Completed Completion

Project Description Budget Update Review Update|2021 (Y/N)| Commence? (Y/N)? Date
TOUR DOWN UNDER 105,000 - - - Cancelled
RESILIENT EAST PROJECT 7,000 7,000 6,000 13,000 - N N Jun-22
OPEN SPACE ASSETS CONDITION AUDIT & VALUATION 50,000 50,000 50,000 - Y N Apr-22
COMMUNITY SURVEY 30,000 30,000 30,000 16,641 Y N Feb-22
CHILDREN BOOKWEEK PROGRAM 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,588 Y Y
CITY WIDE PARKING REVIEW - 53,870 53,870 - \ N Jun-22
PEOPLE PLACE & ACTIVITY STRATEGY 20,000 30,000 30,000 - N N Jun-22
BUSINESS & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT STRATEGIC - 0 - - Y Y
FLY BARS COMPLIANCE REVIEW - 10,000 10,000 - N N Jun-22
CITY WIDE BUSINESS AWARDS 37,000 37,000 37,000 - Y N Jun-22
AGE FRIENDLY WAYFIND STRATEGY 20,000 20,000 20,000 - N N Jun-22
CIVIL INFRA. CONDITION AUDIT & VALUATION - 24,865 24,865 3,500 Y N Apr-22
COMMUNITY EVENTS - 8,956 8,956 - Y N Jun-22
STREET TREE PLANTING 100,000 100,000 100,000 18,201 N N Jun-22
CULTURE & BUSINESS EXCELLENCE DEVELOPMENT 13,000 13,000 13,000 8,441 Y N Jun-22
ADDITIONAL LEVEL ON THE WEBBE ST PARKING 50,000 50,000 50,000 - N N Jun-22
WORK HEALTH & SAFETY INITIATIVES - 9,000 9,000 - N N Jun-22
FELIXSTOW RESERVE MAINTENANCE WORK - - - 4,782 N Sep-22
ELECTRONIC DOCUMENT MANAGEMENT SYSTEM OPERATING - 77,900 77,900 38,019 Y N Jun-22
THE PARADE & GEORGE ST SCRAMBLE CROSSING 83,272 0 - 820 \ \
STREET LIGHTING RENEWAL & UPGRADE 40,000 40,000 40,000 22,805 Y N Jun-22
TRANSITION TO SA PLANNING PORTAL 20,000 40,000 40,000 32,540 Y N Jun-22
SMART CITY TECHNOLOGY PLAN 15,000 15,000 15,000 3,000 Y N Jun-22
FOOTPATH DEFECT AUDIT 100,000 100,000 100,000 26,222 Y N Jun-22
DOG & CAT MANAGEMENT PLAN EDUCATION CAMPAIGN 30,000 30,000 30,000 5,232 \ N Jun-22
EHIVE - CULTURAL HERITAGE COLLECTIONS PROJECT - 52,574 52,574 - \ N Jun-22
RAISING THE BAR ADELAIDE 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,716 Y Y
CITY WIDE CYCLING PLAN REVIEW & CROSSING UPGRADE 5,000 5,000 5,000 255 N N Jun-22
TREE MANAGEMENT POLICY AND STRATEGY 40,000 40,000 40,000 - N N Jun-22
ASSET MANAGEMENT - 27,583 27,583 - Y N Jun-22
EMISSIONS REDUCTION PLAN - 26,895 26,895 29,470 Y N Jun-22
TRAFFIC & INTERGRATED TRANSPORT INVESTIGATIONS - 5,778 5,778 387 \ N Jun-22
CORPORATE UNIFORM - 10,394 10,394 60 Y N Mar-22
SPEED LIMIT IMPLEMENTATION 25,000 25,000 25,000 - N Mar-22 N Jun-22
TRAFFIC STUDY 15,000 15,000 15,000 - N Feb-22 N Mar-22
YOUTH STRATEGY 44,000 64,000 64,000 15,535 Y N Jun-22
ENERGY & WATER AUDITS 11,000 11,000 11,000 - N N Jun-22
URBAN GREENING PROGRAM 2021 12,500 22,100 22,100 7,058 Y N Jun-22
GREENING OF VERGES PROGRAM 25,000 25,000 25,000 4,829 N N Jun-22
DIGITISATION OF COUNCIL CIVIL & BUILDING PLANS 20,000 20,000 20,000 - \ N Jun-22
PUBLIC ART STRATEGY 30,000 30,000 - N N Jun-22
Total 955,272 1,164,415 6,000 1,170,415 375,757
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City of
Norwood
Payneham
FINANCIAL YEAR 2021-2022 MID-YEAR BUDGET REVIEW CAPITAL PROJECTS PROGRESS & Sepeen
2021-2022 Mid-Year Mid-Year Mid-Year Work-in- YTD Actuals |Has Project If Not, When |Has Project
Approved First Budget |Budget Budget Budget Progress as at |Total Project |by December|Commenced? |will Completed [Forecasted
Project Description Budget Update Request Transfer Update 30 June 2021 |Budget 2021 (Y/N) Commence? |(Y/N)? Completion Date
ANNUAL ACQUISITION OF LIBRARY BOOKS 209,013 209,013 209,013 209,013 31,358 Y N Jun-22
MAJOR PUBLIC ART FUNDING PROJECT - YEAR 1-3 146,762 146,762 146,762 146,762 500 Y N Aug-22
PARADE MEDIAN STREETSCAPE UPGRADE 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 - N N Feb-22
PLANT REPLACEMENT 245,000 245,000 245,000 245,000 - Y N Jun-22
REC & OPEN SPACE INF WORKS PROGRAME 513,548 527,988 135,000 662,988 527,988 252,259 Y N Jun-22
CAPITALISATION OF PROJECT MANAGEMENT ON-COST 1,035,728 1,035,728 1,035,728 1,035,728 26,687 Jun-22
PAYNEHAM SWIMMING CENTRE 3,000,000 3,000,000 3,000,000 3,000,000 63 Y N Oct-23
AUTHORITY VERSION UPGRADE 12,035 12,035 12,035 12,035 0 N N Jun-22
NPSP WEBSITE DEVELOPMENT 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 7,770 Y N Jun-22
ADEY RESERVE MASTER PLAN 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 - N N Jun-22
"ALL THINGS ARE ONE" INSTALLATION - 49,250 49,250 750 50,000 - Y N Jun-22
LINEAR PARK PATH UPGRADE 2,148,267 2,148,267 2,148,267 2,148,267 20,411 Y N Jun-22
ST PETERS STREET STREETSCAPE 2,304,858 2,316,042 2,316,042 103,816 2,419,858 68,067 Y N Dec-22
BUTTERY RESERVE TENNIS CLUB COURT UPGRADE - 24,107 24,107 24,107 25,741 Y N May-22
CITY INTERACTIVE MAP - 39,210 39,210 39,210 - Y N Jun-22
ERA WATER RESERVE CONNECTIONS - 21,343 21,343 8,657 30,000 - Y N Jun-22
SPCCC PABX UPGRADE - 16,000 16,000 16,000 - N N Jun-22
COUNCIL-WIDE BUSINESS WEBSITE - 12,400 12,400 2,600 15,000 6,515 Y N Jun-22
BUILDING WORKS PROGRAM 2018-2019 - 62,960 62,960 62,960 - Y Y
MASTER PLAN CONCEPT DESIGN FOR SWIMMING
CENTRES - 47,075 47,075 52,925 100,000 8,352 Y N Jun-22
BURCHELL RESERVE UPGRADE 2,176,000 2,176,000 2,176,000 2,176,000 84 N N Dec-22
STANDBY POWER FOR ST PETERS LIBRARY 78,550 78,550 78,550 1,450 80,000 - Y N Jun-22
ELECTRONIC DOCUMENT MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 60,000 60,000 60,000 60,000 - N N Jun-22
PRIVATE LANEWAY 220,650 220,650 220,650 220,650 3,275 Y N Jun-22
CAPITAL WORK PROGRAM TRAFFIC CONTROL 408,562 408,562 408,562 408,562 - N Feb-22 N Jun-22
KENT TOWN STREETSCAPE UPGRADE 163,000 246,765 246,765 114,486 361,251 177,134 Y N Jun-22
THE PARADE & GEORGE ST SCRAMBLE CROSSING 10,000 - - 4,347 4,347 - Y Y
WILLOW BEND PARK UPGRADE 17,000 17,000 17,000 17,000 2,640 Y N Jun-22
OSMOND TERRACE WAR MEMORIAL - 36,000 36,000 36,000 39,270 Y Y
CAPITAL WORKS PROGRAM ROAD RESEALING 3,773,142 3,830,785 3,830,785 3,830,785 134,198 Y N Jun-22
CAPITAL WORKS PROGRAM KERB 1,439,484 1,599,391 1,599,391 1,599,391 803,018 Y N Jun-22
CAPITAL WORKS PROGRAM FOOTPATH 799,643 866,878 866,878 866,878 278,461 Y N Jun-22
STORMWATER DRAINAGE PROGRAM 4,264,682 4,630,139 -300,000 4,330,139 4,630,139 1,043,927 Y N Jun-22
BUILDING WORKS PROGRAM 1,032,500 1,185,880 1,185,880 1,185,880 304,047 Y N Jun-22
PAYNEHAM OVAL PRECINCT PARKING - 236,095 236,095 27,145 263,240 138,403 Y N Jan-22
SECOND CREEK OUTLET UPGRADE 950,000 1,254,525 1,254,525 145,475 1,400,000 1,015,463 Y N Jan-22
BORTHWICH PARK CREEK IMPROVEMENTS DESIGN &
CONST. 100,000 112,571 300,000 412,571 7,429 120,000 8,939 Y N Jun-22
STEPHEN STREET (NORWOOD) IMPROVEMENTS 250,000 233,750 233,750 233,750 - Y N Jun-22
NORWOOD LIBRARY STRATEGIC REVIEW & CONCEPT
PLAN 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 - N N Jun-22
GEORGE STREET UPGRADE 800,000 800,000 800,000 800,000 - N N Jun-22
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City of
Norwood
Payneham
FINANCIAL YEAR 2021-2022 MID-YEAR BUDGET REVIEW CAPITAL PROJECTS PROGRESS & Sepeen
2021-2022 Mid-Year Mid-Year Mid-Year Work-in- YTD Actuals |Has Project If Not, When |Has Project
Approved First Budget |Budget Budget Budget Progress as at |Total Project |by December|Commenced? |will Completed [Forecasted
Project Description Budget Update Request Transfer Update 30 June 2021 |Budget 2021 (Y/N) Commence? |(Y/N)? Completion Date
HANNAFORD RESERVE MASTERPLAN 35,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 2,321 Y N Jun-22
DON PYATT COMMUNITY HALL CHAIRS - 20,000 20,000 20,000 - N N Jun-22
LANGMAN GROVE ROAD RECONSTURCTION - 1,299,781 1,299,781 280,219 1,580,000 1,371,938 Y Y
CYCLING PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 2021-2026 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 3,640 Y N Jun-22
MEETING ROOMS UPGRADE 48,440 48,440 48,440 48,440 - N N Jun-22
DUNSTAN ADVERTURE PLAYGROUND REDEVELOPMENT 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 -3,768 N Jun-22
FLOAT FOR CHRISTMAS PAGENT 25,000 25,000 - N N Jun-22
THE PARADE MASTER PLAN 150,000 664,215 664,215 4,890 669,105 45,342 Y N Jun-22
LANGMAN GROVE TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT CONTROL 155,000 155,000 - Y N
Total 26,971,864 30,594,157 290,000 0 30,884,157 754,188 31,323,344 5,818,641
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2021-2022 Mid Year Budget Review

City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
175 The Parade, Norwood SA 5067

Telephone 8366 4555 City of

Facsimile 83326338 Norwood
Email townhall@npsp.sa.gov.au Payneham
Website WWW.Npsp.sa.gov.au & St Peters



City of
Norwood
Payneham
STATEMENT OF COMPREHENSIVE INCOME & St Peters
for the year ended 30 June 2022
Actual Actual Adopted Budget Revised Budget Variance /TDCet(L:j:rln\l()E?
2019-2020 2020-2021 2021-2022 2021-2022 2021
$ $ $
INCOME
36,181,201 36,287,820 Rates 37,810,867 37,790,867 (20,000) 18,906,569
1,595,430 1,751,114 Statutory charges 1,865,875 1,801,875 (64,000) 1,162,861
3,408,253 3,505,662 User charges 3,910,411 3,764,666 (145,745) 1,797,149
2,958,655 2,921,485 Grants, subsidies and contributions 2,883,167 2,963,167 80,000 1,551,153
87,981 18,786 Investment income 110,500 45,500 (65,000) 10,189
1,526,956 771,114 Other revenues 498,126 577,126 79,000 340,299
27,605 217,074 Net gain - joint ventures & associates 2,288 -
45,786,081 45,473,055 Total Revenues 47,081,234 46,943,201 (135,745) 23,768,220
EXPENSES
14,050,351 14,447,559 Employee costs 16,115,712 15,682,087 (433,625) 7,901,938
18,936,897 19,165,311 Materials, contracts & other expenses 18,920,993 19,460,885 539,892 8,923,845
404,968 454,465 Finance costs 730,000 730,000 - 276,305
9,503,233 9,968,299 Depreciation, amortisation & impairment 10,640,005 10,640,005 - 5,262,502
515,399 327,202 Net loss joint ventures and associates 203,305 244,908 41,603 -
43,410,847 44,362,836 Total Expenses 46,610,015 46,757,885 147,870 22,364,590
2,375,234 1,110,219 OPERATING SURPLUS / (DEFICIT) 471,219 185,316 (285,903) 1,403,630
(1,529,255) (1,145,242) Net gain (loss) on disposal or revaluation of assets 25,000 25,000 - -
- - Non-operating items - joint ventures and associates - - -
744,208 3,303,447 Amounts specifically for new or upgraded assets 5,540,707 6,172,517 631,810 -
- - Physical resources received free of charge - - - -
1,590,187 3,268,424 NET SURPLUS (DEFICIT) 6,036,926 6,382,833 345,907 1,403,630
3,542,270 12,045,839 Cha_nges in revaluation Surplus- infrastructure, property, plant & 2,000,000 2,000,000 i i
equipment
12,526 5388 Share_ of Other comprehensive Income - joint ventures and ) i i i
associates
3,554,796 12,051,227 TOTAL OTHER COMPREHENSIVE INCOME 2,000,000 2,000,000 - -
5,144,982 15,319,651 TOTAL COMPREHENSIVE INCOME 8,036,926 8,382,833 345,907 1,403,630
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Actual Actual
2019-2020 2020-2021
$ $
9,177,369 7,070,828
2,889,164 3,699,322
12,066,533 10,770,150
104,780 104,044
2,463,297 2,207,035
476,469,020 507,904,397
17,891,485 2,509,203
496,928,582 512,724,679
508,995,115 523,494,829
7,309,501 8,006,434
1,651,032 971,642
3,134,785 3,325,976
12,095,318 12,304,052
10,356,769 9,391,818
1,159,734 1,328,251
1,396,501 1,164,265
12,913,004 11,884,334
25,008,322 24,188,386
483,986,793 499,306,443
56,825,014 60,098,826
427,161,779 439,207,617
483,986,793 499,306,443

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL POSITION

as at 30 June 2020

ASSETS
Current Assets
Cash and cash equivalents
Trade & other receivables
Total Current Assets

