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NOTICE OF MEETING

Notice is hereby given that a meeting of the
Council will be held in the

Council Chamber - Glenelg Town Hall
Moseley Square Glenelg

8 July 2025 at 7:00pm

Pan;lel Jackson
Chief.Executive Officer

Please Note: This agenda contains Officers’ reports and recommendations that will be considered
by the Council. Any confidential items listed on the agenda will be circulated to Members separately. holdfast.sa.gov.au
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n Opening
The Mayor will declare the meeting open at 7pm.

2. Kaurna Acknowledgement
We acknowledge Kaurna people as the traditional owners and custodians of this land.
We respect their spiritual relationship with country that has developed over thousands of years, and the
cultural heritage and beliefs that remain important to Kaurna People today.

3. Service to Country Acknowledgement
The City of Holdfast Bay would like to acknowledge all personnel who have served in the Australian forces
and services, including volunteers, for our country.

4, Prayer
Heavenly Father, we pray for your presence and guidance at our Council Meeting. Grant us your wisdom
and protect our integrity as we carry out the powers and responsibilities entrusted to us on behalf of the
community that we serve.

5. Apologies
51 Apologies received
5.2 Absent

6. Items Presented to Council

7. Declaration Of Interest
If a Member has an interest (within the terms of the Local Government Act 1999) in a matter before the
Council they are asked to disclose the interest to the Council and provide full and accurate details of the
relevant interest. Members are reminded to declare their interest before each item.

8. Confirmation Of Minutes
That the minutes of the Ordinary Meeting of Council held on Tuesday 24 June 2025 be taken as read and
confirmed.

9. Public Presentations
9.1 Petitions - Nil
9.2 Presentations - Nil
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9.3 Deputations
931 Mr K Branch
On Monday 23 June, Mayor Wilson received a request for a presentation to Council
from Mr Ken Branch on the topic of the “financial plan 2025-26 and Long-Term
Financial Plan”.
10. Questions by Members
10.1 Without Notice
10.2 On Notice
10.2.1  Heritage Marker — Councillor Miller (Report No: 218/25)
10.2.2  Unnamed Roadway to Brighton Beachfront Holiday Park — Councillor Lindop
(Report No: 220/25)
11. Member’s Activity Reports
111 Mayor’s Activity Statement — 1 April to 30 June 2025 (Report No: 216/25)
12: Motions on Notice
121 Pedestrian Crossing at Brighton Road — Councillor Lindop (Report No: 212/25)
13. Adjourned Matters - Nil
14, Reports of Management Committees and Subsidiaries
14.1  Information Report — Southern Region Waster Resource Authority — 23 June 2025
(Report No: 219/25)
15. Reports by Officers
15.1 Items in Brief (Report No: 200/25)
15.2 Community Engagement Results on Draft 2025-26 Annual Business Plan and Draft Long Term
Financial Plan2025-26 to 2034-35 (Report No: 217)
15.3 Council Graffiti Policy (Report No: 186/25)
154 Glenelg North Public Art Commission (Report No: 215/25)
16. Resolutions Subject to Formal Motions

Presented for the information of Members is a listing of resolutions subject to formal resolutions, for Council
and all Standing Committees, to adjourn or lay on the table items of Council business, for the current term
of Council.
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17; Urgent Business — Subject to the Leave of the Meeting
18. Items in Confidence - Nil

19. Closure

Pamela Jackson
Chief Ex@cutive Officer
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City of Holdfast Bay Council Meeting: 8 July 2025
Council Report No: 218/25

Item No: 10.2.1
Subject: QUESTION ON NOTICE — HERITAGE MARKER — COUNCILLOR MILLER
Question

Councillor Miller asked the following question:

Can administration provide a timeframe for the expected installation of the heritage marker
for the old Ozone cinema?

Background

The heritage marker for the Ozone Theatre, commemorating the cinema built in 1937 and
demolished in 2011, forms a part of the City Zone within the Transforming Jetty Road project.
As the City Zone nears completion, a status update is requested.

Answer — Principal Project Manager, Transforming Jetty Road

Following a request for a plague commemorating the Ozone Cinema, the history of the
building was investigated, and a plague concept was developed. Following approval of the
plaque it will take approximately six weeks to manufacture. Thereafter installation of the
plague, near the Bayside Shopping Village, will be coordinated with the project contractors
and occur within two to three weeks, ensuring a commemorative plaque is in place by
approximately late August.
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Council Report No: 220/25
Item No: 10.2.2

Subject: UNOFFICIAL NAMING OF ACCESS ROAD TO BRIGHTON BEACHFRONT
HOLIDAY PARK — COUNCILLOR LINDOP

Question

Councillor Lindop asked the following question:

“Could Administration please give an update on the status of the “unofficial naming of the
access road to Brighton Beachfront Holiday Park” which is a road from Kingston Crescent,
down to the carpark by Nest Kiosk and used to enter the Holiday Park.

Has Council Administration investigated options for names, including engaging with Kaurna

representatives on suitable names, considering this access road is adjacent to the Tjilbruke
Springs area.”

Background

The naming of the access road was part of a Council Motion asking for improved wayfinding
solutions for the Brighton Beachfront Holiday Park. The Motion is:

“Wayfinding for Brighton Beachfront Holiday Park” - C270224/7687
The Council approves:

1. the unofficial naming of the access road to Brighton Beachfront Holiday Park, with
Administration to bring back to Council options for names;

2. consideration of a new initiative of $8,000 for a precinct sign for the Kingston Park
Precinct in the 2024-25 budget process; and

3. Administration monitors the safety the Kingston Park car park for a period of 12
months, and provide a report back to Council prior to the 2025/26 budget process, to
determine if further car park signage is a future requirement.

Answer — Chief Executive Officer

Initial conversations have been held with Kaurna Elders regarding the naming of the access
road with a Kaurna name. A positive response was received to this enquiry. Unfortunately,
due to other priorities this has not been progressed further. | will progress the initiative in the
first half of the 2025-26 year.
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Item No: 11.1
Subject: MAYOR’S ACTIVITY REPORT — 1 APRIL TO 30 JUNE 2025
Summary

This report includes activities undertaken by Mayor Wilson 1 April to 30 June 2025.

After noting the report any items of interest can be discussed, if required with the Leave of the
Meeting.

Recommendation

That the Mayor’s Activity Report for 1 April to 30 June 2025 be received and noted.

Report
Date Activity Location
1/4/25 Council Workshop Brighton Civic Centre
5/4/25 President’s pre-game function Stratarama Stadium
Glenelg vs Central District Stratarama Stadium
8/4/25 Meeting with Sarah Andrews Brighton Civic Centre
Mayor and CEO Council agenda discussion Brighton Civic Centre
Council meeting Glenelg Town Hall
9/4/25 Jetty Road Mainstreet Committee meeting Glenelg Town Hall
10/4/25 Meeting with SA Life magazine Grenfell Street, Adelaide
Meeting with Andrew Taplin and Councillor Smedley Jetty Road, Glenelg
12/4/25 Electric Island Beach Concert Glenelg Beach
15/4/25 Council Workshop Brighton Civic Centre
16/4/25 Opening Ceremony, U18 Australian Lacrosse Nationals Brighton Ovals
Jetty Road Mainstreet Committee workshop Glenelg Town Hall
17/4/25 Coast FM radio interview Via phone
22/4/25 Emali Child Care 10" birthday celebration Emali, Hove
Mayor and CEO Council agenda discussion Brighton Civic Centre
Council Workshop Glenelg Town Hall
Council meeting Glenelg Town Hall
23/4/25 Mayor’s Council meeting wrap up video Esplanade, Somerton
Park
25/4/25 ANZAC Day Dawn Service Brighton
ANZAC Day breakfast Brighton RSL Club
President’s pre-game function Stratarama Stadium
Glenelg vs Norwood Stratarama Stadium
29/4/25 Hospital Research Foundation Home Lottery launch Hamilton Street,
Somerton Park
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Date Activity Location
Council Workshop Brighton Civic Centre
2/5/25 Glenelg District Cricket Club presentation night The Highway, Plympton
5/5/25 GAROC meeting LG House
6/5/25 Council workshop Online
7/5/25 Meeting with Mayor Frank Wilkie and Damien Burke, Hastings Street, Noosa
Traffic and Transport Technical Officer, Noosa Shire
Council
9/5/25 Meeting with General Manager, Community and Business | Mayor’s Parlour, Glenelg
12/5/25 Council Workshop Glenelg Town Hall
13/5/25 Mayor and CEO Council agenda discussion Brighton Civic Centre
Meeting with Premier Malinauskas Parliament House
Council Workshop Glenelg Town Hall
Council meeting Glenelg Town Hall
14/5/25 Mayor’s Council meeting wrap up video Somerton Park
Meeting with General Manager, Community and Business | Brighton Civic Centre
15/5/25 Coast FM radio interview By phone
Coastal Councils Mayor’s forum re algal bloom event Online
Opening of refurbished Village Pergola Townsend Park Lifestyle
Village
20/5/25 National Volunteer Week function Glenelg Surf Life Saving
Club
Executive Committee meeting Brighton Civic Centre
Council Workshop Brighton Civic Centre
21/5/25 Civics discussion with Year 7 students Brighton Secondary
School
Meeting with Elizabeth Rushbrook, South East City by phone
Residents’ Association
23/5/25 LGA Conference and OGM Adelaide Oval
Somerton Yacht Club presentation night Somerton Yacht Club
26/5/25 Reconciliation Week Breakfast and Assembly Brighton Primary School
Meeting with David Cruickshanks-Boyd Nest Kiosk
27/5/25 Mayor and CEO Council agenda discussion Brighton Civic Centre
Meeting with Jetty Road Mainstreet Committee Chair and | Mayor’s Parlour
Deputy Chair
Council Workshop Glenelg Town Hall
Council meeting Glenelg Town Hall
28/5/25 Mayor’s Council meeting wrap up video Brighton Civic Centre
Opening of Re.Co Recycling Centre Somerton Park
Western Mayor’s Lunch Fuego’s by the Sea
Meeting with Emma Terry and Nick Jones, SA Tourism Victoria Square,
Commission Adelaide
Council Workshop Glenelg Town Hall
29/5/25 Meeting with Louise Miller-Frost and CEO Glenelg
30/5/25 Opening — Ride and Drop Paringa Park Primary
School
31/5/25 Brighton Rugby Sponsors Day Brighton Oval
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Date Activity Location
Somerton Surf Life Saving Club Awards Night Somerton Surf Life
Saving Club
Glenelg Surf Life Saving Club Awards Night Glenelg Surf Life Saving
Club
3/6/25 Council Workshop Brighton Civic Centre
4/6/25 Jetty Road Mainstreet Committee meeting Glenelg Town Hall
10/6/25 Meeting with General Manager Assets and Delivery Brighton Civic Centre
Mayor and CEO Council agenda discussion Brighton Civic Centre
Meeting with Manager Communications Brighton Civic Centre
Meeting with Louise Miller-Frost and General Manager Esplanade, Glenelg
Assets and Delivery North
Council Workshop Glenelg Town Hall
Council meeting Glenelg Town Hall
11/6/25 Mayor’s Council meeting wrap up video Jetty Road, Glenelg
12/6/25 Tourism Industry Council SA Conference — opening The Grand, Glenelg
function welcome address
13/6/25 Lunch with CEO, General Manager Community and Fuego’s by the Sea
Business, Manager Communications
16/6/25 Meeting with Say Cheese Social Brighton Civic Centre
Lunch with Councillor Smedley Seafaring Fools
Citizenship Ceremony Brighton Secondary
School
17/6/25 Meeting with Georgina Vasilevski, Ellenika Ocean Grill Ellenika
Council Workshop Brighton Civic Centre
22/6/25 Glenelg vs Sturt Stratarama Stadium
24/6/25 Mayor and CEO Council agenda discussion Brighton Civic Centre
Andrew Taplin By phone
Council Workshop Glenelg Town Hall
Council meeting Glenelg Town Hall
Mayor’s Council meeting wrap up video Brighton Library
26/6/25 Holdfast staff event Brighton Bowls Club
Jetty Road Mainstreet Committee workshop Glenelg Town Hall
27/6/25 Entrance statement community outreach program St Peters Woodlands
School
Written By: Executive Assistant to the Chief Executive Officer

Chief Executive Officer: Ms P Jackson



City of Holdfast Bay Council Meeting: 8 July 2025
Council Report No: 212/25
Item No: 12.1

Subject: MOTION ON NOTICE — PEDESTRIAN CROSSING AT BRIGHTON ROAD
— COUNCILLOR LINDOP

Proposed Motion

Councillor Lindop proposed the following motion:

That Council:

1. requests Council Administration to formally engage with the Department for
Infrastructure and Transport (DIT) to review and improve pedestrian, cyclist, and

mobility aid user safety crossing over Brighton Road to and from Jetty Road Glenelg
at both sides of the intersection, including consideration of:

o Green bike-delineated lanes and sharrows to clearly define cyclist
pathways;

o Clear line markings to guide all users and reduce conflict zones;

o Pram ramps and accessible kerb transitions suitable for prams, mobility

trolleys, wheelchairs, and walkers.

2. Requests that Administration consult with relevant stakeholders, including Bike
Adelaide, disability access advocates as part of this consideration

3. Requests a report back to Council detailing the outcomes of any proposed
improvements, including recommendations for funding or implementation
timelines.

Background

The new Entry Statement at the Brighton Road end of Jetty Road Glenelg is designed as a key
feature to attract and encourage pedestrian entry from the Brighton Road tram stop. This
important gateway aims to enhance the arrival experience by clearly marking the transition
into Jetty Road, supporting the project’s goal to increase pedestrian flow, create a vibrant
public realm, and promote active transport connections. By focusing on this entry point, the
project intends to draw visitors into the heart of Jetty Road from one of its busiest transit
hubs, fostering a safer and more accessible environment for all users.

Community consultation outcomes (referenced in the project’s consultation summary
documents) revealed strong public support for improvements to pedestrian and cyclist
infrastructure, with particular emphasis on safety, accessibility, and seamless integration with
existing transport networks. Feedback highlighted the need for clearly defined cyclist routes,
accessible pram ramps, and enhanced crossing facilities that accommodate a diverse range of
users including mobility aid users and families.
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Given these factors, it is critical that Council proactively works with the Department for
Infrastructure and Transport (DIT) to explore and implement targeted safety improvements
such as green bike-delineated lanes, high-visibility line markings, and accessible kerb
transitions, ensuring the project delivers a safe, inclusive, and well-integrated transport hub.



City of Holdfast Bay Council Meeting: 8 July 2025
Council Report No: 219/25
Item No: 14.1

Subject: INFORMATION REPORT — SOUTHERN REGION WASTE RESOURCE
AUTHORITY BOARD MEETING - 23 JUNE 2025

Summary

The Information Report of the Southern Region Waste Resource Authority Board meeting held
23 June 2025 is provided for information.

Recommendation

That Council notes the Information Report of the Southern Region Waste Resource Authority
Board meeting held 23 June 2025.

Background

Southern Region Waste Resource Authority (SRWRA) is a regional subsidiary established by the
Cities of Onkaparinga, Marion and Holdfast Bay (the "Constituent Councils"), pursuant to
section 43 of the Local Government Act 1999. The functions of SRWRA include providing and

operating waste management services on behalf of the Constituent Councils.

In accordance with Section 4.5.2 of the SRWRA Charter - 2025, there shall be at least six
ordinary meetings of the Board held in each financial year.

Furthermore, Section 4.5.11 states that prior to the conclusion of each meeting of the Board,

the Board must identify which agenda items considered by the Board at that meeting will be
the subject of an information report to the Constituent Councils.

Report
In accordance with the above, the Information Report from the Board Meeting held on
23 June 2025 is provided for Members’ information.
Refer Attachment 1
Budget
Not applicable
Life Cycle Costs
Not applicable

Strategic Plan

A city, economy and community that is resilient and sustainable.
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Council Policy
Not applicable
Statutory Provisions

Not applicable

Council Meeting: 8 July 2025
Council Report No: 219/25

Written By: Manager Finance

Chief Executive Officer: Ms P Jackson
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Southern Region Waste Resource Authority

Constituent Council Information Report — Public

Board Meeting: 23 June 2025
Report By: Acting Chief Executive Officer

In accordance with Section 4.5.11 of the Southern Region Waste Resource Authority Regional Subsidiary
Charter - 2025, the SRWRA Board identified the following Agenda Iltems to be the subject of a Public
Information Report to the Constituent Councils (Cities of Onkaparinga, Marion and Holdfast Bay).

SRWRA STATISTICS

Month Total Tonnes Received Tonnes to Landfill Diversion Rate (%)
MARCH 15,314 7,004 54

APRIL 14,711 6,714 54

MAY 16,055 7,043 56

Tonnage data reflects all incoming waste material to SRWRA, including landfill volumes.

May

April

March
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Constituent Council Information Report — Public

FIRE & INCIDENT REPORTING

Incidents Reported Incidents Reported with Injury
2024 75 5
2025 (YTD) 28 2

WHS incidents increased from the previous month and remained constant when compared to May
2024. With the very low injury numbers per hours worked, SRWRA has not identified any injury
trends or patterns of injury within the workgroup.

2025 (y1D) Fires Hot Spots
Landfill 1 6

Landfill fire incidents remained constant from the previous month and showed a decrease when
compared to May 2024. Through provision of additional infrastructure around the site and
investment in emergency management worker competencies, SRWRA continues to see positive
improvement with internal emergency response processes, directly contributing to the reduction of
incident severity for each reported occurrence in the year to date.

Report Name Report Summary

Draft Budget FY26 and The SRWRA Draft Budget for FY26 and Business Plan was tabled for

Business Plan & adoption, following circulation to the Constituent Councils for
feedback.

The adopted budget forecasts a revised surplus of $1.212 million with
capital expenditure of $6.7 million. The revised surplus contained
within the updated draft presented, was due to incorporating a
provision of $200k for additional landfill amortisation expense due to
the revaluation of landfill post-closure obligations and liabilities
undertaken in financial year 2025.

Draft Long Term Financial = The Board discussed an updated draft Long Term Financial Plan

Plan (LTFP), with the LTFP demonstrating the Authority will have capacity
to meet current landfill liabilities. Having considered the LTFP, the
Board resolved to provide distributions to Constituent Councils in
future years, in line with their equitable interest.

Policy Review — Treasury SRWRA undertakes regular policy reviews in line with scheduled

Management, Prudential document review dates and legislative, governance or organisational
Management and change. The Treasury Management, Prudential Management policies
Corporate Governance and the Corporate Governance Manual have been reviewed and were
Manual presented in an updated document to the Board.




Constituent Council Information Report — Public

Les Perry Memorial Grant

SRWRA Representative -
Audit & Risk Committee

Draft Strategic Plan — 2026
to 2030

Chief Executive Officers
Report

Internal Audit

Emergency Services Site
Tour

SRWRA has undertaken a review of the Les Perry Memorial Grant that
is offered to schools within our Constituent Council areas.

Council Waste Education Officers provided valuable feedback on how
the grant program could be updated to further support pre-schools
and primary schools in waste minimisation and recycling initiatives.
As part of this program update, a budget allocation of $50,000 has
been committed for the FY2025 grant program and the grant criteria
expanded to include kindergartens, pre-schools and early learning
centres within Constituent Council areas.

The updated grant program will be circulated to councils in July 2025
and promoted via the SRWRA website; we appreciate the ongoing
support of council Waste Education Officers in promoting the grant
program within their council areas.

The term of the SRWRA Board presentative and proxy to the Audit &
Risk Committee expire on 1 September 2025.

The Board appointed Roberto Bria as their representative and John
Smedley as the proxy, for a two year period commencing September
2025; with membership of the Audit & Risk Committee made up of a
SRWRA Board Member and three independent members nominated
by Constituent Councils.

SRWRA'’s current Strategic Plan (2019 to 2026) is nearing completion
and has served the Authority well. The Board workshopped a new
draft Strategic Plan and approved it for distribution to Constituent
Councils for feedback, with the aim of adopting the final version at its
meeting in September 2025.

The Acting CEO outlined recent key activities, including an update on
the CEO recruitment process, with interviews for shortlisted
candidates to occur in the coming weeks. The EPA conducted a
drone survey of the SRWRA site as part of a waste audit, providing
positive feedback on the landfill's condition, waste coverage and litter
management.

SRWRA will commence their internal audit program with an assurance
mapping exercise in June 2025, to support development of a risk
based, three-year internal audit program for the Authority, overseen
by the Audit & Risk Committee.

A site tour was undertaken for Emergency Services personnel to
familiarise themselves with the SRWRA site, including the location of
water access points. The tour provided CFS and MFS representatives
with an opportunity to gain an understanding of the site layout and
operations in a non-emergency situation.
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Item No: 15.1
Subject: ITEMS IN BRIEF
Summary

These items are presented for the information of Members.

After noting the report any items of interest can be discussed and, if required, further motions
proposed.

Recommendation

That the following items be noted and items of interest discussed:

1. Amalgamated Council Assessment Panels and Joint Planning Boards
2. Brighton Winter Solstice 2025

Report

1. Amalgamated Council Assessment Panels and Joint Planning Boards

At its meeting held on 10 June 2025, Council considered correspondence from the
Minister for Planning encouraging Council to consolidate its Council Assessment
Panel and planning department with neighbouring local government areas, and to
consider establishing a Joint Planning Board in response to current trends in housing
supply and the planning system.

In accordance with the resolution from that meeting (C100625/8074), the Mayor has
written to the Minister for Planning to advise that the City of Holdfast Bay will retain
an exclusive planning department and continue to make planning decisions through
its independent Council Assessment Panel to ensure continued local representation
in decision making.

Refer Attachment 1

2. Brighton Winter Solstice 2025

The Brighton Winter Solstice Street Party was held for its fifth year on Saturday
21 June 2025. With perfect winter’s day conditions, the event attracted its largest
attendance to date - almost 10,500 people.

The extended event site this year included the roundabout at the Esplanade, which
provided more space for the local community to enjoy fire pits, festoon lighting,
entertainment and food and beverages from local traders up until the new finish
time of 9.30pm
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Positive feedback has been received from both traders and members of the public,
highlighting the vibrant atmosphere and community spirit.

The Community Wellbeing team contributed to the overall event through
coordinating and activating eight community volunteers across key areas including
the children’s zone, library activities, and silent disco. As part of broader youth
engagement efforts, Brighton Secondary School and Sacred Heart College were
invited to offer volunteering opportunities to interested students. Three students
from Brighton Secondary participated and made a valuable contribution, gaining
practical experience and expressing their enthusiasm at being part of a major
community event.

Written By: Executive Officer

Chief Executive Officer: Ms P Jackson
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CITY OF

HOLDFAST BAY OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

19 June 2025

Hon Nick Campion MP
Minister for Planning
GPO Box 11032
ADELAIDE SA 5001

Via email: ministerchampion@sa.gov.au

Dear Mr Champion
Amalgamated Council Assessment Panels and Joint Planning Boards

Thank you for your letter dated 21 May 2025 encouraging the City of Holdfast Bay to consolidate
its Council Assessment Panel and planning department with neighbouring local government areas,
and to consider establishing a Joint Planning Board in response to current trends in housing supply
and the planning system.

Whilst it is acknowledged that efficiencies can be gained by councils amalgamating their planning
assessment responsibilities into a single Assessment Panel, there is a risk that the already
diminished role of local communities in the planning system will be further diluted if councils
decide to relinquish their decision-making independence to a regional body. Decisions made by
State and Commonwealth governments to deregulate planning assessment functions and
dismantle university planning courses have led to a shortage of professionals, which is placing
considerable pressure on councils to adequately staff their planning departments. However, this
should not be a catalyst for abandoning local values in favour of a regional agenda, as councils have
become increasingly efficient at discharging their planning functions in response to resourcing
pressures.

The Council appreciates the argument that greater consistency in decision making can be achieved
with fewer planning authorities, but questions whether consistency in decision making should be a
measure applied to local planning authorities. The community would expect its council to make
decisions that are consistent with its values rather than decisions that are consistent with those
made in other parts of the metropolitan area. In this regard, the reasoning put forward reinforces
the need for councils to remain independent to ensure that planning policies and decisions reflect
the expectations of their community.

Following consideration of your request and by unanimous resolution of Council, | advise that the
City of Holdfast Bay will retain an exclusive planning department and continue to make planning
decisions through its independent Council Assessment Panel to ensure continued local
representation in decision making.

Brighton Civic CentreContact
24 Jetty Road Phone 08 8229 9999
Brighton SA 5048 mail@holdfast.sa.gov.au holdfast.sa.gov.au



Please do not hesitate to contact Anthony Marroncelli, Manager Development Services on
8229 9904 or at amarroncelli@holdfast.sa.gov.au should you wish to discuss this matter further.

Yours sincerely

W%\J i

|
g 1
),I
manda Wilson
Mayor
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Item No: 15.2

Subject: COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT RESULTS ON DRAFT 2025-26 ANNUAL
BUSINESS PLAN AND DRAFT LONG TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 2025-26
TO 2034-35

Summary

At its meeting on 27 May 2025, Council resolved to release the Draft 2025-26 Annual Business
Plan and Draft Long Term Financial Plan 2025-26 to 2034-35 for consultation. The consultation
period for both plans ran from Wednesday 28 May until Friday 20 June. The purpose of this
report is to provide Council with the results of the community consultation.

Overall, 119 submissions were received. These provided a wide range of views on the Draft
2024-25 Annual Business Plan and Draft Long Term Financial Plan 2025-26 to 2034-35. There
were six new community projects proposed. Community indicators of support were sought in
the consultation process on these projects. 83 people completed the survey, indicating their
level of support for these projects.

The final 2025-26 Annual Business Plan and Long Term Financial Plan 2025-26 to 2034-35 are
scheduled to be provided for Council consideration at its meeting on 22 July 2025.

Recommendation

That Council notes the results of the consultation and recommended responses to feedback
on the Draft 2025- 26 Annual Business Plan and the Draft Long Term Financial Plan 2025-26
to 2034-35.

Background

At its meeting on 27 May 2025, Council resolved to release the Draft 2025-26 Annual Business
Plan and Draft Long Term Financial Plan 2025-26 to 2034-35 for consultation. The consultation
period for both plans ran from Wednesday 28 May and concluded on Friday 20 June. Council
has considered the feedback from this consultation in a workshop on 1 July 2025.

Given the extensive consultation for the Transforming Jetty Road Glenelg project, the adoption
of the 2025-26 is now scheduled for 22 July. This means that engagement for the 2025-26
Draft Annual Business Plan and the Draft Long Term Financial Plan 2025-26 — 2034-35 was later
than in the previous year.

This is in line with section 123 of the Local Government Act, 1999 (the Act). This stipulates that
an annual business plan and a budget must be adopted by a council after 31 May for the
ensuing financial year and, except in a case involving extraordinary administrative difficulty,
before 15 August for the financial year.
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Report

The purpose of this report is to provide Council with the results of the community consultation
on the 2024-25 Annual Business Plan and the Long Term Financial Plan 2024-25 to 2034-35.

Community Engagement

Under section 123 of the Local Government Act 1999, before council adopts its annual business
plan, it must:

. Follow the relevant steps set out in its public consultation policy;
. Inform the public of its Annual Business Plan and invite them to:
o attend a public meeting or a meeting of council to ask questions and make
submissions,
o make written submissions within a period, which must be at least 21 days.

After considering:

° any submission made to the council during the public consultation period, and

. any new or revised information in the possession of the council that is relevant to the
material contained in the draft annual business plan, and

. such other materials or information as the council thinks fit

Council may adopt its annual business plan, with or without amendment.

In line with this legislation, Council undertakes community consultation each year to seek
feedback on draft versions of its Annual Business Plan and Long Term Financial Plan. This
extends beyond the legislative requirements and includes a variety of methods for people to
provide feedback.

Council has acknowledged that it needs to be more direct in how information is shared with
the community. Improvements ensure that everyone in the community can learn about
Council’s proposed programs, services and budget, and participate in planning processes. To
this end, two new methodologies were introduced this year:

° Letterbox distribution - A Summary leaflet of the Draft Annual Business Plan was
distributed to households and businesses in Holdfast Bay
° Drop-in sessions at Glenelg North, Hove and Seacliff - This engagement methodology

provided multiple opportunities for stakeholders to meet face-to-face with staff.
Stakeholders asked questions and sought clarification on matters of interest

The following table details the various methods taken to engage the community, the method's
intent and the overall reach of the methods and responses gained. A full summary of the
consultation methods appears as Attachment 1.

Refer Attachment 1



City of Holdfast Bay

Method and type of engagement

Your Holdfast site — including online
survey
(Inform and Consult)

Reach

3006 direct contact
recipients

Council Meeting: 8 July 2025
Council Report No: 217/25

Result/Response

e 1,381 views
e 209 visited the site from this direct
contact
* Downloads
o  Draft ABP—4,000
o  Draft ABP Leaflet— 176
o  Draft LTFP-101
o  Printable Survey -3
e 83 contributions

Summary Leaflet
(Inform)

19,000 letterbox
deliveries

N/A

Drop-In Sessions
(Inform and Consult)

3 sessions held

12 participants

Facebook 14,976 followers 9 posts with 8,088 reached
(Inform)

Instagram 4,772 followers 1 post with 617 reached

(Inform)

Holdfast News 3,292 subscribers e  Opened by 944

29 May e 233 continued to Your Holdfast
(Inform)

Verbal Submissions N/A 2 verbal submissions were made
(Deputations to Council)

10 June

(Consult)

Holdfast News 3,244 subscribers * Opened by 1,003

13 June ® 16 continued to Your Holdfast
(Inform)

Promotional Signage/articles

(Inform)

e 10 Bin corflutes

e 5 Digital signs — various locations

e Tram and Bus shelter signage

e large displays at Glenelg and
Brighton Libraries

e Public notice in the Advertiser
print and online editions

e  Public Notice on Council website

Some high-profile
locations, but it is
hard to measure the
level of reach.

N/A

Total Contributions

Email contributions N/A 35 individuals contributed via email
(Consult)
Letter (received at Drop In session) N/A 1 individual contribution by letter

119

Notably, the feedback was received from across Holdfast Bay and the age profile reflected a
younger age group of respondents than in previous engagements.
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TSA Riley, as an external organisation that specialises in community engagement, was engaged
to undertake an independent analysis of all the feedback received during the consultation. The
Feedback Analysis Report prepared by TSA Riley is included as Attachment 2, and full verbatim
comments that were received are included as Attachment 3.

Refer Attachments 2 and 3

A total of 119 individuals provided a submission during the consultation. 83 were via the Your
Holdfast website and completed the online survey, 35 were via emails, and one letter was
received. Proposed responses to respondents are included as Attachment 4.

Refer Attachment 4

The remainder of this report is drawn from the TSA Riley analysis.
Main Themes

Overall, submissions indicate that many community members are seeking clearer justification
for Council spending, particularly on large-scale projects like the Transforming Jetty Road
Glenelg Project. There is a strong emphasis on ensuring that rates are used to deliver practical,
broadly beneficial services, with several respondents expressing concern about rising debt
levels and the long-term cost to ratepayers.

Submissions also reflect a desire for greater transparency in how decisions are made and how
funds are allocated across suburbs. Many respondents are asking for more detail on project
costs, debt servicing, and alternatives considered. There is a call for better community
consultation that genuinely incorporates resident input into final decisions.

The feedback suggests a preference for investments that support day-to-day community needs
such as footpath repairs, road safety, environmental protection and accessible infrastructure,
rather than aesthetic or high-profile projects with less immediate benefit to most residents

Summary of Draft 2025-26 Annual Business Plan feedback

The feedback regarding the Draft Annual Business Plan reflects respondents who are feeling
the pressure of rising living costs and are concerned about how council decisions are affecting
household budgets. While some respondents support investment in local projects, many
guestioned the timing and size of the proposed rate increase, particularly the portion allocated
to the Jetty Road Glenelg upgrade. Comments showed a strong desire for more balanced and
transparent budgeting, with several people calling for clearer communication about how funds
are being spent.

Overall, the responses suggest that respondents want the council to show greater sensitivity to
current financial pressures and to focus spending on priorities that deliver broad community
benefit.

Summary Draft Long Term Financial Plan 2025-26 to 2034-35 feedback

The feedback regarding the Long Term Financial Plan reinforces themes seen elsewhere in the
survey feedback, with a focus on responsible budgeting and improving everyday amenity in the
Glenelg precinct. While only a few responses were strongly negative or positive, most shared
practical suggestions on how the council could improve the safety, functionality and appeal of
shared spaces. There is also a clear expectation that spending be carefully managed and
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justified, especially in the current economic climate. Respondents are keen to see not just
visual improvements, but meaningful changes that support a safe, healthy and inclusive
community.

Community Projects

There were six new community projects that were proposed following the application of the
prioritisation framework that assesses all proposals against urgency and impact criteria.

Community indicators of support were sought in the consultation process on these projects. 83
people completed the survey, which indicated their level of support for these projects. Against
each of these projects, listed below, the level of support has been calculated as follows:

° Supportive applies to those who responded very supportive and somewhat
supportive

. Neutral applies to those who responded neutral

. Not supportive applies to those who responded very unsupportive and somewhat

unsupportive

Pedestrian crossings to improve safety — Adelphi Terrace ($120,000)

In addition to the survey responses 24 people provided additional comments, which included:

° Pedestrian safety and traffic risk on Adelphi Terrace
. Support for improved access and connectivity

. Concern about cost and spending priorities

. Location-specific feedback and suggested additions
. Disability access and transport links.

Overall, the feedback suggests that while there is genuine interest in improving safety and
accessibility, the community wants confidence that the project is targeted, cost-effective and
based on demonstrated need.



City of Holdfast Bay Council Meeting: 8 July 2025
Council Report No: 217/25

Jetty Road, Brighton - Street improvements (consultation and design) (550,000)

In addition to the survey responses 37 people provided additional comments, which included:

° General support for planned improvements

. Aesthetic enhancements and atmosphere

° Parking and traffic management issues

° Project relevance and questions about long-term impact
. Character and local identity.

Overall, the feedback indicates a supportive community that is open to change, but expects it
to be thoughtful, targeted and respectful of what already works well.

Active transport for kids (Stage 2) — Paringa Park Primary School (550,000)

In addition to the survey responses 35 people provided additional comments which included:

° Concerns about traffic safety and speeding near the school
° Call for upgraded school crossing infrastructure
° Requests for physical traffic calming measures

° Support for ongoing improvements to active travel and safety
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. Frustration with driver behaviour and lack of enforcement.
Overall, the feedback reflects a strong and unified call from the community for immediate and
meaningful action to improve safety conditions around the school, especially on Bowker

Street.

New Disability Discrimination Act-compliant pathways — Bowker Oval (540,000)

In addition to the survey responses 23 people provided additional comments, which included:

° Support for accessibility and disability access upgrades

. Broader community benefit and inclusivity

. Improving connections and shared access through the park
. Cost and funding concerns

Overall, the feedback supports the intent of the project while encouraging council to ensure
that the improvements are delivered in an inclusive, affordable and practical way. There is a
clear message that Bowker Oval is highly valued, and any upgrades should enhance its role as a
safe, welcoming and well-used public space.

Cemetery upgrades — North Brighton and St Jude’s cemeteries ($256,000)
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In addition to the survey responses 26 people provided additional comments, which included:

. Mixed views about the value, use and cost of the project
° Basic support for minor improvements

Overall, the feedback reflects a preference for a minimal and respectful approach to upgrades,
one that maintains the character of the site, ensures value for money and avoids drawing

resources away from projects with broader community impact.

Fairy lights — Jetty Road, Brighton (573,280)

In addition to the survey responses 38 people provided additional comments, which included:

. Frustration about cost and financial management
° Perception of the lights as a worthwhile improvement
. Support for Brighton investment and fairness across suburbs

Overall, while the fairy lights were well-liked and often described positively, the feedback
indicates that the community wants projects like this to be delivered with transparency, fiscal
responsibility, and a clear sense of value for money

Conclusion

Council is now required to consider the results of the consultation and may consider any other
information it considers relevant.

The final 2025-26 Annual Business Plan and Long Term Financial Plan 2025-26 to 2034-35 are
scheduled to be considered by Council at its meeting on 22 July 2025.

Budget

The cost of production of the 2025- 26 Annual Business Plan and the Long Term Financial Plan
2025-26 to 2034-35 and associated community engagement is met within the current budget.
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Life Cycle Costs

This report does not have any direct full lifecycle cost implications.

Strategic Plan

Statutory compliance

Council Policy

The Council Community Consultation and Engagement Policy is relevant to this report.
Statutory Provisions

Section 123 of the Local Government Act, 1999 (the Act) sets out the requirements for the
development of the Annual Business Plan.

Written By: Manager Strategy and Governance

General Manager: Strategy and Corporate, Sharon Wachtel
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This document provides details on the engagement methods and communication channels
to be used to inform and engage the community and receive feedback.

Overview

The consultation period for the Draft 2025-26 Annual Business Plan and the Draft Long Term Financial Plan 2025-
26 to 2034-35 was Wednesday 28 May - Friday 20 June 2025.

e The project website (www.yourholdfast.com/abp25-26 ) received 1,381 views
e Information brochure mailout to 19K households
e Email sentto YourHoldfast Database of 3,006 recipients

e 3 community drop-in sessions were held with a total of xx community members in attendance



Purpose of Engagement

The objective of the consultation is to ensure that the community has been given an appropriate opportunity to review
the draft plans, ask questions and provide their feedback in a meaningful way.

Consultation

We are seeking to capture the community’s feedback on both plans to:

e Understand and consider community sentiment, concerns, and insights on the plans.

e Gauge the level of support for the six proposed community projects (new initiatives).

All the above will inform Council’s decisions on the final form of the ABP and LTFP.



Communication and engagement tools and methodology

Yourholdfast.com website

The project website (as a single point-of-truth — where the community can access full and complete information
about the draft plans, Frequently Asked Questions as well as complete an online survey.

e The webpage received 1,381views during the consultation period

e 1 emailwas sent from the YourHoldfast database on 28 May to 3,006 recipients with an open rate of 1,129
with 209 participants clicking to the site.

e 83 contributions were received online



City of Holdfast Bay website

The council website had a feature article on the home page of the website for the duration of the consultation. There
was a news article on the site on Thursday 28 May 2025.



Community consultation leaflet

A four-page leaflet was created for the consultation, providing an overview of the Draft 2025-26 Annual Business Plan,
and detailing the ways the community can provide feedback.

The objective of the leaflet is to provide an overview of the Draft 2025-26 Annual Business Plan and promote
engagement opportunities and direct the community to where they can find out more information such as the website
and drop-in sessions.

o The leaflet was delivered, via a letterbox drop, to 19,000 Holdfast Bay residential properties in the first three days
of the consultation.

e Copies were also available at Brighton Civic Centre, the libraries and community centres, and at the community
drop-in sessions.

Share your feedback
on our Draft 2025-26
Annual Business Plan
Read about ifs key features, our

Proposed new community projects, how
tolearn more and provide your feedback. |
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Drop-in sessions

Three drop-in sessions were an opportunity for the community to meet with the project team to find out more about
the draft plans. Rather than formals meetings, these are designed as drop-in sessions in which the community can
attend at any point during the scheduled time to have a one-on-one conversation about the project. This will enable
us to address individual concerns and issues and ensure that attendees can access information for their specific
needs.

The sessions were staffed by General Manager Strategy and Governance, Manager Strategy and Governance,
Manager, Finance and support staff.

Each drop-in session had the project leaflet and hard copy versions of the engagement survey. Additionally, there
were iPads for attendees who wish to complete the online survey at the session.

Drop-in sessions results

Three face-face sessions were held over the consultation period. Below are the locations and number of
participants for each session.

Date Type Location Attendees

e 4pm - 6pm Community drop-in Seacliff Surf Life Saving Club 5
Monday 2 June

23 4pm - 6pm Community drop-in Holdfast Bay Community Centre 5
Thursday 12 June

3. 4pm - 6pm Community drop-in Glenelg North Community Centre 2
Monday 16 June

Total 12



Social media campaign
28 May - 20 June 2025

Council has two social media channels that were used to communicate with the community, Facebook and
Instagram.

Facebook was the main social media platform used to promote the consultation.

We also posted to our Instagram page, which has 4,668 followers.

Eacebook (14,976 followers)
Number of posts Reach
9 posts 8,088
Instagram (4,772 followers)
Number of posts / stories Reach
1 post 617

Council News

Council has a fortnightly e-letter, Holdfast News with a subscription rate of 3,266.

Holdfast News was delivered on Thursday 29 May to 3,262 subscribers, opened by 944 with: 233 link clicks to Your
Holdfast page.

There was also an article in Friday 13 June edition to 3,244 subscribers, opened by 1003 with a click rate of 16 to the
YourHoldfast project page.

share fesdback your way Pick up anew bin calendar

There are many ways to provide Whether you're an the sustainable
fordbnck on the Draft 2026 26 kerbside bin collection service, which
Annual Business Plan before includes weekly green-fid FOGO bin
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Friday 20 June 2025. Fil nananline  service, thare's 2 bin calendar to suit.
or hard copy survey, seed us an Pick up a cendar at the

ustalia Postor Brighton Chvic Centre, lbraries or

eemail or 2 letier &
call us during business hours an community centres befare the new
6229 5399, firanciad year.
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Promotional sighage

Signage to promote the engagement were displayed across Holdfast Bay. A simple call to action, communication of
the consultation dates and a QR Code to the engagement website were prominently displayed in signage across the
city.

Bin corflutes — 10 bin corflutes signs along the esplanade from Seacliff to Glenelg, Moseley Square and Colley Road.

Digital signs — Engagement signage will be located on all Council’s digital signs, Brighton Oval LED signs, Brighton
and Glenelg libraries and at Glenelg Town Hall.

Tram and bus shelters — Signage was displayed on bus shelters on Anzac Highway, Glenelg North and Colley Terrace,
and on the tram shelter at Moseley Square.

Library signage — Large displays at Brighton and Glenelg library.




Public Notice Advertising
As per the Council’s obligations under
A public notice was placed in the Advertiser news on Friday 30 May 2025

Public notices regarding the Draft 2025-26 Annual Business Plan were placed in The Advertiser newspaper (print and
online) and the Council website.

The Advertiser Newspaper The Advertiser Newspaper online
Friday 30 May 2025 Friday 30 May 2025




City of Holdfast Bay website -public notices
Wednesday 28 May - Friday 20 June 2025

Share your feedback on the City of Holdfast Bay's Draft 2025-26 Annual Business Plan

Our Draft 2025-26 Annual Business Plan outlines Council’s priorities and pregram of work for the next 12 months."

It allocates funding for key priorifies and services and shows what you will receive for your rates.

The Draft Long Term Financial Plan 2025-26 o 2034-35 is also open for your feedback. It shows 10 years of projections and demonsirates how
Council delivers on its priorities while managing deblt.

Your feedback is welcome and will be considered by Council before these plans are finalised.

Share your feedback at www.yourholdfast.com/abp25-26

Email abp@holdfast.sa.gov.au

Call 8229 9099

In writing at: Annual Business Plan, PO Box 19, Brighton 5A 5048

To make a verbal submission to Council at its meeting on Tuesday 10 June 2025, please email or call Council before Spm on Friday 6 June
2025.

This consultation closes 5Spm Friday 20 June 2025.

You can access the draft plans at:

- Brighton Civic Centre, 24 Jeity Road, Brighton
-  Glenelg library, 2 Colley Terrace, Glenelg
Brighten Library, 20 Jetty Road, Brighton

Or visit www.yourholdfast.com/abp25-26

Participation rate summary
Below provides a summary of number of people that participated and how.

YourHoldfast.com participation Number
Views to the site 1381
Online forms complete 83
Downloads

Draft Annual Business plan 4000
Draft Annual Business plan 176
summary

Draft Long term financial plan 101
Printable survey 3

Emails and Hardcopies

Type Number
Emails 35
Hardcopy forms 0

Face to face events

Type Number

Community drop-in sessions 3
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TSA Riley

1. Introduction

TSA Riley was appointed to analyse all survey feedback submitted as part of the Annual Business Plan (ABP) 2025-26
and Long-Term Financial Plan (LTPF) 2025-26 to 2034-35 Consultation.

A hard copy survey was also available, and all responses have been digitised and included with the overall analysis.

Feedback was accepted from Wednesday 28 May to 5pm Friday 20 June 2025 through multiple channels, and a copy of
the survey can be found in Appendix A.

The survey has shaped the structure of this report and the reader can find the following key sections within it:
e Demographic indicators

e Six proposed new community projects

e Generalfeedback on ABP and LTFP

e Emal and letter feedback

e Summary

1.1 Analysis methodology

Feedback has been analysed by question. All ‘open ended’ (qualitative) responses were analysed by theme and all
‘closed questions’ (quantitative data) was analysed by all respondents.

A note on reading data, where a count is provided it is reflected as “n = number” and where a percentage is reflected
this is show as a %. Quotes are indicated by “inverted commas” and are reflective of the theme or sentiment shared.

To provide clarity on positive and negative sentiment for each of the six projects, level of support categories have been
calculated as follows: supportive = very supportive and somewhat supportive and not supportive = very unsupportive
and somewhat unsupportive. This is show as a bar graph for the relevant questions.

1.2 Response numbers

Atotal of 119 feedback submissions were received during the draft ABP + LTFP Consultation. Respondents were able
to provide feedback through multiple channels - including online and hard copy survey, email, letter, drop-in session
and face to face and at a Council meeting. This report contains analysis of those responses received via the online
survey as well as those received via email and a letter handed in at the drop-in session. No hard copy surveys were
received.

Table 1: Feedback response number

Feedback format Response number

Online survey 83
Email 35
Letter 1
Total 119

1.3 Online engagement

An online engagement platform was available as a space to find out more about the ABP and LTFP consultation,
including background documents, videos and an online survey. Of the 37% of people who visited* the site 3% made a
survey contribution. This indicates that a higher % of people were engaged but chose not to contribute via the online
survey.
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Table 2: Visitors and contributors via online engagement page

Visitors vs contributions via the online engagement page

40%

n=91437%

35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%

n=83|3%

Visitor Contributions

5%

0%

*Visitors are defined as the number of unique users that have entered the site. A single visitor may make more than
one Visit to the site over the course of the same day or several days, but are only counted once.
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2. Demographic indicators

This section is an analysis of online survey responses.

2.1 Demographic data

At the end of the survey participants were asked to provide demographic details about themselves. It should be noted
that while 83 people participated in the survey not everyone completed each question, which is why the total
responses differ for each question. 15 respondents in total were considered anonymous as they either did not have a
first or last name recorded.

211 Survey respondent suburb
Respondents were asked their suburb and post code; 83 people answered this question. The highest response rate
was from those living or working in Glenelg North (n=13) and Somerton Park (n=13) followed by Brighton (n=12) and
Seacliff (n=9). One respondent selected ‘other’ and indicated Park Holme (5043) as their suburb.
Figure 1: Respondent suburb

Respondent suburb

14
12

10

Glenelg Somerton Brighton Seacliff Hove Glenelg  North South  Seacliff Glenelg Glenelg Other
North Park Brighton Brighton.  Park East South
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TSA Riley

Question 22 asked participants about their postcode, and 72 respondents answered this question.

Table 4: Response post codes

Post code Suburbs (by Aus Post Category) Number of responses
5048 Brighton, Dover Gardens, Hove, North Brighton, South 29
Brighton
5045 Glenelg, Glenelg East, Glenelg North, Glenelg South 22
5049 Kingston Park, Marino, Seacliff, Seacliff Park, Seaview 11
Downs
5044 Glengowrie and Somerton Park 9
5043 Park Holme 1
Total of all who responded to postcode question 72

2.1.2 Survey respondent type

Respondents were asked to select the option that best describes them (Holdfast Bay resident, Holdfast Bay business
owner, or visitor). Most respondents indicated they were Residents (96% n=80). For this reason, qualitative data has
not been separated by respondent type, however in each sentiment table respondent type has been identified.

Note one respondent had categorised themselves as a visitor but indicated they lived in the City of Holdfast Bay, and
this had been corrected in the data by adding the response to the resident category.

Table 2: Respondent type

Respondent type Response number Percentage
Holdfast Bay resident 80 96%
Holdfast Bay business owner 2 2%

Visitor 1 1%

Total online and hard copy survey count 83 100%
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2.1.3 Survey respondent age

Respondents were asked to indicate their age group and 73 people answered this question. Most respondents were
aged 45-49 (16% = 12) followed by 60-64 years of age (12% n=9) and 40 - 45 years (12% n=9). The lowest response rate
was from participants aged 30-34 (3% n=2). There were no responses recorded for participants under 25 years of age
and over 85 years.

Table 3: Respondent age group

Respondent age Response number Percentage
25-29 n=3 4%
30-34 n=2 3%
35-39 n=6 8%
40-44 n=9 12%
45-49 n=12 16%
50-54 n=7 10%
55-59 n=7 10%
60-64 n=9 12%
65-69 n=6 8%
70-74 n=>5 7%
75-79 n=4 5%
80-84 n=3 4%
Total n=73 100%
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3. Level of support for six proposed community
projects

The Draft 2025-26 Annual Business Plan includes six proposed community projects. As part of the consultation the
City of Holdfast Bay sought the community’s level of support for each of the projects and the 0.15% increase in rates
that would be required to fund and deliver all six proposed projects as well as general feedback about each project.

This section of the survey analysis unpacks sentiment (not supportive at all, somewhat unsupportive, neutral,
somewhat supportive and very supportive) as well as commentary associated with each proposed community project
in the order they were listed in the survey.

3.1 Adelphi Terrace pedestrian crossings

Question 2 asked participants “How supportive are you of the Adelphi Terrace pedestrian crossing project?” 78
participants answered this question. Of those who responded, 49% indicated very supportive or somewhat supportive
when asked about their level of support for the Adelphi Terrace pedestrian crossing project, as indicated in the figure
and table below. Level of support has been calculated as follows: supportive = very supportive and somewhat
supportive and not supportive = very unsupportive and somewhat unsupportive.

Figure 1: Level of support Adelphi Terrace

Levels of Support Adelphi Terrace
40 n= 38| 49%

35
30
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20

n=1621%
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10

Number of Responses

Supportive Neutral Not Supportive
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Table 3: Level of support Adelphi Terrace

Level of Support Number /% of Number Number Number
Responses ALL Responses Responses Responses
Residents Business Visitors
Owners

Very supportive n=21(27%) n=21

Somewhat supportive n=17 (22%) n=17

Neutral n=24(31%) n=22 n=2

Somewhat unsupportive n=3 (4%) n=2 n=1

Not supportive at all n=13 (17%) n=13

Question 3 asked participants to provide any comments regarding Adelphi Terrace pedestrian crossing, and 24
respondents provided extra comments. The key themes below highlight the main points from the feedback from all
respondents. No business owners or residents commented on this question.

3.1.1 Pedestrian safety and traffic risk on Adelphi Terrace

This was the most prominent theme in the feedback. Many users of Adelphi Terrace, particularly walkers and cyclists,
raised safety concerns due to increasing traffic volumes. Some described regular near misses or difficulties crossing,
especially as foot traffic grows near amenities and reserves. These responses frame the project as a preventative
safety measure for an increasingly active corridor.

"I cross Adelphi Terrace to walk the King Street bridge at least once a day... this crossing is becoming more and
more hazardous..."

There was strong support for infrastructure that improves safety, especially where traffic levels and pedestrian activity
are high.

3.1.2 Support for improved access and connectivity

A significant portion of feedback framed the project positively, pointing to the broader benefits of safer, more
connected public spaces. Respondents said better crossings would allow easier access to local shops, parks and
pathways, especially for older people, children and people with mobility challenges. Others noted the connection to
wellbeing and active lifestyles.

"This is fantastic and very needed, though a third location further south is also needed..."

"Good to see. Need more of this in pedestrian crossing areas."
This group saw the Adelphi Terrace upgrades as part of a wider commitment to inclusion and healthier communities.
3.1.3 Concern about cost and spending priorities

Many comments reflected concern about how council funds are being spent, especially during the current cost of
living crisis. These responses questioned whether the investment in Adelphi Terrace was urgent or worth the financial
impact. Some explicitly opposed any rate increase linked to the project, while others asked for the project to be
deferred or scaled back. Several respondents questioned the need for this project altogether. Some noted they do not
use the area or believe it is not a critical location for upgrades. Others pointed to different sites they believe should be
prioritised, like Bowker Street. Acommon thread was that informal or existing crossing options are already sufficient.

"People coming to the area can cross a road without the need for a pedestrian crossing... waste of funds."
"There are multiple opportunities to cross without the need for additional roadway furniture."

"Money would be better spent on Bowker Street with lights and vehicle slowing speed bump to protect children
to and from school."”
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This theme represents a strong sentiment for financial restraint and better prioritisation.
3.1.4 Location-specific feedback and suggested additions

A smaller group provided location-specific advice, such as calls for additional crossings further south or near Canning
Street. Others proposed the inclusion of speed bumps or better cyclist provisions. While generally supportive, this
group wanted to see the design shaped by practical use and nearby developments like the reserve and cafe precinct.
This theme reflects engaged feedback that supports the project with adjustments.

3.1.5 Disability access and transport links

Some respondents specifically mentioned the need to improve access for people with mobility issues or using public
transport. There were suggestions to upgrade nearby bus stop infrastructure and ensure that crossings are suitable for
all users.

"Supportive to improve bus stop disability access. | feel this should be included in general maintenance..."
This highlights accessibility as an important consideration within the broader scope of pedestrian upgrades.
3.1.6 Summary Adelphi Terrace pedestrian crossing project

The feedback on the Adelphi Terrace pedestrian and accessibility improvements shows a mix of strong support,
practical concerns and financial caution. Many respondents supported the idea of improved pedestrian crossings and
safer walking environments, especially in light of increased use of nearby parks, playgrounds and cafés. They noted
that the area has become a hub for families and community activity and saw the upgrades as a timely way to improve
safety and access for people of all ages and abilities.

Others supported the intention behind the project but questioned the location or scope. Some felt that other parts of
the community had greater safety risks or more urgent needs. Several comments indicated that informal or existing
crossing points already serve local needs well, and formal upgrades may not be necessary in this location. These
responses reflected a practical view focused on cost-benefit and local context.

Arecurring concern across the feedback was about spending priorities in the current economic climate. Several
respondents expressed discomfort with any rate increases to fund the project, urging council to delay, scale back or
absorb the costs through existing budgets. A few felt the project should be integrated into general maintenance rather
than framed as a separate capital initiative.

Overall, the feedback suggests that while there is genuine interest in improving safety and accessibility, the community
wants confidence that the project is targeted, cost-effective and based on demonstrated need.
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3.2  Jetty Road, Brighton traffic improvements, design and consultation

Question 4 asked participants “How supportive are you of the Jetty Road, Brighton traffic improvements, design and
consultation project?” 81 participants answered this question. Of those who responded, 64% indicated very
supportive or somewhat supportive when asked about their level of support for the of the Jetty Road, Brighton traffic
improvements, design and consultation project, as indicated in the figure and table below. Level of support has been
calculated as follows: supportive = very supportive and somewhat supportive and not supportive = very unsupportive
and somewhat unsupportive.

Figure 2: Levels of support Jetty Road Brighton
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Table 4: Level of support Jetty Road, Brighton

Support Level Number /% of Number Number Number
Responses ALL Responses Responses Responses
Residents Business Visitors
Owners

Very supportive n=34 (42%) n=33 n=1

Somewhat supportive n=18 (22%) n=18

Neutral n=12 (15%) n=11 n=1

Somewhat unsupportive n=4(5%) n=

Not supportive at all n=13 (16%) n=12 n=1

Question 5 asked participants to provide any comments regarding Jetty Road, Brighton traffic improvements, design
and consultation project, and 37 respondents provided additional comments. The key themes below highlight the main
points from the feedback, along with quotes from respondents. No visitors commented on this question and one
business owner commented on this and their comments have been included in the general comments.

3.2.1 General support for planned improvements

Many respondents expressed strong support for the proposed upgrades to Jetty Road, Brighton. They felt
improvements were long overdue and welcomed the focus on better design and functionality. These respondents
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appreciated the council’s initiative and saw it as an investment in the future of the precinct for both locals and visitors.
"Planned improvements for Jetty Road, Brighton are an excellent idea as they are long overdue.”
3.2.2 Aesthetic enhancements and atmosphere

Visual improvements and ambiance were frequently mentioned. Many respondents praised features like the
illuminated trees, noting how these elements add charm and bring people to the area. These changes were seen as
adding more than just visual appeal, they create a sense of vibrancy and identity. Respondents appreciated the sense
of pride and appeal these aesthetic details bring to Brighton.

"The tree lights give Jetty Road a magical vibe all year round... The lights certainly have everyone talking."
3.2.3 Parking and traffic management issues

Many respondents raised practical concerns about day-to-day conditions. Issues included illegal parking, blocked
access in service lanes, rubbish build-up and inconsistent maintenance. These comments focused on the current
state of things and called for more consistent enforcement and care of public areas. Others said the street functions
more like a main road than a welcoming destination and called for improvements that prioritise pedestrian access and
safety.

"Jetty Road Brighton and surrounding streets and lanes are in desperate need of review. There is daily parking
illegally — the roads are hard to access and drive around and service lanes are congested full of rubbish and not
maintained or patrolled.”

"l live on Jetty Road and the traffic and parking problem is getting worse. | totally support any initiative that will
improve traffic flow, increase parking availability and strengthen pedestrian safety."”

This feedback highlights the importance of ongoing attention to operations and basic upkeep, alongside larger
projects.

3.24 Project relevance and questions about long-term impact

A smaller group either had little connection to the location or questioned whether improvements would address the
right issues. Some said the street already works well and were concerned that upgrades might attract more cars and
increase pressure on existing infrastructure. Others asked whether the proposed changes were informed by real need.

"l drive up and down Jetty Road around 8-12 times a day. Personally, | think it’s very manageable...
improvements would just attract more traffic as a result and present similar issues."

This group encouraged council to reflect carefully on whether the right solutions are being proposed for the right
problems.

3.25 Character and local identity

Some respondents expressed concern about the potential loss of the street’s unique identity. While they did not
oppose upgrades, they were cautious about overdevelopment or design choices that might erode the distinct local feel
of Jetty Road, Brighton. There was a desire to maintain its relaxed, small-scale character.

"l appreciate the investigation into improving the road and looking into parking. | would not like the overall
character of the road to be changed."”

This group called for improvements that are sensitive to the area’s existing charm and community feel.
3.2.6 Summary of Jetty Road, Brighton traffic improvements, design and consultation project

The feedback on the proposed improvements to Jetty Road, Brighton reflects broad support but also thoughts about
the implications of change. Many respondents welcomed the initiative, describing it as long overdue and necessary to
enhance the street’s appeal, safety and functionality. Visual upgrades such as tree lighting and improved public
spaces were particularly well-received, with people noting their positive impact on the atmosphere and vibrancy of the
area.

At the same time, a significant number of respondents raised practical concerns about traffic flow, limited parking and
the poor condition of surrounding service lanes. These comments suggest that daily frustrations with access and
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maintenance are just as important as the larger design vision. A portion of respondents urged the council to ensure
that improvements are sensitive to Brighton’s existing character, emphasising the importance of maintaining a relaxed
and local feel.

A smaller group questioned whether the proposed works are necessary at all, suggesting the area is functioning
adequately and improvements may shift, rather than solve, existing challenges. These views often reflected concern
about attracting more traffic or altering the street’s use in ways that do not reflect local priorities.

Overall, the feedback indicates a supportive community that is open to change, but expects it to be thoughtful,
targeted and respectful of what already works well.
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3.3 Paringa Park Primary School active transport stage two

Question 6 asked participants “How supportive are you of the Paringa Park Primary School active transport stage two
project?” and 80 participants answered this question. Of those who responded, 65% indicated very supportive or
somewhat supportive when asked about their level of support for the of the Paringa Park Primary School active
transport stage two project, as indicated in the figure and table below. Level of support has been calculated as follows:
supportive = very supportive and somewhat supportive and not supportive = very unsupportive and somewhat
unsupportive.

Figure 3: Level of support Paringa Park Primary School
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Table 5: Level of support Paringa Park Primary School active transport stage two

Support Level Number /% of Number Number Number
Responses ALL Responses Responses Responses
Residents Business Visitors
Owners

Very supportive n=36 (45%) n=36

Somewhat supportive n=16 (20%) n=16

Neutral n=19 (24%) n=17 n=

Somewhat unsupportive n=3 (4%) n=2 n=1

Not supportive at all n=6 (8%) n=6

Question 7 asked participants to provide any comments regarding Paringa Park Primary School active transport stage
two project, and 35 respondents provided additional comments. The key themes below highlight the main points from
the feedback.

3.3.1 Concerns about traffic safety and speeding near the school
A dominant theme was concern about vehicle speeds on streets surrounding the school, particularly Bowker Street.
Respondents described the road as a major thoroughfare, often used as a shortcut, with drivers routinely ignoring the

25 kilometre per hour speed limit. Many mentioned near misses involving children and said drivers were not
responding appropriately to signage or school zones.
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"Bowker Street is a busy thoroughfare... | have personally witnessed numerous near misses involving motorists
failing to comply with 25 km/h speed zones."

"School teachers are routinely harassed in their attempts to maintain a safe environment and | have personally
felt unsafe crossing at the designated school crossing.”

These comments strongly supported the installation of speed reduction measures such as speed bumps, clearer
signage and increased enforcement.

3.3.2 Call for upgraded school crossing infrastructure
Many responses focused on the need for better crossings near the school. Suggestions included changing the existing
emu crossing to a koala crossing or installing crossings at additional locations such as Margaret or Balmoral Streets.
There was a clear call for permanent and visible infrastructure to protect children and reduce confusion for drivers.

"A koala crossing urgently needs to be installed at the very minimum on Bowker Street, and ideally Margaret

Street and Balmoral Street."

This feedback highlights a belief that temporary or staff-managed crossings are not sufficient to meet the safety needs
of a high-traffic school zone.

3.3.3 Requests for physical traffic calming measures
Speed bumps were the most requested measure, with many respondents believing they are essential to force drivers
to slow down. Some also proposed restricted parking around the school to reduce congestion and visibility issues
during pick-up and drop-off times. Bowker Street was frequently cited as needing more serious traffic management
due to its role as a busy connecting route.

"Please include speed bumps on Bowker Street. Traffic doesn’t slow down enough or safely for children.”

"Needs speed bumps and restricted parking for Toyota workers. Is a through road where everyone speeds."

This group of responses points to strong community support for physical infrastructure that directly modifies driver
behaviour.

3.3.4 Support for ongoing improvements to active travel and safety
Several comments acknowledged progress already made to improve walking and cycling conditions around the
school. These respondents supported continuing efforts to make the area safer for children, particularly those walking

or riding. They described improvements as encouraging safer and more active school commutes.

"l have been so pleased to see the improvements made so far to enable kids to ride to school more safely. |
definitely support the continuation of this work."

This reflects an emerging appreciation for broader safety planning that supports healthy and independent travel.
3.3.5 Frustration with driver behaviour and lack of enforcement

Some respondents expressed frustration not only with traffic conditions but with the lack of compliance and
enforcement. There were reports of regular speeding, aggressive behaviour toward school staff and disregard for
school zone rules. A few noted that occasional police presence had resulted in fines, but felt it was not enough to

change habits.

"Drivers disrespect road rules on Bowker Street routinely and it is a disaster waiting to happen.”
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These responses suggest that behavioural issues need to be addressed in addition to infrastructure changes.
3.3.6 Summary Paringa Park Primary School Active Transport Project

The feedback on the proposed improvements around Paringa Park Primary School reveals strong community concern
about traffic safety and a clear desire for more effective infrastructure near the school. Many respondents described
Bowker Street and surrounding roads as busy cut-through routes where drivers frequently ignore speed limits, creating
risks for children and other pedestrians. There was overwhelming support for physical traffic calming measures such
as speed bumps and formalised pedestrian crossings, with multiple comments referencing near misses and unsafe
conditions during school drop-off and pick-up times.

Respondents also called for specific improvements to crossing infrastructure, such as upgrading the existing emu
crossing to a koala crossing and installing crossings at additional nearby streets. The emphasis was on making the
environment safer for children who walk or ride to school. Several people acknowledged recent improvements and
encouraged the council to continue investing in safety upgrades that support active and independent travel for
students.

In addition to infrastructure changes, there was a strong undercurrent of frustration with driver behaviour and a
perceived lack of enforcement. Comments highlighted the need for clearer signage, more consistent traffic monitoring

and a greater council and police presence during key times of day.

Overall, the feedback reflects a strong and unified call from the community forimmediate and meaningful action to
improve safety conditions around the school, especially on Bowker Street.
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3.4 Bowker Oval disability access pathway
Question 8 asked participants “How supportive are you of the Bowker Oval disability access pathway project?” and 80
participants answered this question.

Of those who responded, 68% indicated very supportive or somewhat supportive when asked about their level of
support for the of the Bowker Oval disability access pathway project, as indicated in the figure and table below. Level
of support has been calculated as follows: supportive = very supportive and somewhat supportive and not supportive =
very unsupportive and somewhat unsupportive.

Figure 4: Level of support Bowker Oval disability access pathway
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Table 6: Level of support for Bowker Oval disability access pathway

Support Level Number /% of Number Number Number
Responses ALL Responses Responses Responses
Residents Business Visitors
Owners

Very supportive n=35 (44%) n=35

Somewhat supportive n=19 (24%) n=19

Neutral n=17 (21%) n=14 n= n=1

Somewhat unsupportive n=2(2%) n=2

Not supportive at all n=7 (9%) n=7

Question 9 asked participants to provide any comments regarding Bowker Oval disability access pathway project, with
23 respondents providing additional comments. The key themes below highlight the main points from the feedback,
along with quotes from respondents.

3.4.1 Support for accessibility and disability access upgrades

Many respondents voiced clear support for accessibility upgrades to the site. These comments emphasised the
principle that public spaces should be inclusive and safe for people of all ages and abilities. Some framed this as a
basic expectation of modern public design, not something optional or negotiable.

"Accessibility should not be up for discussion, this is a must-do. People living with mobility issues deserve the
best from their governments at all levels."
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These comments reflected a belief that the proposed improvements are a matter of equity and community
responsibility.

3.4.2 Broader community benefit and inclusivity

Several responses supported the project based on the value it would provide to a wide cross-section of the
community. They emphasised that upgrades to shared open space like Bowker Oval should be designed to benefit
families, schoolchildren, older residents and people with disabilities.

"This project is important for ensuring that public spaces are usable by all members of the community."

This theme tied closely with those on access and path connectivity and expressed the idea that the oval has the
potential to serve many needs if designed inclusively.

3.4.3 Improving connections and shared access through the park

A significant number of comments supported the idea of improving pathways through Bowker Oval to make it more
accessible for people walking, riding or crossing the space to reach nearby schools or residential areas. Respondents
noted that current access is patchy, informal and in need of structure. Several mentioned the value of enabling safer
bike access for children attending Paringa Park Primary, especially during peak drop-off and pick-up times.

"The current path system is very ad hoc and incomplete... Extending the paths to Balmoral Ave and Brimble
Street would also allow students to cross the oval safely by bike."

There was a strong interest in ensuring the oval functions as a well-connected public space for both recreation and
transit.

3.4.4 Cost and funding concerns

Arecurring concern was whether the project would result in increased rates or place additional financial strain on the
community. Respondents urged the council to plan for this work within its existing budgets or seek alternative funding,
rather than passing the cost onto ratepayers.

"Shouldn't need rate increase to fund it."

This feedback highlights an ongoing theme of caution around council expenditure during a period of economic
pressure.

3.4.5 Summary of feedback Bowker Oval disability access pathway

The feedback on the Bowker Oval improvements shows strong support for enhancing access, safety and inclusivity in
this popular community space. Many respondents welcomed the proposal to create more structured and connected
pathways across the oval, particularly to support children walking or riding to Paringa Park Primary School. The current
access points were described as inconsistent and unsafe, and there was strong interest in creating an all-ages, all-
abilities network that better links surrounding streets and facilities.

There was also broad agreement that accessibility should be a core feature of the oval. Several respondents stressed
that accessible infrastructure is a basic right, not an optional feature, and called on the council to design public
spaces that work for people with mobility challenges, older residents and families with young children.

At the same time, several respondents raised concerns about cost and urged the council to avoid rate increases.
These comments reflect broader economic pressures in the community and a desire to see projects funded through
existing budgets or staged delivery.

Overall, the feedback supports the intent of the project while encouraging council to ensure that the improvements are
delivered in an inclusive, affordable and practical way. There is a clear message that Bowker Oval is highly valued, and
any upgrades should enhance its role as a safe, welcoming and well-used public space.
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3.5 North Brighton and St Jude's cemetery upgrades

Question 10 asked participants “How supportive are you of the North Brighton and St Jude's cemetery
upgrades project?” and 79 participants answered this question.

Of those who responded, 35% indicated not supportive at all or somewhat unsupportive when asked about their level
of support for the of the North Brighton and St Jude's cemetery upgrades project, as indicated in the figure and table
below. Level of support has been calculated as follows: supportive = very supportive and somewhat supportive and not
supportive = very unsupportive and somewhat unsupportive.

As the figures indicate there was an almost even split with the level of support across respondents.

Figure 5: Level of support for North Brighton and St Jude's cemetery upgrades
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Table 7: Level of support for North Brighton and St Jude's cemetery upgrades project

Support Level Number /% of Number Number Number
Responses ALL Responses Responses Responses
Residents Business Visitors
Owners

Very supportive n=11(14%) n=11

Somewhat supportive n=15 (19%) n=15

Neutral n=25 (32%) n=24 n=1

Somewhat unsupportive n=12 (15%) n=12

Not supportive at all n=16 (20%) n=14 n=1 n=1

Question 11 asked participants to provide any comments regarding North Brighton and St Jude's cemetery
upgrades project, with 26 respondents providing additional comments. The key themes below highlight the main points
from the feedback.

3.5.1 Mixed views about the value, use and cost of the project

A large portion of the feedback questioned whether the North Brighton and St Jude’s Cemetery upgrades are a good
use of council resources. Many felt the project does not offer clear benefits for the wider community, as the cemetery
is not widely used beyond individual visits to graves. Others suggested that while minor improvements such as
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landscaping might be acceptable, the proposed budget felt excessive and poorly justified given other community
priorities.

Some respondents acknowledged the historical or cultural value of the cemetery, while others found it difficult to see
how upgrades would increase its public use. There was debate about whether the cemetery should remain a quiet
memorial space or be enhanced to include more public amenities. A few comments noted that improvements could
help connect nearby areas but remained cautious about the relevance of such investments.

"It is an awful lot of money, which could be better spent. | can’timagine the cemetery is used very much by the
general public.”

"No real value for all members of the community. Tree planting and improving landscape is adequate but the
allocated budget is not justifiable."

"$250K for trees and paths for a cemetery — surely there are more important investments?"
"This is also overdue and could improve connectivity within the area.”

This group of responses reflects a broader concern about spending priorities and the importance of projects serving a
clear public purpose. It also revealed uncertainty about the appropriate role of cemetery spaces in community
planning.

3.5.2 Basic support for minor improvements

A smaller group of comments supported specific ideas like improving signage or planting trees. These responses
generally avoided discussion about funding levels and focused on practical, low-impact upgrades that would enhance
the experience for visitors.

"People come to visit the cemetery to pay respects to loved ones within the cemetery and then leave.
Improving signage for St Jude’s makes sense.”

This group was not opposed to improvements but expected them to be limited and respectful of the site’s primary
purpose.

3.5.3 Summary North Brighton and St Jude's cemetery upgrades project

The feedback on the proposed upgrades to North Brighton and St Jude’s Cemetery shows a cautious and largely
sceptical community response. Many respondents questioned whether the project delivers enough public value to
justify the cost, especially given the cemetery’s limited day-to-day use. Some felt the budget was excessive and that
the funds could be better directed toward more broadly used community spaces or services. While there was general
support for respectful maintenance and minor improvement, such as better signage or tree planting, respondents
expressed concern about over-investing in a space that serves a narrow purpose.

There were also mixed views on how the cemetery should function as a public place. A few people noted its historical
or cultural significance and saw some potential to improve connectivity or the experience for visitors. However, most
emphasised that the cemetery is primarily a place for quiet remembrance and should remain modestin its
development.

Overall, the feedback reflects a preference for a minimal and respectful approach to upgrades, one that maintains the
character of the site, ensures value for money and avoids drawing resources away from projects with broader
community impact.
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3.6 Fairy Lights Jetty Road, Brighton

Question 12 asked participants “How supportive are you of the Fairy Lights Jetty Road, Brighton project?” and 81
participants answered this question.

Of those who responded, 45% indicated very supportive or somewhat supportive when asked about their level of
support for the of the Fairy Lights Jetty Road, Brighton project, as indicated in the figure and table below. Level of
support has been calculated as follows: supportive = very supportive and somewhat supportive and not supportive =
very unsupportive and somewhat unsupportive.

Figure 6: Level of support for Fairy Lights Jetty Road, Brighton
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Table 8: Level of support for Fairy Lights Jetty Road, Brighton

Support Level Number /% of Number Number Number
Responses ALL Responses Responses Responses
Residents Business Visitors
Owners

Very supportive n=21 (26%) n=20 n=1

Somewhat supportive n=15 (19%) n=15

Neutral n=14 (17%) n=13 n=1

Somewhat unsupportive n=7 (9%) n=7

Not supportive at all n=24 (30%) n=23 n=1

Question 13 asked participants to provide any comments regarding Fairy Lights Jetty Road, Brighton project, with 38
respondents providing additional comments. The key themes below highlight the main points from the feedback.

3.6.1 Frustration about cost and financial management

A significant portion of comments were critical of the cost of the project or sceptical about its funding. Some described
the initiative as frivolous or questioned whether fairy lights should be a council priority in a time of financial strain. This
feedback included frustration with perceived overspending and concern that council was not listening to community
feedback.
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"That’s a lot of funding for some lights — shouldn’t the money be better spent on projects that are required
rather than a councillor pet project?”

"You just spend, spend, spend without consideration for where the money comes from or the hardship it
causes.”

This group did not necessarily oppose the lights themselves but wanted stronger accountability for council spending
and decision-making.

3.6.2 Perception of the lights as a worthwhile improvement

Respondents supported the lights as a valuable upgrade that contributes positively to the street's image and
walkability. Respondents described the lights as making Jetty Road feel more alive and safer at night, attracting more
foot traffic and contributing to a positive shopping and dining experience. Many respondents described the fairy lights
as a beautiful and charming addition to Jetty Road, Brighton. They said the lights improve the atmosphere of the area,
make it more inviting and help create a memorable experience for visitors. Some mentioned that the lighting adds a
unique identity to the street and enhances both daytime and nighttime appeal.