Non-current Assets
Financial Assets
Equity accounted investments in Council businesses
Infrastructure, Property, Plant & Equipment
Other Non-current Assets
Total Non-current Assets
Total Assets

LIABILITIES
Current Liabilities
Trade & Other Payables
Borrowings
Short-term Provisions
Total Current Liabilities

Non-current Liabilities

Long-term Borrowings

Long-term Provisions

Liability - Equity accounted Council businesses
Total Non-current Liabilities

Total Liabilities

NET ASSETS

EQUITY

Accumulated Surplus

Asset Revaluation Reserve

TOTAL EQUITY

City of
Norwood
Payneham
& St Peters

Adopted Budget Revised Budget Variance Al‘DCet(l:J:rln\l()ErD

2021-2022 2021-2022
2021
$ $

1,359,355 5,139,880 3,780,525 7,807,455
2,772,165 2,799,096 26,931 18,662,275
4,131,520 7,938,977 3,807,457 26,469,730

44,587 104,044 59,457 -
2,546,299 2,246,146 (300,153) 2,495,860
519,456,645 527,617,342 8,160,697 496,765,411
522,047,531 529,967,532 7,920,001 499,261,271
526,179,051 537,906,509 11,727,458 525,731,001
5,175,046 7,195,916 2,020,870 23,198,183
945,921 931,098 (14,823) (473,544)
2,960,805 2,948,347 - 1,651,065
9,081,772 11,075,361 2,006,047 24,375,704
16,659,577 16,580,645 - 10,322,917
1,159,951 1,193,655 1 2,912,492
1,837,980 1,367,570 (470,410) 1,348,350
19,657,508 19,141,870 (470,409) 14,583,759
28,739,280 30,217,231 1,535,638 38,959,463
497,439,771 507,689,278 10,191,819 486,771,538
66,277,990 66,481,658 203,668 59,609,760
431,161,781 441,207,620 - 427,161,779
497,439,771 507,689,278 203,668 486,771,539
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STATEMENT OF CHANGES IN EQUITY

for the year ended 30 June 2022

Actual Actual
2019-2020 2020-2021
$ $
ACCUMULATED SURPLUS
55,222,301 56,825,014 Balance at end of previous reporting period
1,590,187 3,268,424 Net Result for Year
- - Other Comprehensive Income
12,526 5,388 Share_ of other Comprehensive income - joint ventures and
associates
56,825,014 60,098,826 Balance at end of period
ASSET REVALUATION RESERVE
423,619,509 427,161,779 Balance at end of previous reporting period
3,542,270 12,045,839 Gain on revaluation of infrastructure, property, plant & equipment
427,161,779 439,207,618 Balance at end of period
483,986,793 499,306,444 TOTAL EQUITY AT END OF REPORTING PERIOD

City of
Norwood
Payneham
& St Peters

Adopted Budget Revised Budget Variance Al‘DCet(l:J:rln\l()ErD

2021-2022 2021-2022
2021
$

60,241,064 60,098,825 - 60,098,826
6,036,926 6,382,833 345,907 1,403,630
66,277,990 66,481,658 345,907 61,502,456
429,161,781 439,207,620 - 439,207,618
2,000,000 2,000,000 - -
431,161,781 441,207,620 - 439,207,618
497,439,771 507,689,278 345,907 500,710,074
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City of
Norwood
Payneham
STATEMENT OF CASH FLOWS & St Peters
for the year ended 30 June 2022
Actual Adopted Budget Revised Budget . Actual YTD
Variance December
2019-2020 2020-2021 2021-2022 2021-2022 2021
CASH FLOWS FROM OPERATING ACTIVITIES $
Receipts
46,202,352 42,414,473 Operating receipts 46,674,130 47,797,927 1,123,797 23,758,031
87,981 2,755,845 Investment receipts 110,500 45,500 (65,000) 10,189
Payments
(32,515,736) (32,620,886) Operating payments to suppliers & employees (33,377,348) (36,465,715) (3,088,367) (14,671,019)
(406,609) (447,160) Finance Payments (730,000) (730,000) - (276,305)
13,367,988 12,102,272 Net Cash provided by (or used in) Operating Activities 12,677,282 10,647,711 (2,029,571) 8,820,896
CASH FLOWS FROM INVESTING ACTIVITIES
Receipts
1,164,734 2,625,998 Grants specifically for new or upgraded assets 5,540,707 6,172,517 631,810 -
50,739 25,659 Sale of replaced assets 25,000 25,000 - -
43,077 21,190 Repayments of loans by community groups - - - -
7,179 11,040 Capital contributed to associated entities - - - -
Payments
(8,919,370) (9,651,815) Expenditure on renewal/replacement of assets (11,653,096) (11,453,664) 199,432 (782,002)
(13,174,690) (5,507,612) Expenditure on new/upgraded assets (15,318,948) (14,430,625) 888,323 (699,036)
- - Loans made to community groups - - - -
(80,714) (80,714) Capital contributed to associated entities (80,714) (80,714) - (104,740)
(20,909,045) (12,556,254) Net Cash provided by (or used in) Investing Activities (21,487,051) (19,767,486) 1,719,565 (1,585,778)
CASH FLOWS FROM FINANCING ACTIVITIES
Receipts
6,500,000 - Proceeds from Borrowings 8,119,925 8,119,925 - -
Payments
(1,933,691) (1,652,559) Repayments of Borrowings (931,098) (931,098) - (514,087)
4,566,309 (1,652,559) Net Cash provided by (or used in) Financing Activities 7,188,827 7,188,827 - (514,087)
(2,974,748) (2,106,541) Net Increase (Decrease) in cash held (1,620,942) (1,930,948) (310,006) 6,721,031
12,152,118 9,177,369 Cash & cash equivalents at beginning of period 2,980,297 7,070,828 1 7,070,828
9,177,370 7,070,828 Cash & cash equivalents at end of period 1,359,355 5,139,880 (310,005) 13,791,859
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UNIFORM PRESENTATION OF FINANCES

for the year ended 30 June 2022

(44,362,836) less Expenses

1,110,219 Operating Surplus / (Deficit)

less Net Outlays on Existing Assets

Capital Expenditure on renewal and replacement of Existing
Assets

less Depreciation, Amortisation and Impairment

less Proceeds from Sale of Replaced Assets

less Net Outlays on New and Upgraded Assets

Capital Expenditure on New and Upgraded Assets

less Amounts received specifically for New and Upgraded
Assets

Proceeds from Sale of Surplus Assets

Actual Actual
2019-2020 2020-2021
45,786,081 45,473,055 Income
(43,410,847)
2,375,234
8,919,370 9,651,815
(9,503,233) (9,968,299)
(50,739) (25,659)
(634,602) (342,143)
13,174,690 5,507,612
(1,164,734) (2,625,998)
(7,179) (11,040)
12,002,777 2,870,574
(8,992,942)

(1,418,212) Net Lending / (Borrowing) for Financial Year

City of

Norwood

Payneham

& St Peters

Adopted Budget Revised Budget Variance Al‘DC(;[(l:J:rln\t()ErD

2021-2022 2021-2022
2021

47,081,234 46,943,201 (138,033) 23,768,220
(46,610,015) (46,757,885) (147,870) (22,364,590)
471,219 185,316 (285,903) 1,403,630
11,653,096 11,453,664 (199,432) 782,002
(10,640,005) (10,640,005) - (5,262,502)
(25,000) (25,000) - -
988,091 788,659 (199,432) (4,480,500)
15,318,948 14,430,625 (888,323) 699,036
(5,540,707) (6,172,517) (631,810) -
9,778,241 8,258,108 (1,520,133) 699,036
(10,295,113) (8,861,451) 1,433,662 5,185,094




Actual
2019-2020

5%

28%

113%

2,375,234

12,837,009

1%

61%

6%

FINANCIAL RATIOS
for the year ended 30 June 2022

Actual Adopted Budget Revised Budget
2020-2021 2021-2022 2021-2022

Operating Ratio
2% QOperating Result 1% 0%
Total Operating Revenue
Net Financial Liabilities Ratio
29% Net Financial Liabilities 52% 47%
Total Operating Revenue
Asset Sustainability Ratio
124% Net Asset Renewals 140% 138%
Infrastructure & Asset Management Plan required expenditure
Net asset renewals expenditure is defined as net capital expenditure on the renewal and replacement of existing assets,
Recommended for disclosure by Local Government
Association

1,110,219 Operating Surplus/(Deficit) 471,219 185,316
Being the operating surplus (deficit) before capital amounts .
13,314,192 Net Financial Liabilities 24,563,173 22,174,210

Net Financial Liabilities are defined as total liabilities less financial assets (excluding equity accounted investments in
Interest Cover Ratio

1% Net Interest Expense 2% 2%
Total Operating Revenue less Investment Income
Asset Consumption Ratio

55% Carrying value of depreciable assets 58% 60%

Gross value of depreciable assets
Total carrying value of depreciable assets divided by total reported value of depreciable assets before
Requested by Council
Debt Repayment to Rate Revenue Ratio

6% Debt Servicing 4% 4%
Rate Revenue

City of
Norwood
Payneham
& St Peters

Actual YTD
December
2021

6%

53%

na

1,403,630

12,489,733

1%

55%

4%



City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Agenda for the Meeting of Council to be held on 7 March 2022
Corporate & Finance — Item 11.5

11.5 2022-2023 FEES AND CHARGES

REPORT AUTHOR;: Financial Services Manger
GENERAL MANAGER: General Manager, Corporate Services
CONTACT NUMBER: 83664585

FILE REFERENCE: A334672

ATTACHMENTS: A

PURPOSE OF REPORT

The purpose of this report is to provide the Council with the Draft 2022-2023 Fees and Charges Schedule,
which, following its adoption “in principle”, will be used as a basis for calculating the revenue components for
the draft 2022-2023 Annual Budget.

BACKGROUND
Section 188 of the Local Government Act 1999 (the Act), states the following in respect to fees and charges:

(1) A council may impose fees and charges—
(a) for the use of any property or facility owned, controlled, managed or maintained by the council;
(b) for services supplied to a person at his or her request;
(c) for carrying out work at a person's request;
(d) for providing information or materials, or copies of, or extracts from, council records;
(e) inrespect of any application to the council;
(H inrespect of any authorisation, licence or permit granted by the council,
(g) inrespect of any matter for which another Act provides that a fee fixed under this Act is to be payable;
(h) inrelation to any other prescribed matter.

The majority of fees and charges which are administered by the Council. are levied under various legislation
(ie statutory charges), such as the Development Act 1993, the Dog and Cat Management Act 1995 and the
Local Government Act 1999. Other fees and charges arise from various policies which have been adopted by
the Council. For example, the Outdoor Dining Policy and On-Street Parking Permit Policy, are based on a
user pays principle with respect to the provision of those particular services.

Pursuant to Section 188(6) of the Act, the Council must keep a list of the fees and charges on public display
at the Principal Office of the Council. The Council publishes the schedule of fees and charges on the Council’s
website.

As part of the annual budget preparation process, a review is undertaken of the fees and charges which are
levied by the Council for the use of facilities and the provision of services. Any increases (or decrease) in fees
and charges which are set by legislation are determined by the State Government and will be incorporated
upon gazetting.

RELEVANT POLICIES & STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS

In line with the Council’'s Fees & Charges Policy, the Council adopts a Fees and Charges Schedule on an
annual basis and they are separated into Statutory and User Charges. Where the Council's Fees and Charges
are not of a statutory nature (i.e. discretionary fees), the Council applies the principle of “user pays” where
possible, in order to recover the full cost of operating or providing the service or goods to ensure that there is
reasonable level of “user pays”, which in turn reduces the charge on ratepayers for the cost of providing these
facilities and services. Where it can be demonstrated that citizens are unable to meet the full cost, concessions

may apply.

The Outcomes and Objectives of City Plan 2030: Shaping our Future do not specifically address fees and
charges, however the general principles of Community Well-Being are taken into account in setting the
discretionary fees and charges.
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Agenda for the Meeting of Council to be held on 7 March 2022
Corporate & Finance — Item 11.5

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

Where the Council has the power to set the fees and charges (discretionary fees and charges), as endorsed
by the Council at its meeting held on 17 January 2022, it is adopted that discretionary fees and charges are
increased by 2% at a minimum, or at market value.

Generally, the recommended increases are in line with the Budget Parameters. In the cases where the
minimum increase has not been met, the reasons for the lower increase are:

rounding, for ease of cash handling;
the fee in question is rarely charged but required to be set pursuant to the Local Government Act 1999;

e the proposed increase would result in a minor increase. In these instances, the fee is increased on a
cyclical basis of every three (3) to five (5) years; and

e determination that the market could not bear an increase.

EXTERNAL ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS

This report provides information on the fees and charges of the Council for the year ended 30 June 2023 and
are not expected to have any significant external economic impact.

SOCIAL ISSUES
Nil
CULTURAL ISSUES
Nil
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
Nil
RESOURCE ISSUES
Nil
RISK MANAGEMENT
Nil
CONSULTATION
e Elected Members
The Council set the parameters for the Fees and Charges Schedule at its meeting held onl17 January

2022.

e Community
Not Applicable.

o Staff
Responsible Officers and General Managers.

e Other Agencies
Not Applicable
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Agenda for the Meeting of Council to be held on 7 March 2022
Corporate & Finance — Item 11.5

DISCUSSION

In general, user fees and charges are reviewed taking into consideration the anticipated inflation rate and the
cost which is incurred by the Council to provide the service or the facility, market rates for similar services and
ease of cash handling, through rounding of any proposed increases or deferring increases. At its meeting held
on 17 January 2022, the Council adopted the general guideline that user fees and charges be increased by
2% at a minimum, or at market value. The proposed general increase of 2% was determined with reference
to the anticipated combined impact of the inflation rate associated with goods and services and salaries and
wages increase for the 2022-2023 Financial Year.

Fees and Charges incorporate statutory charges which are set by legislation or by Policies which are adopted
by the Council and discretionary user fees and charges which are based on user pay principles. As detailed
in Figure 1 below, for the 2021-2022 financial year, discretionary user charges represent 10% of total revenue,
with the major portion of this revenue from the fees and charges set by the Council. User Fee income is mostly
derived from user fees charged by the St Peters Child Care Centre & Pre-school. Given that income from the
Council’s Business Service units (i.e. St Peters Child Care Centre & Pre-school, Norwood Concert Hall and
the Swimming Centres) represents 7% of the total, any increase or decrease in User Charges from other
services or programs, will not have a significant impact on the Council’'s income from user fees and charges.

FIGURE 1 - USER CHARGES AS A PERCENTAGE OF REVENUE

Statutory Charges
4%

/ /.

acility Hire
0,

Other User Charges
1%

As stated earlier, for the most part, the recommended increases are in line with the Budget Parameters which
were endorsed by the Council at its meeting held on 17 January 2022. The proposed changes which are not
in line with the budget parameter of 2% (excluding rounding) and the reasons for not applying the budget
parameter are detailed below.
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Community Care Charges

e As part of Community Care program, the Council provides the Gutter Cleaning service and charges $16
per hour. However the cost to the Council is higher to provide Gutter Cleaning service for two stories
house or house with access problem. It is proposed to charge $20 per hour for Specialist Gutter Cleaning.

¢ When the Council organise Movies Excursions, the cost is lower to the Council compared to other
excursions due to the Council organising the Movies Excursions locally. It is proposed to separate the
charges for Movie Excursions from other Excursions to reflect the cost to the Council.

e |t is proposed to increase the lunch at the Pub from $10 per person to $15 per person, equal to the
cumulative impact of prior year’s indexation factors which had not been applied previously.