"This would look fantastic and make Jetty Road more appealing and family friendly."
"The fairy lights are beautiful. Definitely keep them."
3.6.3 Support for Brighton investment and fairness across suburbs

Several comments expressed support for investment in Brighton specifically, saying the suburb has been overlooked in
the past compared to Glenelg or other areas. These respondents appreciated that the lights provided a boost to the
local precinct and encouraged fairer distribution of council resources.

"As a rates and tax payer of King Street for 50 years | would like to see some money spent on Jetty Road
Brighton."

"Jetty Road Brighton lights are beautiful and show Brighton to the world. This is something we can be proud of."
This theme ties into local pride and a desire to see Brighton receive equal attention in council projects.
3.6.4 Summary of feedback for Fairy Lights Jetty Road, Brighton

The feedback on the Fairy Lights on Jetty Road, Brighton project reveals a mix of strong support for the lights' visual
impact and concerns about cost and council priorities. Many respondents praised the lights for their beauty and the
atmosphere they bring to the street, describing them as uplifting, family-friendly and a unique feature that enhances
Brighton’s identity. These supporters felt the lights helped make Jetty Road more inviting and vibrant, particularly in the
evenings, contributing to a positive local experience for both residents and visitors.

Others supported the lights but expressed concern about the cost of the project and whether it was the best use of
council funds. This group felt the initiative may have been prioritised without sufficient community input or clear
justification, particularly during a time of broader financial pressure. Their comments often reflected broader
frustration with council decision-making and financial management.

A separate set of responses welcomed the investment in Brighton itself, noting that the suburb often receives less
attention than Glenelg. These comments framed the lights as a small but meaningful gesture of council support for
Brighton and its public spaces.

Overall, while the fairy lights were well liked and often described positively, the feedback indicates that the community
wants projects like this to be delivered with transparency, fiscal responsibility and a clear sense of value for money.
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4. General ABP and LTFP feedback

4.1 Level of engagement

Question 1 asked respondents to indicate which document they had read. 82 of the respondents answered this
question and participants were able to select more than one option.

Table 9: Engagement with documents ahead of participating in survey

Document read before completing the survey %

Draft 2025-26 Annual Business Plan 76% (n=62)
Draft Long Term Financial Plan 2025-26 to 2034-35 37% (n=30)
Draft 2025-26 Annual Business Plan summary leaflet 70% (n=57)
None of the above 5% (n=4)

4.2 General comments

4.2.1 General comments

32respondents provided additional comments. The overall sentiment of the comments is mixed. Of the comments
analysed:

* 14 positive, expressing general support or constructive input
e 13 neutral, focusing on factual observations or questions
e 5 negative, strongly objecting to specific projects or financial decisions

While a portion of the feedback is supportive or constructive, concerns around transparency, financial priorities and
street infrastructure emerged. The key themes emerging from the open-text responses are included below and many
comments addressed more than one theme.

4.2.2 Council spending and financial transparency

Arecurring theme across comments is concern over how council funds are allocated, especially regarding rates and
levies. Many commenters want clearer breakdowns of rate increases, particularly those related to Jetty Road projects.
Others expressed frustration that ongoing rises are not accompanied by equally visible community-wide benefits.
Some residents believe funds are too concentrated in specific areas, neglecting general maintenance and equity
across suburbs.

"The current increase in council rates is broken up... but doesn't separate the levy for Jetty Road. | would like to
see any levies clearly separated from the general rate."

This theme reflects a need for clearer communication from Council on how funds are being used, along with a more
inclusive approach to resource distribution.

4.2.3 Perception of priorities

A notable number of comments question the prioritisation of Jetty Road, particularly Glenelg, in Council projects.
Several respondents felt that investments disproportionately benefit commercial traders rather than residents. There
is a sentiment that previous rate increases already covered these upgrades, and repeating them is seen as unfair or
poorly justified.

"Nearly half of [the proposed rate increase] is for Jetty Road, Glenelg... which benefits no one but the retailers
in Jetty Road."

This sentiment highlights a perceived imbalance between business and residential needs and a growing expectation
that benefits be more evenly shared.
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4.2.4 Sustainability and modernisation opportunities

Some feedback expressed interest in more progressive council actions, including energy and water efficiency
assessments and more flexible outdoor trading regulations. Business owners proposed specific ideas, such as
weatherproofing dining areas or allowing parklets, to support local enterprise and improve the street appeal of key
areas.

"Please consider allowing businesses to operate parklets... also allow traders to weatherproof their outdoor
dining areas..."

This reflects a segment of the community keen to see Holdfast Bay modernise both environmentally and economically,
with less red tape for businesses and a stronger sustainability focus.

4.2.5 Infrastructure and public space improvements

There is strong interest in improving pedestrian and public infrastructure. Comments raise issues with unsafe or poorly
maintained areas, including footpaths and beach access points. In Glenelg and Brighton, several residents suggested
the need for safer drop-off points and better accessibility infrastructure. This concern was often linked to aging
populations and visitor safety.

"The beach access between Bristol Place and the beach remains dangerous... steps remain treacherously ill
repaired..."

This theme underscores the importance of visible, everyday infrastructure to community members and the opportunity
to address safety and accessibility in upcoming projects.

4.2.6 Summary of general comments

The feedback is mixed in sentiment, with respondents expressing both support and concern across a range of local
issues. While many appreciated the Council’s direction and offered constructive suggestions, there was notable
concern about the perceived overinvestment in Jetty Road projects and the transparency of how rates are allocated.
Calls forimproved maintenance of basic infrastructure like footpaths and beach access were frequent, as were
suggestions for enhancing accessibility and safety. Several respondents also advocated for more sustainable
practices and greater flexibility to support local businesses.
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4.3 Comments on Draft 2025-26 Annual Business Plan

20 respondents provided additional comments. The sentiment regarding the Draft Annual Business Plan reflects
comments that are mostly cautious and seeking accountability. Of the comments analysed:

e 5 positive, expressing general support or constructive input
e 12 neutral, focusing on factual observations or questions
e 3 negative, strongly objecting to specific projects or financial decisions

This distribution suggests that while there is limited negativity, the majority of respondents are either unconvinced or
seeking further clarity about Council decisions. The key themes emerging from the open-text responses are included
below and many comments addressed more than one theme.

4.3.1 Calls for more balanced and transparent budgeting

Several comments called for greater transparency and fairness in how Council sets its budget. Some felt the
community was not given enough information about where money is being spent or how priorities are determined.
While some supported community projects, they were critical of decisions that seemed to lack clear justification.

"We do not agree as City of Holdfast Bay residents with any rate rise. 4.95 percent is not fair or sustainable for
many residents such as ours —we have a large family and would have difficulty in meeting any rate rises."

This theme reflects a desire for more inclusive and transparent decision-making that better reflects the diversity of
community needs.

4.3.2 Concern about rate increases during cost of living pressures

Many community members voiced concern about the proposed 4.95 percent rate rise, especially in light of the ongoing
cost of living crisis. Several comments noted the financial strain this would place on families, with some suggesting
that the timing of the increase showed a lack of awareness or empathy.

"At a time when most people are struggling with a cost of living crisis, | think it's terrible that rates are going up
again, as people cannot afford it!"

This theme highlights the need for the council to align its financial planning with the economic realities faced by
ratepayers.

4.3.3 Criticism of expenditure on the Transforming Jetty Road Glenelg Project

A significant portion of respondents expressed frustration with the focus on the Transforming Jetty Road Glenelg
project. Several felt the expenditure was not justified, especially given previous community objections and competing
priorities across the council area.

"l am concerned that the proposed rate rise of 4.95 percent for 2025-26 includes 2.3 percent increase for the
Transforming Jetty Road Glenelg. This is unacceptable.”

This feedback suggests a disconnect between Council priorities and community expectations, particularly when it
comes to high-profile capital works.

4.3.4 Summary of Draft 2025-26 Annual Business Plan

The feedback regarding the Draft Annual Business Plan reflects respondents that are feeling the pressure of rising living
costs and are concerned about how council decisions are affecting household budgets. While some respondents
support investment in local projects, many questioned the timing and size of the proposed rate increase, particularly
the portion allocated to the Jetty Road Glenelg upgrade. Comments showed a strong desire for more balanced and
transparent budgeting, with several people calling for clearer communication about how funds are being spent.
Overall, the responses suggest that respondents want the council to show greater sensitivity to current financial
pressures and to focus spending on priorities that deliver broad community benefit.
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4.4 Comments on Draft Long Term Financial Plan 2025-26 to 2034-35

8 respondents provided additional comments. The majority of comments were neutral, with a few expressing either
dissatisfaction or modest support for aspects of the council’s plans.

e 1 positive, expressing general support or constructive input
e 5neutral, focusing on factual observations or questions
e 2 negative, strongly objecting to specific projects or financial decisions

While most responses were neutral, a small number expressed dissatisfaction about financial strain or safety
concerns.

The key themes emerging from the feedback reflect how frequently each issue appeared across the open-text
responses, with many comments addressing more than one theme. The key themes emerging from the open-text
responses are included below and many comments addressed more than one theme.

4.4.1 Safety, noise and amenity in local precincts

Several respondents raised concerns about the quality of the public environment in Glenelg, including noise levels and
personal safety. Some requested an extension of CCTV coverage, citing recent incidents of theft and anti-social
behaviour. Others felt more needed to be done to reduce smoking, vaping and excessive vehicle noise in busy dining
precincts.

"Request for CCTV to be extended beyond the Stamford Hotel to southern end of St John’s Row —there has
been car and property theft recently as well as the DPP Police trial for the area that would justify extended
CCTVin back streets parallel to the Esplanade.”

This theme highlights a desire for better safety and atmosphere in key public spaces, beyond just physical upgrades.
4.4.2 Financial pressure and expectation of responsible governance

Respondents continued to express concern about rising rates during a time of financial difficulty. They called for more
cost restraint, including limiting rate increases and reducing administrative overheads. There was also interest in how
council sets priorities and a desire for spending to reflect community needs.

"Need to limit rate increases and reduce the number of council wards and expenses."

This feedback echoes earlier concerns from other sections, reinforcing the community’s call for a more financially
careful approach.

4.4.3 Summary Draft Long Term Financial Plan 2025-26 to 2034-35

The feedback regarding the Long Term Financial Plan reinforces themes seen elsewhere in the survey feedback, with a
focus on responsible budgeting and improving everyday amenity in the Glenelg precinct. While only a few responses
were strongly negative or positive, most shared practical suggestions on how the council could improve the safety,
functionality and appeal of shared spaces. There is also a clear expectation that spending be carefully managed and
justified, especially in the current economic climate. Respondents are keen to see not just visual improvements, but
meaningful changes that support a safe, healthy and inclusive community.
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5. Email and letter feedback

Residents, business owners and visitors were given the option to submit letters or emails as part of the ABP and LTFP
consultation and 36 respondents took on this option. Where multiple emails have been received from one respondent
they have been counted as one submission. Where the same submission has been provided by multiple respondents
this has been counted separately.

This section summarises the themes arising from those responses. A summary of individual responses in shown in
Appendix B and itis recommended these are read to get a comprehensive understanding of the feedback.

In addition, verbatim copies of the responses are included in a separate attachment in the Appendix of the Council
Report.

5.1 Key themes emerging from emails and letters

5.1.1 Transforming Jetty Road Glenelg project

Many respondents raised concerns regarding the Transforming Jetty Road Glenelg Project, particularly its cost, scope
and perceived benefit to the wider community. Common feedback included criticism of reduced parking, disruptions
to local businesses and lack of clear justification for the investment. Some submissions questioned the long-term
financial sustainability of the project and argued that it was not a priority in the current economic climate.

Respondents also expressed frustration with the community engagement process, noting that previous objections had
not been considered. Several respondents called for the project to be paused or scaled back until further external
funding was secured or economic conditions improved. While some supported the revitalisation conceptin principle,
the majority sought stronger evidence of community and business benefit.

5.1.2 Council debt and financial management

A substantial number of submissions expressed concern about Council’s forecast debt levels and broader financial
strategy. The anticipated debt was frequently cited, with respondents questioning the rationale for undertaking such
significant borrowing in the current economic context. Several argued that debt-funded discretionary projects
presented long-term financial risks for ratepayers.

Feedback also included requests for improved transparency around budgeting, debt servicing, and financial decision-
making. Suggestions included commissioning independent reviews, publishing detailed project breakdowns, and
adopting more conservative fiscal planning. Some respondents emphasised the need to limit borrowing to core
infrastructure and essential services.

5.1.3 Rate increases and affordability

Numerous submissions voiced concern about the impact of ongoing rate increases on household budgets. While
some respondents accepted CPI-linked increases as standard, many objected to the additional levies imposed for the
Jetty Road project and six community projects. These increases were viewed as adding pressure on ratepayers during a
time of rising living costs.

Respondents questioned the fairness of the current rating structure and requested more targeted support for those
experiencing financial hardship. Several submissions advocated for a cap on totalincreases and clearer
communication regarding how rate revenue is allocated. Some highlighted a perception that Council was not
demonstrating sufficient restraint in expenditure decisions.

5.1.4 Community consultation and engagement

Several submissions raised concerns about the transparency and quality of Council’s consultation processes.
Respondents described feeling excluded from genuine decision-making and noted that consultation often appeared to
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occur after major decisions had been finalised. This sentiment was particularly strong in relation to the Transforming
Jetty Road Glenelg Project.

Feedback included calls for improved engagement frameworks, with suggestions such as deliberative democracy
pilots, more accessible financial information, and formal mechanisms for community input on major capital projects.
Many respondents emphasised the importance of building trust through early and meaningful engagement.

5.1.5 Environmental sustainability and waste

Environmental themes featured in several submissions, with respondents encouraging greater leadership from
Councilonissues such as climate resilience, biodiversity, and waste management. Some submissions noted the lack
of new environmental projects in the 2025-26 Business Plan, despite the declared climate emergency.

Suggestions included reinstating funding models that reinvest savings from sustainable infrastructure into green
initiatives, increasing community planting programs, and exploring waste-to-energy solutions. Respondents also
advocated for the use of native vegetation in public spaces and stronger efforts to reduce plastic and other pollutants
entering local waterways.

5.1.6 Pedestrian and traffic safety

Several respondents highlighted safety concerns across the Council’s road and pedestrian network. Issues were
raised about unsafe crossings, speeding traffic and poor visibility in areas such as Adelphi Terrace, Brighton Road and
Dunrobin Road. Support was expressed for the planned pedestrian crossings, with some respondents recommending
further upgrades or broader traffic management strategies.

Submissions often cited increased traffic volumes, changing demographics and inadequate infrastructure as key
challenges. Suggestions included installation of roundabouts, controlled crossings, and clearer signage to improve
safety for all users, including children and older residents.

5.1.7 Public amenities and infrastructure priorities

Some respondents questioned the prioritisation of discretionary infrastructure such as fairy lights or kerb
replacements over basic maintenance needs. Specific concerns were raised about unnecessary works or the need for
more consistent investment in assets like footpaths and public toilets.

Several submissions acknowledged the importance of community amenity but urged Council to ensure that
infrastructure investments are well-targeted, cost-effective, and based on genuine need. The importance of balancing
visual appeal with functional improvements was emphasised.

5.1.8 Support for specific local projects

While many responses were critical of spending priorities, a number offered targeted support for projects seen as
valuable to the community. These included cemetery upgrades, permanent fairy lights at Jetty Road Brighton and
pedestrian safety infrastructure.

Supporters of these initiatives described them as adding vibrancy, accessibility, and civic pride. However, even among
supportive comments, there was recognition that funding decisions should consider broader budgetary pressures and
competing needs.

5.1.9 Housing and development concerns

Some respondents expressed concern about proposed planning reforms that could lead to higher density housing and
multi-storey developments. These were perceived as potentially out of character with the local area and at odds with
the traditional Australian lifestyle.
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Submissions also questioned whether such changes would contribute positively to liveability or result in long-term
amenity loss. Respondents called for clearer community consultation on planning changes and more strategic
integration with local infrastructure planning.

5.2 Email and letter summary

Overall, the email and letter submissions indicate that many community members are seeking clearer justification for
Council spending, particularly on large-scale projects like the Transforming Jetty Road Glenelg Project. Thereis a
strong emphasis on ensuring that rates are used to deliver practical, broadly beneficial services, with several
respondents expressing concern about rising debt levels and the long-term cost to ratepayers.

Submissions also reflect a desire for greater transparency in how decisions are made and how funds are allocated
across suburbs. Many respondents are asking for more detail on project costs, debt servicing, and alternatives
considered. There is a call for better community consultation that genuinely incorporates resident input into final
decisions.

Finally, the feedback suggests a preference for investments that support day-to-day community needs such as
footpath repairs, road safety, environmental protection and accessible infrastructure, rather than aesthetic or high-
profile projects with less immediate benefit to most residents.
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' DRAFT 2025-26 ANNUAL

Hotorasteay  BUSINESS PLAN SURVEY

Share your feedback on the Draft 2025-26 Annual Business Plan and Draft Long
Term Financial Plan 2025-26 to 2034-35

This survey will first invite you to provide your level of support and feedback on six proposed new community
projects.

You will then have the opportunity to provide feedback on both the Draft 2025-26 Annual Business Plan and
the Draft Long Term Financial Plan 2025-26 to 2034-35, or provide general feedback. You can also attach
documents you may have to your submission.

1. Please select which of the following you have read (select all that apply)

Draft 2025-26 Annual Business Plan

Draft Long Term Financial Plan 2025-26 to 2034-35

Draft 2025-26 Annual Business Plan summary leaflet

None of the above

Six proposed new community projects

The Draft 2025-26 Annual Business Plan includes six proposed community projects. As these projects provide
new levels of community service, a 0.15% rate increase would be required to fund all six projects.

We are seeking the community’s level of support for each of the projects and the 0.15% increase in rates that
would be required to fund and deliver all six proposed projects. Share your feedback and level of support for
each project with us.

Adelphi Terrace pedestrian crossings $120,000

This project will improve pedestrian safety when crossing the road and improve bus stop disability access. It
includes the installation of two mid-road pedestrian refuges and an upgrade to bus stop 19 on Adelphi Terrace,
Glenelg North. Pedestrian refuge islands typically provide a fraffic calming effect, as vehicles must deviate
around the islands, further enhancing community safety.

This project includes two crossing locations:

* South location — Between St Annes Terrace and King Street pedestrian crossing with refuge island; ensuring
the western bus stop is compliant and remains within parking lane; includes connection to Patawalonga
shared use path; location determined based on physical parameters.

* North locatfion — Patawilya Reserve pedestrian crossing with refuge island connection to Patawalonga shared
use path. Removal of existing crossing point at MacFarlane Street.

2. How supportive are you of the Adelphi Terrace pedestrian crossings project?

Not supportive Somewhat Neutrdl Somewhat Very
atall unsupportive supportive

3. Please provide any feedback on the Adelphi Terrace pedestrian crossings project.




Jetty Road, Brighton traffic improvements, design and consultation $50,000

This project will investigate and consult the community to develop design options to improve the street. This will
allow residents, traders and visitors to help define the desired future character of the street. It will also provide the
chance to design for improved accessibility and connection fo the coastline.

Jetty Road, Brighton is due for road renewal and kerb repairs in the next two years. This project will identify the
extent of any improvements through investigation, design and community consultation. Improvements may include
sofefy, intersections, pedestrion crossings, disobi|ity access and pcrking to coordinate with renewal works.

This will deliver a plan that can be used to atiract grant funding and guide future Council budget allocations for
the planned improvements.

4. How supportive are you of the Jetty Road, Brighton traffic improvements project?

Not supportive Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Very
atall unsupportive supportive supportive

5. Please provide any feedback on the Jetty Road, Brighton traffic improvements project.

Paringa Park Primary School active transport stage two $50,000

This project will enable children to travel safely to and from school. This is the second stage of improvements to
paths targeted for school children. This project includes the replacement of further existing pathway and kerb-

ramp infrastructure to current standards, including relocation where required to promote safe access for path
users.

6. How supportive are you of Paringa Park Primary School active transport project?

Not supportive Somewhc_f Neutral Somewhai Very .
at all unsupportive supportive supportive

7. Please provide feedback on the Paringa Park Primary School active transport project.




Bowker Oval disability access pathway $40,000

This project seeks to address an issue where some members of the community may be excluded from using the
space. Currently there is no way for a person living with a disability or mobility issues to access the community
garden, BBQ and picnic table or the playspace. Current access is limited and includes fraversing the grass or
using a concrete spoon drain that is non-compliant.

The project will create a Disability Discrimination Act (DDA) compliant pathway from both the north and south
car park so that the community, particu|0r|y peop|e |iving with a disabi|ity or mobi|ity issues, can access these
community facilities.

8. How supportive are you of Bowker Oval disability access pathway project?

Not supportive Somewhat Somewhat Very
. Neutral . )
atall unsupportive supportive supportive

9. Please provide feedback on the Bowker Oval disability access pathway project.

North Brighton and St Jude’s cemetery upgrades $256,000

The project includes path improvements and free planting along with new and refreshed garden beds. It will
preserve North Brighton and StJude’s cemeteries’ historical importance while improving their usability and
appearance for the broader community. Additional works will require funding in future Council budgets.

It will improve the overall tidiness and amenity of these spaces. It will increase tree canopy, update internal roads,
improve landscaping and increase seating. It will also improve signage, particularly around heritage areas such
as the Mawson grave at StJude's.

10. How supportive are you of the North Brighton and St Jude’s cemetery upgrades project?

Not supportive Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Very
atall unsupportive supportive supportive

11. Please provide feedback on the North Brighton and St Jude’s cemetery upgrades project.




Fairy Lights Jetty Road, Brighton $73,280

To beautify Jetty Road and atiract visitors and residents, temporary fairy lights have been on trial for several
months. This project will make this more permanent through the installation of underground electrical infrastructure
and the purchase of the sireet tree fairy lights. This project seeks to continue the beautification of the area with
lighting that can be themed to fimes of the year. In this way, it is intended to promote tourism and visitor atiraction.
The project covers the installation of supporting electrical infrastructure and the purchase of the commercial-grade
fairy lights in street trees along parts of Jetty Road, Brighton.

12. How supportive are you of the Fairy Lights Jetty Road, Brighton project?

Not supportive Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Very

atall unsupportive supportive supportive

13. Please provide feedback on the Fairy Lights Jetty Road, Brighton project.

14. General comments

15. Comments on the Draft 2025-26 Annual Business Plan




16. Comments on the Draft Long Term Financial Plan 2025-26 to 2034-35

Please attach documents you may have to support your submission.

Demographic information

We use your feedback to inform decision-making. This information is only collected for quality
control purposes. Your personal details will not be linked to your survey response.

First Name

Last Name

Address

Suburb * Required

Postcode

Age

Email address

decisions on the consultation

Please complete if you would like updates and

Select the the category that best describes you *Required

Holdfast Bay resident

Holdfast Bay business owner

Visitor




All feedback must
be received by
5pm Friday
20 June 2025.

This form can be returned to

* Brighton Library, 20 Jetty Road, Brighton
* Glenelg Library, 2 Colley Terrace, Glenelg
* Brighton Civic Centre, 24 Jetty Road, Brighton

Or post to
Draft Annual Business Plan

PO Box 19
Brighton SA 5048

CITY OF

HOLDFAST BAY
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Email and letter submission summary

Residents and business owners as well as visitors were given the option to submit letters or email as part of the ABP
and LTFP consultation and 36 respondents took on this option. Where multiple emails have been received from one
respondent they have been counted as one submission. Where the same submission has been provided by multiple
respondents this has been counted separately as is marked in the table below.

This is a summary of submissions received via letter or email and full copies of the responses are included in a
separate City of Holdfast Bay ABP and LTPF Consultation Outcomes Report.

No. Respondenttype Summary of submission

(if known)

Community group
(Holdfast Bay
Residents
Alliance)

The submission raises concerns regarding the City of Holdfast Bay’s financial
strategy, with particular reference to increasing debt levels, the high reliance on
ratepayer contributions, and a perceived lack of transparency. The Transforming
Jetty Road, Glenelg project is identified as a key driver of the projected debt, with its
$30 million cost viewed by the authors as placing considerable pressure on
Council’s long-term financial position. While Council frames the investment within
the concept of intergenerational equity, the submission highlights the financial risks
associated with ongoing economic volatility, including inflation and construction
cost uncertainty.

The submission also questions the structure of Council’s revenue base, noting that
more than 75 per cent of income is sourced from rates. This is seen as placing a
disproportionate burden on existing ratepayers. The authors express concern about
the inclusion of smaller discretionary projects in the rationale for rate increases and
note that recent changes to the rate relief policy—particularly the exclusion of
commercial and investment properties—may have flow-on effects for residential
tenants. These elements are considered misaligned with the principles of fairness
and affordability.

Additionally, the submission calls for improved transparency and community
engagement in Council’s financial planning. It recommends more detailed public
reporting on debt servicing, comprehensive cost-benefit analysis for major
projects, and clearer documentation of how community feedback influences
decision-making. Several actions are proposed to enhance financial governance,
including an independent review of the Jetty Road project, scenario modelling to
account for economic risks, and stronger consultation frameworks.

Resident

As above
Same submission content provided

Resident

As above
Same submission content provided

Community
Group

(5049 Coastal
Community

The 5049 Coastal Community Association (5049CC) acknowledges recent
improvements in engagement with Council leadership and welcomes the
completion of local projects such as the Seacliff Amenities Block and wayfinding
signage at Kingston Park. The Association supports the inclusion of smaller
community initiatives in the 2025-26 Annual Business Plan and notes increased
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No. Respondenttype Summary of submission

(if known)
Association - transparency in the approach to funding capital works. However, it has expressed
5049CC) concern regarding the limited allocation of capital investment to the Seacliff and

Kingston Park areas, which it attributes to debt levels associated with the
Transforming Jetty Road, Glenelg project. 5049CC has recommended the
introduction of an automatic rate cap below 10 per cent and maintains that major
projects of this scale should only proceed with additional external funding and
more comprehensive community consultation.

e The submission raises a number of environmental concerns, particularly the limited
presence of new initiatives in the Business Plan despite Council’s stated climate
emergency position. It notes a lack of progress updates on key strategies such as
the Carbon Neutral Plan and the Urban Forest Strategy, and a reduction in new
projects addressing biodiversity and climate resilience. 5049CC recommends
reinstating a previous practice where savings from green infrastructure upgrades
were directed into further environmental projects. The Association also proposes
community-based incentives such as rate reductions for households that plant and
maintain indigenous trees over the long term.

e The Association advocates for the progression of several projects in the 5049 area,
including Seacliff Plaza Stage 2 and the installation of decorative lighting. It
supports ongoing upgrades to the Brighton and Seacliff Yacht Club and Seacliff Surf
Life Saving Club and seeks clearer reporting on outcomes from recent Council
infrastructure investments and community surveys. While the completion of the
lookout at Kingston Park Coastal Reserve (Tulukutangga) is welcomed, the
Association notes delays in delivering the remainder of the approved Master Plan
and highlights the need for interim safety works at the disused overflow car park.

Resident e The submission acknowledges Council’s focus on wellbeing and environmental
sustainability but highlights environmental noise as a significant public health
concern that requires greater attention. It encourages Council to broaden its
sustainability agenda to include measures aimed at reducing noise pollution, which
is seen to have a disproportionate impact on vulnerable members of the
community. Citing research from the World Health Organization, the submission
outlines the health impacts of prolonged noise exposure, including increased risk of
cardiovascular disease, sleep disturbance and reduced cognitive function.

e The submission identifies local government operations such as waste collection,
street sweeping, general maintenance and field services as key contributors to
environmental noise, particularly when carried out during early morning hours. It
recommends a comprehensive noise reduction strategy, including transitioning
Council and contractor equipment to electric alternatives and restricting activities
such as street sweeping before 7:00 AM. It also suggests establishing monitoring
systems to assess compliance with noise standards and the effectiveness of any
changes.

e These recommendations are presented as aligning with Council’s strategic
objectives related to wellbeing, sustainability and innovation. The transition to
quieter, electric operations is positioned as an investment in public health and an
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No. Respondenttype Summary of submission

(if known)

opportunity to demonstrate leadership in urban liveability. The submission
encourages Council to incorporate these measures into the 2025-26 Annual
Business Plan to support a healthier and more equitable environment for all
residents.

Resident e The submission calls for a more transparent, ethical and community-driven
approach to budgeting and engagement in the City of Holdfast Bay. While
acknowledging the infrastructure and safety priorities in the 2025-26 Annual
Business Plan, it raises concerns about limited community-led deliberation and a
lack of systemic equity. It recommends moving beyond traditional consultation to
more participatory methods, including deliberative democracy pilots, particularly in
Glenelg and Brighton, and proposes that all civic planning be grounded in equity,
intergenerational fairness, and collaboration with marginalised groups.

e Therespondent questions the justification for a 0.15% rate increase to fund small-
scale projects without clear equity assessments and advocate for redirecting funds
towards urgent needs such as housing, mental health and community safety. They
propose reallocating discretionary spending to support rough sleepers, increase
access to services, and improve night-time safety.

e Further recommendations include greater budget transparency by suburb and
demographic and reinstating a stronger after-hours community safety presence
with clear reporting. Additional proposals made by the respondent focus on long-
term strategic investment. These include adaptive reuse of buildings for affordable
housing, repositioning libraries as community hubs, support for local arts and
creative industries, stronger environmental action, and improvements in civic
transparency such as live-streaming Council meetings.

e The submission also recommends new engagement platforms like ward-based
podcasts and using trained local volunteers to facilitate civic discussions. Finally, it
encourages Council to support the current State parliamentary inquiry into bullying
in local government as a show of leadership and commitment to safe, inclusive
governance.

Resident e Strongly opposes the proposed rate increase of 2.3% for Transforming Jetty Road
Glenelg.

Resident e The submission seeks support for the Tonkin 10/10 Bill, a proposal from the Rights
Resource Network SA aimed at removing access barriers for people with
disabilities. It recommends legislated standards for parking, seating, transport,
toilets and ticketing, with 10 per cent accessibility provision each for wheelchair
users and people with mobile disabilities. The Bill challenges current “reasonable
allowances” as inadequate and highlights that 21 per cent of Australians live with a
disability. It calls for fairer, rights-based access to public spaces, supported by
Australian and global research.
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No. Respondenttype Summary of submission

(if known)

Resident e Request for tree pruning

Resident e The respondent expresses concern about the poor condition of footpaths, noting
frequent trips and falls, and calls for increased investment in maintenance to
improve pedestrian safety. They suggest that infrastructure upgrades should better
reflect the needs of local users, especially those who rely on walking in the area.

e Therespondent opposes the Transforming Jetty Road Glenelg project, arguing the
allocated funds could be better used elsewhere. They highlight the ongoing issue of
limited parking and propose the development of a multi-storey car park near the
Brighton Road tram stop to help manage visitor access. Concerns are also raised
about traffic congestion and safety along King George Avenue, particularly during
school pick-up and drop-off times, with suggestions for improved traffic
management to reduce stress for local residents.

10.

e Finally, the respondent encourages more community engagement, particularly
among younger families, through local greening projects and park improvements.
They acknowledge that not all projects can be delivered but urge Council to
recognise the evolving demographic and adapt planning accordingly.

1 Resident e Question about on street permanent parking for caravans and motor homes and
expression of dissatisfaction with this.

Resident e Therespondent strongly opposes the continued investment in the Transforming
Jetty Road Glenelg project, stating that prior community feedback has been
ignored. They express frustration at rate increases being used to fund upgrades that
may reduce parking and alter access around Glenelg, such as the closure of
Moseley Square’s entrance to Colley Terrace. The submission questions whether
the interests of residents are being prioritised, particularly in relation to tourism.

e Traffic and access concerns are raised, especially at the intersection of Brighton
Road and Wheatland Street in Seacliff. The respondent highlights growing traffic
risks in the area and suggests that traffic lights or other safety measures should be
prioritised before any further work on Jetty Road Glenelg. They also reference the
expected impact of new freeway access on local traffic volumes.

e While critical of some projects, the respondent supports the proposed cemetery
upgrades and acknowledges the value of the fairy lights on Jetty Road, Brighton.

e However, they reinforce the need to address traffic and access pressures,
particularly in summer months when increased vehicle use and trailer movements
create congestion at key access points like Wheatland Street.

12.

Resident e Therespondent expresses strong dissatisfaction with the Transforming Jetty Road
Glenelg project and questions the value of community consultation, stating that
previous resident opposition appears to have been ignored. They note frustration
that the project has proceeded despite widespread concerns. The submission
criticises the project's cost, the reduction in car parking, and perceived negative

13.
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No. Respondenttype Summary of submission

(if known)

impacts on local traders. The respondent links these outcomes to rising rates,
suggesting a disconnect between Council decisions and community priorities.

Resident e Therespondent raises questions about the funding arrangements for the
Transforming Jetty Road Glenelg project. They express confusion over whether the
projectis funded via a loan or through the additional 2.3% rate rise applied to
ratepayers over three years. Clarification is requested on how the full $30 million
costis being covered.

14.

e Concerns are also raised about the potential overlap between the proposed Jetty
Road, Brighton fairy lights project and future underground works associated with
broader streetimprovements. The respondent queries how Council will manage
infrastructure planning to avoid unnecessary rework or wasted investment.
Additionally, the respondent notes a $1 million increase in the budget line for
“Materials, contracts and other expenses” and seeks further detail, particularly to
determine whether any of these funds are being directed toward the Jetty Road
Glenelg project.

Resident e Therespondent questions the necessity of recent kerb replacements in various
streets, suggesting that much of the work appears unwarranted based on their
observations. They express doubt that these upgrades are effectively addressing
stormwater or gutter flow concerns, as intended. The submission also raises
concern about ongoing sand dune erosion near Minda. The respondent believes
that earlier sandbag efforts were ineffective but acknowledges that a previously
installed fence had successfully trapped sand. They recommend reinstating a
durable fence to mitigate further dune loss. While not addressing the full Business
Plan, the respondent reiterates opposition to the Jetty Road Glenelg works,
describing them as a waste of funds, though they express support for some other
aspects of Council's broader plan.

15.

Resident e Therespondents support the Council’s goal to improve pedestrian safety near Bus
Stop 19 but believe the proposed upgrade is too narrow in scope. They suggest a
roundabout at the intersection of St Anne’s Terrace and Adelphi Terrace, integrated
with a pedestrian crossing, would better address safety and traffic concerns for
both vehicles and pedestrians.

e The submission highlight specific issues such as poor visibility at the intersection,
traffic congestion, and the difficulty of turning right from St Anne’s Terrace. The
submission also notes the low use of Bus Stop 19 and argue that a redesigned
intersection would deliver greater community benefit. The submission also points
to broader traffic impacts from changes promoted by the City of Charles Sturt,
which are increasing volumes on Adelphi Terrace.

16.

e The submission includes photographic evidence of current traffic delays and
shares past efforts to raise the issue with a local elected member, expressing
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disappointment with the response received. The respondent call for Council to
revisit its approach and pursue a more comprehensive and responsive solution.

Resident e The respondent expresses interest in gaining a deeper understanding of the Draft
Annual Business Plan and Long Term Financial Plan. The submission notes that
publicly available financial reports, including those in Council meeting agendas,
typically present only budgeted figures rather than actual expenditure data.

17.

Resident e Therespondent expresses clear support for the proposal to install permanent fairy
lights along Jetty Road, Brighton. They note that the temporary lighting has
significantly enhanced the ambience of the dining precinct over recent months.

18.

19. Resident e Therespondent highlights the value of the bushland near Brighton railway station
and expresses concern that some mature gum trees may be under stress due to
compacted soil from nearby skateboard activity. They urge Council to ensure the
health of these trees is protected as part of local recreational planning.

e They also advocate for the creation of more bushland pockets across the area and
suggest that any planting along the railway corridor include vegetation that
supports birds and pollinators. The submission frames these actions as both
ecologically beneficial and aligned with broader climate priorities.

Resident e Therespondent expresses strong support for the recent improvements made at
local cemeteries, particularly North Brighton and St Jude’s. They encourage
continued investment in these sites. They view this work as an important way to
honour past citizens and preserve the area's local history

20.

Resident e Therespondent expresses concern about what they view as unnecessary Council
spending on large-scale projects that reduce parking and have limited local
support. They argue that resources would be better directed towards addressing
environmental issues such as marine pollution. The feedback implies a desire for
more practical, environmentally focused investment and criticises perceived
inefficiencies in current Council decision-making.

21.

Resident e Therespondent acknowledges that regular rate increases tied to CPI are expected,
and expresses no objection to funding small community projects. However, they
raise concern about the repeated application of a 2.3% rate rise specifically for the
Transforming Jetty Road Glenelg project. They believe this surcharge was not
adequately communicated or consulted on initially, and question why it is being
applied again in the following financial year.

22.

Resident e Therespondent appreciates the opportunity to contribute to the Annual Business
Plan consultation and expresses general support for five of the six proposed
community projects. However, they object to the $73,280 allocation for fairy lights

23.
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on Jetty Road, Brighton, suggesting that the funds would be better directed toward
pedestrian safety in their local area.

e Therespondent raises concerns about increasing traffic volumes and speeding,
particularly by larger vehicles and buses. They argue that the existing crossing
infrastructure is insufficient and propose the installation of a traffic light—controlled
pedestrian crossing between Brighton and Morphett Roads. This would improve
safety for all users, including children and older residents. The submission calls for
Council to prioritise essential safety infrastructure over aesthetic enhancements
and considers investment in pedestrian crossings a more valuable and practical
use of ratepayer funds.