St Peters Child Care Centre & Preschool

It is proposed to increase the daily charges from $105 to $110, in line with the rising industry prices.

Norwood Concert Hall

Front of House charges have increased in line with increase in hourly staff charges. This requires an increase
in the charge passed on to hirers from $60.00 to $65.00 per hour.

Technician charges have increased in line with increase in hourly technician charges. This requires an increase
in the charge passed on to hirers from $70.00 to $75.00 per hour and $140.00 to $150.00 per hour for
technician between 1am to 7am.

Council Document Retrieval

The Normal and Urgent Archived Retrieval Fees is consolidated into a single charge at $35 per search for
2021-2022 Financial Year. As a result of the time taken to retrieve documents from the Councils offsite storage
facility is approximately 2-3 days, it was difficult to achieve a 24 hour turn around during 2020-2021 Financial
Year. The storage service provider has been adapted to Covid-19 situation and can retrieve the archived
materials within 24 hours, it is proposed to charge separate fees for the Normal and Urgent Archived Retrieval
Fees for 2022-2023 Financial Year by applying 50% of administration cost on top of the cost charged by the
storage service provider to the Council. As such, it is proposed to reduce the Normal Archived Retrieval Fee
from $35 to $25.00 and increase the Urgent Archived Retrieval Fee from $35 to $50. It should be noted that
this fee is utilised approximately 50-100 times in a year.

A copy of the proposed 2022-2023 Fees and Charges including comparative data are contained in
Attachment A.

OPTIONS

The Council has the option of adopting “in principle” the proposed fees and charges as contained in Attachment
A or make amendments to the proposed fees as the Council sees fit.

CONCLUSION

The recommended Fees and Charges for 2022-2023 have been set at an appropriate level for users and
consumers and are not expected to ‘price’ the hire of facilities/cost of services out of the market and beyond
the reach of citizens.

COMMENTS

This report does not cover statutory fees that are charged under legislation as the Council cannot vary these
fees and charges.

In relation to Statutory Fees and Charges, the actual fee increases imposed under Acts will remain unknown
until the State Government has set its 2022-2023 Budget which is expected to be in May 2022.
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RECOMMENDATION

That the Draft Schedule of Fees and Charges for the 2022-2023 Financial Year set out in Attachment A be
adopted “in principle”.
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Attachments - Item 11.5
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Attachment A

2022-2023 Fees and Charges

City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
175 The Parade, Norwood SA 5067

Telephone 8366 4555 City of

Facsimile 83326338 Norwood
Email townhall@npsp.sa.gov.au Payneham
Website WWW.Npsp.sa.gov.au & St Peters



City of Norwood, Payneham & St Peters (as required by Section 188 (6) Local Government Act 1999)

Schedule of Fees and Charges (including GST where applicable) - Applicable from 1 July 2022 (FOR INTERNAL USE - NOT FOR PUBLIC REGISTER)

A1

City of
Norwoo(
aynehan
& St Peter

%

. . Calculated Proposed Fees &
Charges in Previous Years Increase 1.75% Charges Incrl(Decr.) Unit 2022-2023
Proposed
2016-2017 | 2017-2018 | 2018-2019 | 2019-2020 2020-2021 2021-2022 102.00% 2022-2023 This Year Conditions/Comments
Permits and Authorisations for Use of Council Land and Roads
Authorisation to Alter and Use a Public Road / Footpath
Temporary and Semi-Permanent Structures Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil
Permanent Structures N/A By negotiation | By negotiation By negotiation By negotiation

Mobile Food Vendor Permit Fee

Mobile Food Vendor Sites $200.00 $200.00 $200.00 $200.00 $204.00 $200.00 0.00 month

Private or Other Authorised Event $50.00 $50.00 $50.00 $55.00 $56.10 $55.00 0.00 day
Stallholders Permit Fee

General $150.00 $150.00 $150.00 $155.00 $158.10 $155.00 0.00 day

Not-for-profit / Community $50.00 $50.00 $50.00 $55.00 $56.10 $55.00 0.00 day
Permlt.for Commercial Filming & Photography on Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil
Council Land
Tennis Courts Hire
Tennis Courts - Payneham Oval - General Public

i Hire of the Payneham Oval Tennis Courts won't be managed or charged by the Council following the
Weekdays 8.00-10.00am $1050 | $1050 $1050 $1050 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 HUY o upgrade - it wil be managed by the Club through Book-a-Court & the Club will retain any profits.
per hour/ per
court
Weekdays 10.00am-5.00pm $10.50 $10.50 $10.50 $10.50 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 As above
Evenings after 5.00pm $10.50 $10.50 $10.50 $10.50 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 As above
Weekends and public holidays $10.50 $10.50 $10.50 $10.50 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 As above
Key Deposit $50.00 $50.00 $50.00 $50.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 per use As above
Tennis Courts - Payneham Oval - Tennis Clubs
IIiEqahsttsAdelame Payneham Tennis Club ((EAPTC) without $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 As above
East Adelaide Payneham Tennis Club (EAPTC) with lights $5.50 $5.50 $5.50 $5.50 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 As above
per hour/ per

Other Tennis Clubs - Without Lights $8.00 $4.00 $4.00 $4.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 court As above
Other Tennis Clubs - With Lights $7.50 $7.50 $7.50 $7.50 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 As above
Other Tennis Clubs (Junior rates) - Without Lights $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 As above
Other Tennis Clubs (Junior rates) - With Lights $5.50 $5.50 $5.50 $5.50 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 As above
Tennis Courts - Joslin Reserve
General Public - casual use Free Free Free Free Free Free Free Free N/A
Reserve Hirers Free Free Free Free Free Free Free Free N/A
Tennis Clubs or Coaches Not allowed | Not allowed Not allowed Not allowed Free Free Free Free N/A
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Council Licences
Hoardings - Temporary Public Space Occupancy
Public Space Occupancy $3.50 $3.50 $3.50 $3.50 $3.50 $3.50 $3.55 $3.50 0.00|per square metre Fee remains unchanged
fZ‘;b"c Space Occupancy - urgent or after hours processing $57.00 | $57.00 $57.00 $57.00 $60.00 $60.00 | $61.20 $60.00 0.00 | per application Fee remains unchanged
Public Space Occupancy - Application Fee (New) $35.00 $35.00 $35.70 $35.00 0.00 Fee remains unchanged
Public Space Occupancy - Skip Bin Authorisations $62.00 $62.00 $62.00 $62.00 $65.00 $65.00 $66.30 $65.00 0.00 | per application Fee remains unchanged
Parking Permits - Resident & Visitor Permit (New/Renewal) - Resident only Parking Areas
Residential Parking Permits - First Permit $25.00 $25.00 $25.00 $25.00 $25.00 $25.00 $25.50 $25.00 0.00|per year
Residential Parking Permits - Second Permit §50.00 §50.00 §50.00 $50.00 $50.00 §$50.00 $51.00 $50.00 0.00 [per year
Re5|dlent|al Pensioner and Ful time student permit - First 50% rebate| 50% rebate 50% rebate|  50% rebate 50% rebate 50% rebate| 50% rebate 50% rebate per year
Permit (50% Rebate)
Re3|dlent|al Pensioner and Full time student permi - Second 50% rebate| 50% rebate 50% rebate|  50% rebate 50% rebate 50% rebate| 50% rebate 50% rebate per year
Permit (50% Rebate)
Residential Replacement Permit $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.20 $10.00 0.00|per year
Parking Permits - Resident & Visitor Permit (New/Renewal) - Time Limited Parking Areas
Residential Parking Permits - First Permit Free Free Free Free Free Free Free Free per year
Residential Parking Permits - Second Permit $25.00 $25.00 $25.00 $25.00 $25.00 $25.00 $25.50 $25.00 0.00|per year
Residential Pensioner and Full time student permit - First Free Free Free Free Free Free Free Fes er vear
Permit (50% Rebate) pery
ReS|dlent|aI Pensioner and Ful ime student permit - Second 50% rebate| 50% rebate 50% rebate|  50% rebate 50% rebate 50% rebate| 50% rebate 50% rebate per year
Permit (50% Rebate)
Residential Replacement Permit $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.20 $10.00 0.00 |per year
Local Government Act 1999 - purchase of those Council Documents prescribed to be made available (no charge for inspection)
Parking Register [ s1500] 1500 $15.00 | $15.00 | $20.00 | $2000 | $20.40 | $20.00 | 0.00]per volume
Statutory Fees
Dog & Cat Management Act 1995
Registration guide dog Free Free Free Free Free Free Free Free per dog No Change
Standard Dog (Desexed & Mircochipped) $35.00 $35.00 $37.50 $37.50 $38.25 $37.50
Non Standard Dog Registration $70.00 $70.00 $70.00 $70.00 $75.00 $75.00 $76.50 $75.00 0.00 |per dog No Change
Impounding $50.00 $150.00 $150.00 $150.00 $153.00 $150.00 0.00]|per dog No Change
Rebates applicable on dog registrations listed above

Pensioner/Concession Card Holder 50% rebate| 50% rebate 50% rebate|  50% rebate 50% rebate 50% rebate| 50% rebate 50% rebate per dog No Change
Dog Registration Late Payment Fee $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $15.00 $15.30 $15.00 0.00 [per dog
Replacement disc, per disc $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.20 $10.00 0.00 [per dog
Norwood Town Hall Common Charges
Local Government Act 1999 - purchase of those Council Documents prescribed to be made available (no charge for inspection)
A4 black & white, > 30 pages (first 30 free) $0.50 $0.50 $0.50 $0.50 $0.50 $0.50 $0.50 $0.50 0.00 |per page No Change
A3 black & white, > 20 pages (first 20 free) $0.50 $0.50 $0.50 $0.50 $0.50 $0.50 $0.50 $0.50 0.00|per page No Change
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Sales
Heritage ltems
50 Years of Kensington & Norwood $15.00 $15.00 $15.00 $15.00 $15.00 $15.00 $15.30 $15.00 0.00|per book
Down at the Local: A History of Hotels $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $20.40 $20.00 0.00]per book
Payneham Garden Village to City $10.50 $10.50 $10.50 $10.50 $10.50 $10.50 $10.70 $10.50 0.00|per book
St Peters A Suburban Town $10.50 $10.50 $10.50 $10.50 $10.50 $10.50 $10.70 $10.50 0.00 per book
Portrait of People & Places (hard cover) $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.20 $10.00 0.00 | per book
Payneham Cemetery Walk Guide $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 $3.05 $3.00 0.00|per book
Portrait of People & Places (soft cover) $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.20 $10.00 0.00 | per book
Kent Town Walk Guide $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 $3.05 $3.00 0.00 [per book
Norwood Walk Guide $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 $3.05 $3.00 0.00 [per book
Kensington Walk Guide $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 $3.05 $3.00 0.00 [per book
Towers, Turrets & Spires $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $20.40 $20.00 0.00 [per book
Hall Hire
Payneham Community Centre
Tier one: NPSP Community Groups
Main Hall

Daily Rate $21.00 $22.00 $22.00 $22.00 $22.50 $23.00 $23.50 $23.50 2.17|per day

Hourly Rate $6.00 $6.50 $6.50 $6.50 $6.50 $7.00 $7.00 $7.00 0.00 [per hour
Small Hall

Daily Rate $17.00 $17.50 $17.50 $17.50 $18.00 $18.50 $19.00 $19.00 2.70| per day

Hourly Rate $5.00 $5.50 $5.50 $6.00 $6.00 $6.50 $6.50 $6.50 0.00 [per hour
Rooms

Daily Rate $11.00 $15.00 $15.00 $15.00 $15.50 $16.00 $16.50 $16.50 3.13 [per day

Hourly Rate $4.00 $4.50 $4.50 $4.50 $4.50 $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 0.00 [per hour
Meeting Room

Hourly Rate $4.00 $4.00 $4.00 $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 0.00 [per hour
Tier 2: Non profit group - Non local community group
Main Hall

Daily Rate $80.00 $80.00 $80.00 $80.00 $80.00 $81.50 $83.00 $83.00 1.84|per day

Hourly Rate $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $21.00 $21.50 $21.00 0.00 [per hour
Small Hall

Daily Rate $65.00 $65.00 $65.00 $65.00 $66.00 $67.00 $68.50 $68.00 1.49|per day

Hourly Rate $17.00 $17.00 $17.00 $17.00 $17.00 $17.50 $18.00 $18.00 2.86 | per hour
Rooms

Daily Rate $42.00 $43.00 $43.00 $43.00 $44.00 $45.00 $46.00 $46.00 2.22 |per day

Hourly Rate $11.00 $11.50 $11.50 $11.50 $11.50 $12.00 $12.00 $12.00 0.00 [per hour
Meeting Room

Hourly Rate $7.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.50 $10.50 $10.50 0.00|per hour
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Payneham Community Centre (Cont.)
Tier 3: Private functions / event based hire / commercial:
Monday to Friday
Main Hall
Private Celebrations $25.00 $25.00 $25.00 $25.50 $26.00 $26.00 1.96 |per hour
Workshops, Training, Meetings $27.50 $27.50 $28.00 $28.50 $29.00 $29.00 1.75|per hour
All Other Hires - Daily (Monday to Friday) $108.00 $115.00 $115.00 $115.00 $117.00 $119.00 $121.50 $121.00 1.68|per day
All Other Hires - Hourly (Monday to Friday) $28.00 $30.00 $30.00 §30.00 $30.00 §31.00 §31.50 $31.50 1.61|per hour
All Other Hires - Daily Rate (Weekend & Public Holida] ~ $215.00 $220.00 $225.00 $230.00 $235.00 $239.00 $244.00 $244.00 2.09[per day
All Other Hires - Hourly Rate (Weekend & Public Holid| $57.00 $55.00 $55.00 §55.00 $55.00 §$56.00 §57.00 §$57.00 1.79|per hour
Small Hall
Private Celebrations $22.50 $22.50 $23.00 $23.50 $24.00 $24.00 2.13|per hour
Workshops, Training, Meetings $25.00 $25.00 $25.00 $26.00 $26.50 $26.50 1.92|per hour
All Other Hires - Daily (Monday to Friday) $89.00 §100.00 §100.00 $100.00 $102.00 $104.00 $106.00 $106.00 1.92|per day
All Other Hires - Hourly (Monday to Friday) $23.00 $25.00 $25.00 $25.00 $25.00 $26.00 $26.50 $26.50 1.92|per hour
All Other Hires - Daily Rate (Weekend & Public Holida] ~ $180.00 §190.00 §190.00 $195.00 §$200.00 $203.50 $207.50 $207.50 1.97 | per day
All Other Hires - Hourly Rate (Weekend & Public Holid| $45.00 $45.00 $45.00 $45.00 $46.00 $47.00 $48.00 $48.00 2.13[per hour
Rooms
Private Celebrations $15.00 $15.00 $15.00 $16.00 $16.50 $16.50 3.13[per hour
Workshops, Training, Meetings $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $21.00 $21.50 $21.50 2.38[per hour
All Other Hires - Daily (Monday to Friday) $77.00 $80.00 $80.00 $80.00 $80.00 $81.50 $83.00 $83.00 1.84|per day
All Other Hires - Hourly (Monday to Friday) $19.00 $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $21.00 $21.50 $21.50 2.38 [per hour
All Other Hires - Daily Rate (Weekend & Public Holida] ~ $148.00 $155.00 $155.00 $155.00 $160.00 $163.00 $166.50 $166.50 2.15|per day
All Other Hires - Hourly Rate (Weekend & Public Holid| $38.00 $40.00 $40.00 $40.00 $40.00 $41.00 $42.00 $42.00 2.44 [per hour
Meeting Room
Hourly Rate $11.00 $15.00 $15.00 $15.00 $15.00 $16.00 $16.50 $16.50 3.13[per hour
Payneham Community Facilities - Payneham Library Complex
Tier one: NPSP Community Groups - MONDAY TO SUNDAY
Payneham Hall
Daily Rate $89.00 $91.00 $91.00 $95.00 $95.00 $96.50 $98.45 $98.00 1.55|per hour
Hourly Rate $22.00 $23.00 $23.00 $25.00 $25.00 $25.50 $26.00 $26.00 1.96|per hour
Torrens & Trinity Room
Daily Rate $33.00 $34.00 $34.00 §$35.00 $35.00 $35.50 $36.20 $36.00 1.41|per day
Hourly Rate $9.00 $9.00 $9.00 $9.00 $9.00 $10.00 $10.20 $10.00 0.00|per hour
Tier 2: Not for profit group - Non local community group - Government - MONDAY TO SUNDAY
Payneham Hall
Private Celebrations $40.00 $40.00 $45.00 $45.00 $46.00 $46.90 $47.00 2.17 | per hour
Workshops, Training, Meetings $50.00 $50.00 $55.00 $55.00 $56.00 $57.10 $57.00 1.79|per hour
All Other Hires - daily rate $265.00 $265.00 §$265.00 $275.00 $280.00 $285.00 $290.70 $290.00 1.75|per day
All Other Hires - hourly rate $70.00 $65.00 $65.00 $70.00 $70.00 $71.00 $72.40 $72.00 1.41|per hour
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Payneham Community Facilities - Payneham Library Complex (Cont.
Torrens & Trinity Room
Private Celebrations $15.00 $15.00 $15.00 $15.00 $16.00 $16.30 $16.00 0.00 {per hour
Workshops, Training, Meetings $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $21.00 $21.40 $21.00 0.00|per hour
All Other Hires - daily rate $88.00 $90.00 $90.00 $90.00 $90.00 $92.00 $93.85 $93.00 1.09|per day
All Other Hires - hourly rate $22.00 $22.50 $22.50 $22.50 $22.50 $23.00 $23.45 $23.00 0.00]per hour
Tier 3: Private functions / event based hire / commercial - MONDAY TO SUNDAY
Payneham Hall
Private Celebrations $125.00 $125.00 $130.00 $130.00 $132.00 $134.65 $134.00 1.52|per hour
Workshops, Training, Meetings §150.00 §150.00 $155.00 §155.00 $157.50 $160.65 $160.00 1.59|per hour
All Other Hires - daily rate $590.00 $610.00 $610.00 $625.00 $625.00 $635.00 $647.70 $647.00 1.89|per day
All Other Hires - hourly rate $145.00 §150.00 §150.00 $155.00 §$155.00 $158.00 $161.15 $161.00 1.90|per hour
Torrens & Trinity Room
Private Celebrations $45.00 $45.00 $45.00 $45.00 $46.00 $46.90 $47.00 2.17 | per hour
Workshops, Training, Meetings $60.00 $60.00 $60.00 $60.00 $61.00 $62.20 $62.00 1.64 | per hour
All Other Hires - daily rate $237.00 §$250.00 §$250.00 $255.00 §$255.00 $259.50 $264.70 $265.00 2.12[per day
All Other Hires - hourly rate $65.00 $65.00 $65.00 $65.00 $65.00 $66.00 $67.30 $67.00 1.52|per hour
St Peters Library
Tier one: NPSP Community Groups - MONDAY TO SUNDAY
Banquet Hall
Daily Rate $89.00 $95.00 $95.00 $95.00 $95.00 $97.00 $98.95 $99.00 2.06 per day
Hourly Rate $24.00 $25.00 $25.00 $25.00 $25.00 $26.00 $26.50 $26.50 1.92|per hour
Meeting Room 1,2 & 3
Daily Rate $33.00 $35.00 $35.00 §$35.00 $35.00 §$36.00 $36.70 $36.50 1.39|per day
Hourly Rate $9.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.50 $10.70 $10.50 0.00 {per hour
Tier 2: Not for profit group - Non local community group - Government - MONDAY TO SUNDAY
Banquet Hall
Private Celebrations $30.00 $30.00 $30.00 $30.00 §$31.00 $31.60 $31.00 0.00|per hour
Workshops, Training, Meetings $37.50 $37.50 $37.50 $38.00 $38.50 $39.25 $38.50 0.00 per hour
All Other Hires - Daily $270.00 $265.00 $265.00 $270.00 $275.00 $280.00 $285.60 $280.00 0.00|per day
All Other Hires - Hourly $70.00 $65.00 $65.00 $65.00 $65.00 $66.00 $67.30 $66.00 0.00|per hour
Meeting Room 1,2 & 3
Daily Rate $88.00 $85.00 $85.00 $85.00 $85.00 $86.50 $88.25 $88.00 1.73|per day
Hourly Rate $26.00 $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $20.50 $20.90 $20.50 0.00|per hour
Tier 3: Private functions / event based hire | commercial - MONDAY TO SUNDAY
Banquet Hall
Private Celebrations $100.00 $100.00 $100.00 $102.00 $104.00 $106.10 $106.00 1.92|Per hour
Workshops, Training, Meetings $125.00 $125.00 $125.00 $125.00 $127.00 $129.55 $129.00 1.57|Per hour
All Other Hires - Daily $590.00 $610.00 $610.00 $625.00 $625.00 $636.00 $648.70 $648.00 1.89|per day
All Other Hires - Hourly $145.00 $150.00 $150.00 $150.00 $150.00 $153.00 $156.05 $156.00 1.96 |Per hour
Meeting Room 1,2 & 3
Daily Rate §173.00 §$180.00 §$180.00 $180.00 $180.00 $183.00 $186.65 $187.00 2.19|per day
Hourly Rate $45.00 $45.00 $45.00 $45.00 $45.00 $46.00 $46.90 $47.00 2.17|per hour




City of Norwood, Payneham & St Peters (as required by Section 188 (6) Local Government Act 1999)

Schedule of Fees and Charges (including GST where applicable) - Applicable from 1 July 2022 (FOR INTERNAL USE - NOT FOR PUBLIC REGISTER)

A6

City of
Norwoo(
aynehan
& St Peter

Calculated

Proposed Fees &

%

Charges in Previous Years Increase 1.75% Charges Incrl(Decr.) Unit 2022-2023
Proposed
2016-2017 | 2017-2018 2018-2019 | 2019-2020 2020-2021 2021-2022 102.00% 2022-2023 This Year Conditions/Comments

St Peters Youth Centre
Tier one: NPSP Community Groups
Monday to Friday

Daily Rate $42.00 $43.00 $43.00 $43.00 $44.00 $45.00 $46.00 $46.00 2.22|per day

Hourly Rate $11.00 $11.00 $11.00 $11.00 $11.00 $11.50 $12.00 $12.00 4.35|per hour
Weekend & Public Holiday

Daily Rate $80.00 $80.00 $80.00 $80.00 $82.00 $83.00 $85.00 $85.00 241 |per day

Hourly Rate $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $21.00 $21.00 $21.00 0.00|per hour
Tier 2: Not for profit group - Non local community group - Government
Private Celebrations $15.00 $15.00 $15.00 $15.00 $16.00 $16.00 $16.00 0.00|per hour
Workshops, Training and Meetings $25.00 $25.00 $25.00 $25.00 $26.00 $27.00 $27.00 3.85|per hour
All Other Hires - Daily Rate (Monday to Friday) $80.00 $80.00 §$80.00 $82.00 §$83.00 §$85.00 $85.00 2.41|per day
All Other Hires - Hourly Rate (Monday to Friday) $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $21.00 $21.00 $21.00 0.00|per hour
All Other Hires - Daily Rate (Weekend & Public Holidays) $163.00 $165.00 $165.00 $165.00 $168.00 $171.00 $174.00 $174.00 1.75|per day
All Other Hires - Hourly Rate (Weekend & Public Holidays) $45.00 $45.00 $45.00 $45.00 $46.00 $47.00 $48.00 $48.00 2.13|per hour
Tier 3: Private functions / event based hire | commercial
Private Celebrations - Hourly Rate $50.00 $50.00 $50.00 $51.00 $52.00 $53.00 $53.00 1.92|per hour
Workshops, Training and Meetings - Hourly Rate $75.00 $75.00 $75.00 $77.00 §$78.00 §$80.00 $80.00 2.56 [ per hour
All Other Hires - Daily Rate (Monday to Friday) $215.00 $215.00 $220.00 $225.00 $225.00 $229.00 $234.00 $234.00 2.18 [per day
All Other Hires - Hourly Rate (Monday to Friday) $55.00 $55.00 $55.00 $55.00 $55.00 $56.00 $57.00 $57.00 1.79|per hour
All Other Hires - Daily Rate (Weekend & Public Holidays) $380.00 $400.00 $410.00 $420.00 $425.00 $432.00 $441.00 $441.00 2.08 [per day
All Other Hires - Hourly Rate (Weekend & Public Holidays) $86.00 $100.00 $100.00 $100.00 $102.00 $104.00 $106.00 $106.00 1.92 |per hour
Common Fees and Charges
Security Deposit $450.00 $450.00 $450.00 $450.00 $450.00 $450.00 $459.00 $450.00 0.00|per booking
Audiovisual Equipment Security deposit (Payneham
Community F;‘cili;:ies - Pavneh:m Lri)brarv(Co);pIex) $600.00 $600.00 $600.00 $61200 VELULY
Key Deposit $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 0.00 |per key/card set
Booking Deposit $60.00 $60.00 $60.00 $60.00 $60.00 $60.00 $61.00 $60.00 0.00 [per booking
Bump In (min 2hrs) Min 2hr charge forMin 2hr charge | Min 2hr charge for | Min 2hr charge for cr':/zl;:gczehfror Min 2hr charge for’

room for room room room room room

Security Guard $55.00 | $60.00 $60.00 $60.00 $60.00 $60.00 | $61.00 $60.00 0.00 per hour
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Don Pyatt Community Hall
Community Organisations
Daily Hire 70.00 70.00 65.00 $22.00 $65.00 $70.00 $71.00 $70.00 0.00 per day
Hire Hourly Rate 7.50 15.00 15.00 $6.50 $15.00 $16.00 $16.00 $16.00 0.00 per hour
Local Community Group
Daily Hire $40.00 $41.00 $40.00 0.00
Hire Hourly Rate $8.50 $9.00 $9.00 5.88
Non Profit Organisations
Daily Hire $240.00 $90.00 $95.00 $97.00 $100.00 $110.00 $112.00 $110.00 0.00 per day
Hire Hourly Rate $60.00 $25.00 $25.00 $26.00 $27.00 $28.00 §$29.00 $28.00 0.00 per hour
Commercial Hire/Private Functions
Daily Hire 300.00 310.00 320.00 $330.00 $340.00 $360.00 $367.00 $360.00 0.00 per day
Hire Hourly Rate 75.00 75.00 80.00 $85.00 $90.00 $95.00 $97.00 $95.00 0.00 per hour
Common Fees & Charges
Security Deposit 500.00 500.00 550.00 | $550.00 | $560.00 | $570.00 | $581.00 | $570.00 | 000  perday
Norwood Concert Hall
Commercial Organisations - Cash Received in advance for future hire
Wedding Receptions 2,700.00 [ 2,750.00 2,810.00 $2,810 $2,860 $2,910 [ $2,968.00 $2,965 1.89|per day
Concerts 2,430.00 [ 2,500.00 2,560.00 $2,620 $2,670 $2,720 | $2,774.00 $2,770 1.84|per day
Cabarets & Dinner Dances 2,600.00 [ 2,650.00 2,710.00 $2,780 $2,830 $2,880 [ $2,938.00 $2,935 1.91|per day
Meetings - Day Hire 2,050.00 [ 2,050.00 2,090.00 $2,140 $2,180 $2,220 | $2,264.00 $2,260 1.80|per day
Meetings - 9am-2pm 900.00 900.00 920.00 $940 $960 $980 | $1,000.00 $1,000 2.04 [per day
Meetings - 5pm-10pm 1,150.00 1,200.00 1,220.00 $1,260 $1,280 $1,310 | $1,336.00 $1,335 1.91|per day
Trade Sales 2,210.00 [ 2,250.00 2,300.00 $2,350 $2,390 $2,430 | $2,479.00 $2,475 1.85|per day
Pre School Day Time Concerts 2,200.00 [ 2,300.00 2,450.00 $2,600 $2,670 $2,720 | $2,774.00 $2,770 1.84|per day
Non-profit Organisations
Concerts $2,180.00 | $2,250.00 $2,300.00 $2,360.00 $2,400.00 $2,440.00 | $2,489.00 $2,485.00 1.84 [per event
Cabarets & Dinner Dances $2,340.00 | $2,400.00 $2,450.00 $2,510.00 $2,560.00 $2,600.00 | $2,652.00 $2,650.00 1.92[per event
Meetings - Day Hire $1,850.00 | $1,850.00 $1,900.00 $1,930.00 $1,970.00 $2,000.00 | $2,040.00 $2,040.00 2.00 [per day
Meetings - 9am-2pm $800.00 $800.00 $820.00 $850.00 $860.00 $875.00 $893.00 $890.00 1.71|per day
Meetings - 5pm-10pm $1,035.00 | $1,100.00 $1,100.00 $1,120.00 $1,140.00 $1,160.00 | $1,183.00 $1,180.00 1.72|per day
Pre School Day Time Concerts $2,200.00 $2,200.00 $2,230.00 $2,270.00 $2,310.00 | $2,356.00 $2,355.00 1.95|per day




City of Norwood, Payneham & St Peters (as required by Section 188 (6) Local Government Act 1999)

Schedule of Fees and Charges (including GST where applicable) - Applicable from 1 July 2022 (FOR INTERNAL USE - NOT FOR PUBLIC REGISTER)

A8

City of
Norwoo(
aynehan
& St Peter

%

. . Calculated Proposed Fees &
Charges in Previous Years Increase 1.75% Charges Incrl(Decr.) Unit 2022-2023
Proposed
2016-2017 | 2017-2018 2018-2019 | 2019-2020 2020-2021 2021-2022 102.00% 2022-2023 This Year Conditions/Comments
Norwood Concert Hall (Cont.)
Community Organisations
Concerts 1,950.00 2,000.00 2,050.00 $2,100.00 $2,140.00 $2,180.00 | $2,224.00 $2,220.00 1.83|per day
Cabarets & Dinner Dances 2,100.00 2,100.00 2,150.00 $2,220.00 $2,230.00 $2,270.00 | $2,315.00 $2,315.00 1.98|per day
Meetings - Day Hire 1,640.00 1,650.00 1,650.00 $1,710.00 $1,710.00 $1,740.00 | $1,775.00 $1,775.00 2.01|per day
Meetings - 9am-2pm 720.00 750.00 750.00 $760.00 $775.00 $790.00 $806.00 $805.00 1.90|per day
Meetings - 5pm-10pm 920.00 950.00 975.00 $1,020.00 $1,040.00 $1,060.00 | $1,081.00 $1,080.00 1.89|per day
Pre School Day Time Concerts 1,760.00 1,850.00 1,900.00 $1,970.00 $2,010.00 $2,050.00 | $2,091.00 $2,090.00 1.95|per day
Common Fees & Charges
0, i 0, H