24. Resident e The respondent opposes high-density development proposals in Holdfast Bay,
suggesting they prioritise rate revenue over community wellbeing and risk
diminishing the area’s character and liveability. They question the authenticity of
Council’s consultation processes, particularly regarding major planning decisions.
Strong criticism is directed at the Jetty Road Glenelg upgrade, which the
respondent sees as expensive, disruptive and poorly justified. They argue the
project has negatively affected local businesses and access, especially for
vulnerable groups. There are also broader concerns about Council's decision-
making capacity and the overall accountability of local government, with a call for
greater transparency and financial responsibility.

Resident e The respondent express strong support for the introduction of pedestrian crossings
on Adelphi Terrace, specifically commending the proposal for crossings at both the
north and south ends. The comments particularly emphasise the need for a
crossing near St Anne’s Terrace due to increased traffic and safety risks. The
respondent describes the experience of crossing at this location as stressful and
dangerous, with personal observations of near-miss incidents reinforcing the
urgency for formal pedestrian infrastructure.

25.

26. Resident e The respondent supports the inclusion of pedestrian crossings in the 2025-26
Business Plan and urges Council to prioritise the project. They highlight the
absence of safe crossing points between Anzac Highway and the King Street bridge,
despite a significant number of residents and a bus stop along that stretch. The
submission raises particular concern for older residents who face safety risks when
attempting to cross the road, noting that current conditions are inadequate and

potentially dangerous.

Resident e The respondent expresses strong support for the proposed installation of
pedestrian crossings on Adelphi Terrace. The submission states the crossings will
significantly improve pedestrian safety on what they describe as a very busy road
and may also help reduce hoon driving. In addition to endorsing the proposal, the
respondent asks that the design carefully consider the narrowness of the road
between St Annes Terrace and King Street. The respondent is concerned that the

27.
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new infrastructure, including refuge islands and bus stop upgrades, could reduce
the availability of on-street parking for residents, especially during busy periods.

Resident e Therespondent questions what the progress is on the cycleway/ walking path along
the Sturt Creek from Pine Avenue to the Patawalonga.

28.

29, Resident e Therespondent expresses support for the recent submission by the Holdfast Bay
Residents Alliance. They share concerns about Council’s financial management,
particularly the heavy reliance on rate revenue and increasing debt levels. The
submission also backs HBRA’s recommendation that the Transforming Jetty Road
Glenelg project undergo an independent external review to ensure transparency
and financial accountability.

Resident e Therespondent strongly opposes the proposed rate increases, arguing that it
places an unfair financial burden on those already struggling to afford basic living

30.

costs. The respondent suggests that wealthier individuals should contribute more
to such initiatives, rather than relying on residents with limited means. The
respondent criticises the proposal as out of touch with the current economic
hardship faced by many, implying that decision-makers are disconnected from the
everyday realities of people within the community.

31 Resident * Therespondent expresses strong concern over the Council’s proposed $30 million
Jetty Road Glenelg upgrade, criticising the lack of transparency, cost-benefit
analysis, and alternative options. The respondent suggests the consultation
feedback has been ignored and question the timing of such a large debt in the
current economic climate. The respondent argues that Council’s heavy reliance on
ratepayer income is unsustainable and may prompt community pushback,
including scrutiny of property valuations. Given rising living costs, they believe the
responsible approach would be to reduce services and scale back discretionary
spending.

Resident e Therespondent voices concern about significant rate increases during a time of
widespread financial hardship. They urge Council to reduce spending and exercise
greater fiscal responsibility, particularly in light of cost-of-living pressures on
residents. The respondent questions the scale and benefit of the Transforming Jetty
Road Glenelg project and suggest many proposed projects, including fairy lights on
Jetty Road Brighton, are not essential. The submission calls for a prioritisation of

32.

core services and deferral of non-urgent upgrades. Overall, the feedback advocates
for budget restraint, reduced capital works, and a delay on discretionary projects
until economic conditions improve.

33 Resident e The respondents express strong opposition to the level of debt proposed in the draft

business plan. The respondent is particularly concerned about the heavy reliance
on ratepayers to service this debt and highlight the risks posed by uncertain future
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economic conditions. The respondent urges Council to reconsider its approach and
ensure that financial planning does not disproportionately burden the local
community.

Resident * Therespondent raises concern about the forecast debt exceeding $60 million in the
City of Holdfast Bay’s business plan. The respondent is particularly worried that
ratepayers will face ongoing increases above CPI to service the debt. The
respondent argues that funding for the Jetty Road Glenelg upgrade should have
come from the State Government rather than being passed on to local residents.

34.

Resident e Therespondent expresses concern about the significant debt the City of Holdfast
Bay is taking on over the long term, particularly the $30 million allocated to the
Transforming Jetty Road Glenelg project. The respondent references and endorse
the submission made by the Holdfast Bay Residents Alliance, which critiques the
projected $61.4 million peak in borrowings by 2025-26. The submission also raises
issues about the Council’s heavy reliance on rate revenue, noting it comprises over
75% of total income, which places a disproportionate burden on ratepayers. The
respondent highlights the proposed 4.95% rate rise in 2025-26, which includes
components for CPI, Jetty Road funding, and additional community projects.

35.

Resident e Therespondent expresses strong opposition to the City of Holdfast Bay’s projected
increase in debt from $29 million to $61 million, describing it as excessive for a
relatively small council with around 21,000 ratepayers. The respondent emphasises
that the interest alone could be better spent on other community projects rather
than servicing debt. There is particular concern about the financial sustainability of
the Transforming Jetty Road Glenelg project, which is described as a “dream” that
risks burdening future generations. The respondent argues that over $10 million has
already been spent with little progress and calls for a pause on the project until
debt levels are reduced. The respondent also questions the accuracy of the $40
million project estimate and ask where future funding will come from.

36.
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Appendix 1 Comments on the Adelphi Terrace pedestrian crossings project

1. Whilst disability access is important there are other areas in the community that have higher
priority pedestrian safety and traffic management concerns.

2. There are multiple opportunities to cross without the need for additional roadway furniture

3. Money would be better spent on Bowker Street with lights and vehicle slowing speed bump to
protect children to and from school.

4. Increasing pedestrian safety encourages active lifestyles which benefits all.

5. Atatime when most people are struggling with a cost of living crisis, | think it's terrible that rates
are going up again, as people cannot afford it!

6. See attached

7. Do not have any interest in this location

8. Not sure how the bus stop grade is going to be of much use considering not many use public
transport.

9. $120kis excessive

10. | have been advocating this project through local councilors for many years. | am chairman of a
local community group and i am aware that many of our members 9residents) are also keen for this
to proceed. Adelphitce has a large local community who need to cross the busy and sometimes
dangerous road to access the Lake and surrounds. Your proposal to install an island refuge is
strongly supported because, as you said, it will have a calming effect on traffic. Itis a win win
position.

11. Itis not a good use of funding and it is not important enough

12. This is fantastic and very needed, though a third location further south is also needed, perhaps
near Canning St where there will be increased foot traffic due to the Wigley Reserve
redevelopments and kiosk. Speed bumps should also be included as part of these works to cut
down on the regular hoon driving in the area.

13. The new amenities & cafe positioned near Adelphi Terrace is now a big attraction for more people,
thus safe pedestrian crossings in this area are required, with due consideration also to safe cycle
routes.

14. I’m generally aware of the situation, however it doesn’t necessarily impact me.

Does something need to be done? Yes.

15. Council's debt levels are unsustainable given the Jetty Road project commitment and as such
Council cannot afford even the smallest of initiatives such as this without further rate increases.

16. | just feel like it’s not worth the increase in council rates.

17. The most important plan for this crossing is traffic flow, pedestrians believe they have the right
away especially tourists. Then of course traffic halts on Jetty rd.

18. People coming to the area can cross a road without the need for a pedestrian crossing...waste of
funds

19. Please stop these "calls" on residents. We are in a COST OF LIVING CRISIS. How hard is that to
understand?! Plan for it in your capital budgeting or DELAY it, like the rest of us have to do. Haven't
you learned from Jetty Rd Glenelg debacle?!

20. Good to see. Need more of this in pedestrian crossing areas.

21. As | don't live in this area, | can't determine if this pedestrian crossing is needed. Driving along
Adelphi Terrace | haven't experienced a huge traffic flow to justify a pedestrian crossing as a stand
out project, but I'm supportive to improve bust stop disability access. | feel this should be included
in general maintenance/improvement, not another project with another levy

22. Waste of council rates

23. | cross Adelphi Tce to walk the King St bridge at least once a day, usually multiple times. With the
increased traffic on Adelphi Cres this crossing is becoming more and more hazardous, and I'm an
able-bodied 30-something-year-old. It's only a matter of time before someone gets injured.

24. Don't raise my rates to fund it




Appendix 2 - Comments on the Jetty Road, Brighton traffic improvements project

1. Jetty road Brighton appears to function well as it is

2. |think this area has extreme untapped potential.

3. Money would be better spent on Bowker Street with lights and vehicle slowing speed bump to protect
children to and from school.

4. Brighton Road is very busy and could use some improvement.

5. At atime when most people are struggling with a cost of living crisis, | think it's terrible that rates are
going up again, as people cannot afford it!

6. See attached

7. Do not have any interest in this location.

8. | own and run The Seller Door Brighton on Jetty Road and have done for the last nine years. | wanted to

provide a trader's perspective on the desired future character of the street.

Could the council please consider allowing businesses to operate parklets e.g. turning carparks directly
attached to outdoor dining areas into attractive seating spaces. This has been done really well in some
areas and would increase the street appeal for visitors and anyone frequenting Jetty Road, Brighton. It
also provide inceased revenue for council through higher outdoor dining fees.

Also, allowing traders to weatherproof their outdoor dining areas would help businesses to operate
more effectively in the winter months. A good example of this is what has been done in front of the
Esplanade Hotel with protection from the wind and rain and heaters. As traders we want the
opportunity to do similar development but currently this has been denied when enquired about. This
would increase the ability for visitors to visit Jetty Road, Brighton all year round and give visitors
certainty of seating. It would also improve the aesthetics of the street in general and allow traders to
invest in these outdoor areas.

Hospitality venues are struggling with COGS increases and the effect of cost of living pressures affecting
consumers spending. The seasonality of Brighton means winters are increasingly slower and harder for

traders as costs remain constant all year round.

These initiatives would require flexibility from council on exisiting (somewhat out of date) rules but
would not require a significant budget to achieve.

Please consider these suggestions. | am available for further discussion if that is helpful.




Totally unneccesary

10.

very forward thinking.

11.

Incredible waste of ratepayers' money for limited businesses. Parking remains a major concern.
You want to levy ratepayers to financially support a finite project

12.

No details provided as yet, so hard to comment.

13.

Jetty Rd Glenelg has siphoned off funds at a disproportionate rate over decades and Jetty Rd Brighton
should surely be a major focus over the next ten years. $50 000 is a token allocation.

14.

| hope the council will put pressure on state government to improve public transport so that the traffic
improvements will be less car-focussed.

15.

Traffic on Jetty Road is not that bad, and improvements are not needed.

16.

Parking spaces between Elm st and Cedar avenue need to be enlarge. One can barely get a small car in
the spaces as they were measured and painted incorrectly. On top of that, not many spots to park if you
want to go to jetty rd Brighton, as well as jetty rd Glenelg so we avoid these places.

Create parking spaces between Cedar ave and the train line would help. This is done on the other side
of the train line and Commercial Rd

17.

Great, Brighton deserves to be shown some love too!

18.

Excellent solutions have been provided for safer movement of pedestrians, bicycles and traffic, well
over-due.

19.

| drive up and down Jetty Road around 8-12 times a day. (I live on Jetty Road)
Personally, | think it’s very manageable. Could there be improvements? Yes.

However, | dare say it would just attract more traffic as a result and present similar issues. A lot of traffic
is created due to the lack of parking (which | can observe from my balcony daily)

I’'m not sure if there’s any opportunity for additional parking through collaboration with the Espy hotel
in form of a double car park or perhaps additional parking through sub or top structure at the train
station.

20.

Planned improvements for Jetty Road, Brighton are an excellent idea as they are long overdue.

21.

Hasnt this already been done with all the planning for the new work that is under way?

22.

Council's debt levels are unsustainable given the Jetty Road project commitment and as such cannot
afford even the smallest of initiatives such as this without further rate increases.

23.

Garden beds and open spaces has removed parking and stopping space on jetty road. This is a terrible
outcome.

24,

Jetty road should be a pedestrian mall with tramlines left as is. The risk with trams there are the same as
now.

25.

It’s already beautiful but if we could make it even more of a vibe and a boujee “destination” (without
losing its charming character) in here for it!

26.

We live at the end of Brighton road - | am excited to see improvements and appreciate that this cannot
be achieved without disruption. The street has been tired, run down, unappealing and dirty for many
years. It has not prevented me from accessing local businesses

27.

Parking spaces need to be increased for traders that includes streets around Jetty rd | see 3 more
parking spots just in Gurrs alone. Footpaths need some maintenance as well. Brighton is the poor
relative to Glenelg always has considering the rates pulled in from residential.

28.

Makes sense for this busy area and upgrade will enhance the area

29.

Please stop these "calls" on residents. We are in a COST OF LIVING CRISIS. How hard is that to
understand?! Plan for it in your capital budgeting or DELAY it, like the rest of us have to do. Haven't you
learned from Jetty Rd Glenelg debacle?!




30.

As a resident going to Jetty Road, Brighton on a regular basis | appreciate the investigation into
improving the road and looking into parking. | would not like the overall character of the road to be
changed.

31.

No current problems no improvement required.

32.

Jetty road brighton and surrounding streets and lanes are in desperate need of review. There is daily
parking illegaly - the roads are hard to access and drive around and service lanes are conjested full of
rubbish and not maintained or patrolled.

33.

The tree lights give jetty road a magical vibe all year round. Have many friends from outside of the area
who visit regularly just to see the beautiful display. The lights certainly have everyone talking.

34.

| live on Jetty Road and the traffic and parking problem is getting worse. | totally support any initiative
that will improve traffic flow, increase parking availability and strengthen pedestrian safety.

35.

Jetty Rd should be the focus of Glenelg but the traffic volume (a) interferes with public transport and (b)
makes the road feel more like a highway than a town centre. | support any mechanism by which the
community can be consulted to improve the street.

36.

About time. This should have been done before Jetty Road Glenelg which does not benefit any rate
payers.
Shouldn't necessitate an increase in rates

37.

Jetty road Brighton is a breath of fresh air just leave it alone no changes are required whatsoever.

Appendix 3. Comments on the Paringa Park Primary School active transport
project

1.

Speed humps should also be installed to slow the high volume of traffic using Bowker Street as a cut
through between Brighton and Diagonal Roads

Needs speed bumps and restricted parking for Toyota workers. Is a through road where everyone
speeds. Children will end up hurt or killed

All safety for children is paramount. Needs physical bumps or road bumps

Traffic calming at all times are needed on bowker and especially at school times often see fast cars
outside my house opposite school speed humps between St Vincent and Margaret could be simply
added parking controls east of Margaret may help as well at drop off time longer term reduction of
cut through traffic needed

| am aware of this project and its long term focus to get and keep families active and safe. | fully support
it and think it can be used as a model for other schools in the area. Wombat crossings on both current
zebra crossings would provide additional safety for everyone in the community and | have witnessed
several close calls there myself.

Some of kind of physical structure (bump or flat like Partridge St Glenelg) is required to protect the
children and pedestrians on Bowker Street. The use of the street as a thoroughfare and parking lot for
businesses like Toyota is ridiculous and it is only a matter of time before we have a serious incident or
fatality unless something is done.

| have two kids that always want to bike to Paringa Park Primary School. | am a risk averse person and |
remain sceptical that biking can be made low risk without replacing car parking on Margaret Ave outside
the school with a dedicated, separated bike lane. The kids either have to contend with slower
pedestrians on the footpath (some with toddlers in tow) or the mad rush of parking and pulling out cars
on the roadway.

As a parent of a PPPS student, | have been so pleased to see the improvements made so far to enable
kids to ride to school more safely. | definitely support the continuation of this work

| am local to this area and witness near miss incidents daily involving children and business/school
parent traffic due to lack of appropriate infrastructure.

School teachers are routinely harassed in their attempts to maintain a safe environment and | have
personally felt unsafe crossing at the designated school crossing (with young children) as Bowker St has




become a known thoroughfare between diagonal and Brighton road with many cars travelling greater
than 50km/hr and therefore not slowing to signposted 25km/hr when approaching the school.

10.

In the interest of safety of all road users around the school, a koala crossing urgently needs to be
installed at the very minimum on Bowker Street, and ideally Margaret Street and Balmoral Street.

Bowker Street is a busy thoroughfare or "rat run" which sees significant traffic volumes. | have
personally witnessed numerous near misses involving motorists both failing to comply with 25km/h
speed zones and failing to pay attention which were reported to police. The school currently has an emu
crossing, which is monitored by staff and students. | have spoken to a number of staff members who
have been traumatised at near misses.

| have leveraged relationships with areas of SAPOL to obtain increased police presence but
understandably this has only been able to happen on a few occasions, during which officers issued a
number of fines to motorists.

The school community will continue to petition council for action on this issue. The matter has been
raised numerous times with local MPs, State Government and State Opposition and will continue to be
agitated.

11.

Please include speed bumps on Bowker St. Traffic doesn’t slow down enough or safely for children.
Bowker St is used as a thru street with many drivers unaware or not following safe driving standards
around a school.

12.

In order for this to work, more needs to be done to slow cars around the school. As a parent and
teacher at the school, the speed of the cars along Bowker Street is terrible!

13.

Drivers disrespect road rules on Bowker Street routinely and is a disaster waiting to happen. The
improvement of paths should be a priority. Council must consider carefully whether a speed bump is
appropriate with the road being a main thoroughfare between Oaklands and Brighton.

14.

The project itself will not allow children to safely travel to and from school. More needs to be done with
lights and vehicle slowing speed bump to protect children to and from school. There are too many
idiots who dont slow down or speed through that school zone

15.

I am on the school's governing council and we are very engaged in this process. Any improvements we
can make to this area would be most welcome as it can be extremely hazardous for young children
during pick up and drop off times. We are also interested in further traffic calming measures to make
the area safer, such as wombat crossings on Bowker St and Margaret Ave as the current crossings are
insufficient. We are also grateful to Cr Anthony Venning for his advocacy on this project.

16.

At a time when most people are struggling with a cost of living crisis, | think it's terrible that rates are
going up again, as people cannot afford it!

17.

See attached

18.

This is very important in ensuring the safety of children in our community.

19.

| dont see the issue with the paths at the moment

20.

need is not articulated

21.

If it helps the children, though I’'m not convinced.

22.

Unfamiliar with this

23.

Does not impact me due to limited exposure.

24,

Great initiative to keep children safe.

25.

Council's debt levels are unsustainable given the Jetty Road project commitment and as such cannot
afford even the smallest of initiatives such as this without further rate increases.

26.

Safety is important but | don’t have kids so am not emotionally invested in this.

27.

Anything for safety around schools is a positive

28.

Has there been any close calls or accidents in the past 5 years? More fencing may only be required




29.

Please stop these "calls" on residents. We are in a COST OF LIVING CRISIS. How hard is that to
understand?! Plan for it in your capital budgeting or DELAY it, like the rest of us have to do. Haven't you
learned from Jetty Rd Glenelg debacle?!

30. Anything to make it safer for kids to get to school is a good thing.

31. | feel this project should be included in general works by the council, it should not be separate project.
32. Is this necessary and little improvement obtained.

33. My grandchildren attend PPPS and walk and from school every day. I’'m very supportive of any plan that

will improve safety.

34.

Children's safety is important but shouldn't need rate increases to do it

35.

Paringa Park has recently put in kerbs for bikes which are between cars parked on both sides of the
road. Children and their parents would be reckless to use them. They should ride on the footpath at
either end of the school thus reducing incidents.

Appendix 4. Comments on the Bowker Oval disability access pathway
project

1.

If it can link up with the Paringa Park school somehow via bike paths that would be great.

2.

It is very important to comply with the law. | hope that this can be carried out without loss of space for
the Little Athletics events.

Very supportive of this for accessibility and safety for all

This project is important for ensuring that public spaces are usable by ALL members of the community

Will also allow children better access to Paringa Prinary School without using roads

ou kW

The current path system (or lack of it) is very ad hoc and incomplete. Creating this path will help build
an all ages and abilities network so everyone can enjoy this very popular facility. Further, if the path
can be extended to the entrance on Hopkins Crescent it would allow more people to more easily
access the park, especially my son and | who walk or ride through it daily. Given the high usage of this
park, | think it is overdue for a revamp and a review is in order. The Governing Council of Paringa Park
Primary would be very interested in being involved as many students cross this park to get to school,
plus they use it on sports day. Extending the paths to Balmoral Ave and Brimble St would also allow
our students to cross the oval safely by bike and encourage more kids to ride to school and reduce the
dangerous traffic at pick up and drop off times. If these connections could be taken into consideration
in the design of this path it would go a long way to making best use of this excellent public amenity,
and could be accomplished in stages as funding becomes available.

At a time when most people are struggling with a cost of living crisis, | think it's terrible that rates are
going up again, as people cannot afford it!

See attached

| agree with helping with disability access

10.

Worth doing if it will be well utilised. Presumably work has been done to determine this?

11.

No feedback to share.

12,

Ensuring that the Bowker Street Oval is accessible for all is a noble project.

13.

Council's debt levels are unsustainable given the Jetty Road project commitment and as such cannot
afford even the smallest of initiatives such as this without further rate increases.

14.

Not relevant to me but would obviously feel passionate about this if a loved one was affected by

disability

15.

Open spaces are a must in our communities for all to enjoy. They are disappointing every where and
must be maintained at a high standard

16.

Should be available access




17. Please stop these "calls" on residents. We are in a COST OF LIVING CRISIS. How hard is that to
understand?! Plan for it in your capital budgeting or DELAY it, like the rest of us have to do. Haven't
you learned from Jetty Rd Glenelg debacle?!

18. Inclusion is a basic Council value.

19. This should be work done under general maintenance and improvement for the area, not another
special project needing an added levy.

20. Let DDA services pay for the upgrade.

21. Accessibility should not be up for discussion, this is a must-do. People living with mobility issues
deserve the best from their governments at all levels.

22. Shouldn't need rate increase to fund it

23. DDA pathway not required when there are options to allocate DDA Parking off Balmoral Avenue to
immediately address issues and improve access. Also concerning is that there has been no
consultation with user groups at the site regarding impact on their sport delivery, in particular jump
pits for Coastal Districts Little Aths. Finally, the provision of a DDA pathway as proposed does not
address larger issue of lack of access to DDA amenities. This should be considered as part of a wider
plan of the site rather than wasting $40,000 now on a project which has limited long term benefit.

Appendix 5. Comments on the North Brighton and St Jude's cemetery upgrades
project

1. Use the money for the Paringa School kids before face lifting a cemetry.

2. Quarter of a million dollars is a lot of money to spend on dead people!

3. Protect the children. Not the dead.

4. This is also overdue and could improve connectivity within the area.

5. At atime when most people are struggling with a cost of living crisis, | think it's terrible that rates are
going up again, as people cannot afford it!

6. See attached

7. No real value for all members of the community. Tree planting and improving landscape is adequate
but the allocated budget is not justifiable.

8. Waste of money - we have enough trees we have to deal with

9. Concerned by-far highest allocation of funding proposed for project with smallest stakeholder/usage
group.

10. $250K for trees and paths for a cemetery - surely there are more important investments?

11. Limited value

12. It is an awful lot of money, which could be better spent. | can’t imagine the cemetery is used very
much by the general public. Surely some volunteer groups could help plant trees.

13. Unfamiliar with this

14. No feedback to share.

15. Council's debt levels are unsustainable given the Jetty Road project commitment and as such cannot
afford even the smallest of initiatives such as this without further rate increases.

16. There is a great deal of Glenelg and Australian history within St Jude's Cemetery

17. | feel like it’s fine as is

18. That's a large budget allocated to cemetery's compared to other focused area's. Whilst i agree the
cemetery should be kept in good order, its not a tourist attraction, who are we trying to impress with
these upgrades.

19. It's called respect

20. People come to visit the cemetery to pay respects to loved ones within the cemetery and then leave.
Improving signage for St Judes makes sense




21. Please stop these "calls" on residents. We are in a COST OF LIVING CRISIS. How hard is that to
understand?! Plan for it in your capital budgeting or DELAY it, like the rest of us have to do. Haven't
you learned from Jetty Rd Glenelg debacle?!

22. Im 100% supportive of preservation and putting more plants and trees in the Brighton Cemetary as it
should be a place to relax and spend time with loved ones who are buried there. The North Cemetary
should preserve certain graves like former Mayors in the area buried there. Some Cemetaries in
Adelaide have had huge upgrade with Ponds, Seating, Lawn areas making it a place for the whole
family to go there and show their respect. Something needs to be done to make it beutiful.

23. Could this be spread over 2 financial years?

24. | haven't been to St Jude's cemetery, but driving past the North Brighton cemetery on a regular basis, |
can see it needs increased tree canopy.

25. Budget should be provided from funds from grave sites

26. Again should not need rate increase to fund it

27. NOTE - this was received after the consultation period and has not been included in final analysis.
This communication is linked to correspondence and accompanying photo attachments forwarded to the
Mayor and all Councillors on 16 March 2023. | received supportive replies in due course from the Mayor
and my local Ward Councillors [names redacted] indicating interest while stating funding was limited for
such projects. | ask if the proposal might be given further consideration.

| commend the Council and the related Department for the work undertaken at St Judes Cemetery last
year in 2022 with the placement of the complementary line of contrasting trees down the long central
driveway. Some replacement has been necessary but overall they are growing with the support of the
watering system across a long dry period.

In March 2023 Councillor [name redacted] met me at the Cemetery met with me at the Cemetery where |
shared the ideas then set them down in the correspondence to Councillors.

As mentioned at that time | believe the suggestions would enhance the appearance and story of the
Cemetery as an early and historic feature in Brighton. We know Sir Douglas Mawson is buried there. The
International Women's Day reminded me that Catherine Helen Spence is also buried there and William
Ashton, the famous impressionist artist is there also. | am sure there are others including significant local
identities could be added to the list.

| think the approach and immediate entry to the main entrance deserves 'Green' enhancement. The
Columbarium walls deserve a more intentional 'cared for ' appearance along with the historic Brown
Family graves. My notes in the earlier correspondence suggest other areas where modest well planned
'greening' could be planned. As also mentioned, the impressive extended shrub and succulent garden on
the eastern boundary of LA Section inspired me to present these ideas. It is maintained very well indeed.
My suggestion from all this is to seek an onsite meeting with relevant department staff to consider the
suggestions in my proposal.

Appendix 6. Comments on the Fairy Lights Jetty Road, Brighton project

1. There must be better ways to promote tourism than fairy lights used only at night. | feel there must be
other projects of a higher priority to use this money.

2. Yes, loveit!

3. While I am not opposed to this | would rather the funds be spent on making the area more bike and
pedestrian friendly much like Jetty Road in Glenelg. | would suggest that this area is next on the list for




a review as it could be a major community asset if it were more bike and pedestrian friendly. We have
made some great leaps with the Glenelg project so we should continue the work in Brighton too.

4. At atime when most people are struggling with a cost of living crisis, | think it's terrible that rates are
going up again, as people cannot afford it!

5. See attached

6. Unsure of Jetty Road upgrade consultation outcomes which may affect the Fairy Lights infrastucture.

7. to be mindful of and consider night dwelling local animals and birds that may be disturbed by light
pollution.

8. Band aid fix

9. We live near Jetty Rd, Brighton and love the improved evening/night amenity provided by the lights.
The current lights are great as-is - very supportive to continue the current initiative, but don't see any
need for further improvement/upgrade.

10. will improve visual appearance.

11. this is nice to have not must have infrastructure

12. Really - fairy lights at Brighton? Not sure about this one.

13. This is a token improvement. Better than nothing.

14. This is a complete waste. | don’t agree that spending over $73000 on Fairy Lights is a good use of rate
payer funds

15. This has been a great hit with everyone I've communicated with. It really provides a beautiful touch
and makes a point of difference.
It makes for a nice walk/wander after dinner at night time when sometimes there is little else to see.
It’s also a touch of class and integrates nicely with the natural surroundings.

16. Will definitely make the the street more appealing to visit and walk down at night
Especially in summer
Great for attracting tourists
Looks very pretty

17. The pilot project trialling the fairy lights at Jetty Road, Brighton was a terrific initiative and has
improved the ambiance of the area at night.

18. What a complete waste of money. Surely there are more important things to prioritise. | can think of
100 ways to spend $73,280, and fairy lights isn't one of them.

19. Council's debt levels are unsustainable given the Jetty Road project commitment and as such cannot
afford even the smallest of initiatives such as this without further rate increases.

20. that's a lot of funding for some lights - shouldn't the money be better spent on projects that are
required rather than a Councilor pet project

21. Total waste of money

22. Don’t know why you ask you don’t listen to any of the comments or feed back you get from the rate
payers. It seems you just spend, spend ,spend without consideration for where the money comes
from or the hardship it causes. Definitely will be voting you out at the next election and hopefully the
budget can be brought under control .

23. LOVE the fairy lights! Money well spent!

24. This would look fantastic and make jetty road more appealing and family friendly

25. Jetty Road is already attractive due to the beach. Fairy lights can look tacky, who are they for? people
to to the restaurants for the food, not to look at fairy lights.

26. A great improvement to Jetty rd, I’'m sure everyone agrees. We don’t want to wait 2 years for this to
happen and should be done immediately.

27. Makes sense

28. Fairy lights - Really?! Please stop these "calls" on residents. We are in a COST OF LIVING CRISIS. How

hard is that to understand?! Plan for it in your capital budgeting or DELAY it, like the rest of us have to
do. Haven't you learned from Jetty Rd Glenelg debacle?!




29.

As a rates and Tax payer of King street for 50 years i would like to see some money spent on Jetty Road
Brighton. The lights in Jetty Road look amazing and its a massive credit to Jane Flemming as a ward
councilor to make this happen. I'm 100% for this look as it beatifies any photography taken of Jetty
road Brighton and showcases Brighton around the world plus adding to the ambiance.

30.

Valuable improvement. Need to ensure Jetty Rd, Glenelg lights are fixed. Also, a big opportunity to
put fairy or up lights in the Colley Road Glenelg trees.

31.

| feel the need for improvement on foot paths and roads is more important than fairy lights on Jetty
Road.

32.

Solar panels should be installed to support lighting.

33.

See my previous comment about these lights and how they are attracting people from outside the
area to regularly visit to see the lights. Have several groups of friends who now choose to dine at jetty
rd just to see the display. They are certainly attracting a lot of attention. Jetty rd is a magical draw
card. My overseas relatives from the uk can’t believe how gorgeous jetty rd is and so unique.

34.

The fairy lights are beautiful. Definitely keep them.

35.

There's enough light pollution already around, we should be focusing on endeavours that allow areas
to be lit effectively and safely without projecting unnecessary light upwards and sideways.

36.

Certainly cheaper than the upgrades done to Jetty Road Glenelg. Again shouldn't need rate increase to
fund it

37.

In a cost of living crisis would it not be prudent to use solar to start with and revisit this totally
unacceptable spending.

38.

This is an absolute waste of Council finances and is being done at the behest of one Councillor who
clearly lacks understanding of wider resourcing concerns, investment and renewal needs across our
community. This project does not align to any 2020-2030 Strategic Plan objectives and should have
been removed on that basis rather than included in any proposed new community project.

Appendix 7. General Comments

1.

Overall, | am very supportive of the direction this council is going in.

2.

At a time when most people are struggling with a cost of living crisis, | think it's terrible that rates are
going up again, as people cannot afford it!

See attached

As continuation of FOGO program which is a great project, all public bins should be updated to allow
separation of compostable waste and recyclables.

The 4.95% proposed rate rise is unreasonable when the cost of living is causing personal financial
stress and business closure. Unecessary soending such as transforming Glenelg which represents 2.3%
increase should be deferred or funded through an alternative pathway - not via residents who are
already under financial pressure.i provided the same comment in earlier consultation but nothing
changes, suggesting consultation is only a token measure.

As part of the sustainability goals, is Holdfast City Council considering undertaking NABERS Energy &
Water assessments in all commercial offices >1,000m2 NLA that they occupy in the coming years?

| own and run The Seller Door Brighton on Jetty Road and have done for the last nine years. | wanted
to provide a trader's perspective on the desired future character of the street.

Could the council please consider allowing businesses to operate parklets e.g. turning carparks directly
attached to outdoor dining areas into attractive seating spaces. This has been done really well in some
areas and would increase the street appeal for visitors and anyone frequenting Jetty Road, Brighton. It
also provide inceased revenue for council through higher outdoor dining fees.

Also, allowing traders to weatherproof their outdoor dining areas would help businesses to operate
more effectively in the winter months. A good example of this is what has been done in front of the




Esplanade Hotel with protection from the wind and rain and heaters. As traders we want the
opportunity to do similar development but currently this has been denied when enquired about. This
would increase the ability for visitors to visit Jetty Road, Brighton all year round and give visitors
certainty of seating. It would also improve the aesthetics of the street in general and allow traders to
invest in these outdoor areas.

Hospitality venues are struggling with COGS increases and the effect of cost of living pressures
affecting consumers spending. The seasonality of Brighton means winters are increasingly slower and

harder for traders as costs remain constant all year round.

These initiatives would require flexibility from council on exisiting (somewhat out of date) rules but
would not require a significant budget to achieve.

Please consider these suggestions. | am available for further discussion if that is helpful.

Thank you-

| am very concerned that since moving to Brighton there has been a reduction of service to the
maintaining of the fig trees adjacent St Jude Church. Please have the fig trees cut back to within the
park boundaries as the branches extend dangerously over the church/childcare carpark, next door
properties and the footpath and road. Several service requests have ben made and are unresolved.
Very disappointed that a 2.5% rate increase has been proposed to only deliver concept A very the Jetty
Road Transformation, which will deliver relatively minor value or change.

good forward thinking

10.

Council has chosen to proceed with spending $20M of a $30M Jetty Road upgrade without any State
Government support.

The upgrades primarily benefit businesses and commercial landowners, for which the majority
landowner is Taplin Group. Why is the Taplin Group not contributing to the upgrades when they are
the major beneficiary?

Why is Council committing ratepayers to spending $20M when its total operational budget is only
S61M?

11.

The beach access between Bristol Place and the beach remains dangerous and in significant disrepair.
This well used corridor services many locals and visitors. A trivial patch was done now 18 months ago
with new eastern end rail, but steps remain treacherously ill repaired with unfortunately regular trips
and falls.

The last patch 'team' were surprised the thoroughfare even existed!!! It is council property afterall.
Please place on agenda- probably more value than 'fairly lights' on Jetty Rd Brighton!!!

12,

The 5049 Coastal Community Association will be preparing a comprehensive response in te near
future.

13.

Just wondering what is the short/long-term plan to reduce traffic congestion on Brighton road as | this
wasn't included in the 6prioities. Thank-you

14.

It is hard to delineate actual funding allocations for specific areas of operation eg the footpaths are
generally in a perilous state without attracting any project significance in the draft plan.

15.

Surely funds can be better spent on other important infrastructure, like improving/upgrading storm
water systems in streets. | sent photos of overflowing street gutters to council requesting help and got
no reply (I would attach photos but your system won’t allow me). Or supporting more sustainable
living and setting up facilities for recycling of plastic bags and other items currently not being recycled.

16.

The proposed rate rise is only a continuation of all the rate rises during the past years. House prices
increase and so does income for the councils - yet it never seems to be enough.
Is there any government whether it be local, state or federal that can actual run a budget without




asking for more money.

How about making some cuts and some tough decisions. Rate rises are the easy way out.

A 2.5% rate rise for existing services is acceptable.

Council increase rates by 7.1% including 2.3% for the 2024-2025 transformation of jetty road. Now,
council is taking another 2.3% and stating it if for the same project?

Will the additional 2.3% rate rise for Jetty road be then reduced next year? So, will there be a
reduction or basically no rate rise next year to equalize this additional 2.3% ? Rates have increase
4.6% for jetty rd in reality.

Is this a one off for the transformation or will the council just pocket it in years to come and then
increase rates again in following years?

17.

I'm pleased to see improvements being made to the Jetty Rd Glenelg Precinct, but think a more
wholistic approch is required to create the right atmosphere, not just visual improvements. More
should be done to reduce smoking and vaping in the precinct and including restrictions on the sale of
tobacco products. Where Council doesn't have this authority it should endorse any applicable State
Legislation. City of PAE is currently investigating making the whole Semaphore Rd precinct smoke free.
Noise should also be more of a consideration, particular from vehicles, as it has a detrimental impact
on the precinct and the appeal of dining there. Both Bayside and Wollongong Councils in NSW are
trialling cameras that can detect and issue fines for excessive vehicle noise and similar technology
could be implemented here. Might even generate a bit of extra revenue.

18.

Council's level of debt commitment following the Jetty Road project will place council in an
unsustainable position without above CPI rate increases. The level of community consultation council
has undertaken in regard to these small projects as contained in the draft 2025-26 annual business
plan is over the top, given nothing like it was done for the S60m Jetty Road project. Making up for lost
time will not erase the memory of ratepayers when it comes to next council elections. Time for the
council and administration to go.

19.

1. Rate payers should not be funding the upgrade to Jetty Road Glenelg. Council should seek further
grant funding from State and Federal Governments. This upgrade, whilst is required, should not be
funded by rate payers. This has been a poorly framed financial plan by Council.