Security Deposit 1,000.00 1,000.00 | 50% of hire rate 50% of g;z 50% of hire rate|  50% of hire rate 50% of g: 50% of hire rate per booking
Front House Staff 49.00 50.00 50.00 §52.00 $56.00 §$60.00 §$61.00 $65.00 16.07 | per hour Increase in employment rates
Security 59.00 60.00 60.00 $62.00 $65.00 $68.00 $69.00 $70.00 7.69 | per hour Increase in employment rates
Rehearsal/Bump-in (other then day of hire) 125.00 125.00 130.00 $135.00 $140.00 $145.00 $148.00 $150.00 7.14 | per hour
Technician 59.00 60.00 60.00 $62.00 $67.00 $70.00 $71.00 $75.00 11.94| per hour In line with similar facilities
Technician (1am to 7.00am) 118.00 120.00 120.00 $124.00 $134.00 $140.00 $143.00 $150.00 11.94 [ per hour Double time
Park and Reserve Hire
Gatherings and Events
Not-for-profit / Community

Small Gathering Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil

Large Gathering $60.00 $65.00 $66.00 $67.32 $66.00 0.00|day

Event $240.00 $245.00 $250.00 $255.00 $250.00 0.00|day
Private / Commercial

Small Gathering Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil

Large Gathering $120.00 $130.00 $132.00 $134.64 $135.00 2.27|day

Event To be negotiated| To be negotiated| To be negotiated pe negotiated | To be negotiated
Short-Term Hire
Not-for-profit / Community

Sports Group Hire Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil

Dog Obedience Hire Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil

Fitness Group Hire Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil

Other Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil
Private / Commercial

Sports Group Hire $10.00 $10.50 $10.70 $10.91 $11.00 2.80[session

Dog Obedience Hire $10.00 $10.50 $10.70 $10.91 $11.00 2.80|week

Fitness Group Hire $10.00 $10.50 $10.70 $10.91 $11.00 2.80 [week

Other To be To be negotiated| To be negotiated | To be negotig To be negotiated

negotiated
Long-Term Hire T.O be To be negotiated| To be negotiated [ To be negotigf To be negotiated
negotiated

Common Fees & Charges
Key Bond (refundable) $50.00 $50.00 $50.00 $50.00 $50.00 $55.00 $56.10 $55.00 0.00|per key
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Swimming Centres
Adult $7.00 $7.00 $7.50 $7.50 $8.00 $8.00 $8.15 $8.00 0.00|per person
Concession $5.50 $5.50 $5.50 $6.00 $6.00 $6.00 $6.10 $6.00 0.00|per person
2- 4 years $2.50 $2.50 $2.50 $2.50 $3.00 $3.00 $3.05 $3.00 0.00|per person
Family Pass $20.00 $21.00 $21.50 $22.00 $22.50 $23.00 $23.45 $23.50 2.17|per pass
Schools - 45 minutes $2.50 $2.60 $2.60 $2.70 $2.80 $2.85 $2.90 $2.90 1.75|per person
Schools - 60 minutes §3.00 §3.10 $3.10 $3.20 $3.30 $3.35 $3.40 $3.40 1.49|per person
Schools - 90 minutes $3.50 $3.60 $3.60 $3.70 $3.80 $3.85 $3.95 $3.95 2.60|per person
Schools Recreation Swim $4.00 $4.00 $4.10 $4.20 $4.30 $4.40 $4.50 $4.50 2.27 | per person
School Recreation Swimming + 120 min $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 $5.50 $5.60 $5.70 $5.80 $5.80 1.75|per person
Vac Swim $4.00 $4.10 $4.20 $4.50 $4.60 $4.70 $4.80 $4.80 2.13[per person
Season Pass 7 Day $320.00 $325.00 $325.00 $335.00 $345.00 $350.00 $357.00 $357.00 2.00|per pass
Season Pass Family $720.00 $720.00 $720.00 $735.00 $750.00 $765.00 $780.30 $780.00 1.96 |per pass
Season Pass Concession $240.00 $245.00 $245.00 $250.00 $255.00 $260.00 $265.20 $265.00 1.92|per pass
20 Visit Pass $105.00 $105.00 $105.00 $110.00 $112.00 $114.00 $116.30 $117.00 2.63|per book
10 Visit Pass $65.00 $66.00 $67.30 $67.00 1.52
Centre Hire (per hour) - Norwood Pool $265.00 $270.00 $275.00 $280.00 $285.00 $290.00 $295.80 $300.00 3.45|per hour
Centre Hire (per hour) - Payneham Pool $330.00 $340.00 $345.00 $355.00 $362.50 $370.00 $377.40 $380.00 2.70|per hour
Lane Hire (per hour) - School or Other Groups See
also Pool éstry with)lane/pool hire below) P ( $20.50 $21.00 $21.50 $22.00 $22.50 $23.00 $23.45 $23.50 2.17|per hour
Swimming Club Lane Hire (per hour, See
o Poolgemry L Iane/pégl o bélow] ( $1050 | $1150 $12.00 $1250 $13.00 $1350 | $1375 $14.00 3.70|per hour
Pool entry with lane/pool hire (See also cost of lane hire b
Soou /s%imming cﬁj bog Ot:]er Srous above) Y $4.00 $4.50 $4.50 $4.50 $5.00 $5.10 $5.20 $5.20 1.96|per person
Swim Lessons $16.50 $17.00 $17.00 $17.50 $18.00 $18.50 $18.85 $19.00 2.70|per lesson
Water Polo $17000 |  $180.00 $18000 [ 18500 $190.00 $19500 |  $198.90 $200.00 2.56per hour
Spectators $5.50 $4.50 $4.50 $4.50 $4.50 $4.50 $4.60 $4.50 0.00 | per person
Cancellation Fee 40% hire cost 40% of hire fee|  40% of hire fee|40% of hire f§ 40% of hire fee
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Statutory Fees
Freedom of Information Act 1991
Application for Access to document $33.50 $34.25 $35.00 | As per statute As per statute As per statute As per statute As per statute per application
Informafion concerrﬂng personal affairs of the applicant - Free Free Free| As per statute As per statute As per statute s per statute As per statute per iitial two
first two hours dealing hours
Information concerning personal affairs of the applicant -
each 15 minutes spent by agency subsequent to first two $12.50 $12.80 $13.10 | As per statute As per statute As per statute [As per statute As per statute per 15 minute inte Set by Act not separately listed in schedule
hours
Informanoq not concerning personal affairs of the applicant $12.50 $12.80 $13.10 | As per statute As per statute As per statute As per statute[  As per statute per 15 minute inte Freedom of Information (Fees and Charges) Regulations 2003
each 15 minutes spent by agency
Access in form of photocopy $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 | As per statute As per statute As per statute [As per statute As per statute per page
Access in form of written transcript $7.55 $7.70 $7.85 | As per statute As per statute As per statute [As per statute As per statute per page
Access in other form At cost At cost At cost| As per statute As per statute As per statute As per statute As per statute per item
Property Searches
Property Search Fees (Certificate of Title to Land under the
Real Property Act 1886) $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 | As per statute As per statute As per statute [As per statute] As per statute
Property Search Fees (Certificate of Title to Land under the
Real Property Act 1886) within 24 hours $60.50 $60.50 $60.50 | As per statute As per statute As per statute |As per statute As per statute Set by act, will update when gazetted
Full Section 7 Search $50.50 $50.50 $50.50 | As per statute As per statute As per statute |As per statute As per statute
Certificate of Liabilities - Section 187 Search (Rate Search) $31.75 $31.75 $31.75 | As per statute As per statute As per statute|As per statute As per statute
Local Government Act 1999 - purchase of those Council Documents prescribed to be made available (no charge for inspection)
Council Documents
Strategic/Corporate Plan, Annual Business Plan $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $25.00 $25.00 25.50 $25.00 0.00 | per copy
Annual Report $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $20.00 $25.00 $25.00 25.50 $25.00 0.00|per copy
Voters Roll, Ward Candidate's first copy free, copies 1+ $15.00 $15.00 $15.00 $15.00 $15.50 $15.50 15.80 $15.50 0.00 {per ward
Complete development plans $27.00 $27.50 $28.00 $28.00 $28.50 $29.00 $29.50 $29.50 1.72|per plan

; - . Since COVID deliveries are never 48 hours and acual cost is $15.27. The proposed fees & charges
Archived Material Retrieval - Normal 48 Hours $11.60 $12.00 $12.00 $12.30 $12.50 $35.00 35.70 $25.00 -28.57| persearch are calculated based on the acutal cost o the Council fimed by 1.5.

As per recent invoice $35.87

Archived Material Retrigval - Urgent 24 hours $15.80 $16.00 $16.00 $16.40 $16.50 $35.00 35.70 $50.00 42.86| persearch | Urgent24 Hours still applies. The proposed fees and charges are calculated based on the actual cost

timed by 1.5.




City of Norwood, Payneham & St Peters (as required by Section 188 (6) Local Government Act 1999)

Schedule of Fees and Charges (including GST where applicable) - Applicable from 1 July 2022 (FOR INTERNAL USE - NOT FOR PUBLIC REGISTER)

A11

City of
Norwoo(
aynehan
& St Peter

Calculated

Proposed Fees &

%

Charges in Previous Years Increase 1.75% Charges Incrl(Decr.) Unit 2022-2023
Proposed
2016-2017 | 2017-2018 2018-2019 | 2019-2020 2020-2021 2021-2022 102.00% 2022-2023 This Year Conditions/Comments
Council Licences
Footpath Occupation
The Parade Core Sydenham to Porirush - $10750 | $109.50 $112.00 $114.50 $117.00 $119.00 | $121.50 $121.50 210
Enclosed/Licensed
The Parade Core Sydenham to Portrush - Open/Licensed $71.00 $72.50 $74.00 $76.00 $77.50 $79.00 $80.50 $80.50 1.90
The Parade Core Sydenhar to Porirush - $71.00|  $7250 $74.00 $76.00 $77.50 $7900 | $80.50 $80.50 1.90
Enclosed/Unlicensed per sq. m. per
The Parade Core Sydenham to Portrush - Open/Unlicensed $36.00 $36.50 $37.50 $38.50 $39.50 $40.00 $41.00 $41.00 2.50 annum
Other Areas - Enclosed/Licensed $71.00 $72.50 $74.00 $76.00 $77.50 $79.00 $80.50 $80.50 1.90
Other Areas - Open/Licensed $51.50 $52.50 $53.50 $55.00 $56.00 $57.00 $58.00 $58.00 1.75
Other Areas - Enclosed/Unlicensed $51.50 $52.50 $53.50 $55.00 $56.00 $57.00 $58.00 $58.00 1.75
Other Areas - Open/Unlicensed $22.50 $23.00 $23.50 $24.00 $24.50 $25.00 $25.50 $25.50 2.00
Installation of New Outdoor Dining Areas Bollards 10% of cost| 10% of cost 10% of cost| ~ 10% of cost 10% of cost 10% of cost| 10% of cost 10% of cost
Replacement of Existing Outdoor Dining Areas Bollards 5% of cost| 5% of cost 5% of cost| 5% of cost 5% of cost 5% of cost| 5% of cost 5% of cost
Application Fee $50.00 $50.00 $50.00 $50.00 $50.00 $51.00 $52.00 $52.00 1.96|per annum
Planning Development and Infrastructure Act
2016
Public Notice on Land $200.00 $204.00 $204.00 2.00 per Plan
Document Lodgement Fees $80.00 per lodgement
Child Care
St Peters Child Care Centre
Daily $95.00 $97.00 $99.00 $101.00 $103.00 $105.00 $107.00 $110.00 4.76 |per day
Late fee - first 15 minutes $31.00 $30.00 $30.00 $31.00 $32.00 $33.00 $33.50 $34.00 3.03 [per 15 minutes
Late fee - each 10 minutes thereafter $24.00 $25.00 $25.00 $26.00 $27.00 $27.00 $27.50 $28.00 3.70 [per 10 minutes
Place Holding Deposit $100.00 $100.00 $100.00 $100.00 $105.00 $107.00 $110.00 4.76
Additional Annual Bin Service
Household Bin $125.00 $135.00 $135.00 $135.00 $150.00 $150.00 $153.00 $150.00 0.00 [per bin
Recycling Bin $75.00 $75.00 $80.00 $80.00 $90.00 $90.00 $92.00 $90.00 0.00|per bin
Green Organics Bin $75.00 $75.00 $80.00 $80.00 $90.00 $90.00 $92.00 $90.00 0.00 [per bin
Additional Green Organics Compostable Bags $4.35 $4.50 $4.50 $4.60 $4.60 2.22
2nd Hard Waste Additional Collection $50.00 $51.00 $50.00 0.00| per collection
Reinstatements & Private Works
0, 0, 0, 0,
. cost+10%| - cost +10% cost +10% admin COSt.+ 10% cost + 10% admin| cost + 10% admin COSt.+ 10% cost + 10% admin .
Corporate Bodies admin fee +| admin fee + fee + GST admin fee + fee + GST foe + GST admin fee + foe + GST per job
GST GST GST GST
0, 0, 0, 0,
cost +10% cost +10% cost + 10% admin COSt.+ 10% cost + 10% admin| cost + 10% admin COS‘.J( 10% cost + 10% admin .
Ratepayers admin fee +| admin fee + fee + GST admin fee + foe + GST foe + GST admin fee + foe + GST per job
GST GST GST GST
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Directional Signage (as per Directional Signage Policy)
. cost.+ 10% cost.+ 10% cost + 10% admin COSt.+ 10% cost + 10% admin| cost + 10% admin COSt.+ 10% cost + 10% admin .
Cost of Sign admin fee +| admin fee + fee + GST admin fee + fee + GST foe + GST admin fee + foe + GST per sign
GST GST GST GST
. . cost.+ 10% cost.+ 10% cost +10% admin COSt.+ 10% cost + 10% admin| cost + 10% admin COSt.+ 10% cost + 10% admin .
Installation of Sign admin fee +| admin fee + fee + GST admin fee + fee + GST foe + GST admin fee + foe + GST per sign
GST GST GST GST
Sundry ltems
Possum/ Cat Trap
Bond $50.00 $50.00 $50.00 §$50.00 $50.00 $50.00 $51.00 $50.00 0.00 [per trap
Hire Fee in excess of 2 weeks $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $0.00 -100.00| per week
Community Services
Donne E Benessere $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 $6.00 $6.00 $6.10 $6.00 0.00|per session
Over 50s Fitness (Gentle Exercise) (HACC) $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 $6.00 $6.00 $6.10 $6.00 0.00|per session
Home Maintenance HACC
Labour $14.00 $14.00 $14.00 $14.00 $15.00 $15.00 $15.30 $15.00 0.00per hour
Gutter cleans $16.00 $16.00 $16.00 $16.00 $16.00 $16.00 $16.30 $16.00 0.00|per hour
Specialist Gutter Cleaning $20.00 per hour Costs of Specialist Gutter cleaning services have increased . Have created new charge to addr;ahsiz
Window Cleaning $14.00 $14.00 $14.00 $14.00 $15.00 $15.00 $15.30 $15.00 0.00|per hour
Materials Cos.t of Cos.t of Cost of Materials Co§t of Cost of materials| Cost of materials Cogt of Cost of materials per material
Materials Materials materials materials
Material removal $13.00 $13.00 $13.00 $13.00 $13.00 $13.00 $13.25 $13.00 0.00]per trailer load
Home Modification HACC
Labour $14.00 $14.00 $14.00 $14.00 $15.00 $15.00 $15.30 $15.00 0.00|per hour
Materials Cos.t of Cos.t of Cost of materials Co§t of Cost of materials| Cost of materials Cogt of Cost of materials per material
materials materials materials materials
Lunch @the Pub (HACC) $8.00 $9.00 $10.00 $1000 $10.00 $1000|  $10.20 $15.00 50,00| per session Costof this program has ‘”Creasedi:'gz:;:’x:ﬁ b:gzz::; ';?f‘s'e”fgjisffedn;":f;e”;ir'::;soyr‘ffgsclI::f:
Domestic Assistance (HACC) $7.00 $7.00 $7.00 $7.00 $8.00 $8.00 $8.15 $8.50 6.25|per hour Increase to cover increases in costs of delivering services
Domestic Assistance (HACC) Cancellation fee $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 §5.00 §5.10 $5.00 0.00|per session
Personal Care (HACC) $7.00 $7.00 $8.00 $8.00 $8.00 $8.00 $8.15 $8.50 6.25|per hour Cost of delivering the sevrice has increased
Personal Care (HACC) Cancellation fee $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 $5.10 $5.00 0.00|per session
Community Concerts (HACC) Free Free Free Free Free Free Free free per session
Community Transport : Car (HACC) $6.00 $6.00 $7.00 $7.00 $7.00 $7.00 $7.15 $7.00 0.00|per person
Shopping List (HACC) $7.00 $7.00 $7.50 $7.50 $7.50 $7.50 $7.65 $8.00 6.67] per person Price has not increased in 5 years . Cost of delivering the services has increased
Escorted Shopping (HACC) $8.50 $8.50 $9.00 $9.00 $9.00 $9.00 $9.20 $10.00 11.11] per person The cost of delivering the service has increased
Excursions - Movies (HACC) $4.00 New charge created for clients participating in movies stream of excursions
Excursions (HACC) $8.00 $8.50 $8.50 $9.00 $9.00 $9.00 $9.20 $9.00 0.00] per person
Community Bus
Set Fee $1.50 $1.50 $1.50 $1.50 $2.00 $2.00 $2.05 $2.00 0.00 [each way
Transport for Community Care Social Programs - Gold coin
donation $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.50 $1.50 $1.55 $1.50 0.00 [each way
Fixed Fee - Full Day Hire $93.00 $95.00 $97.00 §$99.35 §$100.00 $101.75 $103.80 $103.80 2.01 [per day
Fixed Fee - Part Day Hire $68.00 $69.00 $70.00 $71.70 $73.00 $74.30 $75.80 $75.80 2.02|per part day
Variable Hire fee $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 0.00 [per kilometre
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All Libraries
Photocopying
A4 black & white copied by client $0.10 $0.10 $0.10 $0.10 $0.10 $0.10 $0.10 $0.10 0.00|per page
A3 black & white copied by client $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 0.00|per page
A4 colour $2.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 0.00|per page
A3 colour $3.00 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $2.05 $2.00 0.00|per page
Other Library Fees
Assumed Lost Notice Fee $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 $3.05 $3.00 0.00|per notice
Replacement Item Processing Fee $5.00 §5.00 $5.00 §$5.00 $5.00 $5.10 $5.00 0.00 [per notice
Printing (not photocopy) $0.10 $0.10 $0.10 $0.10 $0.10 $0.10 $0.10 $0.10 0.00|per page
Colour printing $1.50 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $2.05 $2.00 0.00]per page
USB Storage Device $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 $5.10 $5.00 0.00|per device
Earphones $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $2.05 $2.00 0.00|per item
Library Bags $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 $5.10 $5.00 0.00|per bag
Academic / Specialist Library Inter Library Loan Fee (outgoing) $16.00 $16.00 $16.00 $16.30 $16.00 0.00|per item
Academic/Specialist Library Inter Library Loan Fee (incomingl $9.00 $9.00 $9.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.50 $10.70 $10.50 0.00|per item
Library Services & Lifelong Learning
Activities/Programs
Pottery Fees $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 per session
Children's Pottery Fees $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 per session
English Language 2hr class $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $2.05 -100.00] per session
Book discussion group annual membership fee $20.00 $20.00 $2000 | $20.40 $20.00 0.00 pe;z;ageprer
Yoga $9.00 $9.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.20 $10.00 0.00|per session
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11.6  2022-2023 REGIONAL LANDSCAPE LEVY