2. Council needs to regularly clean Jetty Road Glenelg. Footpaths are horribly dirty as well as Moseley
Square. By recently placing beige pavers at the eastern end of Jetty Road seems somewhat pointless
when council doesn’t actively clean the street. (le high pressure)

3. Does the Beachhouse really bring more funding to the area? This is becoming an eyesore and is run
down.

4. What is Council doing in regards to the eyesore of the Stamford Grand. No upgrade to Jetty Road
will help this building. It needs an upgrade to attract a different clientele.

5. Traffic in the side streets of Glenelg has a lot of speeding. Council needs to implement a reduced
speed limit asap as well as mechanisms to slow the traffic down such as speed humps etc.

6. Parking is an ongoing issue and residents that live in houses with 3 hour parks should not have to
pay for parking permits. A minimum of 2 free permits should apply to those residents.

6. The Coles parking should be considered for extension (2-3 levels) to allow for more carparks in the
area.

20.

Cannot wait to vote the spenders out

21.

Look, please just don’t increase rates dramatically in this cost of living crisis! Apart from the
stormwater updates and some smaller updates to improve street presence, | feel like nothing is so
pressing that it warrants dramatic jumps. Please consider that wage growth has not kept up with
inflation, so even slight increases could upset family budgets. Please also consider how necessary an
upgrade actually is and if it’s not essential, could it be postponed or could projects be more spread
out? This isn’t the best time for a significant jump for non-essential projects.

Also, could the council look into upgrading street presence? Like the footpaths where there should be
grass but it’s all dirt? I’d be happy to water grass outside my home if the council planted it (and I'm
sure my neighbour with a lawn mower would mow it). It would make our street much prettier and




provide more oxygen for the environment (it’s not really fair that some strips have grass and
others have dirt).

22.

A rate rise at a time of financial crisis, are any of these upgrades urgent enough to put more pressure
on peoples pockets. Holdfast Council continue to focus in the wrong area's, and now want us to pay
more for a pretty cemetery. | live in South Brighton and the condition of the cancel land and footpaths
are embarrassing. it is clear when we drive over Neath Street that the area is a different council area.
How about you clean up your back yard before you start putting fairy lights all over it.

23.

Rothesay Ave clearly has poor drainage with both the northern and southern drains pooling into one
angled drain that is completely inadequate compared to other streets within this area close to the Pat.
Budgeting should be instigated within this next budget to complete this upgrade similar to what is
happening down the road a Carnovan to ensure Rothesay Ave does not have the ongoing flooding
issues even with minimal rain causing major disruption to the street and residents having to deal with
this ongoing issue. Many residents within Rothesay Ave have made complaints about this issue and the
money needs to be spent to fix the flooding issues

24,

The arrogance of the Jetty Rd Glenelg "call" on residents and un-planned road usage change insanity
has united the community in anger. How dare you abuse your positions of power, both Councillors and
paid officers, in such a fashion. The pain continues for your vulnerable residents in Durham St as you
reduce their quality of life and their property values at the same time. Disgraceful. It shows
fundamentally that you cannot manage a capital budget and should not continue in office or in certain
jobs.

25.

A sensible business plan, that doesn’t overreach, to enable a reasonable rate increase compared with
some other Councils. Good to see you are keeping an eye on total debt.

Would like budget to consider more local initiatives on walk-ability. Safety refuges, speed zone
reductions and other infrastructure treatments are desperately needed. For example the Augusta strip
into Woolworths Glenelg does not have any safe pedestrian/pram/disabiliy access points. The elderly
are put at great risk. Also, if you walk west towards the beach there is no safe crossing point for
pedestrians/prams/wheelchairs etc. The roundabouts on Gordon St and Anzac Highway end are not
safe, but a mid-street option could be viable.

Whilst taking about Woolworths, Rose Street adjacent is constantly littered with rubbish. This needs a
more thoughtful plan to address issues.

Reece in Traffic does a great job but is overwhelmed with his requests. Perhaps some extra resourcing
here would provide the community with good bang for their buck.

26.

The current increase in council rates is broken up in 2.5% for services, 2.3% for Jetty Road and 0.15%
Community Projects. At the moment the Rate Notice shows the General Differential Rate Residential
and the Regional Landscape Levy, but doesn't separate the levy for Jetty Road. | would like to see any
levies clearly separated from the general rate.

Looking at the overall state of the foot paths in my area, a lot more work needs to be done to improve.
It is uneven in lots of sections and as the population is aging (clearly identified in the Annual Business
Plan), more needs to be done to improve the safety for pedestrians. There are also many trees/bushes
overhanging foot paths and leaves on the path and gutter. More maintenance needs to be carried out.
There seems to be a lot of focus on annual events, especially around Jetty Road Glenelg, and | feel the
general maintenance of our are is degrading.

27.

As a new resident | am questioning the councils motives towards the obvious differences that occurs
between our park land spaces in our community . Since moving here there have been three
occurrences where wattle reserve has been singled out from other spaces .

First the French market that was enjoyed by many locals was stopped , the coffee van which also was
enjoyed was not given there lease back and then suddenly over summer camping signs were erected
where no other park had these signs and there had been no campers there .

When taking to community there is a strong sense that the council is supporting a reaident in the area
without listening to other community feedback . | have approached council about this who denied this
occuring however after the camping signs where put up again this reinforced to me that this is not true
and in fact many other community members came forth to me saying see we told you .There are many




eyes on wattle reserve watching to space taking note what council is doing and many older locals who
tell of the history they have experienced with this space .

Bring a coffee van back when the time comes for council to retook at it and council need to think
about the decisions they make around wattle park and start working on rebuilding the trust on
member that live around there and the belief that there is one voice that is being heard

28.

Jetty road upgrade a complete failure and waste of rate payer funds. Loss of car parks, extension of
time frame, pavers not suitable for street scape will look dirty in a short time frame. A total waste of
rate payers funds. A 2.3% rate increase over 3 years is a totally unnecessary imposition on ratepayers.
Would have been better off spending money on beach front infrastructure like improving pathways on
esplanades to avoid storm damage and ongoing maintenance costs.

29.

I am not a fan of more money being spent on yet another upgrade to jetty road Glenelg.

30.

If all that money had not been wasted on Jetty Road, Glenelg (and we suffered rates rise for that) and
if the Council hadn't wasted $30,000 on a painting, maybe you wouldn't be raising the rates to cover
new community projects.

I notice that you want to raise the rates by 4.95%. Nearly half of that is for Jetty Road, Glenelg. |
thought that the reason for raising the rates so high last year was so that we wouldn't have to raise
them again to pay for Jetty Road, Glenelg which benefits no one but the retailers in Jetty Road. It
certainly doesn't benefit the rate payers.

Hopefully this council will be voted out at the next election.

31.

Council rates are already outrageous for the basics we get. If you folks can't manage the budget it's not
an excuse to charge the residents 5% more. Maybe instead, you can cleanup the house from the inside
and cut the wasteful spending, lay off non-essential stuff and such, improve efficiency.

32.

Glenelg and Brighton (Glenelg more so) need dedicated drop off areas so that children/teen/those
with mobility challenges can be safely dropped along mosely square/jetty road without a driver getting
a fine via cctv cameras that are activated as soon as someone stops on a yellow line. The only
alternative if there are no parks along the road (which is often) if you want to avoid a fine is to stop
next to a parked car which obstructs traffic. It's not feasible to drive into car parks to simply drop
someone off - not all are in safe locations and not all are near restaurants where mobility challenged
people may wish to eat.

| also feel that the rate rise is excessive considering recent rate rises and the cost of living crisis. Rates
have increased drastically with rising house prices alone, so that should be enough to cover council
costs without having to add an extra amount.

Appendix 8 - Comments on The Draft 2025-26 Annual Business Plan

1.

Please prioritize lights and speed bumps for Paringa Park Primary School before there is a fatality.

2.

At a time when most people are struggling with a cost of living crisis, | think it's terrible that rates are
going up again, as people cannot afford it!

| am concerned the Asset Renewal Budget of $12.29Million is 45.27% higher than 2024-25

| am concerned that the proposed rate rise of 4.95% for 2025-26

includes 2.3% increase for the Transforming Jetty Road Glenelg. This is unacceptable.

Would you please provide the details as to the breakdown cost for the Transforming Jetty Road
Glenelg.

It is not appropriate to calculates rates based on what council wants to spend. Why cannot Council
determine rate increases based on appropriate measures (e.g. CPI). If Council does not have enough
money to fund its planned expenditure it should consider reigning in expenditure, splitting costs across
financial years, or borrowing and paying back in the following year.

The asset renewal budget has significantly increased in 2025-26 to $12M. The major components are




transport (40%) and buildings (24%). Council has not articulated the need, nor the nature of the
expenditure (the what and why). Council has instead chosen to outline 6 community projects worth
around $500K which form less than 5% of the planned $12M expenditure. If this was a budget
estimate in a quote from a supplier it would be rejected!

Comments should be published and responded to as part of this process. How can a draft 2025-26
budget go out to consultation in June, before it is due to be implemented at start of the financial year
inJuly?

| am NOT supportive of the proposed large increase in rates. We are in a cost of living crisis. Families
are struggling. It's not the time to increase spending. I'm not interested in that sort of hike in rates.
The 6 community projects don't account for hardly any of that, so happy for those, but jot keen to
spend that much on transforming jetty road. Not worth it.

why would the Jetty Rd traders be subject to a fee increase less than half that that levied against
ratepayers when they have been the beneficiaries of the most sistorted council grant allocations |
have ever experienced?

| liked the section on wellbeing and ageing in place. Community safety and wellbeing are important,
especially in an area with an older population. | am concerned on our roads (both walking and driving)
for my safety when elderly people who shouldn't be driving are behind the wheel. | would feel much
safer if those people had access to adequete public transport.

| liked seeing improvements for pedestrians in the plan. However | was disappointed there wasn't
more improvements for pedestrians and cyclists along Brighton Road. | want to walk or ride to the
shops from my house (only a short distance) but it is too dangerous along Brighton road to ride and
there aren't any alternative safe bike routes. Crossing the road as a pedestrian is also a nightmare.

Dear Holdfast Council,

| am writing to formally express my strong opposition to the proposed 4.95% rate increase, particularly
the 2.3% portion being allocated to the Transforming Jetty Road Glenelg project. The annual report
shows the overall rate revenue increasing by over $2million over the next financial year which seem
ludicrous for a 12 month period.

As a local resident, | am incredibly disappointed that ratepayer funds are being directed toward a
project that is actively reducing car parking and making it more difficult for locals to access our own
shopping and service areas. The eastern end of Jetty Road has already seen changes that are
detrimental to residents — | now struggle to find parking when doing my regular shopping. Your report
shows the main transport means by locals is a car which is mind boggling that this plan would actively
remove already precious street parking.

It is frustrating to see our footpaths and existing infrastructure being torn up to make way for
unnecessary garden beds and “open spaces” that offer little to no practical benefit — especially when
they come at the cost of convenience and accessibility for the community that actually lives here. This
is not what | want my increased rates to support. To be frank, | consider this project a poor use of
public funds. It prioritises aesthetic over function and disregards the real needs of residents.

| urge Council to reconsider this rate rise and, more importantly, to listen to the concerns of local
ratepayers who are directly affected by these decisions. Please stop wasting my money.

Kind Regards,




I'm pleased to see improvements being made to the Jetty Rd Glenelg Precinct, but think a more
wholistic approch is required to create the right atmosphere, not just visual improvements. More
should be done to reduce smoking and vaping in the precinct and including restrictions on the sale of
tobacco products. Where Council doesn't have this authority it should endorse any applicable State
Legislation. City of PAE is currently investigating making the whole Semaphore Rd precinct smoke free.
Noise should also be more of a consideration, particular from vehicles, as it has a detrimental impact
on the precinct and the appeal of dining there. Both Bayside and Wollongong Councils in NSW are
trialling cameras that can detect and issue fines for excessive vehicle noise and similar technology
could be implemented here. Might even generate a bit of extra revenue.

10.

We do not agree as City of Holdfast Bay residents with any rate rise. 4.95% is not fair or sustainable for
many residents such as ours - we have a large family and would have difficulty in meeting any rate
rises. Please listen to the community and reduce spending until the current cost of living crisis is
resolved.

11.

While it’s useful to have a survey aimed at understanding quality of life in Holdfast Bay, the way the
results are presented could be improved. Providing more context, such as details about the
respondents, sampling methods, and timing, would make the findings more transparent and
meaningful. The use of ratings out of 10 could be clarified, and presenting numbers to one or two
decimal places seems unnecessary. A more thorough and clearly structured approach would help
ensure the survey serves its intended purpose, accurately reflecting community perspectives and
informing future planning. Strengthening these aspects would increase its value and credibility.

12,

Footpaths on side streets towards Brighton are high risk areas for those in wheelchairs and therefore
not inclusive as clients like to shop at hove foodland . Also the humps on the esplanade are used as
perdestrain crossing. Can be dangerous.. Wheat land street traffic parking causes problems with
traffic . Also the Morton bay tree needs much more TLC.

13.

| am vehemently apposed to any rates increases. The city already receives a oodles of money from rate
payers and it is unfair to make residents pay for business upgrades on Jetty Road - these are expenses
that need to be incurred by the businesses that benefit from them.

14.

| can't believe how flippantly you discuss community outrage! eg "We acknowledge that some
community members are not supportive of the funding model for the Transforming Jetty Road Glenelg
project, which required a rate increase over three years." You put a "call" on residents in a cost of
living crisis, AND had the arrogance to proceed when the "consultation" was overwhelmingly and
vehemently against you. The pain continues, especially for vulnerable residence in Durham St (both
because of age, and ability to argue) as your make-it-up-as-we-go "project planning" changes peoples
streets and lives. Unbelievable. It shows fundamentally that you cannot manage a capital budget and
should not continue in office or in certain jobs.

15.

Request for CCTV to be extended beyond the Stamford Hotel to southern end of St John’s Row - there
has been car and property theft recently as well as the DPP Police trial for the area that would justify
extended CCTV in back streets parallel to the Esplanade.

16.

A 4.95% rate increase in the current cost of living crisis is a very poor decision by the council. Many
rate payers are elderly self funded retirees who can't afford these increases. Jetty Road project should
have need a state government project.

17.

As.a. long term resident, | do not wish in any way to pay 2.3% increase for "Transforming Jetty Road
Glenelg", nobody but business owners (which council higher ups have tight family connections to) will
benefit from it. | mean it would be nice if you just close down the whole street for cars but not at such
a great expense of ordinary citizens, especially the ones that live far from the "Jetty Road Glenelg".

18.

It’s is unbelievable that despite majority community protest u r pushing on w jetty Rd upgrade.

| can barely afford my rates now let aline tbem going up by 4.95% - like it’s water off a ducks back. |
despise the Mayor and the bureaucracy that has allowed this to continue. You should all be ashamed
of yourselves - history will treat you poorly!




Appendix 9 - Comments on The Draft Long Term Financial Plan 2025-26 to
2034-35

1.

At a time when most people are struggling with a cost of living crisis, | think it's terrible that rates are
going up again, as people cannot afford it!

I'm pleased to see improvements being made to the Jetty Rd Glenelg Precinct, but think a more
wholistic approch is required to create the right atmosphere, not just visual improvements. More
should be done to reduce smoking and vaping in the precinct and including restrictions on the sale of
tobacco products. Where Council doesn't have this authority it should endorse any applicable State
Legislation. City of PAE is currently investigating making the whole Semaphore Rd precinct smoke free.
Noise should also be more of a consideration, particular from vehicles, as it has a detrimental impact
on the precinct and the appeal of dining there. Both Bayside and Wollongong Councils in NSW are
trialling cameras that can detect and issue fines for excessive vehicle noise and similar technology
could be implemented here. Might even generate a bit of extra revenue.

We do not agree as City of Holdfast Bay residents with any rate rise. 4.95% is not fair or sustainable for
many residents such as ours - we have a large family and would have difficulty in meeting any rate
rises. Please listen to the community and reduce spending until the current cost of living crisis is
resolved.

Request for CCTV to be extended beyond the Stamford Hotel to southern end of St John’s Row - there
has been car and property theft recently as well as the DPP Police trial for the area that would justify
extended CCTV in back streets parallel to the Esplanade.

Need to limit rate increases and reduce the number of council wards and expenses.

Improve efficiency, cut the waste, don't charge people crazy rates.

Appendix 10.- Emails

1.

Thank you for providing the opportunity for feedback regarding the Holdfast Draft 2025-26 Annual
Business Plan.

As a Holdfast ratepayer and resident | am totally against the proposed extraordinary rate increase
of 2.3% for “Transforming Jetty Road Glenelg”.




My name i- and | am writing to request your organisation’s endorsement of the
Tonkin 10/10, recently published in the Rights Resource Network SA, a proposed piece of
legislation aimed at bridging the gap for those with disabilities accessing the community, and
removing tokenistic gestures, labelled as reasonable allowances.

This Bill seeks to address key issues and legislate requirements for:

¢ Wheelchair parks

¢ Venue seating

e Transport

* Toilets

* Ticketing processes

¢ And potentially splitting the sector into wheelchair and mobile disabilities as each have very
different needs, hence 10% for wheelchair and 10% for mobile disabilities (Tonkin 10/10),

to meet the needs of the 21% of the population with disabilities (ABS, 2025).

As an advocate for those with disabilities, with my team we believe this Bill will lead to meaningful
and lasting change, remove barriers of accessing the community, particularly for those who have
historically been underrepresented or disadvantaged. We are aiming to close the disability gap.
Accessing the community is a basic human right.

There is a one-page summary of the Bill in the link above with a link to the full Bill, with annexes.

In addition to this information, we are aiming to push for change through Australia, supported with
Australian and Global research. | have applied for a Winston Churchill fellowship, and | recently

been nominated for a Women of Impact SA Awards and a Curtin University Community Award.

We look forward to hearing from you and please let us know if you have any questions.

Please tidy, trim Jacaranda trees on Alfreda Street. These are constantly damaged by very tall and
unnecessary trucks. Thank you Jill Sent from my iPad




4. TOWHOM IT MAY CONCERN
Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the Draft 2024-26 Annual Business Plan.

As aresident of the Holdfast Bay Council for the past 25 years, | have taken advantage of the many
programs and services that have been delivered during this time.

Feedback Draft 2025-26 Business Plan:-

¢ Footpath repairs and maintenance :- as a daily walker around the Holdfast Bay area, the
footpaths are in very poor condition and | have tripped and seen many others fall.

e Transforming Jetty Road Glenelg :- | do not support this project, the amount allocated could be
used in more worthwhile areas. Carparking always seems to be dismissed, to attract visitors to
Jetty Road Glenelg, parking areas needs to be increased. Perhaps a Multi storey Car park could be
built near the tram stop on Brighton Road and people could walk down Jetty Road.

¢ King George Avenue Access :- residents living in the streets off King George Avenue, using this
main road during school drop off and pick up, run the risk of damage to vehicles and a stressful
experience. As there are many schools in the Somerton Park, North Brighton, Warradale and Hove
the traffic using this road needs to be better managed, (there is also a Bike Lane in operation).

e Community involvement :- the Holdfast Bay Area has attracted many younger families recently,
create projects to have residents involved in increasing the vegetation in parks and on the
Esplanade.

| realise that all projects cannot be funded, however the changing demographic of the Holdfast
Bay Council area, needs to be accommodate changing needs.

5. Justwondering if the Councilis now considering a new plan to open on street permanent parking
for caravans and motor homes?
There have been two motor homes permanently parked on Adelphi Terrace for the past couple of
years and recently a large caravan with it's truck took up several places of places including the
bike lane.
Considering the locals would get pinged on overstaying a couple of minutes, this
is over the top.
Please explain




TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

How many times, as ratepayers, do we need to tell you that we, with thousands of other
ratepayers, disagree with your upgrading!! Jetty Road Glenelg. Are our previous submissions
disregarded?

Why should we have our rates increased to decrease parking in Glenelg and close off the
Moseley Square entrance to Colley Terrace. Why we would we even consider a visit.

As for community consultation, that does not exist. Your priorities are misplaced - for example
considering Tourism against ratepayers and their wishes.

Brighton Road has become a minefield, especially at Wheatland Street Seacliff, and with the
freeway allowing access very soon, there will be no chance of exitting or entering Wheatland
Street from Brighton Road. Maybe consideration should be given to lights at this crossing before
any plans for Jetty Road Glenelg.

Jetty Road at Brighton has already had, so-called improvements, and parking areas there have
been lessened. The fairy lights have been a welcome addition, though.

We agree with the Cemetery upgrades- which will beautify the areas.

But - please consider the access to Brighton Road from Wheatland Street, which is the last
street with access to Brighton Road from the seafront. This area is extremely busy during the
summer period, with vehicles with their yachts attempting to enter or exit Wheatland Street via

Brighton Road.

Hoping you will consider our concerns.

You are inviting the community to comment on your current draft plan.

| ask what is the point of commenting on this as you do not listen to your community. Before you
started the changes to Jetty Road Glenelg you surveyed the residents and | believe we
overwhelmingly voted against the changes that you have already started in Jetty Road Glenelg.

The cost is unbelievable, car parking has been reduced, traders are unhappy and our rates go up!
You are working against your community!




Hello
| offer the following feedback after reading the Draft 2025-26 Annual Business Plan

Jetty Road Glenelg project

It is stated that “Council will fund the $30m through a loan from the Local Government Finance
Authority. An independent review of the funding model confirmed that Council can afford to fund
the project”

| thought the $30m contribution for the project was to be provided by additional rate contribution
for three years by each rate payer? Is this not the case now? You have quoted 2.3% as part of the
rate rise solely for this Jetty Road Glenelg project - please clarify exactly where the money from
this projectis coming from.

Two projects for Jetty Road, Brighton

Should the Fairy Light project be approved and carried out in 25/26 — what are Council’s
considerations that the infrastructure installed for this project may end up being ripped
up/disturbed if the street improvement project results in further underground works impacting on
the new electrical infrastructure installed. How will Council ensure any new underground
infrastructure is considered in any new design so that funds are not wasted with inappropriate
works?

According to the Budget Funding Statement, there is an increase of $1m on the line entitled
“Materials, contracts and other expenses” — can you provide details on the contracts included in
this amount? Are any related to the Jetty Road Glenelg project?




As a long term resident (over 50 years) in Somerton Park, | am passionate concerning 2 particular
matters-;

11 cannot understand the reason for replacing portions of the concrete kerbing in many streets. |
am informed that itis only in low lying areas that it is being carried out, but in my frequent walks in
many streets where it has been done, | cannot agree that it has been necessary or that it has
avoided what must have prompted the work being done, namely to assist the flow in the gutters. It
is completely unnecessary.

2 Itis a very sad situation that the sand dunes bounding Minda are being continuously eroded.
Your attempts at sand conservation several years ago by placing huge sandbags on the beach in
many places proved to be useless and a waste of money. 2 or 3 years ago you built a fence on the
edge of the minda dunes which proved to be very effective in trapping the sand blowing towards
the dunes. When this fence was blown away or removed the erosion increased. May | suggest that
a strong fence be built which would trap the windblown sand and halt the erosion. The fence
needs to be of strong material .

| am not commenting on your business plan except to offer the above suggestions and to add that
| think the works being carried out on Jetty Road Glenelg are a waste of money. | have commented
on the overall plan and agree with certain of the proposals.

Sincercly SN

10.

RE: Comment on 2025-26 Annual Business Plan — Item 1: Pedestrian Crossing and Upgrade of Bus
Stop 19

Dear Chief Executive Officer,

We write to provide comment on the City of Holdfast Bay’s 2025-26 Annual Business Plan,
specifically Item 1 —the proposed pedestrian crossing and upgrade of Bus Stop 19.

While we support the intention to improve pedestrian safety and accessibility, we believe the
current proposal would benefit from a broader perspective of the local traffic environment. We
recommend that Council consider constructing a roundabout at the intersection of St Anne’s
Terrace and Adelphi Terrace, with an integrated pedestrian crossing.

Such a solution would:

- Improve traffic flow and safety, particularly for vehicles turning right from St Anne’s Terrace onto
Adelphi Terrace—a manoeuvre that is currently extremely difficult and, at times, dangerous.

- Address visibility challenges caused by a stobie pole and if a large vehicle is parked near the
corner, which severely limit the sight lines for drivers turning right from St Anne Street onto Adelphi
Terrace.

- Offer significantly more benefit to the high number of local pedestrians crossing Adelphi Terrace
and vehicles exiting St Anne’s Terrace, compared to the relatively low use of Bus Stop 19, both
during peak and off-peak periods.

- Enhance safety for those who do use Bus Stop 19, if a crossing were integrated into a redesigned




intersection, rather than prioritising a standalone upgrade.

We also wish to raise a related concern: the City of Charles Sturt is actively promoting Seaview/
Military Road as a main thoroughfare to Southern Suburbs, as evidenced by signage at the bottom
of Henley Beach Road. This redirection has a direct impact on traffic volume along Adelphi
Terrace, compounding the difficulties and risks at the St Anne’s Terrace intersection.

To further illustrate the traffic pressure at this site, we have included photographs & video showing
current conditions. One sequence we observed, it took close to three minutes for a vehicle to
safely turn right whilst exiting St Anne’s onto Adelphi Terrace, demonstrating the real-world
implications of the current setup.

We previously raised this issue with our local Council member, who advised that it had been
addressed within the last 18 months. As a resident who regularly turns right at this intersection, |
can confirm that no material improvements have occurred. Additionally, my wife’s concerns were
met with a tone and dismissiveness that we feel was inappropriate and not reflective of the
community values expected from our elected representatives.

We urge the Council to reconsider the current proposal and redirect resources toward a more
comprehensive, long-term solution that reflects actual traffic patterns, resident experience, and
safety priorities. We welcome the opportunity for further consultation as planning continues.




aw (]




11. Hi there — as a local resident / rate payer, | would like to understand more deeply the draft annual
business plan and the draft long term plans.

Looking at past minuted reports | can see base financial data — but only showing ‘Original Budget’
data, never actual $ data.

For example — page 122 of the Ordinary Council Meeting Agenda dated 27 June 2023, Employee
Costs, it shows Original Budget $ for 22/23, and then Budget $ for 23/24.

Where can | find, or can you please provide, actual $ spent data by expense item category back to
2021.

12. As residents and ratepayers of Brighton, my husband and | would like to give our support to the
proposal for permanent fairy lights to be installed, Jetty Road, Brighton.

Over the last several months we have enjoyed the ambience that the lights have brought to the
dining precinct, and think it would be wonderful to see this as a permanent fixture.

13. Dear Mayor and councillors.
One of the most pleasurable places in Brighton is the bushland area near Brighton railway station.
Please make sure these older gums don't get stressed by the compacted soil of the skateboards
track. as some appear to be so.
| also ask for more of these delightful bushland pockets to be created and any planting along the
railway etc filled with bee and bird loving plants. We are in crisis with our climate. This should be a
priority for council.
Yours sincerely,

14. Dear Stuart,
It was a pleasure speaking with you at the recent community consultation session. | valued the
depth of our conversation and your role in shaping the “Significant Influences” section clearly
brings a Social Science layer of critical perspective to this process.
As mentioned, my ongoing research focuses on our relationship to place, both physical and
metaphysical, through the lens of a framework I’ve developed called the Dynamic Relational
Model of Consciousness (DRMC). I'll be incorporating elements of this into a detailed submission
to the Business Plan and Budget review, examining not just what the Councilis proposing, but also
how it narrates its intent, prioritises investment, and connects to evolving community needs.
Initial Reflections — Areas for Clarification
In preparation for my submission, I’ve conducted some preliminary benchmarking using publicly
available documents from the Cities of Marion, Prospect, and Onkaparinga. These councils
publish itemised capital project breakdowns, making it easier to understand how funding is
aligned with community priorities. In contrast, Holdfast Bay's documents raise several questions
I’d appreciate your insight on:
1. Capital New Initiatives ($31.61M)
This allocation represents nearly half of the total capital works budget, yet no project-level
information is provided. Unlike other councils, there is no itemised list, categorical breakdown, or
clarification on whether these are confirmed, contingent, or provisional.
Could you clarify:

What specific projects, upgrades, or acquisitions are included?




Are these tied to already approved works, or provisioned in anticipation of cost escalations,
state/federal co-investment, or future asset negotiations?

Is there a reason this detail is omitted in the draft and when will it be made available?

Is this a provisioning buffer, or are there strategic investments attached to it? Greater
transparency would be helpful, especially given the scale of the increase and the proposed debt
profile.

2. Community Safety ($2.79M operational)

Could you clarify what specific services this encompasses? For example:

Does this include only ranger services, animal management, and local nuisance enforcement?

Or are there broader initiatives such as homelessness outreach, youth engagement, CCTV
upgrades, or domestic violence prevention programs?

Understanding the service delivery logic behind this allocation would be helpful, particularly as
community safety is a growing concern across coastal precincts.

3. Reimbursements ($780K revenue)

This is a notable figure and appears unusually high. Can you confirm:

Are these reimbursements primarily from insurance claims, shared services, or overhead recovery
from externally funded programs?

Are they linked to previous or ongoing capital works cost-sharing?

4. Field Services & Asset-Based Services

The combined operational allocation for Field Services, Engineering, Waste Management and
Property Management forms a significant portion of the overall budget.

I’d appreciate any insight into:




Whether this reflects legacy cost structures, higher service standards due to coastal geography, or
specific infrastructure challenges.

Have there been any recent service reviews or efficiency audits conducted to assess value for
money in these areas?

Any additional clarity you can provide will help ensure that my submission is well-informed and
accurately reflects both public documentation and lived experience.

Thanks again for the work you've done to date, and | look forward to continuing the conversation
throughout the process of developing the City of Holfast Business Plan. My research approachis a
collaborative, action-oriented methodology that seeks to provide practical tools for community
development and all stakeholders involved in this endeavor. As | mentioned, | have only recently
moved to live in Glenelg and have discovered some rather unique qualities about the people who
live in the area, which had never seemed apparent during the decades | had previously been
visiting.

As part of my orientation to the area from a resident perspective, I’ll be continuing to familiarise
myself with community service providers, local retailers, sporting clubs and other stakeholders, to
explore firsthand what this place has to offer, how | might be able to add value and participate in
the activities available. My arrival in the area also coincides with the case study stage of my
research which has a central thesis that examines our relationship to place both phisically and
metaphysically. The council services, infrastructure, how they affect daily life and longer-term
prosperity of people, businesses and organisations are critical to this process.

I would be delighted to share my rresearch findings with you and your team if you are interested.

15.

Dear Business Planning Project Team,
I <y provide formal notice of
my intention to make a verbal deputation to the City of Holdfast Bay Councilin relation to the 2025
- 2026 Annual Business Plan.

Please accept this email as my request to present at the upcoming Council meeting scheduled for
Tuesday, 10 June 2025 at 7:00 PM, to be held at the Glenelg Town Hall, Moseley Square.

In preparing my contribution, | would be grateful if you could advise whether the deputation may
include the use of visual aids, such as a PowerPoint presentation or any other format guidelines or
time limitations that apply. | aim to ensure that my presentation aligns with Council procedures
and expectations.

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in this important process. | look forward to your
confirmation and any additional guidance you can provide.

16.

| submit notice that | wish to make a verbal submission to Council on Tues 10 June. Topic
Community land/open space management and DEW operations on Glenelg Beach.
With thanks

e




17.

| am very pleased to see the improvements at the local Cemeteries and | would like to see
continued work at the North Brighton and St Judes sites.

It is an important recognition of past citizens and is one way of recording our history.

| have a person interest as many of my relatives are buried or have ashes deposited in North
Brighton including my husband and youngest son. Some others were early pioneers of the district.
(Diprose)

18.

https://chbay.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/TeamsCommunicationsEngagement/EfdJeujyKrpGpX0GnHib-
swB6ESgWO03C9x103DMLOdMdCw?e=wr4xSz

19.

Instead of Council wasting our hard earnt
Money on grand-plans, and reduced parking
Were very few locals want to visit, why don't
You and other Councils reduced sea pollution
With waste plastics and rubbish in our
Water ways, by building a plant to burn the
Waste, no pollution to the atmosphere and
Environmentally friendly.

If you have no idea, as with most things with
Council, except wasting money, take a field
Trip to Indonesia and see how they deal with

Waste and recycling,




20. Hi there Seacliff Ward.

Last year the Holdfast Bay residents were subjected to an increase in our rates. This is normal and
expected. What we did not expect was the extra 2.3% for Jetty Rd nor where we feel, properly
consulted.

"This info below taken from your website"
4.8% for CPI
2.3% for transforming Jetty Rd Glenelg.

This year comes around and now we get further rate rise (once again expected).
'taken from COHB Facebook post'

2.5% for CPI

2.3% for transforming Jetty Rd Glenelg

.015 % to fund 6 community projects.

So as I'm looking at this, | have no issue with the CPI nor the community projects. |just want to
know why we are getting slugged another 2.3% on top of the rates that were previously slugged
2.3% for. We are now paying in this coming year's rates, another 4.6% for Jetty Rd Glenelg. Why?




21. Afternoon,
Apologies, please disregard previous incomplete email. Sentin error

Thank you for the opportunity offered to residents to 'have a say' regarding the ABP. | have recently
spoken to Stuart regarding the above, and now put my thoughts/concern in writing.

PROPOSED SIX NEW COMMUNITY PROJECTS:
| agree in principle to items 1-5 proposed projects, however | am concerned with Item 6, spending
$73,280 - Fairy Lights, Jetty Road Brighton.

| have been a resident (owner) for nearly six years in Dunrobin Road, Hove. Concerns as follows:

1. Traffic flow in Dunrobin Road is ever increasing with new builds. All ages of citizens reside in
this road or in side streets, ages ranging from school, middle and elderly citizens.

2. Rarely is the speed limit of 50kms/hr adhered to. Just today a large 4WD went down Dunrobin
Road travelling at approximately 70kms/hour. Buses, if running late also exceed the 50km limit
and so in goes on.

What is required for major consideration by City of Holdfast Bay is PEDESTRIAN CROSSING TO
IMPROVE SAFETY - DUNROBIN ROAD. Atthe moment there is only the school crossing close to
Morphett Road and a traffic island adjacent to Alwyndor Nursing Home. A 'traffic light' controlled
crossing located between Brighton and Morphett Roads (middle of Dunrobin Road), would assist
greatly with all ages crossing this now very busy thoroughfare.

Rather than pretty fairy lights in Jetty Road, Brighton, surely the amount of $73,280 could be better
spent on safety for the public in Dunrobin Road.

Thank you for considering my suggestion.




22, City of Holdfast Bay Council
Two key points ..

1. This council must not accept the South Australian Government's ridiculous plan to allow units
of accommodation towers (up to 6 storeys) within the Adelaide metropolitan area.

In this council, this would be an ill planned money grab for extra rate income, without considering
the side effects of such a plan.

The value of properties in the council area could weaken if such desperate measures for
accommodation are allowed and embraced by this council.

An added factor is that such minimal space accommodation threatens the Australian life style,
with no front or backyards to speak of. Another way to encourage obesity and poor health.

| hope this council’s definition of “CONSULTATION” is not simply announcements of decisions
that have been made behind closed doors. (Due to fear of residents speaking against such

“improvements’ ??).

2. The council’s plan of “improving Jetty Road” is now in year 2 apparently. This is not consultation
.. tearing up kerbs and other footpath and roadway structures, then asking

for “feedback’, which is what happened !!




To allocate $40 million of council’s money for this work is seen by most residents to be a waste of
money.

Jetty Road is a limited roadway and no amount of money would change the basic limitations, road,
footpath and trams, all of which the council residents have become familiar with.

Sadly, local businesses are suffering currently due to extremely poor access to parking, poor
pedestrian access for elderly and disabled people and “work” interruptions.

Obviously, most members of council staff do not have the appropriate qualifications or experience
to properly suggest, plan and oversee such works.

Sitting at a council desk allowing / disallowing building approvals is not the appropriate
experience.

The firms involved in this project saw the council coming and are charging accordingly.

One final point, Local Government is not mentioned in the Australian Constitution and should be
the first level of unaccountable government to cease to exist, to rein in

continual additional expenses for residents (RATES !!) and make Federal and State governments
ACCOUNTABLE. This means actions, not just words to gloss over and fool people.

23.

We wish to commend the planners in relation to the introduction of pedestrian crossings - Adelphi
Terrace, North and South - where presently none exists.

We particularly wish to have our voice heard in support of the South Location from St Anne's
Terrace. This has become very busy during all hours of the day and night, and we find the decision
and timing of the dash across the road extremely stressful, and indeed dangerous. | have
personally withessed several near-misses.

Kind regards

24,

I note in the 2025-2026 Business Plan, inclusion of pedestrian crossings on Adelphi Terrace. As a
aged resident of Adelphi terrace, | would urge Council to make this project a priority.

Currently, there is no crossing on Adelphi Terrace between Anzac Highway and the King Street
bridge despite there being many residents along that stretch of road and a bus stop across the
road (western side) that cannot be accessed safely.

Itis clearly dangerous for pedestrians to cross and it is an accident (perhaps fatality, given the age
of residents on the area) waiting to happen.




25.

Dear Council Members,

As a property owner on Adelphi Terrace, | very much welcome the Adelphi Terrace pedestrian
crossings initiative.

We see increasing levels of non-residential traffic short cutting from Tapley’s Hill Road,
particularly peak hour times.

The crossing will help pedestrians navigate Adelphi Terrace safely.
In addition, at night there is increasing noise pollution from muscle cars and motor bikes.