REPORT AUTHOR: General Manger, Corporate Services
GENERAL MANAGER: Chief Executive Officer

CONTACT NUMBER: 8366 4585

FILE REFERENCE: gA83551/A344598
ATTACHMENTS: A

PURPOSE OF REPORT
The purpose of the report is to advise the Council of the proposed 2022-2023 Regional Landscape Levy.
BACKGROUND

As Elected Members may recall, in July 2020, eight regional landscape boards and a metropolitan Green
Adelaide Board, were established under the Landscape South Australia Act 2019 (the Act). The purpose of
each Board is to administer the Act and support all sectors of the community and all levels of government, by
providing strategic leadership for the management, from a landscape perspective of the various regions. The
respective Landscape Boards are responsible for facilitating the management of landscapes in partnership
with key partners and stakeholders.

The Green Adelaide Board (the Board) is responsible for integrating the management of water resources and
wetlands, the metropolitan coastline, nature education within the city, creating habitat for biodiversity, and the
greening of streets, parklands and buildings.

Local Government contribute to the respective landscape regions, through the collection, on behalf of the State
Government, of the Regional Landscape Levy (formally known as the NRM Levy) from property owners
through the declaration of a separate rate. The Levy collected is used to fund the implementation of the
respective landscape Board’s Business Plan. In respect to the City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters, the
Levy will fund the delivery of the Business Plan developed by the Metropolitan Landscape Board, Green
Adelaide. As with the previous NRM Levy, Councils can continue to recover the Levy establishment and
ongoing collection costs from the respective Regional Landscape Board.

Each year, the Board advises Local Government of the proposed Levy, a copy of the letter which has been
received from the Green Adelaide Board is contained in Attachment A.

RELEVANT STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS & POLICIES

The Councils Strategic Management Plan, City Plan 2030 does not contain an Outcome directly related to the
collection of the NRM Levy.

FINANCIAL AND BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

In 2022-2023, the Council has been advised by the Board that it will be required to collect $1.383 million (a
0.2% decrease on the amount collected in 2021-2022) on behalf of Green Adelaide for the payment of the
State Government Regional Landscape Levy. In this respect, as Elected Members are aware, Local
Government acts as the revenue collector for the Board and the eight (8) Regional Landscape Boards and as
such, the Council does not retain this revenue. The total amount of Levy proposed to be raised by the Board
for the 2022-2023 financial year, is $29.642 million, a 2.5% increase on $28.919 million, which was collected
in 2021-2022. The distribution of the Levy to be collected across the respective council areas is based on
Capital Value. The property owners within the City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters will contribute 4.7% of
the total of the Levy which is collected on behalf of the Board for 2022-2021 Financial year.

EXTERNAL ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS

Nil
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SOCIAL ISSUES

Nil

CULTURAL ISSUES
Nil
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
Nil

RESOURCE ISSUES
Nil

RISK MANAGEMENT
Nil

CONSULTATION

. Elected Members
Not Applicable.

e Community
Not Applicable.

o  Staff
Not Applicable.

e Other Agencies
Not Applicable.

DISCUSSION

For the 2022-2023 Financial year, the Board has identified that it requires a contribution of $29.642 million
(2021-2022: $28.919 million) from property owners within the Constituent Councils of the Green Adelaide
Region in order to deliver the projects and programs which are outlined in the Board’s Annual Business Plan.

There are no proposed changes to the basis of determining the Regional Landscape Levy in 2021-2022, with
the basis being the value of rateable land. This basis has been previously supported by the Council and is
considered to be fair and equitable, in so far as a basis for distributing the amount which is paid by each
property owner.

Pursuant to the Act, increases in the Landscape Levy are capped at CPI (Adelaide September Quarter), unless
the Minister approves a higher increase, which the Minister has advised will only be under exceptional
circumstances. For 2022-2023, the increase in the total Levy collected will be capped to CPI of 2.5%, however
for this Council, there has been a slight decrease (0.2%) in the value of the Levy to be collected compared to
2021-2022.

Councils may also collect a fee from the Regional Landscape Boards for the administrative cost of collecting
the Regional Landscape Levy. For 2022-2023, the fee has been calculated using a fixed fee of $2,633 plus
$0.26 per rateable assessment. The proposed collection fee for this Council is $7,786.

As Elected Members are aware, under the previous arrangements, the Council was responsible for the
payment of the full Levy irrespective of whether individual ratepayers pay the Levy. The Act now proposes
new levy debt recovery arrangements that will allow the Council to be reimbursed for any new unpaid amount,
which has been outstanding for at least three (3) years from July 2020, subject to certain conditions.
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OPTIONS

Nil

CONCLUSION

Nil

COMMENTS

Nil

RECOMMENDATION

That the report be received and noted.
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Attachment A

2022-2023 Regional Landscape Levy

City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
175 The Parade, Norwood SA 5067

Telephone 8366 4555 City of

Facsimile 83326338 Norwood
Email townhall@npsp.sa.gov.au Payneham
Website WWW.Npsp.sa.gov.au & St Peters



A1

Government of South Australia
Green Adelaide Board

GA-D00000109

Green Adelaide Board

4 February 2022 GPO Box 1047
Adelaide SA 5001

Mr Mario Barone Tel 08 8463 3733

Chief Executive Officer
City of Norwood, Payneham & St Peters

dew.greenadelaide@sa.gov.au

www.greenadelaide.sa.gov.au

Email: mbarone@npsp.sa.gov.au

Dear Mr Barone
2022-23 - Regional Landscape Levy arrangements for the Green Adelaide Region

The Landscape South Australia Act 2019 (the Act) provides the framework for managing
the state’s land, water, pest animals and plants and biodiversity. The Act created eight
regional landscape boards and a metropolitan landscape board, Green Adelaide. Green
Adelaide was specifically created in this new legislation, in recognition of the unique
environmental challenges faced in urban areas. Local Government continues to play a
key role in the collection of the regional landscape levy.

Contributions and raising a levy in 2022-23

There are no proposed changes to the basis of the regional landscape levy in 2022-23,
and the total levy income increase is capped to CPI of 2.5 %. The Green Adelaide Board’s
draft business plan will specify $29,642,483 as the amount to be contributed by the
constituent councils in the Green Adelaide Region. The indicative share for each Council
of this contribution is listed at Attachment A.

Councils may also collect a fee from the regional landscape boards for the administrative
costs of collecting a landscape levy. For 2022-23 the fee has been calculated using a fixed
fee of $2,633 (excluding GST) plus $0.26 per rateable assessment. Please ensure the tax
invoice includes GST. The proposed ongoing collection fee for each Council is also
provided in Attachment A.

If you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact Roisin McAlary, Manager
Financial Services on 0477 341 839. | look forward to meeting with you to continue our
partnership in the ongoing management of the Green Adelaide Region that will create a
cool, green and climate resilient metropolitan region.

Yours sincerely

Brenton Grear
Director, Green Adelaide
Department for Environment and Water


mailto:mbarone@npsp.sa.gov.au
mailto:dew.greenadelaide@sa.gov.au

Attachment A  Council Contributions to the Green Adelaide Board and
Collection Fees for 2022-23

Council contribution

Proposed collection fee

Council based on standard rates
($) ($)

City of Adelaide 2,096,521 7,806
City of Burnside 1,732,811 8,103
Campbelltown City Council 1,237,355 8,932
City of Charles Sturt 3,160,513 17,984
Holdfast Bay City Council 1,321,763 7,927
Corporation of the City of Marion 2,088,611 14,017
City of Mitcham 1,793,077 10,111
City of Norwood, Payneham and St 1,383,353 7,786
City of Onkaparinga 2,724,107 21,770
City of Playford 1,185,661 13,906
City of Port Adelaide Enfield 2,906,968 19,047
City of Prospect 611,946 5,277
City of Salisbury 2,139,763 18,226
City of Tea Tree Gully 1,835,942 13,767
Corporation of the City of Unley 1,463,439 7,432
Corporation of the Town of Walkerville 340,301 3,641
City of West Torrens 1,620,352 10,466
Total 29,642,483 196,197
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11.7 LOCAL ROADS AND COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAM PHASE 3

REPORT AUTHOR;: Manager, Economic Development & Strategic Projects
GENERAL MANAGER: Chief Executive Officer

CONTACT NUMBER: 83664509

FILE REFERENCE: gA90378

ATTACHMENTS: A-B

PURPOSE OF REPORT

The purpose of this report is to present to the Council, options for the allocation of the grant funding under the
Federal Government’s Local Roads and Community Infrastructure Program Phase 3.

BACKGROUND

In May 2020, the Federal Government announced details of its Local Roads & Community Infrastructure
Program (LRCI), as part of the Federal Government’'s economic response to the COVID-19 Pandemic. The
purpose of the LRCI Program is to support councils in the delivery of priority local road and community
infrastructure projects across Australia by supporting and creating jobs and building the resilience of local
economies to help communities bounce back from the COVID-19 Pandemic.

Through the Federal 2020-2021 Budget, the Federal Government announced an extension of the LCRI
Program, now more commonly referred to as the LCRI Program Phase 2.

On 11 May 2021, as part of the 2021-2022 Budget, the Federal Government announced an additional $1 billion
for Phase 3 of the LCRI Program. Similar to the previous two (2) phases, the intent of Phase 3, is to assist a
community led recovery from Covid-19 by supporting jobs, businesses and procurement. As with the earlier
Phases of the LRCI Program, eligible funding recipients (ie Local Government) can select a broad range of
projects to fund so that communities can continue to be provided with the infrastructure they require. It is
encouraged that where possible local businesses and workforces are engaged to deliver the work.

In total, the Federal Government has allocated $2.5 billion to the Local Roads and Community Infrastructure
(LRCI) Program over the three (3) phases to support councils.

As part of Phase 1, the Council was successful in securing $444,000 under this Program to complete the
reconstruction of the total length of Langman Grove, Felixstow from Pembury Grove through to Briar Road,
Felixstow.

As part of Phase 2, the Council received $1.27 million and this funding was allocated to the construction of the
St Peters Streetscape Upgrade Project, which is scheduled to commence in March 2022.

As part of Phase 3, the Council has been advised that it is eligible to receive $888,876. The formula used to
calculate the funding allocation is modelled on the funding allocations under the Federal Government Roads-
to-Recovery Program.

Nominations for Phase 3 of the LRCI Program opened on 20 October 2021 with applications required to be
submitted by the 30 June 2022. Projects are required to be physically completed by 30 June 2023.

RELEVANT STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS & POLICIES

The projects presented for consideration will deliver on the following strategies set out in the Council’s Strategic
Management Plan, CityPlan 2030: Shaping the Future

Social Equity: An inclusive, connected, accessible and friendly community.

Strategy 1.1.3 Design and provide safe, high quality facilities and spaces for all people.

Strategy 1.2.1 Enable sustainable and active transport modes.

Strategy 1.2.2 Provide safe and accessible movement for all people.

Strategy 1.4.1 Encourage physical activity and support mental health to achieve healthier lifestyles and well-
being.
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Cultural Vitality: A culturally rich and diverse City, with a strong identity, history and sense of place.
Strategy 2.4.2: Encourage sustainable and quality urban design outcomes.

Environmental Sustainability: A leader in environmental sustainability.

Strategy 4.1.1 Make better use of water resources including the harvesting and re-use of stormwater.

Strategy 4.1.6 Manage stormwater to reduce the risks of flooding.

Strategy 4.2.1 Improve the amenity and safety of streets for all users including reducing the impact of urban
heat island effect.

FINANCIAL AND BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

To be eligible to receive the funding, the projects which are submitted must be new projects, (ie in addition to
projects which have already been committed to and funds allocated to by the Council). This means the Council
cannot use the grant funding to offset the cost of projects, which have already been identified and funded by
the Council.

In recommending the various projects for the Council’s consideration, staff have reviewed the projects that
have been identified in the Long-Term Financial Plan, projects that have been identified but are yet to be
scheduled by the Council. including the condition of various assets which may or may not have been included
in the Council’'s Asset Management Plans. Each project that fell into this category, was assessed against the
eligibility criteria set out in the funding guidelines.

EXTERNAL ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS

The purpose of the Federal Government’s Local Roads & Community Infrastructure Program is to create jobs
and stimulate the local economy by supporting councils to deliver local road and community infrastructure
construction projects. The intent is for the Council to undertake construction projects, which include “local
content” to ensure that the funding supports local businesses and creates short term employment opportunities
within the local community, therefore supporting local communities in their recovery from the impact of the
COVID-19 Pandemic.

SOCIAL ISSUES

The desired outcome of the Federal Government Program is to provide social benefits to the local communities
such as improved road safety, accessibility and visual amenity. In evaluating the projects presented, these
factors were taken into consideration.

CULTURAL ISSUES

Not Applicable.
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
Not Applicable.

RESOURCE ISSUES

Given that the St Peters Street Upgrade Project has already been endorsed by the Council extending the
scope of the project to include the Linde Reserve ASR and ERA Water Distribution Main Extension and Cross
Connection, would not have a significant impact on resources. Similarly, if the Council selected the Briar Road
and Turner Street — Road Reconstruction Project, this could be delivered within existing resources. However,
in the case of the Cruikshank Reserve Multipurpose Building and Unisex Toilets Project, additional staff
resources (on a contract basis) may be required to undertake the management.

RISK MANAGEMENT

In respect to the Local Roads & Community Infrastructure Program Phase 3, if construction is not completed
within the specified timeframes as set out in the Program Guidelines, the Council may not receive the full
funding allocation. This risk will be managed by scheduling the works to ensure that works are completed
within the specified timeframes. Therefore, it is important to select a project that can be easily delivered.
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COVID-19 IMPLICATIONS
Nil.
CONSULTATION

e Elected Members
Elected Members were previously consulted in respect to the Phase 1 and Phase 2 projects.

e Community
Not Applicable.

o  Staff
General Manager, Corporate Services
Acting Manager, City Assets
Project Manager, Assets
Financial Services Manager
Project Manager, Urban Design & Special Projects
Project Manager

e Other Agencies
Not Applicable.

DISCUSSION

The objective of the LRCI Program Phase 3, is to stimulate the economy through additional infrastructure
construction activities in local communities across Australia, in order to assist communities in the management
of the economic impacts of the COVID-19 Pandemic. Based on the objective that this is an economic stimulus
measure, one of the conditions of the LRCI Program is that councils can only submit project/s which are in
addition to those projects already identified and funded as part of the Council’s budget. The funding is not
intended to replace existing expenditure commitments but rather enable additional expenditure as economic
stimulus. However, in accordance with the Program Guidelines, the Council can nhominate discrete later stages
of projects that have already received grant funding under previous phases of the LRCI Program. The only
requirement is that the Phase 3 nomination must be a new separate and previously unfunded project stage.

As the purpose of the LRCI Program is to stimulate local economies and employment opportunities, the
delivery of the projects must be between 1 January 2022 and 30 June 2023. Co-contributions are not required
under the LRCI Program, but are allowed to be used for projects — provided that the combined funding for the
project does not exceed the estimated cost of the project.

An eligible project must be either:

e alocal road project, which involves the construction or maintenance of roads which are managed by the
Council, with the focus on improved road safety outcomes. Road projects may include elements
associated with a road such as;

- traffic signs;

- traffic control equipment;

- street lighting equipment;

- abridge or tunnel;

- afacility off the road used by heavy vehicles in connection with travel on the road (for example, a
rest area or weigh station);

- facilities off the road that support the visitor economy; and

- road and sidewalk maintenance, where additional to normal capital works schedules; or

e a community infrastructure project that involves the construction, maintenance and/or improvements to
council-owned assets (including natural assets) that are generally accessible to the public.
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All projects whether carried out on Council owned land, or another type of public land. must deliver benefits to
the community, such as improved accessibility, visual amenity and/or safety.

In determining the projects to which the funding could be allocated, consideration was given to the extension
(increasing the scope) of existing projects, as well as future projects, which have been identified in the Council’s
draft Long Term Financial Plan and Civil Infrastructure and Asset Management Plan (post 2021-2022).

Based upon an assessment which has been undertaken by Council staff, including the current priority which
has been assigned to projects by the Council, in the Council’s Long Term Financial Plan and the Council’s
ability to deliver the project within the timeframe required by the grant guidelines, staff have identified the
following three (3) possible options for the grant funding:

1. Linde Reserve ASR and ERA Water Distribution Main Extension and Cross Connection.
2. Cruickshank Reserve Multipurpose Building and Unisex Toilets.
3. Briar Road and Turner Street - Road Reconstruction.

All three (3) of these projects are described in more detail below.
1. Linde Reserve ASR and ERA Water Distribution Main Extension and Cross Connection

At its meeting held on 8 February 2022, the Council considered a report on the Tender Submissions
received in relation to the construction of St Peters Street Upgrade Project and resolved to appoint
Plotworks to undertake the work. In that report, the Council was advised that as part of the St Peters
Street Upgrade Project, the Linde Reserve ASR recycled water pipeline along St Peters Street will be
increased in size, as required, to accommodate the potential future expansion of the ERA Water Scheme
and extended to Burchell Reserve, Cliff Goodwin Reserve and Twelftree Reserve.

The current operating licence for the Linde Reserve ASR requires that the extraction from the bore over
a five (5) year period, does not exceed the injection into the bore over a five (5) year period, with
injection/extraction for any one (1) year limited to 30ML. Since inception, the Linde Reserve ASR has
injected on average 7-10ML per annum, which has provided recycled water to irrigate Linde Reserve, the
Community Garden, the St Peters Town Hall complex and a standpipe to fill the water truck for street tree
watering. In accordance with the operating licence conditions, an average of 7-10ML of recycled water is
extracted per annum. With the expansion of the water distribution main along St Peters Street and the
proposed connections to Otto Reserve, Burchell Reserve, Cliff Goodwin Reserve and Twelftree Reserve,
additional sources of recycled water need to be captured and injected into the Linde Reserve ASR to
ensure the operating licence requirements are met.

The ERA Water Scheme has a licence to extract groundwater to a volume of 500 ML per annum. During
the 2020-2021 season, 186.3 ML was extracted. Current demand is estimated at 250 ML annually and
there is a potential to harvest more water and to irrigate more reserves. On this basis, ERA Water recently
engaged WGA engineers to investigate the potential to supply additional reserves with recycled water
within and in proximity to the existing distribution network. Amongst other things, WGA's preliminary report
identifies a proposed expansion to the ERA Water distribution network, which would connect the ERA
Water Scheme with the Council’s Linde ASR Scheme.

The Linde Reserve ASR Scheme is currently performing below capacity due to the limitations of
stormwater extraction from Second Creek, due to the turbidity of the water. A connection to the ERA
Water Scheme would increase recycled water security and complement the Linde Reserve Scheme in
three (3) ways:

1. supply water directly to reserves intended for the Linde Reserve ASR Scheme supply (summer
night time);

2. supply water to the storage tank at Linde Reserve (summer day time); and

3. inject water into the Linde bore directly from the distribution network (winter).

The increased recycled water security reduces the risk of using potable water as a back-up supply as well

as reducing the risk to any water supply should restrictions due to drought occur.
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The scope of works proposed to connect the Linde Reserve ASR to ERA Water consists of an extension
of the 225mm water main from the St Peters Street / Eighth Avenue intersection to the ERA Water main
located at the Winchester Street / Tenth Avenue intersection, via Eighth Avenue, River Street and Tenth
Avenue (including a connection across Stephen Terrace). The existing water main from First Avenue to
Linde Reserve Avenue along St Peters Street and crossing Payneham Road will also need to be upgraded
from a 110mm pipe to a 225mm pipe. The total length of new 225mm pipe is 1,150m, which has been
estimated by WGA Engineers to cost $431,250 inclusive of 20% construction contingency and design
costs. In addition to the pipe infrastructure, reprogramming of the Linde Reserve ASR Supervisory Control
and Data Acquisition (SCADA) system will be required, this has not been scoped or estimated at this
stage.

The second part of this project involves the expansion of the use of recycled water in the City, to include
the Osmond Terrace median and Richards Park. To achieve this, WGA have recommended that a further
750 metres of main, be extended from Linde Reserve along Nelson Street to Osmond Terrace and
Richards Park.

The estimated cost of the water main extension to Richards Park is $281,250, with connections to the
existing irrigations systems estimated at $52,000, both inclusive of twenty percent (20%) construction
contingency and design costs.

The total estimate cost to connect Linde Reserve ASR to ERA Water and provide recycled water to the
Osmond Terrace median and Richards Park is $764,500 inclusive of twenty percent (20%) construction
contingency and design costs and excluding reprogramming of the SCADA at Linde Reserve.

A plan showing the location of the proposed water main extensions is contained in Attachment A.

Connections to additional nearby reserves could also be considered if the Council resolves to proceed
with this option and allocate all of the grant funding (ie $888,876) to the delivery of these recycled water
projects and if the tender amount of the scope described above is less than the grant amount.

Whilst this Project will not be physical visible, it will deliver water security and subsequently long-term
environmental benefits. On this basis, it is recommended that for water security purposes and to fully
utilise the infrastructure being constructed as part of the St Peters Street Upgrade Project and the ERA
Water Scheme, that the LRCI Program Phase 3 funding of $888,876 be allocated to this Project.

Cruickshank Reserve Multipurpose Building and Unisex Toilets

This Project proposes the construction of a new multipurpose building comprising of clubrooms, canteen,
small office, unisex toilets/change rooms, secure storage rooms and a covered outdoor area, to replace
the existing building, verandah and storage shed at Cruickshank Reserve. Included as part of the Project
is a separate, external unisex toilet which will also serve the playground and other casual users of the
Reserve.

The existing building at Cruickshank Reserve has reached the end of its useful life, contains asbestos
and does not comply with modern community facility access and inclusion standards. The existing storage
shed is insecure, the toilets are in need of upgrading and are not access-friendly, and the clubroom space
is undersized to accommodate meetings, informal gatherings and extra activities. With growing
participation and an emphasis on equal access and inclusion for all, the netball and tennis clubs are
finding the current facility to be inadequate.

The provision of a new facility will help both sporting clubs increase and diversify their membership base
and therefore improve their financial position. The new unisex changerooms will benefit younger sport
participants, particularly those attending training and competition play straight from school. In particular
the shower and change areas will support an increase in female and senior sport participants.

The total cost of the Project is estimated at $802,206. This cost has been based on the concept
developed in consultation with the tennis and netball clubs.
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Whilst this Project is not identified in the Council’'s Long-Term Financial Plan, the Council has previously
submitted two (2) grant funding applications to assist with the financial cost of the redevelopment of this
facility. Neither of the two (2) grant applications were successful.

A copy of the Concept for the new Cruickshank Reserve Multipurpose Building and Unisex Toilets is
contained in Attachment B. If the Council selects this option, staff will need to undertake Design
Development and prepare Construction Documentation prior to tendering for the construction of the
project. This may not be able to be achieved in the available timeframe.

3. Briar Road and Turner Street - Road Reconstruction

Briar Road and Turner Street, Felixstow, are critical public transport routes, forming part of one of the few
cross-city bus routes in this City. As a result, the road surfaces on Briar Road and Turner Street have
recently started exhibiting signs of pavement failure, which is associated with the higher loading imposed
by the public transport bus services. The pavement failure was not evident during the last condition
inspection in 2020 and as a result, the reconstruction of Briar Road and Turner Street has not been
included for funding in the current Civil Infrastructure Asset Management Plan.

It is proposed that the Briar Road and Turner Street — Road Reconstruction Project comprise of the
reconstruction of the full length of Turner Street from OG Road through to Briar Road and the section of
Briar Road that is utilised for public transport, from Turner Street through to Langman Grove. This
reconstruction project would complete the reconstruction of the public transport network within the suburb
of Felixstow in its entirety.

The proposed Briar Road and Turner Street — Road Reconstruction Project is estimated to cost in the
vicinity of $1,000,000. As such, in order to undertake the additional works during the 2022-2023 financial
year and utilise the grant funding of $888,876. The Council would need to approve a net increase of
$111,124 as part of the 2022-2023 Capital Works Budget to enable the work to be delivered. Should the
Council resolve to select this Project, the increase will be presented to the Council for its consideration as
part of the draft 2022-2023 Budget.

Given that Briar Road and Turner Street are significant connector roads and a bus route, allocating the
grant funding to this Project will complete the reconstruction of the full length of the bus route within the
suburb of Felixstow.

Whilst all three (3) projects are worthy of the grant funding, the Council needs to make a decision to allocate
the grant funds towards the project which achieves the greatest outcome. The ASR Project will deliver
significant environmental benefits and would ‘round — off’ this water related project rather than result in an
additional new project.

Following consideration and assessment of all of the advantages of each project and the Council’s capacity
to deliver these projects, it is proposed that the additional funds (ie $888,876) available under the LGCI
Extension Program Phase 3 be allocated to the Linde Reserve ASR and ERA Water Distribution Main
Extension and Cross Connection for two (2) reasons. Firstly, without the connection to ERA Water, there will
not be enough water available from the Linde Reserve ASR to irrigate any of the additional reserves that are
being connected as part of the St Peters Street Upgrade Project. Secondly, given that the Council will have
contractors on site delivering the St Peters Street Streetscape Upgrade Project, it makes sense and is
indeed logical, to extend the scope of works and prevent further disruption to the residents of St Peters
Street and the surrounding areas in the future.

OPTIONS

The Council has the following options available:

1. endorse the Linde Reserve ASR and ERA Water Distribution Main Extension and Cross Connection as
the recommended project;

2. endorse one of the other two (2) projects as the recommended project; or

3. endorse alternative projects to be undertaken as part of the LRCI Program Phase 3.

Option 1 is the recommended option for the reasons set out in this report.
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CONCLUSION

The grant funding provides the Council with an opportunity to bring forward capital expenditure which will
deliver benefits to the community and offset the actual costs of the various projects.

The intent of the Federal Government’s LRCI Extension Program is to stimulate local economies, provide short
term employment opportunities and support local businesses. Participation in the Program provides the
Council with an opportunity to further support the community during this difficult time.