Hopefully the refuge islands will provide enough obstacle to deter such cars and bikes from
unnecessary acceleration.

Genuinely appreciate the Council’s consideration.
PS — A simple roundabout at the King Street intersection and another at the St Annes Terrace

intersection would improve both outcomes to an even greater degree, slowing and ultimately
reducing traffic flows by deterring non residential shortcutting.

26.

We have noted in the 'City of Holdfast Bay's Draft 2025-26 Annual Business Plan’, the allocation of
funds to install two pedestrian crossings along Adelphi Terrace. (South Location — Between St
Annes Terrace and King Street & North Location — Patawilya Reserve pedestrian

crossing)

We would like to strongly endorse this proposal as it will greatly improve safety of crossing this
extremely busy road and deter the ability for hoon driving.

We would also like to suggest that in installing the refuge islands and upgrading the bus stop, that
consideration be given to the narrowness of the existing street between St Annes Terrace and King
Street, to ensure that car parking for residents is not greatly impacted, as this too becomes
problematic during high peak times.

Wishing you well in your future developments.

27.

Dear Sir/Madam,

Your Draft Annual Business Plan is all vey nice, but what is the progress on the cycle-way/ walking
path along the Sturt Creek from Pine Avenue to the Patawalonga?
There is nothing on the council website after 7 August 2023.

28.

Please find attached submission from Holdfast Bay Residents Alliance on the Holdfast Bay
Council Financial Plan 2025/2026 and the long term financial plan.

Secretary Holdfast Bay Residents Alliance




29.

| am a resident of Holdfast Bay
| agree with and support the submission recently made on behalf of HBRA.

| too have real concerns about the Council’s financial management particularly as to reliance on
rate revenue and debt levels.

| also endorse HBRA’s recommendation for an external and independent review of the
Transforming Jetty Road Glenelg Project .

30.

Good evening
The attachment at the bottom of this email are my views of the budget.

| wish it to be considered as a seperate submission.

31.

Dear Council
Please see attached submission re my concerns of councils LTFP.

Kind regards

32.

Hi Holdfast,

No.

It should NOT be paid for out of the pocket of those who are barely afford to survive.

Have one of the wealthy foot the bill.

Give em a bench or something to make them feel special whilst they hoard the wealth away from
the people.

To propose an increase as such showcases how little you know about the suffering of those in your
district and the country as a whole.

Do better.

Kind regards,




33. Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback.

The documentation has not provided alternatives to the $30m Jetty Road Glenelg upgrade, nor
any detail on the feedback from the consultation period.

Is it correct that the feedback was largely negative? If not - or if so - transparency is expected.
Where is the cost-benefit analysis?

The forecast debt, as outlined, is not justified. Nor is it sensible in these times. It is expected when
a Council intentionally ploughs into such debt, that there is transparency around the alternatives
considered; the diversification of income sources. Where are the details on the reduced services
considered? project minimisation (instead of maximisation!) in order to minimise the debt
increase? Such debt levels are only acceptable in times of low inflation, low CPIs, low cost of
living, confidence in project costs and timeliness. We have none of these at present. Now is the
wrong time to embark on a debt rise of this magnitude without far more detail, detail and
transparency.

The Council is unwise to rely on your ratepayers for around 80% of income. With current low level
of trust in Council transparency and decisions, expect your ratepayers to soon uprise!

Expect a review of the Valuer-General valuations. They underpin your rates and they are never
ground-truthed. It is time they were - and Council should be nervous!

| expected, given these times of high cost of living, reduced Council services.

We would have welcomed that because that is responsible Council financial management. Why
has that not been detailed?

Every household in SA is doing the responsible thing around living within our means and reducing
expenditure. Why is the Holdfast Bay Council not?

Kind regards,




34.

| am disappointed that Council is increasing rates significantly in our current financial climate.
Cost of living is skyrocketing and residents are being forced to cut back on daily living costs.
Council could help its residents by being responsible with their expenditure and keeping in mind
the extra cost to residents when a lot are in financial hardship.

Transforming Jetty Road is a huge expenditure which only benefits a few and we will have to wait
and see if i brings benefits to local businesses. A lot more will need to be done by retailers for it to
have much of an impact and a lot of them are struggling already. This is a huge expenditure and
council needs to keep this in mind before tackling other projects. Im sure it will end up going over
budget.

Asset renewal budget, council should restrict this to what is strictly necessary especially in
consideration of the massive expenditure on transforming Jetty Road, you need to tighten your belt
like everyone else. 40% going towards transport what is this and could this be reduced. $12.29
million is far too high a huge jump on previous years needs to be reduced drastically.

The 6 new community projects could be reduced to only what is strictly necessary and the amount
allocated minimal. | don’t think $73,000 on installing underground power for fairy lights on Jetty
Road Brighton is something that is necessary, looks nice for sure but not necessary. Also how
much have you already spent on the fairy lights.

There seems to be lots of areas that could be cut back to reduce expenditure and therefore giving
some relief to rate payers. Everyone is budgeting, so should Council. Maybe we just have to wait a
couple more years for proposed projects.

There seems to me there are quite a few areas that could be cut back and by doing that giving
some relief to ratepayers.

35.

City of Holdfast Bay Council,

Please find attached our submission on the Draft 2025-26 CoHFB Business Plan. We hope it is
favourably received and are happy to discuss any aspect of it with Council and/or Administration.

36.

We would like to register our strong opposition to the planned debt outlined in the business plan.
Our main concern is the over reliance on rate payers to service this debt and the uncertainty of
future economic conditions.

37.

| remain concerned about the proposed Holdfast bay debt that is forecast to be in excess of $60m.
My key issue is that local residents rates will continue to rise above CPI levels to service the debt
for upgrading Jetty Road Glenelg. This should have been funded by State government.




38. Along with other residents | am concerned about the amount of debt this current Council is
committing to over the next long term period.

| refer to and support the submission from the Holdfast Bay Residents Alliance specifically in
relation to the debt, and | quote sections of this submission below.

"2. Escalating Debt and Long-Term Risk

The most pressing issue is the scale and profile of debt. According to the LTFP, borrowings will
peak at $61.4

million in 2025-26, largely due to the $30 million commitment to the Transforming Jetty Road,
Glenelg project.”

3. Over-reliance on Rate Revenue

The Council remains heavily dependent on rate revenue, which comprises 75.8% of totalincome
over the life of

the LTFP. This is well above best practice benchmarks and suggests limited revenue
diversification. Despite

highlighting other revenue sources such as grants and user charges, the underlying structure
remains

regressive and places excessive burden on current ratepayers.

In 2025-26, the proposed 4.95% rate rise includes:

® 2.5% CPI-linked base increase,

¢ 2.3% for the Transforming Jetty Road project (year 2 of 3),

¢ 0.15% for six minor community projects.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the current financial plans of the Council.

Regards




39. To CEO Holdfast Council

| submit my disapproval of the Financial Plan council has put our for public consultation.
To go from $29 Million debt to $61 Million debt is absolutely ludicrous.

Holdfast is a small council with 21,000 ratepayers.

This equates to a very substantial cost per rate payer.

The interest on that debt will be approximately $20 million. Imagine how many projects we could
get done with that $20 million rather than paying that as interest.

If you haven't got the money you cant spend it. If you cant afford it you cant have it.
Do not saddle our children with debts that you have incurred on your dream.

The Jetty Road Upgrade is going to put us in severe financial debt for a very long time. Already more
than $10 million has been spent and it is not even 25% completed.

Stop the project now and reconsider stages 2 and 3 when our debt is down to zero.

| seriously doubt the whole project can be completed for $40 million. Where is the extra money
going to come from once council has spent the $40 million?

| agree with everything that was in the HBRA submission so | will not repeat it all here.
Events

Again | disapprove of the money we spend on “events”.

If events make money then an entrepreuer will do it.

It is not councils job to entertain the public so don't use ratepayers money on “events” that dont
pay their way directly back to council.

Please include this as a submission on the consultation for the Financial budget and long term
budget opposing the huge borrowing of money.

40.

Hi Stuart, please see attached. | will send a link to my research files which include Photo's and
other data.
Regards




5049 Coastal Community

)
% Stronger together

Online Submission on the Draft HFB 2025-26 Business Plan
20 June 2025

The 5049 Coastal Community Association (5049CC) has reviewed the Draft
Holdfast Bay 2025-26 Annual Business Plan. We make the following general
comments on the Plan, followed by comments on community assets and projects in
the 5049 (Seacliff and Kingston Park) area.

e The engagement and liaison process with Council and Administration is
important to our Association. Although disappointed that our liaison
meetings with Administration and councillors have been “paused” we have
welcomed the opportunity to re-engage with the Mayor and CEO in recent
few months. For our part we will continue to collaborate and assist Council
by organising forums and facilitating participation by the community,
submitting reports on issues of community interest and concern,
promoting Council initiatives, providing community feedback, and advising
of maintenance and safety issues.

e We are pleased that work on 2024-25 projects, hamely the Seacliff Amenities
Block, Wheatland Street Pocket Park, Wayfinding signage at Kingston Park
and Lookout Decking at the Kingston Park Coastal Reserve (Tulukutangga)
have been completed.

e We see merit in supporting the “six” community projects (budgeted at
$589k, funded by an additional rate increase of 0.15%), in particular the
ones proposed for Jetty Rd, Brighton. We appreciate that Council is
seeking to be more transparent about how capital projects are funded. So,
it is nice to see consultation on these though somewhat surprising given
their relatively small size. To the best of our knowledge this hasn’t been
done previously.

e With the exception of the Special Rates levy (2.3%) and the proposed
0.15% additional rate increase for the 2025/6 projects, we consider the
proposed rates increase (CPI portion of 2.5%) to be reasonable. We would
like to see a rate cap of less than 10%, and it should apply automatically
when exceeded as is the case with some other Councils.

¢ We maintain our position that consultation on the Transforming Jetty Road

Glenelg project was wholly inadequate and should not be proceeding
without additional Government funding.
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e We are very concerned that few, if any capital projects of any size will be
considered in Seacliff Ward for the next 3-5 years on account of the large
Council debt arising from the Transforming Jetty Road Glenelg project.

e The environment gets little mention in the Business Plan despite Council’s
assertion that we have a “Climate Emergency”. References are more about
the economic operating environment than about the green environment.
What is the status of the Carbon Neutral Plan, the Urban Forest Strategy and
the Biodiversity Score comparison? In the recent past Council used to
allocate its annual savings from Council building improvements (water
storage, insulation, solar panels for electricity etc.) to new environmental
projects. This was discontinued as 'it was happening automatically' but new
environmental projects seem to be fewer in number (only 2 in 2025-26 and
1 of those is water pipe replacement, so not new). Current environmental
expenditure is largely for the Environmental Services Team, who, though
essential and doing valuable work, concentrate mainly on maintenance. How
much is being saved each year from green buildings that could be allocated
to new environmental projects if the old system was reinstated? There are
plenty of local challenges that could improve our biodiversity with more
council leadership and financing or aid in securing grants. A small rate
reduction could be offered to residents to plant and keep indigenous trees
(for 10 years or more) to incentivise residents to help in greening our city
and reduce the heat island effect.

e KPI's of major projects undertaken recently by Council have not been
provided. Could you please provide the results for the Kingston Park Kiosk
and Seacliff Amenities Block. Are you able to provide the results of
Council’s latest Quality of Life Survey?

Future Projects in 5049:

We have identified a number of projects in the 5049 area which we would like to
see progressed for the benefit of the local community and visitors. Apart from
upgrades to the BYSC, the 2025-26 Draft Business Plan does not provide funding
for any projects in Seacliff and Kingson Park due to the funding and debt
obligations for the Transforming Jetty Road project.

We would encourage Council to make a serious effort to secure government
support/funding for these projects (in particular Seacliff Plaza Stage 2) in the
leadup to the 2026 State election. Alternatively, or in addition, Council could seek
support for one or more of these projects in the 2026-27 Business Plan as
“additional community projects.”

e Seacliff Plaza Fairy Lights- Permanent installation of fairy lights on the four
large palm trees at Seacliff Plaza (similar to Brighton) to help beautify this area.
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e Seacliff Plaza Stage-2- Beautification of the Plaza, Esplanade and Wheatland
St roundabout as per Council’s current Masterplan to provide for better beach
access, greening and a coastal garden. Although the Amenities Block (Stage 1)
has been a welcome addition to the precinct the remaining area is both
unattractive and poorly integrated. We currently have two disabled access
ramps within meters of each other but no easy access (wide steps like the old
rotunda) for the able bodied. Consideration was to be given to greening the
roundabout if funding permitted on completion of Stage 1; unfortunately, this
did not occur.

e Wheatland St, Seacliff- Apart from the recently completed pocket park, we
remain hopeful that other initiatives (eg. retaining wall creepers and Power Box
artwork, etc.) may be considered to help “beautify” Wheatland Street as this is
a major beachside entry point in the city. By comparison to Jetty Roads in
Glenelg and Brighton this street is very unattractive.

e Singleton Bridge Artwork- We have campaigned for a humber of years for
indigenous artwork to be placed on the Singleton Bridge to provide a more
attractive entry to Kingston Park. This proposed work should not be considered
as part of the Kingston Park Masterplan but as a separate project.

¢ Brighton Road/Village-We support a long term (10 year) campaign to create
a Brighton Village amenity by re-imagining Brighton Road between the railway
crossing at Hove and Sturt Rd. Requires Council to liaise with DIT and prepare
a Masterplan for community consultation. 5049CC is keen to work with and
assist Council on this.

¢ Rifles Monument (Scholefield Road/Ocean Boulevard)- Engagement with
the State Government (Department of Infrastructure and Transport) regarding
the possibility of inclusion of upgrades to the monument, or relocation as part
of the project to upgrade the intersection.

Other Projects:
Movement and Transport Plan Implementation

e We look forward to the final MTP report being presented to Council in the coming
months and then being made public. 5049CC made a submission during the
consultation phase, which closed in April 2024, and so are interested in a
summary of the feedback received from the community.

e As stated previously 5049 CC are against a blanket 40km/hr speed limit in
Holdfast Bay. However, we note that there will be further consultation in the
future, and support 40km/hr zones where there is a clear safety objective.
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Kingston Park Coastal Reserve (Tulukutangga)

We are pleased that construction of the upper lookout has been completed, as
this is the first step in realising the Council approved Master Plan for the
Kingston Park Coastal Reserve (Tulukutangga) .

We are disappointed, however, with the slow progress in finalising and
implementing the remaining elements. We are aware that this is due to the
lengthy ongoing consultations with Kaurna representatives under Section 23. We
hope agreement can be reached on how the proposed works (in particular the
re-establishment of the Tjilbruke Spring) can be undertaken safely and by
limiting the ground disturbance. As Council still has access to approximately
$700k from the Coastal Path at Kingston Park we hope that works might might
commence later this year.

How does Council intend to fund the full scale of works, estimated to be at

least $2 million. Would an application for State (or National) Heritage listing be
required for additional State Government funding?

If further delays are anticipated, then remediation work on the unsightly former
overflow car park (“dust bowl”) should be undertaken in the interim as a matter
of urgency. The uneven surface is a possible trip hazard, and Council may be
liable for any injuries that occur.

Brighton Beachfront Holiday Park

Our Association recognises the importance of this income generating business

to HFB Council and rate payers. As there is no mention of the Caravan Park in
the Business Plan, we assume that all improvements have been completed and
that no additional expenditures are planned in 2025-26.

We hope that Council and Park Management will work together to improve the
appeal of the area, including the Nest Kiosk, by better maintaining the grounds
and existing trees and by considering additional plantings where appropriate. We
recommended (maintenance request lodged) that the unsightly dead fronds on
the two large palm trees be removed. We were advised that this was the
responsibility of Park Management, but no action has been taken.

BYSC and Seacliff SLSC Upgrades

5049CC is happy to support the current upgrades to BYSC facilities
(changerooms, cool room, building access, and fire safety enhancements), a
project co-funded ($850k) by BSYC, Sport and Recreation and the City of
Holdfast Bay. We look forward to enjoying the new facilities once work is
completed by the end of this year.

We are pleased that the Federal Government is funding ($500k) upgrades to
the Seacliff SLSC.

End of submission
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Submission: ABP 2025-26 Liveability in the City of Holdfast Bay.

Executive Summary

The City of Holdfast Bay's Annual Business Plan demonstrates a strong commitment to Resident
Wellbeing and environmental sustainability. However, to achieve the vision of creating "a welcoming
and healthy place for all in South Australia's most sustainable city," Council must address the growing
public health concern of noise pollution. This submission advocates for implementing comprehensive
noise reduction policies, particularly focusing on the electrification of Council services and contractor
operations.

The Health Impact of Noise Pollution

Noise pollution represents a significant but often overlooked environmental health hazard. The World
Health Organization has extensively documented the adverse health effects of environmental noise
exposure, identifying it as a major contributor to cardiovascular disease, sleep disturbance, cognitive
impairment, and mental health problems. Recent WHO research confirms that excessive noise
exposure increases the risk of ischemic heart disease, hypertension, hearing impairment, tinnitus,
and cognitive dysfunction, with emerging evidence linking it to adverse birth outcomes and
psychological disorders.

Studies indicate that long-term exposure to environmental noise from transport and municipal services
can cause lasting physiological changes, including elevated blood pressure and increased
cardiovascular disease rates. The health inequalities associated with noise exposure
disproportionately affect vulnerable populations, making this an equity issue that aligns with Council's
commitment to creating a place "for all.”

Current Noise Sources in Daily Operations

The Annual Business Plan reveals significant daily activities that contribute to the local noise
environment:

7,200 bin lifts for residential and business waste collection

Daily street sweeping operations along Colley Tce and Jetty Roads at Glenelg and Brighton.
Note that Colley Tce is in a residential zone, so this should be rescheduled till after 7am.

60 separate cleaning services at council buildings

Maintenance works at reserves and public spaces

Field services operations including road resealing and footpath repairs



These essential services, while maintaining community standards, contribute to the cumulative noise
burden experienced by residents, particularly during early morning hours when ambient noise levels
are naturally lower and communities expect quieter conditions.

Recommendations for Sustainable Noise Management
1. Contractor Electrification Policy

Council should adopt a comprehensive policy requiring all contractors to transition to electric vehicles
and equipment by 2027. And in any event ensure that operational noise levels are below the
threshold set by the EPA. This policy should encompass:

Waste collection services: Electric garbage trucks significantly reduce noise emissions
while eliminating diesel engine noise and hydraulic system sounds

Landscaping and gardening contractors: Electric mowers, blowers, and maintenance
equipment operate at substantially lower decibel levels

Construction and maintenance crews: Prioritizing electric tools for routine maintenance and

small scale construction projects

2. Municipal Fleet Electrification

Council should prioritize the replacement of diesel-powered street sweepers with electric
alternatives. Electric street sweepers operate at approximately 10-15 decibels lower than diesel
equivalents, representing a significant noise reduction for residential areas.

3. Time-Based Operating Restrictions

To protect community wellbeing and sleep quality, Council should implement a policy prohibiting street
sweeping operations before 7:00 AM on any day of the week in residential areas. Early morning noise
exposure is particularly harmful to sleep patterns and cardiovascular health, and this restriction would
demonstrate Council's commitment to resident health while maintaining service standards.

4. Monitoring and Accountability

Establish noise monitoring protocols to measure the effectiveness of these initiatives and
ensure compliance with emerging Australian noise standards and WHO guidelines.
Alignment with Strategic Objectives

These recommendations directly support Council's three strategic focus areas:

Wellbeing: Reducing noise pollution improves physical and mental health outcomes, supporting
"good health” in an environment that "supports wellbeing."



Sustainability: Electric vehicle adoption reduces both noise and air pollution
while advancing carbon neutrality goals, creating a "resilient and sustainable"
community.

Innovation: Leading in municipal noise management positions Holdfast Bay as
a forward-thinking council that "values research"” and embraces innovative
solutions to environmental challenges.

Conclusion

The City of Holdfast Bay has demonstrated excellence in service delivery, as
evidenced by high community satisfaction ratings. However, achieving truly
sustainable liveability requires addressing the health impacts of environmental noise.
By implementing comprehensive electrification policies and time based operating
restrictions, Council can significantly enhance quality of life while maintaining service
excellence.

The transition to quieter, electric operations represents an investment in community
health that aligns with Council's vision of creating South Australia's most sustainable
city. We urge Council to prioritize these noise reduction measures in the
implementation of this Annual Business Plan, ensuring that the pursuit of municipal
efficiency does not compromise the health and wellbeing of the residents we serve.

This submission is made in support of creating a healthier, more sustainable, and
truly liveable community for all residents of the City of Holdfast Bay.



|J1 Postal Address: The Secretary

Holdfast Bay Residents

HOIdfaSt Bay Alliance Inc. PO Box 1182

. 2 Glenelg South SA 5045
Residents Alliance

Email: hbresidents@gmail.com

Submission to the City of Holdfast Bay

Feedback on the Draft Long Term Financial Plan 2025-26 to 2034-35 and the Draft Annual Business
Plan 2025-26

Submitted by: David Bishop on behalf of Holdfast Bay Residents’ Alliance Inc

1. Introduction

We wish to raise serious concerns regarding the City of Holdfast Bay’s financial management, particularly in
relation to debt levels, reliance on rate revenue, intergenerational equity, and transparency in expenditure.
These concerns arise from a close analysis of the Draft Long Term Financial Plan (LTFP) 2025-26 to 2034-35
and the Draft Annual Business Plan (ABP) 2025-26.

2. Escalating Debt and Long-Term Risk

The most pressing issue is the scale and profile of debt. According to the LTFP, borrowings will peak at $61.4
million in 2025-26, largely due to the $30 million commitment to the Transforming Jetty Road, Glenelg project.
While the LTFP claims this aligns with intergenerational equity, the forecast Net Financial Liabilities Ratio
exceeds the Council's own target of 100% between 2026 and 2028. This suggests a concerning reliance on debt
to fund discretionary projects, increasing future financial risk.

Council’s plan to reduce debt over the next decade assumes stability in inflation, interest rates, and
construction costs. However, the LTFP itself notes “the unpredictability of current inflation rates and
price pressures” as a material risk. If conditions worsen, Council may be forced to cut services or
increase rates further.

3. Overreliance on Rate Revenue

The Council remains heavily dependent on rate revenue, which comprises 75.8% of total income over the life
of the LTFP. This is well above best practice benchmarks and suggests limited revenue diversification. Despite
highlighting other revenue sources such as grants and user charges, the underlying structure remains
regressive and places excessive burden on current ratepayers.

In 2025-26, the proposed 4.95% rate rise includes:
e 2.5% CPI-linked base increase,

e 2.3% for the Transforming Jetty Road project (year 2 of 3),



e 0.15% for six minor community projects.

The inclusion of small-scale discretionary projects (totalling $589,000) as justification for an additional rate
rise is questionable, particularly when viewed alongside rising debt and ongoing cost-of-living pressures.

In the interest of transparency, these additional components of the rate increase, particularly those tied to
discretionary or time-bound capital projects, should be individually itemised on rate notices. This would
allow ratepayers to clearly see what portion of their payment funds core services versus new initiatives. Such
transparency would enhance trust, support accountability, and allow the community to better evaluate the
value and relevance of funded projects.

4. Questionable Application of Intergenerational Equity

While the principle of intergenerational equity is cited frequently, the practical application raises concerns.
The LTFP claims that new borrowings for long-life assets ensure future users contribute their share, yet there
is no supporting analysis of lifecycle costs, usage profiles, or demographic benefit distribution.

Notably, 81% of operational expenditure is funded by ratepayers, with minimal capacity for cost recovery
from direct users. This fails to meet the standard of fairness required under the equity principle.

5. Transparency and Community Engagement
Although Council has committed to monthly debt reporting, there remain transparency gaps:
e No breakdown of debt servicing costs by project,
o No cost-benefit analysis of Jetty Road project components,
o Lack of granularity in community consultation findings beyond headline survey results.

The Mayor’s welcome in the ABP notes that more than 1,000 people responded to the consultation on Jetty
Road’s design, yet there is no analysis of whether concerns about the debt were adequately addressed.

6. Inconsistent Financial Indicators

The LTFP forecasts operating surpluses throughout the plan period, with the Operating Surplus Ratio rising
from 1.5% in 2025-26 to 6.1% in 2034—-35. However, these surpluses are underpinned by assumptions about
CPI, property growth, and controlled cost increases, all of which remain highly uncertain.

The assumed CPI used to underpin rate increases from 2026—27 onwards is sourced from Deloitte Access
Economics (ranging from 2.3% to 3.1%), yet actual LGPI data is not used despite being a more direct
measure of local government inflation.

7. Recommendations
To restore confidence in Council’s financial stewardship, we recommend the following:

1. Independent review of the Transforming Jetty Road Glenelg project, including a revised cost-benefit
analysis, debt servicing projections, and economic impact modelling.



2. Implementation of a Revenue Diversification Strategy to reduce the proportion of income
sourced from rates.

3. Revised Intergenerational Equity Framework that includes detailed lifecycle benefit modelling by
demographic.

4. Enhanced Community Consultation Reporting, with full disclosure of consultation feedback and
how it shaped project decisions.

5. More conservative borrowing and expenditure scenarios, including stress-testing against
economic volatility.

8. Additional Concern — Rates Relief Policy Change

A further concern relates to Council’s shift in policy regarding rate relief. Historically, the City of Holdfast Bay
allowed ratepayers to seek a review if their rates increased by 6% or more in a given year. This threshold
was later raised to 10%, significantly limiting the number of ratepayers eligible for relief.

Crucially, this policy excludes commercial and investment properties, meaning the financial impact is
disproportionately passed through to residential tenants, particularly those in rental accommodation.
With residential tenants already under strain due to cost-of-living pressures and rising housing costs, this
change undermines social equity and increases the effective burden on those least able to absorb rate-
driven rent increases.

Furthermore, the Annual Business Plan acknowledges that ratepayers will bear a 4.95% increase in 2025-26,
comprising both CPl-aligned increases and surcharges for capital projects. Yet no concurrent commitment
has been made to review rate hardship or reinstatement of a lower threshold for relief eligibility.

This change contradicts the principles of rate predictability and intergenerational fairness outlined in both the
Long Term Financial Plan and Annual Business Plan. In the context of significant increases driven by large-scale
capital investment and debt servicing, Council should urgently reconsider its position and restore more
inclusive rate relief mechanisms.

9. Conclusion

The Draft Long Term Financial Plan paints a picture of sustainability built on a fragile foundation of debt-
funded infrastructure, high rate reliance, and optimistic economic assumptions. Without recalibration, the City
risks undermining its long-term financial resilience and community trust.

We urge Council to revisit its financial approach in light of these concerns.

Sincerely,
David Bishop

On behalf of the Holdfast Bay Residents’ Alliance Inc
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1. Introduction

We wish to raise serious concerns regarding the City of Holdfast Bay’s financial management, particularly in
relation to debt levels, reliance on rate revenue, intergenerational equity, and transparency in expenditure.
These concerns arise from a close analysis of the Draft Long Term Financial Plan (LTFP) 2025-26 to 2034-35
and the Draft Annual Business Plan (ABP) 2025-26.

2. Escalating Debt and Long-Term Risk

The most pressing issue is the scale and profile of debt. According to the LTFP, borrowings will peak at $61.4
million in 2025-26, largely due to the $30 million commitment to the Transforming Jetty Road, Glenelg project.
While the LTFP claims this aligns with intergenerational equity, the forecast Net Financial Liabilities Ratio
exceeds the Council's own target of 100% between 2026 and 2028. This suggests a concerning reliance on debt
to fund discretionary projects, increasing future financial risk.

Council’s plan to reduce debt over the next decade assumes stability in inflation, interest rates, and
construction costs. However, the LTFP itself notes “the unpredictability of current inflation rates and
price pressures” as a material risk. If conditions worsen, Council may be forced to cut services or
increase rates further.

3. Overreliance on Rate Revenue

The Council remains heavily dependent on rate revenue, which comprises 75.8% of total income over the life
of the LTFP. This is well above best practice benchmarks and suggests limited revenue diversification. Despite
highlighting other revenue sources such as grants and user charges, the underlying structure remains
regressive and places excessive burden on current ratepayers.

In 2025-26, the proposed 4.95% rate rise includes:
e 2.5% CPI-linked base increase,

e 2.3% for the Transforming Jetty Road project (year 2 of 3),



e 0.15% for six minor community projects.

The inclusion of small-scale discretionary projects (totalling $589,000) as justification for an additional rate
rise is questionable, particularly when viewed alongside rising debt and ongoing cost-of-living pressures.

In the interest of transparency, these additional components of the rate increase, particularly those tied to
discretionary or time-bound capital projects, should be individually itemised on rate notices. This would
allow ratepayers to clearly see what portion of their payment funds core services versus new initiatives. Such
transparency would enhance trust, support accountability, and allow the community to better evaluate the
value and relevance of funded projects.

4. Questionable Application of Intergenerational Equity

While the principle of intergenerational equity is cited frequently, the practical application raises concerns.
The LTFP claims that new borrowings for long-life assets ensure future users contribute their share, yet there
is no supporting analysis of lifecycle costs, usage profiles, or demographic benefit distribution.

Notably, 81% of operational expenditure is funded by ratepayers, with minimal capacity for cost recovery
from direct users. This fails to meet the standard of fairness required under the equity principle.

5. Transparency and Community Engagement
Although Council has committed to monthly debt reporting, there remain transparency gaps:
e No breakdown of debt servicing costs by project,
o No cost-benefit analysis of Jetty Road project components,
o Lack of granularity in community consultation findings beyond headline survey results.

The Mayor’s welcome in the ABP notes that more than 1,000 people responded to the consultation on Jetty
Road’s design, yet there is no analysis of whether concerns about the debt were adequately addressed.

6. Inconsistent Financial Indicators

The LTFP forecasts operating surpluses throughout the plan period, with the Operating Surplus Ratio rising
from 1.5% in 2025-26 to 6.1% in 2034—-35. However, these surpluses are underpinned by assumptions about
CPI, property growth, and controlled cost increases, all of which remain highly uncertain.

The assumed CPI used to underpin rate increases from 2026—27 onwards is sourced from Deloitte Access
Economics (ranging from 2.3% to 3.1%), yet actual LGPI data is not used despite being a more direct
measure of local government inflation.

7. Recommendations
To restore confidence in Council’s financial stewardship, we recommend the following:

1. Independent review of the Transforming Jetty Road Glenelg project, including a revised cost-benefit
analysis, debt servicing projections, and economic impact modelling.



2. Implementation of a Revenue Diversification Strategy to reduce the proportion of income
sourced from rates.

3. Revised Intergenerational Equity Framework that includes detailed lifecycle benefit modelling by
demographic.

4. Enhanced Community Consultation Reporting, with full disclosure of consultation feedback and
how it shaped project decisions.

5. More conservative borrowing and expenditure scenarios, including stress-testing against
economic volatility.

8. Additional Concern — Rates Relief Policy Change

A further concern relates to Council’s shift in policy regarding rate relief. Historically, the City of Holdfast Bay
allowed ratepayers to seek a review if their rates increased by 6% or more in a given year. This threshold
was later raised to 10%, significantly limiting the number of ratepayers eligible for relief.

Crucially, this policy excludes commercial and investment properties, meaning the financial impact is
disproportionately passed through to residential tenants, particularly those in rental accommodation.
With residential tenants already under strain due to cost-of-living pressures and rising housing costs, this
change undermines social equity and increases the effective burden on those least able to absorb rate-
driven rent increases.

Furthermore, the Annual Business Plan acknowledges that ratepayers will bear a 4.95% increase in 2025-26,
comprising both CPl-aligned increases and surcharges for capital projects. Yet no concurrent commitment
has been made to review rate hardship or reinstatement of a lower threshold for relief eligibility.

This change contradicts the principles of rate predictability and intergenerational fairness outlined in both the
Long Term Financial Plan and Annual Business Plan. In the context of significant increases driven by large-scale
capital investment and debt servicing, Council should urgently reconsider its position and restore more
inclusive rate relief mechanisms.

9. Conclusion

The Draft Long Term Financial Plan paints a picture of sustainability built on a fragile foundation of debt-
funded infrastructure, high rate reliance, and optimistic economic assumptions. Without recalibration, the City
risks undermining its long-term financial resilience and community trust.

We urge Council to revisit its financial approach in light of these concerns.

Sincerely,
David Bishop

On behalf of the Holdfast Bay Residents’ Alliance Inc
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e 0.15% for six minor community projects.
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rise is questionable, particularly when viewed alongside rising debt and ongoing cost-of-living pressures.

In the interest of transparency, these additional components of the rate increase, particularly those tied to
discretionary or time-bound capital projects, should be individually itemised on rate notices. This would
allow ratepayers to clearly see what portion of their payment funds core services versus new initiatives. Such
transparency would enhance trust, support accountability, and allow the community to better evaluate the
value and relevance of funded projects.

4. Questionable Application of Intergenerational Equity

While the principle of intergenerational equity is cited frequently, the practical application raises concerns.
The LTFP claims that new borrowings for long-life assets ensure future users contribute their share, yet there
is no supporting analysis of lifecycle costs, usage profiles, or demographic benefit distribution.

Notably, 81% of operational expenditure is funded by ratepayers, with minimal capacity for cost recovery
from direct users. This fails to meet the standard of fairness required under the equity principle.

5. Transparency and Community Engagement
Although Council has committed to monthly debt reporting, there remain transparency gaps:
e No breakdown of debt servicing costs by project,
o No cost-benefit analysis of Jetty Road project components,
o Lack of granularity in community consultation findings beyond headline survey results.

The Mayor’s welcome in the ABP notes that more than 1,000 people responded to the consultation on Jetty
Road’s design, yet there is no analysis of whether concerns about the debt were adequately addressed.

6. Inconsistent Financial Indicators

The LTFP forecasts operating surpluses throughout the plan period, with the Operating Surplus Ratio rising
from 1.5% in 2025-26 to 6.1% in 2034—-35. However, these surpluses are underpinned by assumptions about
CPI, property growth, and controlled cost increases, all of which remain highly uncertain.

The assumed CPI used to underpin rate increases from 2026—27 onwards is sourced from Deloitte Access
Economics (ranging from 2.3% to 3.1%), yet actual LGPI data is not used despite being a more direct
measure of local government inflation.

7. Recommendations
To restore confidence in Council’s financial stewardship, we recommend the following:

1. Independent review of the Transforming Jetty Road Glenelg project, including a revised cost-benefit
analysis, debt servicing projections, and economic impact modelling.



2. Implementation of a Revenue Diversification Strategy to reduce the proportion of income
sourced from rates.

3. Revised Intergenerational Equity Framework that includes detailed lifecycle benefit modelling by
demographic.

4. Enhanced Community Consultation Reporting, with full disclosure of consultation feedback and
how it shaped project decisions.

5. More conservative borrowing and expenditure scenarios, including stress-testing against
economic volatility.

8. Additional Concern — Rates Relief Policy Change

A further concern relates to Council’s shift in policy regarding rate relief. Historically, the City of Holdfast Bay
allowed ratepayers to seek a review if their rates increased by 6% or more in a given year. This threshold
was later raised to 10%, significantly limiting the number of ratepayers eligible for relief.

Crucially, this policy excludes commercial and investment properties, meaning the financial impact is
disproportionately passed through to residential tenants, particularly those in rental accommodation.
With residential tenants already under strain due to cost-of-living pressures and rising housing costs, this
change undermines social equity and increases the effective burden on those least able to absorb rate-
driven rent increases.

Furthermore, the Annual Business Plan acknowledges that ratepayers will bear a 4.95% increase in 2025-26,
comprising both CPl-aligned increases and surcharges for capital projects. Yet no concurrent commitment
has been made to review rate hardship or reinstatement of a lower threshold for relief eligibility.

This change contradicts the principles of rate predictability and intergenerational fairness outlined in both the
Long Term Financial Plan and Annual Business Plan. In the context of significant increases driven by large-scale
capital investment and debt servicing, Council should urgently reconsider its position and restore more
inclusive rate relief mechanisms.

9. Conclusion

The Draft Long Term Financial Plan paints a picture of sustainability built on a fragile foundation of debt-
funded infrastructure, high rate reliance, and optimistic economic assumptions. Without recalibration, the City
risks undermining its long-term financial resilience and community trust.

We urge Council to revisit its financial approach in light of these concerns.

Sincerely,
David Bishop

On behalf of the Holdfast Bay Residents’ Alliance Inc
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Letter From the Author - Liam Clancy

Liam Michael Clancy

31 Old Tapleys Hill Road
Glenelg North, SA 5045

Email: liamclancy@aiipd.com.au
Phone: 0432 292 022

10/06/2025

Mayor Amanda Wilson
Deputy Mayor Jane Fleming and Councillors

City of Holdfast Bay
Glenelg Town Hall
Moseley Square
Glenelg, SA 5045

Dear Mayor, Deputy Mayor and Councillors,

My name is Liam Clancy. | am a resident, researcher and business development
consultant with over 30 years of experience in human services, vocational education,
and community development, both in South Australia and nationally. | write to you as
a constituent who is deeply committed to the integrity, transparency, and relational
quality of public sector governance.

This submission forms part of a broader, confidential research project | am
conducting into the relational dynamics of local government using a conceptual
framework | have developed known as the Dynamic Relational Model of
Consciousness (DRMC). This model has been designed to explore how social
structures, public investment, planning, and engagement strategies intersect with
community wellbeing, trust, and civic participation. This is a personal contribution,
not for publication or political purpose, but offered with respect and optimism for
Holdfast Bay’s potential to be a leader in integrated, values-based community
engagement. | have a Bachelor of Social Science (Community Development) and
am now conducting research towards a PHD in Philosophy with my thesis focused
on applying the DRMC. The DRMC maps how identity, belief, environment and
power interact across social, cultural and institutional dimensions, offering a
systems-based lens for understanding complex dynamics in community
development, enabling practitioners to design ethical, place-conscious, and
relationally grounded interventions that foster long-term empowerment and
collective resilience.

The DRMC integrates with Al tools to analyse narrative structures, emotional
frequencies and relational patterns across diverse datasets, allowing it to be
embedded within multiple Al models to enhance human engagement, from informing
and consulting to empowering, while predicting personal or systemic dissonance that
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may lead to disengagement or community-level dissidence. By offering dynamic,
ethically anchored insights, the DRMC supports the Community Development
profession, human services, and all levels of government in designing culturally
responsive, trust-building strategies that strengthen democratic participation and
social cohesion, providing an alternative to authoritarian surveillance through
relational intelligence grounded in ethical foresight.

As such, | respectfully submit this initial draft report and accompanying materials as
part of the public consultation process. The content is derived from direct community
observation, policy analysis and comparative studies across other jurisdictions, with
a view to strengthening the relational infrastructure that underpins human service
delivery, urban design, and civic belonging.

The current draft Business Plan risks being seen as a list of projects not a vision.
It reads more like a civic maintenance strategy than a legacy roadmap.

| urge the council to start by investing in human infrastructure. Value lived
experience. Name the tensions. Invite discomfort and remember that every library
left behind, every volunteer worn out, every business closed quietly without fanfare,
that is data too.

| am available should Council wish to discuss the insights presented or consider
further DRMC informed approaches to strategic planning, performance evaluation,
and community partnership building.

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute. | look forward to completing my
Research on the Council and hope that you find my contribution useful. Please
be aware that this document will not be published or distributed without the
Council being given an opportunity to respond and without the Councils consent.

Yours sincerely,
Liam Michael Clancy
Fellow, Royal Society of Arts (RSA)

Principal Consultant, AiiPD
www.linkedin.com/in/liamclancyengender/
www.aiipd.com.au
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Summary of Recommendations

Summary of Recommendations in Response to the Draft 2025-26 Annual

Business Plan

This submission draws on the Dynamic Relational Model of Consciousness (DRMC)
to recommend a more transparent, ethical, and community-grounded approach to
civic budgeting, planning, and engagement. The City of Holdfast Bay's proposed
plan includes commendable infrastructure and safety priorities, but lacks the depth
of community-led deliberation, systemic equity, and intergenerational vision that
residents deserve. Below are key recommendations aligned with this critique:

1. Reframe Community Engagement Beyond Performative Consultation

Recommendation: Adopt deliberative democratic models rooted in
relational consciousness, as outlined in the DRMC, to replace superficial
consultation with genuine co-design. This includes narrative mapping,
relational feedback loops, and targeted outreach to those marginalised by
current planning and budget communication processes.

Justification: Council has acknowledged the need to communicate more
clearly, but distributing a summary brochure is not deliberation—it is
notification.

2. Reject the 0.15% Rate Rise for Projects Lacking Equity Justification

Recommendation: Oppose the proposed 0.15% rate increase tied to the six
new projects unless equity and need assessments are transparently
conducted and published.

Rationale: Projects like fairy lights and cemetery upgrades appear
discretionary or symbolic, especially when juxtaposed with unmet needs such
as emergency accommodation, accessible public toilets, and after-hours safety
programs for vulnerable residents. The rate rise should instead fund urgent
interventions for rough sleepers and neglected residents.

3. Reallocate Funding to Support Housing Access, Social Safety, and Mental Health

Recommendation: Redirect a portion of discretionary spending (e.g.,
beautification projects) toward tangible support for those experiencing
homelessness and housing stress, such as partnerships with housing-first
organisations, crisis support, and preventative infrastructure like public
showers and secure lockers.
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Context: During the COVID-19 pandemic, governments across
Australia demonstrated that homelessness is solvable when political will
aligns with moral clarity (Parsell et al., 2020; Pawson et al., 2021).

4. Formalise Data Transparency and Budget Literacy Standards

Recommendation: Require that all future business plans and long-term
financial plans include a plain-language budget breakdown by suburb,
demographic impact area (e.g., seniors, renters, youth), and priority
needs. Comparative data should be visualised clearly.

Rationale: Public confidence is eroded when community members
cannot easily locate where and how funds are spent, particularly in
areas like community safety, environmental sustainability, and
infrastructure maintenance.

5. Reinstate a Night-Time Community Safety Presence and Visibility Measures

Recommendation: Clarify Council’s role and visibility after hours in areas
known to be frequented by rough sleepers. This includes publicly available
data on Community Safety Officer patrols, after-dark service coordination

with partners like Sonder, and protocols for escalation and referral.

Evidence: Correspondence with Council staff indicates a daytime engagement
model, but community perception and on-the-ground realities show a need for
more active nighttime presence.

6. Embed DRMC-Informed Deliberative Pilots into 2025-26 Initiatives

Recommendation: Pilot a DRMC-informed community engagement project in
Glenelg or Brighton, combining public storytelling, participatory budgeting
workshops, and thematic town halls on housing, safety, and economic inclusion.

Goal: To model a scalable framework that strengthens civic trust, supports
diverse voices, and reshapes public discourse from compliance to collaboration.

Additional Recommendations for Strategic Community Investment and
Civic Engagement

In addition to the budget priorities outlined in the Draft 2025-26 Annual Business Plan,
the following recommendations are proposed to strengthen community connection,
housing innovation, environmental sustainability, and participatory governance:

1. Adaptive Reuse of Underutilised Buildings

Drawing inspiration from the City of Adelaide’s ARCHI initiative (Adaptive Reuse
City Housing Initiative), Holdfast Bay Council could commission a localised
audit of disused or underutilised buildings, especially commercial spaces with
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vacant upper levels—to assess suitability for adaptive reuse as affordable
housing. The City of Adelaide has already demonstrated success, identifying
over 150 buildings and converting several into residential accommodation
through collaboration with the State Government (City of Adelaide, 2024.
Available at:_ www.cityofadelaide.com.au/about-council/newsroom/adaptive-
reuse-city-housing-initiative).

Given the scale of the housing crisis, even small numbers matter. Walking
the streets, inspecting properties, and engaging landlords directly could
uncover untapped potential that generic data sets simply miss.

. Investment in Libraries as Community Hubs

It is recommended that Council invest strategically in both Glenelg and
Brighton libraries, transforming them into central community hubs. The
Glenelg site could be co-located with the existing Community Centre to
streamline services, encourage lifelong learning, and create a thriving civic
precinct. Brighton Library, similarly, could be enhanced as a cultural and digital
inclusion hub for older residents, families, and young people.

. Support for the Arts and Local Creative Economies

A modest $50,000 grant could be set aside to reinvigorate artistic activity at
the Glenelg North Community Centre, enabling community-led workshops,
exhibitions, storytelling events, and youth engagement through the arts.
This aligns with broader cultural sustainability goals and supports local
creatives and performers.

. Environmental Sustainability Commitment

While stormwater infrastructure receives deserved attention in the current plan,
Council should also consider expanding its climate adaptation focus, such as
implementing urban cooling projects, biodiversity corridors, native plantings,
and community-led regenerative gardening initiatives. These initiatives are not
merely aesthetic, they are climate resilience in action and link directly to
wellbeing, ecological literacy, and place-based identity.

. Live Streaming of Council Meetings

To strengthen democratic transparency, it is recommended that Council live-
stream all public Council and Committee meetings. This enables residents to
remain informed, regardless of physical attendance, and supports civic
engagement for shift workers, carers, and those with mobility issues.

. Ward-Based Community Podcast
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Council is encouraged to develop a local podcast series that gives each Ward a
voice. Hosted in collaboration with local volunteers and supported by Council
Communications, this podcast could share community stories, highlight
upcoming initiatives, promote local businesses, and reflect on the people who
make Holdfast Bay unique. It's time we stopped only talking about
“engagement” and actually spoke with and listened to our residents.

. Volunteers in Deliberative Democracy

Local volunteers with lived experience in facilitation and training, many of
whom reside in Holdfast Bay, should be offered the opportunity to help run
deliberative democracy workshops. This approach reduces costs, builds local
capacity, and strengthens the ethical fabric of civic participation.

. Support the State Inquiry into Local Government Bullying

Council is strongly urged to formally endorse and support the State
Government’s parliamentary inquiry into bullying and harassment in local
government, as recently advanced by MLC Connie Bonaros and supported by
Mayors such as Dr Moira Jenkins (Jenkins, 2025. Available at:
www.linkedin.com/posts/drmoirajenkins localgovernment-respectinleadership-
supportthemotion-activity-7192718035450198016-NcYH).

Toxicity and psychological harm within council chambers undermines
democratic integrity and discourages capable community members from
running for public office. Standing in support of this inquiry reflects leadership,
integrity and a commitment to psychological safety in local governance.
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Introduction

If we want Councils to play a more active role in our Democracy and drive real
justice, these are the real battleground of participatory democracy.

Deliberative democracy has risen over the past two decades as a welcome antidote
to winner-takes-all politics, giving everyday people space to learn, reflect and decide
together. Irish Citizens’ Assemblies, Iceland’s post-crisis constitution crowdsourcing,
and Brazil’s participatory budgets all prove that randomly selected citizens can tackle
hard policy questions and deliver decisions the public will back. Yet even the best of
these exercises bump into familiar walls: patchy institutional support, shallow follow-
through, doubts about who is “really” represented, and the uncomfortable truth that a
well-run forum can still be ignored when it reaches Parliament or the ballot box
(Dryzek et al., 2019; Farrell et al., 2021).

What's missing is not goodwill but depth. Most models still treat opinions as fixed
dots to be counted rather than living stories that shift with place, memory, culture and
power. They capture voices but rarely the relational currents, the emotions, identities
and unwritten hierarchies, that shape how those voices land. The result is a
procedural shell that can look impressive yet fail to move the dial when the wider
system remains unchanged.

This submission proposes the Dynamic Relational Model of Consciousness
(DRMC) as the next step. DRMC starts from a simple insight: people do not arrive at
the table as isolated individuals but as nodes in overlapping networks, cultural,
economic, ecological, psychological. Consciousness is fluid, not static; preferences
are emergent, not pre-packed. Deliberation, in this view, is less a transaction over
fixed positions and more a shared exploration that can re-wire assumptions, build
trust and shift collective awareness.

Practically, DRMC equips facilitators with a multi-layer map. It surfaces power
relations, emotional undercurrents, epistemic blind spots and place-based histories,
factors that standard facilitation guides note anecdotally but seldom track
systematically. By coupling that map with Al-supported pattern recognition, councils
can see not only what residents say but why they hold those views, how positions
evolve across a process and which relational levers unlock consensus without
erasing genuine difference.

International experience points to the value of this deeper lens. Ireland’s abortion
assembly succeeded because expert input, civic education and story-telling were
woven into one coherent journey. Barcelona’s Decidim platform, while digitally
expansive, still struggles to turn thousands of online comments into shared meaning
precisely because it lacks such synthesis. Switzerland’s open-air Landsgemeinde
thrives on ritual and trust rooted in place—again highlighting that deliberation is
relational first, procedural second. DRMC distils these lessons into a transferable
architecture.
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For City of Holdfast Bay, embedding DRMC in the Business Planning cycle would:

1. Map the landscape — clarify how local identities, economic pressures,
coastal ecology and inter-suburb inequities shape resident priorities before
consultations even begin.

2. Design richer forums — blend expert briefings with community storytelling
and guided reflection so participants meet as neighbours, not combatants.

3. Generate actionable insight — use Al dashboards to flag emerging
consensus, spotlight hidden concerns and test scenarios in real time.

4. Build trust over time — treat each engagement as part of a rolling
narrative rather than a one-off tick-box, reinforcing transparency and
institutional memory.

In short, DRMC doesn't replace existing deliberative tools; it deepens them. It shifts
the question from “Did we ask the community?” to “Did we understand the relational
system that produces community views, and did our process help that system evolve
toward fairness, resilience and shared stewardship?”

As Holdfast Bay confronts housing stress, climate risk and post-pandemic social
fragmentation, a procedural tweak won't cut it. DRMC offers a practical, evidence
based way to make deliberation a catalyst for systemic change, moving from
consultation to genuine co-creation of our collective future.

What story are we telling ourselves and others about this place?

Capital Works Transparency and Governance Standards

The Draft 2025-26 Annual Business Plan allocates $31.61 million to Capital New
Initiatives, representing nearly 50% of the total capital works budget. However,
the lack of a publicly accessible itemised breakdown in the ABP itself undermines
the principles of transparency, accountability and evidence-based consultation.

While Council has since advised informally that this allocation includes:

e $30 million for the Jetty Road, Glenelg transformation (with $10M in grant
funding),

e $1 million for stormwater upgrades,

e $20,000 for public art acquisition, and

e $589,000 across six community projects (currently subject to consultation),

this level of detail is not presented in the actual Draft Plan. There is no
consolidated table, no categorical breakdown, no timeline, and no reference to
delivery risk, co-investment assumptions, or community benefit indicators.

Governance and Legal Standards

This absence of integrated disclosure stands in potential breach of governance
best practice under the Local Government Act 1999 (SA):
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Section 122(1a) requires that councils include:
“a summary of the council’s objectives for the financial year and the principal
activities to be undertaken to achieve those objectives.”

By omitting detailed capital works projects from the ABP, especially for a line item
constituting almost half the capital budget, the plan risks falling short of the intent
and function of community-facing financial governance.

Comparative Benchmarking

By contrast:

e City of Prospect’s 2024-25 Annual Business Plan (p. 28) provides a full
capital works breakdown with line-item allocations by asset class and function.

0 Source:
www.prospect.sa.gov.au/ data/assets/pdf file/0034/951495/COP-
Annual-Business-Plan-and-Budget-2024-25 web.pdf

e City of Marion (pp. 46-53) provides eight pages of clearly costed project
listings categorised by infrastructure type, with contextual explanation.

0 Source:
www.marion.sa.gov.au/ data/assets/pdf file/0010/1039875/CoM-
Annual-Business-Plan-24-25-Final.pdf

This level of detail enables community trust, informed feedback, and scrutiny all
of which are constrained when such a significant figure is referenced only vaguely,
with supporting data found (if at all) across multiple unlinked planning documents.

This inconsistency frustrates community consultation. If $30M is allocated to the

Jetty Road Redevelopment (ABP p. 28; LTFP p. 17), and $1M to stormwater works,
that leaves approx. $590K unaccounted for within the six small projects listed. Where
Is the rest? Without this clarity, public trust and participation is compromised , not
merely in terms of sentiment, but in direct contradiction to the intent of public
consultation under the Local Government Act 1999 (SA), Sections 8 and 122. These
provisions require councils to foster “transparency and accountability” and to “consult
with the community in a meaningful way.”

When major financial decisions, such as a $31.61 million capital allocation, lack
publicly visible breakdowns, residents are left guessing at the scope, priority, and
rationale behind spending. This undermines informed engagement, weakens
public confidence in process integrity, and reduces consultation to a tick-box
exercise rather than a democratic obligation.

Put simply: you cannot consult the community on decisions you have not
meaningfully disclosed.
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Overweighting Physical Infrastructure at the Expense of
Relational Infrastructure

A comparative analysis reveals the following allocation proportions:

Council Physical Assets | Community Staffing Training
(%) Services % %

Holdfast Bay 61.9 27.4 10.7

Marion 55.3 31.2 13.5

Prospect 51.2 34.8 14.0

Onkaparinga 58.1 29.3 12.6

Holdfast Bay has the highest focus on physical assets and the lowest investment in
staff training and community services. This is unsustainable if we are to adapt to
digital change, address mental health challenges, or meet the evolving needs of an
ageing, diversifying population.

Comparative Budget Allocation by Council

Council
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Community Safety: A Mislabelled Bucket?

The City of Holdfast Bay has allocated $2.79 million to “Community Safety” in its
2025-26 Annual Business Plan (ABP, p. 36). Upon inquiry, this figure was
confirmed to fund primarily regulatory functions: parking enforcement, ranger
patrols, food safety, pest control, and general by-law compliance.

Let's pause and sit with that.
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This is not community safety as understood in contemporary social planning, public
health, criminology, or governance ethics. This is compliance enforcement, vital,
yes, but profoundly limited. It is safety defined by order, not by care.

It protects dogs from straying and bins from blocking driveways. But it does not
protect:

e awoman escaping intimate partner violence,
e ateenager sleeping rough behind a closed surf club,

e an isolated elder afraid to leave their unit after dark,

e Or a neurodiverse young person targeted in Moseley Square for “loitering.”

There is no funding allocated for:

e Homelessness engagement or referral pathways
e Youth intervention programs or safe spaces

e Mental health crisis support

e Localised family violence prevention strategies
e Community-led safety planning

e CCTV integration policy or ethical governance (it is buried,
generically, under property management)

This is not just a gap in funding. It is a semantic distortion and that distortion has
consequences, because language, especially in a budget, signals what a council
believes its purpose to be. When you label enforcement as “safety,” you erase the
lived complexity of real vulnerability.

Civic Imagination

Local government is the closest layer of democracy to people’s lives. It is the most
relational, the most immediate and ideally, the most human.

Yet this Plan’s framing of “safety” reveals an ideological reflex: treat the public as
problems to manage, not people to support.

This is symptomatic of a deeper cultural drift in public administration, towards risk
aversion, bureaucratic containment and what philosopher Byung-Chul Han (2017)
calls “the disappearance of the other.” In other words, we maintain control by
refusing to see complexity. Especially when that complexity makes us
uncomfortable.
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Local Government is Not a Franchise

This council is not a compliance firm. It is not a suburban franchise of civic
engineering. It is not a traffic-fine vending machine. The Local Government Act
(SA) is clear on this point.

Under Section 8(1)(b), councils must act:

“in a way that protects the long-term interests of the community with regard to
economic, social and environmental sustainability.”

Under Section 6(a), they are expected to:
“promote and develop initiatives within its community for the benefit of the area.”

So | must ask: how does dog registration enforcement and foreshore patrol satisfy
these mandates? Where is the strategy for belonging? For dignity? For trust?

Councillors may understandably respond: “But that’s not our remit.”

But | would argue: if local government doesn’t act as the front line of care, who
will? The federal parliament? The Department of Finance?

No. In fact, we are designed to be non-partisan precisely because we are meant
to serve all, not just voters or donors or developers.

Real Safety Is Relational
Safety is not the absence of inconvenience.
It is the presence of inclusion.

When a teenage girl has nowhere to go but the Jetty Road toilets to cry, or a man
with schizophrenia gets quietly moved along from the bench in Colley Reserve, the
council may feel it has acted responsibly. But what message does that send to the
community? That safety means removing the visible discomfort of others?

That’s not safety. That’s sanitisation.

As a community development specialist and researcher of consciousness, | would
offer a different frame: community safety is the collective sense that “1 matter
here.” That | can walk, speak, question, gather and be supported, not just watched,
fined or reported.

This aligns with research across criminology and health:

e Community-based interventions reduce crime more effectively
than enforcement-led strategies (Weatherburn & Lind, 2001).

e Youth engagement in local sport, art, or civic clubs lowers antisocial
behaviour significantly (Australian Institute of Criminology, 2021).
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e Public visibility of “neighbourhood belonging” correlates strongly with self-
reported feelings of safety, especially among women, seniors, and
neurodiverse residents (AIHW, 2022).

These are not fringe ideas. They are public interest fundamentals.

To provide a practical metaphorical example Glenelg Surf Life Saving Club is one
of the oldest in Australia.

When someone is drowning, they don’t shout instructions from the beach. They don’t
issue a fine for breaking the “no swimming after dark” rule. They send someone into
the surf. Trained. Willing. Trustworthy.

The Club doesn’t wait for a federal rescue plan.
It acts immediately. It is local, relational and proactive. It is what a council should be.
Councillors, you are the lifeguards of our social fabric.

The word “safety” can’t be reduced to signage and surveillance.

Missing: Libraries, Al Readiness, and Intellectual Infrastructure

No funding is allocated for upgrades to Glenelg or Brighton Libraries. Compare this
to the Marion Cultural Centre Library upgrades (2023-24, $1.3M) or Prospect’s
digital integration efforts. These are not just book halls; they are future literacy
hubs.

Similarly, Al is mentioned only in the introduction (ABP p. 7), and nowhere else.
There is no indication of staff training, ethical protocols, or systems review. Yet all Al
use in council operations, including recording meetings or generating reports, must
comply with:

e Privacy Act 1988 (Cwth) and APPs
e Surveillance Devices Act 2016 (SA)

e NDIS and Aged Care regulatory standards (if councils assist
NDIS/aged care programs)

To ignore this is to leave staff and the public exposed to liability.

Organisational Culture and Governance Practices

Recent motions in the SA Legislative Council (Connie Bonaros MLC, May 2025)
have called for an inquiry into bullying and harassment in local government. While
there’s no evidence of such behaviour in Holdfast Bay, past public reviews on
platforms like Seek and Glassdoor suggest concerns around micromanagement and
resistance to feedback.
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Under Section 8 of the Local Government Act, councils must encourage "effective
participation of local communities in the affairs of local government.” This includes
creating psychologically safe workplaces for staff and councillors.

| urge Council to pre-emptively review internal practices, offer safe reporting
channels, and set a standard for transparency and inclusion.

Missed Opportunities: State and Federal Co-Investment
Several strategic alignment opportunities appear absent from this Plan:

e National Al and Digital Literacy Strategy (Dept. of Industry, 2024):
funding available for local government pilot programs

e Stronger Communities Programme (Round 8): up to $20K per project for
community space upgrades

e Building Better Regions Fund (now under review but expected to return)

o State Government Circular Economy Initiatives (SA EPA and
Green Industries SA): support for waste innovation

Holdfast Bay should be positioning itself as a pilot council, not reacting to
retrospective data from 4 years ago.

Community Voice: Relational Data Sources Ignored

The ABP references 2021 Census data. However, more dynamic, locally grounded
data sets exist:

e School enrolments and NAPLAN trends

e Surf Life Saving Club usage and volunteer rates

e SA Police incident data and alcohol-related offences

e Retail and Google search trends (indicative of economic health)
e SA Health AOD usage trends (particularly post-COVID)

e Public transport card tap-on rates

The DRMC emphasises that data should not be used merely to justify predetermined
outcomes. It should listen to what is not being said, identify disconnection, and
respond relationally.

Beyond the Business Plan: A Relational Contract

The DRMC does not seek to replace traditional accounting or urban planning. It
complements it by asking deeper questions:

e What values are embedded in our budget?
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e Which futures are we inviting and which are we denying?

e Where are our community’s relationships fraying, and how can
governance help repair them?

The Hidden Gaps in Community Data: Why What We Can't See
Is Hurting Us

The City of Holdfast Bay is often lauded for its affluence, iconic coastline, and
vibrant commercial strips in Glenelg and Brighton. Yet beneath the polished surface
lies a critical fracture, our data landscape is outdated, incomplete, and ideologically
constrained. This hidden gap is not merely academic; it has direct and devastating
consequences for planning, equity, and community trust.

The Myth of Reliable Data: When Silence Screams

The reliance on 2021 ABS Census data as a primary planning tool is no longer fit for
purpose. COVID-19 has rendered key population metrics, particularly in aged care,
disability housing and housing affordability, virtually obsolete. Waiting lists in aged
care that temporarily disappeared due to mortality spikes are now backlogged
again. Census data cannot reflect this re-accumulated demand. It simply tells us
who we were, not who we are.

If Councils fail to interrogate and interpret live data, we perpetuate misinformation
systemically and misinformation in governance is where corruption and inequity
thrive. A culture of, “she’ll be right mate” quickly descends into “don’t worry mate,
I've got you covered” with the silent understanding that, “I know the rules and how to
get around them”.

Informal Economies, Invisible Households

On researching housing classification data for City Holdfast Bay, | initially found "no
formal boarding houses registered” which implies an absence of them that obviously
isn’t real. Informal boarding arrangements, rooming houses run by state Government
and religious or private landlords and Housing Trust legacy buildings, now sublet
under community or private management, constitute a shadow ecosystem of variable
housing categories, some which are precarious and others more institutional.

Consequences include:
e Variable legal protection for residents
e Limited regulatory oversight on safety or wellbeing
e Zero integration into housing strategy or community support plans
e No data capture for service planning (e.g. food relief, mental health outreach)

Ideological Consequences of Data Absence

When informal or under-reported populations aren't reflected in data:
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o They are excluded from funding models

o Council and State reporting perpetuates a myth of adequacy
o Advocacy groups face uphill battles proving need
o Policy narratives drift toward meritocratic, blame-the-individual framings (e.g.

"Why can't they just get a job?")

This structural invisibility reinforces belief in economic fundamentalism framing
where only that which is counted is deemed valuable. In contrast, the DRMC insists
that what is not visible can still be profoundly real and influential.

Volunteer Burnout as a Systemic Consequence

When government data omits entire populations, community groups become the
default front-line. Volunteers carry this burden:

e Repeated emotional exposure to crisis

e Lack of formal support or pathways

e Constant struggle to prove the legitimacy of their insights
e Disillusionment from tokenistic engagement by authorities

This leads to burnout, withdrawal, and community disintegration. The cycle repeats:
under-resourced centres hand power back to council, further centralising control and
reducing community agency.
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Translating Community Realities into Strategic
Council Planning and Funding Alignment

Overview: This section explores how key local demographic and service access
questions directly affect the capacity of Holdfast Bay Council to plan, advocate, and
position itself to leverage State and Federal funding mechanisms. It uses the DRMC
framework to interpret these data points not just as numbers, but as expressions of
deeper relational dynamics, unmet needs, and systemic misalignments.

Real-Time Questions Councils Must Now Ask
How many General Practitioners in Holdfast Bay still bulk bill?

The decline in bulk billing GPs in Holdfast Bay, with clinics such as Holdfast Medical
Centre offering mixed billing only to concession card holders and children, poses
accessibility challenges for lower-income residents (HotDoc, 2024). This can delay
treatment and push residents toward emergency services, increasing strain on
hospital infrastructure.

Impact on Council Planning: A decline in bulk billing GPs is a red flag for
increasing out-of-pocket costs, placing pressure on vulnerable groups including the
elderly, students, and casual workers. This may lead to delayed treatment, higher
emergency service usage, and avoidable hospitalisations. The council should
advocate for federal GP incentive programs through Primary Health Networks and
support infrastructure planning around community-based health hubs.

Funding Opportunity: Council can partner with PHNs (Primary Health Networks) to
identify medical shortage areas (District of Workforce Shortage classifications) and
advocate for Commonwealth-supported GP incentives or recruit university-linked GP
training placements. Council can also co-sponsor pilot health outreach hubs to attract
Medicare-funded nurse practitioners.

The council can apply for GP retention grants and support bulk-billing service
initiatives tied to the Commonwealth's primary health care funding streams.

How many pharmacies or clinics are open extended hours?

Pharmacies like Seacliff Day & Night Pharmacy remain open past regular business
hours (Topl0 Australia, 2024). However, their number is limited.

Impact on Council Planning: If late-night access to medications or clinics is limited,
residents may delay essential care or flood emergency rooms for minor but urgent
issues. This becomes a risk factor for older adults, those with disabilities, or mental
health crises. Lack of extended-hour pharmacies limits access to critical medication during
off-hours, affecting families, the elderly and those with chronic conditions.

Funding Opportunity: By mapping pharmacy hours and gaps in access, Council
can support business case submissions under the Commonwealth Community
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Pharmacy Agreement, or work with NGOs to establish after-hours nurse or
telehealth kiosks.

What percentage of local school students actually live in the council area?

The proportion of students who live outside the council area but attend local
schools affects traffic congestion, catchment demands, and resource allocation.

Impact on Council Planning: If a significant portion of students come from outside
the area, it suggests the region has high-demand schools, possibly inflating housing
costs. Conversely, if many locals leave the area for schooling, it may signal gaps in
perceived educational quality.

Funding Opportunity: Council can work with state education authorities to argue for
additional infrastructure or programs (STEM, arts, wellbeing) in local schools to
retain local students. A school-focused precinct planning model can leverage state
education capital works funding.

How many international students and refugees have arrived in the last 12
months?

Impact on Council Planning: New arrivals may require additional language, health,
housing, and employment support. Community cohesion efforts must respond to
trauma, intercultural adjustment, and educational access.

Funding Opportunity: Data supports council applications to Multicultural SA, DSS
settlement grants, and EALD education support. Partnerships with local unis, NGOs,
or faith organisations could bring federal funds to localised settlement support hubs.

What is the current average rent per room and per property across Glenelg
and Brighton, including shared, informal, and Airbnb rentals?

Impact on Council Planning: Airbnb saturation or rent inflation may be pricing out
essential workers, single-parent families, and older renters. Informal rentals are often
unsafe or exploitative.

Funding Opportunity: Council can co-develop a housing needs assessment and
seek support under the Housing Australia Future Fund or state-run community
housing growth initiatives. Regulating Airbnb zoning can create funding levers for
social or key worker housing developments.

How many residents are active recipients of NDIS funding?

Impact on Council Planning: High NDIS participation without local services leads
to social isolation and service deserts. Conversely, unmet need may reflect stigma,
navigation difficulty, or unregistered informal carers.

Funding Opportunity: Council can convene a regional NDIS provider forum and
develop a submission to the NDIA's Market Intervention Fund or advocate for
Local Area Coordination expansion.
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How many NDIS providers physically operate in the area?

Impact on Council Planning: Nominal “service coverage” may mask the absence
of locally-based providers. Local providers are more likely to employ residents,
understand context, and respond flexibly.

Funding Opportunity: Data enables Council to request a strategic market review by
NDIA. Council can also attract new providers through social enterprise incentives,
shared office space, or planning concessions.

How many TAFE or private RTO students study in the region? Are the
offerings relevant?

Impact on Council Planning: A mismatch between RTO offerings and local
employment demand reduces youth employment and economic mobility. Over-
reliance on private RTOs with low completion rates undermines skills development.

Funding Opportunity: Holdfast Bay can support micro-credentialing pilots in areas
like hospitality, care work, and sustainability, tapping into the SA Skills Commission’s
innovation grants. Council can broker TAFE-community partnerships for onsite
delivery.

Have requests for emergency assistance (food, clothing, housing) risen? If so,
by how much and why?

Impact on Council Planning: Rising demand signals economic precarity and
systemic failures in income support, housing, and health systems. It also burns out
volunteers, frays community trust, and erodes social cohesion.

Funding Opportunity: This data can underpin submissions to DSS Emergency
Relief, SA DHS community grants, and philanthropic support. Council can host data
summits or fund local coordination roles to streamline support services.

The DRMC approach reveals that each metric is not merely a data point but a
narrative of relational pressures, opportunity gaps, and evolving community needs. A
proactive, data-informed council, armed with real-time trends and grounded in
relational ethics, can not only access funding, but lead its region into a more
inclusive, strategic future.

Predictive Planning Using DRMC Principles

The DRMC offers a method of layered, relational analysis that sees absence as a
data point. Predictive planning should incorporate:

o Trend amplification: extending visible data using cross-sector pressure
points (e.g., food bank demand as proxy for rental stress)

o Narrative contradiction: identifying mismatch between lived experience and

official reporting

22 |Page



. Dynamic triangulation: synthesising data from councils, NGOs, and
community informants

What Council Can Do

o Establish a Local Community Reality Index refreshed quarterly through
surveys, stakeholder interviews, and informal reports

o Fund a pilot Community Data Navigator role based in Libraries or
Community Centres

. Shift from service delivery to relational governance: co-designed budgeting,
neighbourhood assemblies, and DRMC-informed training for all staff

o Apply the principle of Relational Transparency: publicly report gaps, not just
achievements
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AI Pattern Recognition of graffititagging: Dominant
Tags and Repeat Identities

The following in a Dynamic Relational Model of Consciousness (DRMC) analysis of
a snap shot of graffiti/tagging set across Glenelg. This synthesis combines narrative,
ideological, spatial and relational layers to interpret not just what was tagged, but
why, where and what it tells us about the place and its people.

Frequent Tags Identified:

e BEAM, MOZER, ADR, APRD, UPR1, PAND, QUAND, RPO, SOUP, SK,
RPOK, WORM, ESAKA, GRAG, GPA, SOME, STOCK, XMAN, RAYNE

e Gang references: APRD GANG, UPR1, KO C?

o Stylised anarchist motifs (®), bubble lettering, Sharpie-styled line
work, calligraphy-Esque marks and chalk expressions.

Interpretation via DRMC:

These repeated signatures indicate a shared territorial consciousness—a kind of
micro-tribal assertion. They function as both place-markers and claiming rituals,
establishing identity and network belonging in the absence of institutional visibility.

Infrastructure & Relational Context
Tagging Surfaces:

e High voltage boxes, bins, fences, service doors, loading zones, shop signs,
storage units, footpaths

e Surfaces include council bins (Holdfast Bay), JJ's General Waste bins,
brick walls, and commercial shutters

DRMC Interpretation:

e This is non-verbal resistance against sterile, corporatized
urban environments.

e Infrastructure tagged is often council- or corporate-owned, suggesting
a subconscious critique of ownership without community inclusion.

e The absence of tagging on well-maintained, humanised public art walls
or greenery suggests selective resistance, not senseless vandalism.

Ideological Layering
e Explicit anarchist symbology: ® in “UPR1” graffiti
e Chalk slogans: “XMAN” and other street scribbles show more spontaneous,

ephemeral declarations (may indicate youth involvement)
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e “STOCK”, “GRAG”, “QUAND”, etc. suggest either local crews or individual
statements of being seen, what DRMC would call relational self-assertion in
response to perceptual marginalisation.

Ideological Connotation (DRMC Layer 6 - Narrative Collapse):

e These tags occupy the twilight zone between protest and performance,
reflecting a crisis of meaning where traditional civic language (e.g.
signage) has no resonance.

e Like a punk zine spray-painted across the streetscape, this is
symbolic warfare against the blandness of regulated urban space.

Spatial Dynamics & Consciousness Zones

I've documented a pattern: alleys, bin clusters, back-of-shop voids, car parks, and
industrial shadows.

DRMC Application (Dimension 3 - Ecological & Social Context):

e These are low-surveillance zones, urban blind spots where authority thins out
and informal community expression pulses in.

e They suggest a hidden topography of communication, almost a
subterranean consciousness network.

e Some appear in areas with tourism value, showing the clash between
polished facade and hidden social tensions.

Temporal and Layered Tagging

o Multiple overlays, palimpsests of tags on bins, walls, and utility doors.
o Indications of cross-outs, re-tags, and style escalation.

DRMC Interpretation (Dimension 5 — Probabilistic Futures):

o This layering represents not just presence but competition, generational
turnover, and possibly even dialogical graffiti (graffiti talking to graffiti).

o These serve as dynamic markers of group consciousness evolution, showing
emerging sub-groups or aesthetic clashes.

Emotional and Cultural Semiotics

. “BEAM” tags appear repeatedly in prominent red, suggesting a strong identity
marker.
o “UPR1 GANG” and anarchist tags placed on white or steel surfaces give a

stark, attention-seeking contrast.
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o Some tags like "STOCK", "QUAND", "WORM" appear absurdist, a dadaist

critique of hyper-order.

DRMC Layer 4 — Cultural Consciousness:

o This graffiti acts as a cultural immune response to social neglect.
o It's not just ‘mess’, it's meaningful chaos that reflects the absurdity of being

unseen in a culture obsessed with visibility.

Group Consciousness and Relational Dynamics

o Many photos include overlapping tags from unrelated authors, suggesting a
passive form of collaboration or tacit permission within a shared subcultural

code.

o Certain areas show tag clusters from multiple identifiers within a few metres.

DRMC Layer 7 — Conscious Field:

o Glenelg is revealing itself as a site of unacknowledged youth energy, where
traditional forms of civic expression (surveys, consults, “Have Your Say”
posters) have no reach.

o The city’s “unseen youth” are co-creating a parallel network of symbolic self-

expression. And it's messy, yes, but it's also poetic.
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Summary of Insights

DRMC Dimension

Interpretation

Biological (1)

Indicates active urban movement
patterns, likely youth, physically
agile, mobile, nocturnal.

Psychological (2)

Tags express identity, rebellion, and
trauma sublimation through
symbolic acts.

Cultural (3)

Intergenerational disconnect,
possibly exacerbated by
gentrification and exclusion from
traditional cultural channels.

Ideological (4)

Neo-anarchism, territorial pride,
subcultural belonging, and resistance to
neoliberal aesthetics.

Narrative Collapse (6)

Breakdown of civic language;
expressive chaos in response
to performative governance.

Ecological (5)

Spatial mapping of neglected or
transitory zones, edges of visibility.

Conscious Field (7)

Collective subconscious, etched in
chalk and spray paint. A defiant whisper
in alleyways: We're still here.

Recommendation: Integrating Graffiti as a Community

Engagement Tool

The prevalence of graffiti within the City of Holdfast Bay should not be viewed solely
as an act of vandalism but recognized as a manifestation of community sentiment,
particularly among youth. These markings serve as indicators of areas where
residents, especially younger demographics, seek visibility and expression.

Recognize Graffiti as a Community Pulse Indicator:

o] Acknowledge that graffiti reflects underlying community dynamics

and sentiments.

o] Utilize graffiti patterns to identify areas requiring increased
community engagement and support.