COMMENTS

Nil

RECOMMENDATION

That the Linde Reserve ASR and ERA Water Distribution Main Extension and Cross Connection, be submitted
for funding under the Federal Government’s Local Road and Community Infrastructure Program Phase 3.
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11.8  VARIATION TO A LAND MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT — WILLOW BEND ESTATE

REPORT AUTHOR: Senior Urban Planner

GENERAL MANAGER: General Manager, Urban Planning & Environment
CONTACT NUMBER: 8366 4531

FILE REFERENCE: DA: 22001512

ATTACHMENTS: A-C

PURPOSE OF REPORT

The purpose of this report is to advise the Council of a request that has been received seeking approval to
grant a Waiver to Section 2.1.1.1 of the Land Management Agreement (LMA) for the Willow Bend Estate, to
allow the removal of a regulated River Red Gum (Eucalyptus camaldulensis) at 7 Willow Bend, Marden.

BACKGROUND

During the assessment of the Development Application for the Willow Bend Estate (the former SA Water Depot
Site) in 1999, the Council requested that an LMA be entered into between the Council and the Developer, to
ensure that a range of urban design and amenity issues, including landscaping and the retention of mature
trees, which were not regulated by legislation at that time, could be dealt with effectively because of the
contribution that the trees made to the character and amenity of the area.

Forty (40) mature trees were identified for retention as part of the Tree Retention Plan for the Willow Bend
Estate Land Division.

A total of fourteen (14) allotments within the Estate have trees located on them, which are protected through
the LMA. Other trees protected by the LMA are located within the road verge and publicly accessible reserve
areas within the Estate.

Section 2 of the LMA requires property owners within the Estate to ensure that the trees identified on the Tree
Retention Plan are:-

2.1.1.1. Retained and not cleared;

2.1.1.2. Maintained and cared for in a manner which will best ensure the Tree’s ongoing good health and
vitality; and

2.1.2.  The owner will ensure that the Tree Management Plan is adhered to.

A copy of the LMA, including the Tree Retention Map is contained in Attachment A. For brevity, only a
modified version of the LMA appendices and the Design Guidelines, which includes references to trees and
landscaping, has been included in the attachment. A plan highlighting the location of the trees is contained in
Attachment A8.

On 2 February 2022, the Council received a Development Application (Development Application Number
22001512) from the owners of 7 Willow Bend, seeking Development Approval to remove the Regulated River
Red Gum tree, which is identified on the Tree Retention Plan. A copy of the Arborist’'s report prepared by
Comphort Technical Services, on behalf of the Applicant and owners of 7 Willow Bend, is contained in
Attachment B.

Section 4.4 of the LMA provides that the Council may waive compliance by a property owner with the whole
or any part of the obligations set out in the LMA, provided that no such waiver will be effective unless it is
approved in writing by the Council.

In the event that the Development Application to remove the Regulated Tree is approved, the owners of 7
Willow Bend, Marden, are seeking approval to waive Section 2.1.1.1 of the LMA, in accordance with Section
4.4 of the LMA, to allow the removal of the tree, which is included in Tree Retention Plan for the Willow Bend
Estate.
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RELEVANT STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS & POLICIES
The relevant Outcomes and Objectives of the Council’s City Plan 2030, Shaping our Future are set out below:

Outcome 4: Environmental Sustainability
“A leader in environmental sustainability.”

Obijective 1. Sustainable and efficient management of water, energy and other resources.
Obijective 3. Sustainable and attractive streetscapes and open spaces.
Objective 4. Thriving and healthy habitats for native flora and fauna.

It is clear from the content of the LMA that the protection of trees located within the former SA Water Depot
Site, was an important consideration in the assessment of the Willow Bend Estate development. The Estate
is characterised by large mature, mainly native trees which are located on private property as well as within
the public realm areas within the Estate. The retention and maintenance of these natural assets is considered
to be consistent with CityPlan 2030 Objectives 3 and 4 of Outcome 4, Environmental Sustainability.
FINANCIAL AND BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

Not Applicable.

EXTERNAL ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS

Not Applicable.

SOCIAL ISSUES

The removal of the subject tree may have an impact on the character and amenity of the local area. Some
residents within the locality, particularly those within the Willow Bend Estate, can reasonably expect the area
to retain its well tree-lined character, due to the tree retention provisions under the LMA. That expectation
must, however, be balanced against the need to maintain an appropriate level of protection for dwellings and
an acceptable level of safety for occupiers of dwellings in the Estate, where large mature trees are located
within close proximity to dwellings.

CULTURAL ISSUES

Not Applicable.

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Willow Bend Estate is a residential area within Marden, which has a large number of mature trees, a number
of which are considered to be regulated, as defined in the Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016.
The trees are considered to make a significant contribution to the residential amenity of the local area.

River Red Gums (Eucalyptus camaldulensis), whilst being native trees, have the widest natural distribution
across Australia of any eucalyptus species. The species are commonly found along waterways and there are
only a few locations where the species is found away from a watercourse. Like most large well-established
trees, River Red Gums can be considered an important habitat feature and food source for native fauna.

RESOURCE ISSUES

Not Applicable.
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CONSULTATION

. Elected Members
Nil

e Community
Not Applicable.

e  Staff
General Manager, Urban Planning & Environment
Manager, Development Assessment
Senior Urban Planner

e Other Agencies
Nil

DISCUSSION

The subject tree is located within the rear yard of 7 Willow Bend, Marden, adjacent to the intersection of
Beasley Street and Lower Portrush Road. The tree has a circumference in the order of 2.97 metres and is
therefore identified as a Regulated Tree, as defined in the Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016.
The tree is considered to make a relatively significant contribution to the character and amenity of the local
area, given its prominent location and size and given that it is highly visible from the public realm including
Willow Bend, Lower Portrush Road and Beasley Street.

From a planning assessment perspective, the Planning and Design Code, Regulated and Significant Tree
Overlay, Performance Outcome 1.3 states:

A tree damaging activity not in connection with other development satisfies (a) and (b):

(a) tree damaging activity is only undertaken to:
i. remove a diseased tree where its life expectancy is short
ii. mitigate an unacceptable risk to public or private safety due to limb drop or the like
iii. rectify or prevent extensive damage to a building
of value as comprising any of the following:
A. alocal Heritage Place
B. a State Heritage Place
C. asubstantial building of value
and there is no reasonable alternative to rectify or
prevent such damage other than to undertake a tree damaging activity
iv. reduce an unacceptable hazard associated with a
tree within 20m of an existing residential, tourist
accommodation or other habitable building from bushfire
V. treat disease or otherwise in the general interests of the health of the tree and / or
Vi. maintain the aesthetic appearance and structural integrity of the tree

As part of the recently lodged Development Application, the owners of 7 Willow Bend have set out their
rationale as to why they would like to remove the tree, namely that the tree is in a state of decline and has a
short life expectancy.

Performance Outcome 1.3 is intended as a guide to assist in determining when a tree damaging activity to a
regulated or significant tree, is considered to outweigh the benefits of retaining the tree.

Applying part (i) of Performance Outcome 1.3, the application includes a report from Comphort Technical
Services, which identifies that the tree is in a state of decline, with a useful life expectancy of less than five (5)
years. The Council’s City Arborist concurs with the findings of the report, in that there is sufficient justification
for removal of the tree, as detailed in the report contained in Attachment B. Notwithstanding this, it is
necessary to ascertain the Council’s position with respect to the requested waiver of Section 2.1.1.1 of the
LMA, as expeditiously as possible as this will inform the assessment of the Development Application for the
removal of the regulated tree.
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OPTIONS

The Council can resolve to authorise the Chief Executive Officer to execute on behalf of the Council, a waiver
to Section 2.1.1.1, pursuant to Section 4.4 of the LMA, so that in the event that Development Application
Number 22001512 is granted Development Approval, the LMA can be subsequently waived, allowing the tree
can be removed.

Alternatively, if the Council is not supportive of the removal of the tree, it could determine not to waive Section
2.1.1.1 of the LMA, nor authorise the Chief Executive Officer the ability to do the same.

In this instance, it is recommended that the Council authorises the Chief Executive Officer, the ability to execute
a waiver to the LMA, for the reasons set out in the reports contained in Attachments B & C.

CONCLUSION

The Council’'s Planning staff will undertake a planning assessment of Development Application Number
22001512 in order to determine the merits (or otherwise) for the removal of the Regulated Tree. If it is
determined that the Development Application is sufficiently in accordance with the Planning and Design Code
and approval is given, there will be a separate need for a waiver to be issued to Section 2.1.1.1 of the LMA.

Conversely, if it is determined that the tree’s removal is not warranted and the Development Application is
refused, then a waiver to the LMA is not required.

In this context, it is recommended that the Council authorises the Chief Executive Officer to execute on behalf
of the Council, a waiver to Section 2.1.1.1 of the LMA, for the removal of the regulated River Red Gum tree at
7 Willow Bend, Marden.

COMMENTS

Nil.

RECOMMENDATION

That in respect to the River Red Gum located at 7 Willow Bend, Marden, as depicted on the plan contained
in Attachment A8 of this report, the Council hereby authorises the Chief Executive Officer to execute on
behalf of the Council, a waiver to Section 2.1.1.1, pursuant to Section 4.4 of the LMA Land Management
Agreement between McLaren Vale Properties Pty Ltd and the City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters.

Page 64



City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Agenda for the Meeting of Council to be held on 7 March 2022

Governance & General — Item 11.8

Attachments — Item 11.8

Page 65



Attachment A
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Willow Bend Estate
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Telephone 8366 4555 City of
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LAND MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT

BETWEEN:

McLAREN VALE PROPERTIES PTY LTD
(the “Owner”)

AND:

CITY OF NORWOOD, PAYNEHAM & ST PETERS

(the “Council”)

Richard Phillips
Solicitor and Barrister

Ground Floor
Roper Street Chambers
21 Roper Street
Adelaide, SA 5000
. Email: richardp@senet.com.au
Telephone: (08) 8232 0855 < Facsimile: (08) 8232 3003
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BETWEEN: McLAREN VALE PROPERTIES PTY LTD ACN 098J 001656 of 503 Lower -
North East Road, Campbelltown SA 5074 i
(hereinafter with their successors and assigns collectively called the
“Owner”) of the one part e _ ;

AND: CITY OF NORWOOD, PAYNEHAM & ST PETERS of 175 The Parade, .
. " Norwood SA 5067
(hereinafter with its successors. and assigns called the “Council”) of the
other part
WHEREAS:-
A. The Owner is the registered propnetor of an estate in fee S|mple in the whole of

the land described as:

a) Allotment 151.in Deposited Plan 53101 in the area named Marden, Huindred of Mo Y
Adelaide being the whole of the Land comprised in Certmcate of Title Reglster
Book Volume 5717 Folio 210; and '

b) Allotment 152 in Deposited Plan 53101 in the area named Marden, Hundred of
Adelaide being the whole of the Land comprised in Certificate of Title Register
Book Volume 5717 Folio 21 1.

B. Lots 151 and 152 are hereinafter collectively called the “Land” for the purposes of
this Deed and the proposed development. .

C. By a Development Application numbered 1565/0054/99 (hereinafter called the
“Development Application”) the Owner applied to the Council for approval to
- ‘undertake a land division fo create fifty one (51) allotments on the Land (the
“proposed development’ ). A copy of the Plan of Division is attached in the First
Schedule.

D. There are a number of existing rnature trees on the Land (which has an overall
area of approximately 3.12 hectares) and both the Owner and the Council want to
protect those trees from being cut down or removed.

E. The Owner and the Councll have agreed that a Land Management Agreement:

a) whichrequires ex1$t|ng and future owners of the Land to maintain and care for
the trees, (including trees on those allotments which will become Council
reserves following.approval of the proposed development), is the most
effective protection for the Trees; and

b) which includes obligations relating to noise protection and building design

* guidelines will assist in the creation and maintenance of a good quality
property development for the public benefit: .

F. Pursuant to the provisions of section 57(2) of the Development Act, 1993
(hereinafter called the “Act”) the Owner has agreed with the Council to enter into
this Deed relating to the development, future management, preservation and
conservation of the Land subject to the terms and conditions that follows.
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NOW THIS DEED WITNESSES as follows:

1. Interpretation

1.1 The parties acknowledge that the matters set outin clauses Ato F -
inclusive are true and accurate and agree that they will form part of the
~ terms of this Deed.

1.2 in the interpretation of this Deed unless the context will otherwise require to
admit:

1.2.1 words and phrases used in this Deed .which are defined in the Act,
- willunless otherwise defined by the provisions of this Deed, have
the meanings ascribed to the by the Act;

1.2.2 references to a statute or subordinate législation or to the
Development Plan made pursuant to the Act, will include all
-statutes, subordinate legislation and Development plans amending,
consolidating or replacing the statute or subordlnate legislation or
Development Plan referred to;

1.2.3 - the term “clear” in relation to Trees, means cutting down, killing or
destruction, removal, burning or-poisoning, severing of branches,
limbs, stems, roots or trunks (other than when required for the
purposes of safety or for the health of the relevant tree) or other
substantial damage to the Tree and the term “cleared” has a
corresponding meaning; -

- 1.24 the term the “Owner”, where the Owner is a company includes its
successors, assigns and transferees and where the Owner is a
person, includes his or her heirs, executors, administrators and .
transferees and where the owner consists of more than one person
.or company the term includes each and every one or more of such
persons or companies jointly and each of them severally and their
respective successors, assigns, heirs executors, administrators and

. transferees of the companies or persons being registered as the
proprietor of an estate in fee simple in the Land subject however to
such encumbrances, liens and interests as are registered and

. notified by memoranda endorsed on the Title thereof; = -

1.2.5 the term “person” will include a corporate body;
1.2.6 the term the “Land” will include any part or part of the Land;

1.2.7 the term “Plan of Division” means the Plan of DIVISlon attached in
. the First Schedule;

1.2.8 the term “Tree” or “Trees” means or refers to the trees (or any of
~-them) specified in the Tree Retention Plan;

1.2.9 the term “Tree Retention Plan” means the Tree Retention Plan
_ attached in the Second Schedule;
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1.2.10 the term “Tree Management Plan" means the Tree Management
Plan attached in the Third Schedule;

1.2.11 the term “Urban Design Guidelines” means the Urban Design
Guidelines attached in the Fourth Schedule; -

: 1.2.12 the term “Building Envelope Plan” means the Building Envelope

Plan that is an appendice to the Fourth-Schedule;

1.2.13 the ‘term “Car Parking Plan” means the Car Parking Plan that is an
appendice to the Fourth Schedule;

1.2.14 references to Schedules mean Sehedules to this Deed;
1.2.1_5 words importing the singular number or plural number will be
deemed to include the plural number and the singular number
_respectively;

1.2.16 words importing any gender will include all genders; and

1.2.17 any clause, headings or marginal notes are for reference purposes.
only and will not be resorted to in the interpretation of this Deed.

If any provision of this Deed is found by a Court of competent jurisdiction to
be invalid or unenforceable in law then in such case the parties hereby
request and direct such Court to sever such provision from this Deed.

The law governing the interpretation and implementation of the provisions

- of this Deed will be the law of South Australia.

The parties expressly declare and agree that where an inconsistency exists
between the. provisions of this Deed and the provisions of the Development
Plan, the provisions of this Deed prevail.

2. The Owneﬁs Obligations °

2.1

2.2

' Trees

2.1.1  The Owner will ensure that the Trees identified on the Tree
Retention Plan are:-

2.1.1.1retained and not clear