Implement Youth-Engaged Public Art Initiatives:

o] Develop programs that involve youth in the creation of public murals

and designated "tag walls."

o] Provide platforms for constructive expression, channelling creative
energies into sanctioned art projects.
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Application of the DRMC in Urban Planning:

o] Use DRMC to identify "emotional voids" in urban design, spaces lacking in
community engagement or aesthetic appeal.

o] Prioritize these areas for community-driven art projects and enhancements.
Non-Verbal Feedback Mechanisms in Public Engagement:

o] Recognize graffiti as a form of non-verbal communication and
community feedback.

o] Integrate analysis of such expressions into broader community
consultation and planning processes.

By shifting the perspective on graffiti from a purely negative act to a potential source
of community insight, the Council can foster a more inclusive and responsive urban
environment. Engaging with the youth through art initiatives and acknowledging their
need for expression can lead to a more vibrant and cohesive community.
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Proposed Methodology: Dynamic Relational Model of
Consciousness (DRMC) Review for Local Government

Objective

This study proposes a mixed-method analytical framework, the Dynamic Relational
Model of Consciousness (DRMC), to evaluate how the interplay between
governance mechanisms (budget, planning, HRM, service delivery, engagement)
and civic consciousness indicators (ethics, place attachment, trust, participation,
wellbeing) dynamically evolve over time. The aim is to assess their causal, cross-
sectional, and longitudinal influence in local governments, benchmarked nationally.

Analytical Framework

We adapt and extend the Panel Vector Auto Regression (Panel VAR) and Granger
Causality testing methods used in econometric epidemiology to model temporal
relationships between governance activities and consciousness-based metrics.
These will be informed by both qualitative desiderata and quantified performance
indicators.

Methodological Steps

Variable Selection and Operationalization

Governance variables (X):

o Budget Management (X1): Budget allocation, efficiency ratios, audit outcomes.
o Strategic Planning (X2): Plan adoption cycles, consultation records.

. Human Resource Management (X3): Staff turnover, diversity, inclusion scores.
o Community Engagement (X4): Event frequency, consultation reach,

feedback quality.
° Service Quality (Xs): Complaint resolution, satisfaction surveys.
Civic Consciousness variables (Y):
o Ethical Governance Perception (Y1): Survey data, ethics audit reports.

o Sense of Place/Belonging (Y2): Cultural heritage recognition,
community narratives.

o Social Cohesion (Y3): Trust, civic participation, diversity acceptance indices.
o Subjective Wellbeing (Y4): Mental health reports, local wellbeing indexes.
o Institutional Trust (Ys): Public trust surveys, turnout in local elections.

29| Page



Data Collection

o Quantitative Data: Drawn from municipal data dashboards, community
wellbeing surveys, census, HR systems, and budget reports.

o Qualitative Data: Thematic coding of public consultation transcripts,
community feedback, and media reports using NVivo or similar.

All data will be converted to panel time-series format: cross-sections = municipalities;
time = quarters or years.

Testing for Cross-Sectional Dependence

We will apply Pesaran’s CD test to determine whether municipalities influence each
other in consciousness patterns (e.g., via shared policy environments or cultural
diffusion).

o If dependence is absent: use standard unit root tests (Im, Pesaran, Shin).

o If dependence is present: use Pesaran (2007) CIPS/CIPS* unit root test that
adjusts for latent cross-sectional factors.

Stationarity Checks

Ensuring stationarity is essential for reliable estimation. We’'ll test whether
governance and consciousness indicators fluctuate around stable means or require
differencing.

Panel VAR Estimation

A Panel VAR model will be estimated with variables (Y1.. .Ys) and (X1.. .Xs) over time.
Each variable’s current value is explained by:

e |ts past values
e Past values of the other governance/consciousness indicators

We use System-GMM (Blundell & Bond) for estimation due to potential endogeneity
(e.g., public trust both influences and is influenced by planning effectiveness).

Granger Causality Testing
To determine directional causality:
e Does ethical governance Granger-cause improvements in HR effectiveness?

e Does budget transparency precede increases in place-consciousness?
e Does improved community engagement lead to better social cohesion?

We’'ll use Wald tests on the VAR coefficients for hypothesis testing.
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Lag Selection

Use the Andrews and Lu (2001) Moment Selection Criteria for GMM systems, guided

by:

e AIC (Akaike Information Criterion)

e BIC (Bayesian Information Criterion)

e Hansen’s J-statistic for model specification
Benchmarking

Compare outputs across municipalities and to national benchmarks, such as:

Productivity Commission service benchmarks
Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) social indicators

Local Government Performance Reporting Framework (LGPRF)

Integrating Qualitative Desiderata

To handle multivariant qualitative desiderata within the review the DRMC will:

Convert coded qualitative dimensions (e.g., “cultural recognition”, “emotional
connection to place”) into ordinal or interval scale indicators.

Use topic modelling and semantic clustering to derive latent constructs of
consciousness.

Feed these into Panel VAR either as composite indices or latent variables
using structural equation modelling (SEM).

Ethical Considerations

Ensure anonymity and confidentiality in survey data.

Respect cultural sensitivities, especially in Indigenous land and
place narratives.

Ensure transparency in data transformations and modelling assumptions.

Expected Outcomes

A guantified, relational understanding of how governance practices
affect public consciousness.

Identification of causal leverage points to improve social trust, wellbeing, and
democratic legitimacy.

Comparative dashboards for governance-consciousness alignment
across councils.
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Summary Schema

Component Methodology Tool

Variable interaction Panel VAR + Granger causality
Non-stationarity CIPS (Pesaran)

Endogeneity bias System-GMM (Blundell & Bond)
Qualitative conversion Thematic coding — composite index
Model evaluation AIC, BIC, Hansen'’s J-statistic

Framework for Establishing New DRMC Benchmarks for Local
Government

Benchmark Categories

Establish benchmarks across the five DRMC-aligned domains:

Domain Benchmark Type Notes

Budget & Resource Community value per Evaluate not just

Allocation $1M spent, Equity spend, but social return
Index by LGA and distribution

Strategic Planning Plan-to-Action Ratio, How well strategic

Place Adaptability Score intent is implemented
and grounded in local
consciousness

Human Resource Workforce Diversity-Trust | Combines HR stats with

Management Index, Psychological qualitative wellbeing
Safety Score feedback

Community Engagement | Depth of Consultation Derived from sentiment
Index, Inclusion and representational
Saturation Score coding

Service Delivery Quality Quality—Belonging Delta, | Links service quality to
Resolution Integrity Score | community connection
and trust
Benchmark Example

DRMC - Category

Cultural Legitimacy

Indigenous Engagement Depth Score

Social Impact

Policy: Wellbeing Concordance Index

Temporal Resilience

Planning Flexibility-Outcome Lag Ratio

Trust: Transparency Correlation
Coefficient

Spatial Justice Place - Equity Impact Index

Ethical Infrastructure

Source: NSW Post-Reform Guidelines
To ensure alignment with current expectations:
NSW Integrated Planning and Reporting Manual (2023 update)

https://www.olg.nsw.gov.au/IPR
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Victorian Local Government Act 2020 reforms (community vision, financial plans,
etc.)

https://www.localgovernment.vic.gov.au/our-programs/local-government-act-2020
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Recommended Best Practice Domains:

o Required community outcomes

. New statutory measures

o Role of cultural inclusion,

o First Nations engagement,

o climate equity, and place-based planning

Draft Proposed DRMC Benchmark Index Set

Each benchmark should integrate quantitative and qualitative metrics, aligning with
both reform mandates and DRMC goals.

Example:

Community Engagement Depth Index (CEDI)

Sub-Indicator Weight Data Source
% of target groups 25% Event logs, consultation
reached registers
Sentiment diversity 20% NLP topic modelling from
feedback
Inclusion of First Nations 20% Cultural advisory
participation records
Iteration of responses 15% # of feedback-refinement
cycles
Satisfaction with process 20% Post-event surveys

Conduct a DRMC Pilot Audit

Select 2 - 3 local councils and include one of these post implementation of any
reforms and recommendations adopted, to:

o Apply the DRMC methodology

0 Score governance activities across the new benchmark set

0 Analyse causality and feedback dynamics using Panel VAR and GMM

Formalize & Publish the Benchmark Set

Output will include:

o Benchmarked ranges (e.g., “CEDI: Strong = 80; Moderate 60-79;

Weak < 607)

o Weighting justifications

o Integration with national themes like Closing the Gap, Net Zero,
Reconciliation Action Plans
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APPENDIX 1

Custom Data Collection Tools for DRMC Framework
1. Community Survey — Public Engagement & Consciousness of Place

Purpose: Capture subjective and semi-structured data on place attachment, trust, and local
government effectiveness.

Format: Mixed (Likert + Open-ended)

Sections & Sample Items:

A. Place Attachment

« "I feel a strong sense of belonging in my local community.” (1-5 Likert)

e “List one place in your area that you feel emotionally connected to. Why?”
B. Trust & Governance

e "I trust my local council to act in the public interest.” (1-5)

« “Have you ever participated in a council-run consultation? [Y/N] If yes, describe
the experience.”

C. Engagement & Representation

¢ “Do you feel your voice is heard in council decisions?” (1-5)

e “Which groups (e.g., youth, Indigenous, CALD) do you think are
underrepresented?”

D. Service Perception
e “Local council services meet the specific needs of my neighbourhood.” (1-5)
« “Describe a recent interaction (positive or negative) with a council service.”
2. Staff Survey — Governance, Ethics, and HR Culture

Purpose: Measure internal consciousness levels, ethical perception, and inclusion
effectiveness.

Format: Likert-scale + semantic differential + narrative prompt
Key Constructs & Sample Items:
A. Ethical Culture
e “Leadership demonstrates integrity in decision-making.” (1-5)

e “There is a transparent process for raising ethical concerns.” (1-5)
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B. Inclusion & Diversity
e« “My team reflects the diversity of the community we serve.” (1-5)

e ‘“Inclusion in the workplace feels authentic, not performative.” (Semantic
differential)

C. Psychological Safety
o “l feel safe expressing dissenting views in meetings.” (1-5)
D. Values in Practice

o “Describe a time when council values were upheld (or not upheld) in a
challenging situation.”

3.Document Analysis Template — Planning, Strategy, Policy

Purpose: Enable standardized coding of strategic documents to extract data for DRMC
indices.

Key Fields for Coding:

Criterion Yes/No Notes
Indigenous representation included explicitly?

KPIs linked to community outcomes?

Feedback loops evident in policy cycle?

Timeliness of plan execution stated?

Evidence of cultural or place-based planning?

4.Observational Protocol — Community Events / Consultations

Purpose: For ethnographic or evaluative field notes during consultations or community
interactions.

Template Categories:
e Representation: Who is present? Who is absent?
e Tone & Power: Who speaks most? Are power dynamics visible?
e Feedback Integration: Is public input being visibly recorded or acted on?

e Space Setup: Is the physicallvirtual space inclusive and accessible?
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» Emergent Themes: Any recurring narratives or collective emotions?
5. Data Integration & Coding Framework

Use software tools such as:

Tool Use Case

NVivo Thematic analysis of open-ended questions R

/ Python (Pandas) Quantifying responses & modelling

Excel/Power Bl Benchmark dashboards

GIS (e.g., QGIS) Spatial equity and place-mapping
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APPENDIX 1 — Sample Photo Survey




CITY OF
HOLDFAST BAY



Attachment 4

CCCCCC

HOLDFAST BAY



Draft 2025-26 Annual Business Plan and the Long Term Financial Plan 2025-25 to 2034-35.
General Responses to Community Consultation

Below are proposed general responses to the feedback raised during the consultation period for the Draft 2025-26 Annual Business Plan and the Long Term
Financial Plan 2025-25 to 2034-35.

It should be noted that where feedback includes a very particular, local issue, the administration will respond to these directly. These responses are not
included in this summary. The majority of respondents will be directed to the Your Holdfast website to access commentary as it may be useful for other
people to see these responses.

Through the course of gathering feedback, many respondents posed questions to assist in providing more informed feedback. In these cases, direct

responses have already been given by the administration.
As noted below, there is intended to be one general response to feedback on the six community projects.

More detailed responses are proposed for those who have made fuller submissions. These appear toward the end of this table.

Issue raised | Proposed response
Six Community Projects
Adelphi Terrace Pedestrian Project This Project received a high level of Community support in the survey

conducted in the consultation period.

Council has given close consideration to the points raised and on balance,
and that feedback supports commitments to safety for pedestrians and
encouraging an active community.

Jetty Road Brighton traffic improvements project This Project received a high level of Community support in the survey
conducted in the consultation period.

On balance council considers there is support for careful street
improvement planning.

Paringa Park Primary School active transport project This Project received a high level of Community support in the survey
conducted in the consultation period.




Issue raised

Proposed response

In addition, there were many comments about general road safety in the
area. Council has been monitoring traffic in this area and is aware of
concerns, especially in the 25kmh zone.

In the upcoming Movement and Transport Plan, the traffic around schools
will be considered priority areas. In the meantime, traffic will continue to
be monitored.

Community response generally favoured ensuring the safety of children,
and some also encouraged further investigation of safety improvements.

Bowker Oval disability access pathway project

This Project received a high level of Community support in the survey
conducted in the consultation period.

Council has gauged general support for accessibility.

North Brighton and St Jude’s cemeteries project

This Project received a mixed level of Community support in the survey
conducted in the consultation period.

It was acknowledged that respectful improvements would be beneficial,
and there is value in additional shade and greening to the overall amenity
of the sites.

Fairy Lights Jetty Road Brighton project

This Project received a good level of Community support in the survey
conducted in the consultation period.

The fairy lights at Jetty Road Brighton are a relatively modest contribution
to elevate the attractiveness of the precinct, support retail activities and
provide a local village atmosphere.

Common

Themes

Notable concern about the perceived over investment in Jetty Road, Glenelg

Last year Council carefully considered all the feedback from the
community and stakeholders. In the best interests and needs of all of the
stakeholders and Council’s Strategic Plan (Our Holdfast 2050+), it was
decided to proceed with the Transforming Jetty Road Glenelg project.




Issue raised

Proposed response

This project will result in a modern, safe and vibrant coastal shopping,
dining and entertainment precinct which will cater to the needs of
residents, businesses and visitors for decades to come.

Several respondents expressed views that as they did not frequent Jetty
Road Glenelg, they were not supportive of contributing to funding the
project. Others expressed the view that larger contributions should be
made by other parties, such as traders or other tiers of government.

Revenue raised from Council rates pay for a full range of services and
assets for our community, including those we may not personally use.

For example, not everyone participates in group sports, yet our
community values Council’s investment in sporting facilities. While
individual opinions about what is necessary or desirable may vary, the
Council is charged with making decisions on behalf of the whole city.

Transparency of how rates are allocated

Council’s Annual Business Plan and Long Term Financial Plan spell out
income (including rate revenue) and expenditure.

Council will seek to provide more information about its asset renewal
activities to provide a fuller picture of the range of projects it undertakes.

Improved maintenance of infrastructure - footpaths and beach access.

Preference for investments that support day-to-day community needs
» footpath repairs,
* road safety,
* environmental protection

Not just visual improvements, but support a safe, healthy and inclusive
community.

A focus on responsible budgeting and improving everyday amenity

In 2025-26, Council has allocated more than $12 million for the renewal
and improvement of many assets, which together are worth $889 million.
This is a marked increase on the previous years' funding and aims to keep
our assets up to date.

With more 180 kilometres of transport infrastructure across Holdfast Bay,
$4.6 million will be spent on renewals and improvements in the coming
year. This work includes road and kerb renewal works, including resealing,
pavement works, car parks, parking bays and roundabouts. This year, we
have a specific allocation of $370,000 for additional repairs to existing
kerbs and footpaths.




Issue raised

Proposed response

Enhancing accessibility and safety (older people and children)

Council continually seeks to improve safety and accessibility. This includes
improvements and renewal of footpaths, bus stops and road crossings.

Four of the six community projects that are committed to for 2025-26 are
designed to improve pedestrian and traffic safety.

Sensitivity to current pressure of rising living costs.
Concern about rising rates during a time of financial difficulty

The City of Holdfast Bay's rates continue to be below the metropolitan
Adelaide average.

Any residents who are struggling to pay their rates are encouraged to
contact Council to discuss relief options that may be available. Further
information can be found on Council’s website:
htps://www.holdfast.sa.gov.au/council/council-rates/hardship-applicaton
or by contacting us via telephone 8229 9999.There are also special
provisions for Seniors in recognition of the impact of rising property
values. Further information regarding postponement of rates for Seniors
can be found on Council's website:
htps://www.holdfast.sa.gov.au/council/council-rates/rates-for-seniors or
by contacting us via telephone 8229 9999.

Questioned the timing and size of the proposed rate increase.

The City of Holdfast Bay's rates continue to be below the metropolitan
Adelaide average.

More detail on project costs, debt servicing, and alternatives considered

Council’s Treasury Policy and Long Term Financial Plan, are informed by
financial regulations under the Local Government Act. Council’s Audit and
Risk Committee, which includes qualified, independent members, has
oversight of financial matters and reviews borrowings for capital projects.

While Council understands that some people are opposed to government
debt, borrowing for infrastructure projects is financially responsible.
Council does not decide to borrow lightly and there are checks and
balances regarding decisions to borrow as outlined in the Treasury
Management Policy available on the Council website.

Borrowings are only used for capital expenditure, not operating costs,
which enables the principle of inter-generational equity to apply. Many of
Council’s assets are long-lived, and therefore it is appropriate that more




Issue raised

Proposed response

than the current generation of ratepayers contributes to their cost.
Borrowing, rather than accruing large reserves of cash, is an appropriate
way to share financial responsibilities across generations. Council’s
financial modelling then calculates the revenue necessary to repay
borrowings, which is then proposed through the Annual Business Planning
process each year.

In response to concerns raised, an independent review found that:

e the Long-Term Financial Plan demonstrates that Council is
financially sustainable

e the proposal to use borrowings to fund the Transforming Jetty
Road Glenelg project was consistent with good practice

e the debt was serviceable and would be repaid over 15years, and
the proposed strategy to raise additional rates to fund repayment
of borrowings was appropriate.

Holdfast Bay Residents Alliance (HBRA)

* The submission raises concerns regarding the City of Holdfast Bay’s
financial strategy, with particular reference to increasing debt levels, the
high reliance on ratepayer contributions, and a perceived lack of
transparency. The Transforming Jetty Road, Glenelg project is identified
as a key driver of the projected debt, with its $30 million cost viewed by
the authors as placing considerable pressure on Council’s long-term
financial position. While Council frames the investment within the
concept of intergenerational equity, the submission highlights the
financial risks associated with ongoing economic volatility, including
inflation and construction cost uncertainty.

* The submission also questions the structure of Council’s revenue base,
noting that more than 75 per cent of income is sourced from rates. This
is seen as placing a disproportionate burden on existing ratepayers. The
authors express concern about the inclusion of smaller discretionary
projects in the rationale for rate increases and note that recent changes

Council has taken steps in recent times to increase the level of
transparency on its debt management. Additional information is now
provided in the updated Long Term Financial Plan. Council receives
financial reports each month, including the current debt management
position. In addition, Council’s Audit and Risk Committee has oversight of
the financial performance of Council.

The Local Government Finance Authority (LGFA), being an authority
established under the Local Government Finance Authority Act 1983, is
Council’s preferred financial institution for borrowings. By taking out fixed
interest loans through the LGFA Council reduces its risk exposure to
market changes.

Council remains committed to transparency in financial management. The
level of consultation undertaken through the development of each year’s




Issue raised

Proposed response

to the rate relief policy—particularly the exclusion of commercial and
investment properties—may have flow-on effects for residential tenants.
These elements are considered misaligned with the principles of fairness
and affordability.

» Additionally, the submission calls for improved transparency and
community engagement in Council’s financial planning. It recommends
more detailed public reporting on debt servicing, comprehensive cost-
benefit analysis for major projects, and clearer documentation of how
community feedback influences decision-making. Several actions are
proposed to enhance financial governance, including an independent
review of the Jetty Road project, scenario modelling to account for
economic risks, and stronger consultation frameworks.

Annual Business Plan and Long Term Financial Plan is above minimum
statutory requirements.

In 2025-26 Council will take part in the Essential Service Commission of
South Australia (ESCOSA) Local Government Advice Scheme. This will
provide an independent view of Council’s ongoing financial and service
sustainability.

The project to transform Jetty Road Glenelg, will be funded with $10
million already secured from the Australian Government and $30 million
from Council over three years.

The funding model outlined in the Long Term Financial Plan outlines $30
million will come from new borrowings, through fixed interest loans for 15
years. Of this year’s rate increase, 2.3% (the second such increase with a
similar increase intended for next year) will fund these borrowings, and
the loans will be paid off within 15 years.

The Transforming Jetty Road Glenelg project has been the subject of much
scrutiny, including:
* Anindependent Prudential Report
* Anindependent review of financing that found that:
o the Long-Term Financial Plan demonstrates that Council is
financially sustainable
o the proposal to use borrowings to fund the Transforming
Jetty Road Glenelg project was consistent with good
practice
o the debt was serviceable and would be repaid over
15years, and the proposed strategy to raise additional
rates to fund repayment of borrowings was appropriate.
* Recent extensive consultation on the design of coast and transition
sections which attracted over 2,000 responses.




Issue raised

Proposed response

* A full consultation report is included in the Council papers of the
meeting of 10 June 2025, which is available on the Council
website.15.10-Transforming-Jetty-Road reduced.pdf

It is correct that rate revenue provides over 75% of Council ‘s revenue. This
ratio is similar to most other metropolitan Councils.

If investment properties were able to access the rate capping allowed for
residential properties, this would have the effect of increasing the rate
burden on residential rate payers. Investment property owners already
have a distinct benefit in being able to negatively gear costs associated
with their rental properties for taxation purposes.

5049 Coastal Community Association

* The 5049 Coastal Community Association (5049CC) acknowledges recent

improvements in engagement with Council leadership and welcomes
the completion of local projects such as the Seacliff Amenities Block and
wayfinding signage at Kingston Park. The Association supports the
inclusion of smaller community initiatives in the 2025-26 Annual
Business Plan and notes increased transparency in the approach to
funding capital works. However, it has expressed concern regarding the
limited allocation of capital investment to the Seacliff and Kingston Park
areas, which it attributes to debt levels associated with the Transforming
Jetty Road, Glenelg project. 5049CC has recommended the introduction
of an automatic rate cap below 10 per cent and maintains that major
projects of this scale should only proceed with additional external
funding and more comprehensive community consultation.

* The submission raises a number of environmental concerns, particularly
the limited presence of new initiatives in the Business Plan despite
Council’s stated climate emergency position. It notes a lack of progress
updates on key strategies such as the Carbon Neutral Plan and the
Urban Forest Strategy, and a reduction in new projects addressing
biodiversity and climate resilience. 5049CC recommends reinstating a

There has been significant investment in projects in the south of the city
including the Kauri Parade Sporting Complex and the Kingston Park Kiosk.
This is in addition to significant investments in the renewal of the Caravan
Park at Kingston Park, the construction of coast park running along the
length of the city, the new amenities at Seacliff Plaza, and ongoing support
for community organisations and infrastructure such as surf life saving
clubs and other sporting groups across the city.

In regard to environmental issues, Council continues to pursue its
Environment Strategy and Carbon Neutral Plan and is due to consider an
Urban Tree Plan in 2025-26. Council also recently adopted a Climate
Change Policy.

Council undertakes many actions to reduce our impact on the climate,
improve and protect our nature, improve our coast, support our community
to live sustainably and manage our resources sustainably. These include:

¢ Maintenance and rehabilitation of natural reserves and coastal
areas.
e Protection and improvement of habitats for native flora and fauna,




Issue raised

Proposed response

previous practice where savings from green infrastructure upgrades
were directed into further environmental projects. The Association also
proposes community-based incentives such as rate reductions for

including sand dunes.
Providing support for volunteer groups taking care of our natural
reserves and dunes.

households that plant and maintain indigenous trees over the long term. e Providing workshops and rebates for sustainable living.
e Holding Clean Up Australia Day and other community activities.
* The Association advocates for the progression of several projects in the e Managing and improving waste collection services.
5049 area, including Seacliff Plaza Stage 2 and the installation of e Improving the diversion rate of household waste from landfill.
decorative lighting. It supports ongoing upgrades to the Brighton and e Planting more than 800 street trees last year.
Seacliff Yacht Club and Seacliff Surf Life Saving Club and seeks clearer e Continuing our participation in the Resilient South Regional
reporting on outcomes from recent Council infrastructure investments Climate Partnership.
and community surveys. While the completion of the lookout at e Installing new water sensitive urban design (WSUD) installations
Kingston Park Coastal Reserve (Tulukutangga) is welcomed, the
Association notes delays in delivering the remainder of the approved
Master Plan and highlights the need for interim safety works at the
disused overflow car park.
Liam Clancy

1. Reframe Community Engagement Beyond Performative Consultation
Recommendation: Adopt deliberative democratic models rooted in
relational consciousness, as outlined in the DRMC, to replace
superficial consultation with genuine co-design. This includes
narrative mapping, relational feedback loops, and targeted outreach
to those marginalised by current planning and budget
communication processes.
2. Reject the 0.15% Rate Rise for Projects Lacking Equity Justification
¢ Recommendation: Oppose the proposed 0.15% rate increase tied to
the six new projects unless equity and need assessments are
transparently conducted and published.
3. Reallocate Funding to Support Housing Access, Social Safety, and Mental
Health

Recommendation: Redirect a portion of discretionary spending
(e.g., beautification projects) toward tangible support for those
experiencing homelessness and housing stress, such as partnerships

The response is focused on the recommendations made in this
submission.

Recommendation One — Council has continued to improve Annual
Business Plan community engagement approaches, exceeding those that
are required under legislation. This year a summary leaflet was distributed
to 19,000 households and drop in sessions were held for community
members to directly engage with Council staff. Council will review its
position on community engagement following release of the State
Government’s Local Government Community Engagement Charter.

Recommendation Two- Council utilises its Prioritisation Framework to
assess the impact and urgency of potential projects. This includes
consideration of a wide range of criteria to make full assessments and
propose new initiatives. In addition, feedback was sought from community
members on their level of support for these projects and the resultant rate




Issue raised

Proposed response

with housing-first organisations, crisis support, and preventative
infrastructure like public showers and secure lockers.
4. Formalise Data Transparency and Budget Literacy Standards
e Recommendation: Require that all future business plans and long-
term financial plans include a plain-language budget breakdown by
suburb, demographic impact area (e.g., seniors, renters, youth), and
priority needs. Comparative data should be visualised clearly.
5. Reinstate a Night-Time Community Safety Presence and Visibility
Measures
¢ Recommendation: Clarify Council’s role and visibility after hours in
areas known to be frequented by rough sleepers. This includes
publicly available data on Community Safety Officer patrols, after-
dark service coordination with partners like Sonder, and protocols
for escalation and referral.

Additional Recommendations for Strategic Community Investment and
Civic Engagement
1. Adaptive Reuse of Underutilised Buildings
Drawing inspiration from the City of Adelaide’s ARCHI initiative
(Adaptive Reuse City Housing Initiative), Holdfast Bay Council could
commission a localised audit of disused or underutilised buildings,
especially commercial spaces with vacant upper levels—to assess
suitability for adaptive reuse as affordable housing.
2. Investment in Libraries as Community Hubs
It is recommended that Council invest strategically in both Glenelg
and Brighton libraries, transforming them into central community
hubs.
3. Support for the Arts and Local Creative Economies
A modest $50,000 grant could be set aside to reinvigorate artistic
activity at the Glenelg North Community Centre, enabling
community-led workshops, exhibitions, storytelling events, and
youth engagement through the arts.
4. Environmental Sustainability Commitment

rise. Overall, the projects, along with the accompanying rate rise, received
high levels of support.

Recommendation Three — Council does not have a direct role in supporting
or housing vulnerable people. However, Council does undertake
coordinating and collaborating activities to support those agencies that do
have such a role.

There are monthly operational coordination meetings between SAPOL,
and various Council departments and external stakeholders, such as
SONDER, to discuss rough sleeper activity and support coordination.

Council also convenes a broader homelessness and hardship stakeholder
group that includes emergency relief providers, service groups, SAPOL, the
Toward Home organisation, and Council departments (including
Community Safety, Community Wellbeing and Libraries). This coordinates
efforts at a high level and takes practical steps to support vulnerable
people and link them to services at a local and regional level. Recently, this
group auspiced the production of an information flyer for distribution to
vulnerable people.

Recommendation Four — Council will consider more transparent and easy

to read material to help people understand its financial and business
plans. The type of breakdown suggested will be considered.

Additional Recommendations

1. The adaptive re-use of buildings will be considered in the Housing
Strategy that Council will develop in the near future.




Issue raised

Proposed response

While stormwater infrastructure receives deserved attention in the
current plan, Council should also consider expanding its climate
adaptation focus, such as implementing urban cooling projects,
biodiversity corridors, native plantings, and community-led
regenerative gardening initiatives.

2. Investment in Libraries as community hubs is becoming a more
common approach by Council’s across Australia. Libraries are
included in a proposed Strategic Property Review.

3. The support for arts and creative enterprises is included in
Council’s Arts and Culture Strategy. There are existing avenues for
grant funding under this plan.

4. Environmental sustainability is supported by Council, reflected in
Strategy 2050+ and driven through an Environment Strategy and
Carbon Neutral Plan and the recently adopted Climate Change
Policy.
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Item No: 15.3
Subject: COUNCIL GRAFFITI POLICY
Summary

The Graffiti Policy, originally adopted on 9 December 2013 and previously reviewed on 9 May
2017, has now been updated to incorporate the Local Nuisance and Litter Control Act 2016 as
an additional tool for managing graffiti on private buildings and infrastructure. This latest
review also assesses current resourcing, evaluates the effectiveness of the guiding principles
outlined in the original policy, and reinforces Council’s ongoing commitment to maintaining
public amenity.

Recommendation

That Council endorses the revised Council Graffiti Policy.

Background
The current Graffiti Policy, endorsed by Council on 9 May 2017 (C090517/747) is now out of
date and has been reviewed.

Refer Attachment 1
Council aims to assist in creating a graffiti free environment, endeavouring to encourage and

support community groups and individuals that wish to assist in implementing graffiti
prevention initiatives.

Report
Purpose
The purpose of the revised policy is to provide an updated framework that aligns with current
legislation, reflects Council’s commitments, and considers available resources to effectively
manage and minimise graffiti within the City of Holdfast Bay.

Refer Attachment 2
Policy Overview
The policy outlines Council’s approach to graffiti management across various property types:

Graffiti on Council-Owned Infrastructure

Council commits to the prompt removal of graffiti from all assets under its ownership, with
offensive or explicit material prioritised for removal within 48 hours.
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Graffiti on Government or Utility Provider Infrastructure

Graffiti found on property owned by other government bodies or utility providers will be
referred to the relevant authority. However, Council retains the discretion to remove such
graffiti, particularly where the Graffiti Control Act 2001 permits.

Graffiti on Private Property

Graffiti removal on private property is the responsibility of the owner. Council may provide
assistance in exceptional cases, where safe and practical access is possible.

Legal Authority and Enforcement

Where voluntary removal does not occur, Council may enforce action using powers under the
Local Nuisance and Litter Control Act 2016. This includes the issue of Nuisance Abatement
Notices and application of penalties for non-compliance.

Community Engagement and Support

Council promotes shared responsibility for graffiti management. Graffiti removal kits are
available to residents, and community cooperation is encouraged.

Legislative Basis

The policy operates under the Local Government Act 1999, Graffiti Control Act 2001, and Local
Nuisance and Litter Control Act 2016. It serves to:

o define Council’s role and authority in managing graffiti across the City of Holdfast
Bay;

o establish consistent operational procedures for graffiti removal; and

o support enforcement action where necessary, particularly in cases involving private
property.

Policy Scope

This policy applies throughout the City of Holdfast Bay and is relevant to all residents,
businesses, community groups, and volunteers involved in graffiti management.

Policy Changes

Feedback from Elected Members has been incorporated into the policy statement on proactive
responses to graffiti hotspots. This amendment reinforces the Council’s commitment to
preserving the visual amenity of the city by proactively identifying graffiti-prone areas and
implementing targeted mitigation measures to reduce both the frequency and impact of
graffiti, as appropriate.
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Previous commitments included:

o conducting audits with a tag register;
o partnering with police, schools, and the community on anti-graffiti initiatives; and
o monitoring retailers selling potential graffiti tools (e.g. spray cans).

Due to increased community demand and limited resources—exacerbated by the enforcement
requirements of the Local Nuisance and Litter Control Act 2016, and the ineffectiveness of
previous strategies Council has made the following changes:

o With regard to audits and the tag register, there is no evidence to suggest that these
measures improve compliance. Instead, night patrols now report graffiti sightings
daily to the Field Services team, which is considered a more effective strategy.

o The partnership approach has evolved to support a more holistic strategy for
managing graffiti and broader community safety. The Community Safety team now
meets monthly with South Australia Police (SAPOL) to discuss a range of issues, with
SAPOL taking responsibility for delivering any related education programs.

o Council no longer monitors local businesses for graffiti-related product sales, as there
was no measurable benefit observed in reducing graffiti through this approach.
o Council will proactively identify graffiti hot spots implementing site specific

mitigation measures to reduce the occurrence of graffiti as deemed appropriate

Despite these changes, graffiti reporting has improved, enabling more timely responses either
through direct action by Field Services or by referring the issue to the responsible party for
resolution.

Legislative Provisions

While council has the authority under section 12(1) of the Graffiti Control Act 2001 and
sections 244-255 of the Local Government Act 1999 to remove graffiti from private land, it is
not obligated to do so. Section 12(5) of the Graffiti Control Act 2001 protects council from civil
liability when undertaking graffiti removal on private property.

Where appropriate, council may require property owners to remove graffiti under the
following Acts:

. Local Government Act 1999
. Local Nuisance and Litter Control Act 2016
o Graffiti Control Act 2001.

Graffiti removal kits will be offered to residents before any formal enforcement action is taken.

Council remains committed to maintaining its own buildings and infrastructure free of graffiti,
with offensive content given highest priority for removal.

Budget

Not applicable
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Life Cycle Costs

Not applicable

Strategic Plan

Council’s vision for 2050+ is, in part, to create “South Australia’s most sustainable city”.

Sustainability includes judicious use of resources and ensuring policy positions are clear,
relevant and contemporary.

Council Policy

Council Graffiti Policy
Statutory Provisions
Local Government Act 1999

Local Nuisance and Litter Control Act 2016
Graffiti Control Act 2001

Written By: Manager Community Safety

General Manager: Community and Business, Ms M Lock
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HOLDFAST BAY GRAFFITI POLICY

Trim Container FOL/17/1001
First Issued / Approved: 09/12/2013

. 09/05/2017
Last Reviewed: C090517/747
Next Review: 30/06/2021

1. PREAMBLE

This policy outlines Council’s responsibilities and powers in relation to the control and
removal of graffiti within the city; Council’s commitment to employ crime prevention
measures; and intention to identify and implement such mechanisms that will aid Council,
members of the community and regulatory authorities in combating instances of graffiti
related vandalism within its jurisdiction.

1.1 Background

Graffiti is a criminal offence that detracts from the visual amenity of the area, is
destructive to property and is a cost burden to the community;

Council aims to assist in creating a graffiti free environment and endeavours to
encourage and support community groups and individuals that wish to assist in
implementing graffiti prevention initiatives.

1.2 Purpose

The purpose of this policy is to provide a framework for the exercise of the City of
Holdfast Bay’s powers regarding to the management and minimisation of graffiti
within its jurisdiction. In conjunction with the Local Government Act 1999 and the
Graffiti Control Act 2001, this document seeks to:

a. define the specific powers possessed by the City of Holdfast Bay to both
implement the removal of graffiti, and that which enforces property
owners to rectify or obliterate graffiti associated vandalism from private
property;

b. set precedent for the implementation of standard practices that provide
services and standard operating procedural guidelines for the removal
of graffiti;

c. implement further Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design
(CPTED) measures that will deter people from committing illegal graffiti
activity;

d. develop appropriate local responses to graffiti prevention as well as
management through education and engagement mechanisms for local
schools and groups;

e. identify integral social factors that may influence people to commit
graffiti and implement appropriate responses that combat these issues.

13 Scope

The electronic version on the Internet/Intranet is the controlled version of this document.
Printed copies are considered uncontrolled. Before using a printed copy, verify that it is the controlled version.
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This document applies to all areas within the City of Holdfast Bay and relates to
all community, business, volunteer and/or other groups affected by or involved in
the management of graffiti;

This document however (as outlined in section 2.1.4 and 2.1.5) specifies that
while Council may remove graffiti from a privately owned land/property (under
section 12(1) of the Graffiti Control Act 2001 and sections 244-255 of the Local
Government Act 1999), it holds no obligation or responsibility to remove,
obliterate or paint over graffiti associated vandalism from any privately owned
residence or property within its governed area;

Further to section 1.3.2, in exercising its authority under this policy, section 12(5)
of the Graffiti Control Act 2001 negates any civil liability attached to Council for
anything done by a worker when in the course of their official capacity through
graffiti removal duties.

1.4 Definitions
Council means a council within the meaning of the Local Government Act 1999;

Council owned land/property means all buildings, land, reserves, structures,
community centres etc. owned and maintained by the City of Holdfast Bay and
it’s Staff;

Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) refers to the design of
an environment and/or the implementation of specific infrastructure that
encourages desirable behaviour, and functionality, and decreases antisocial
behaviour (e.g. close circuit television networks, security lighting design,
landscape design etc.);

Grdffiti is a form of vandalism that includes written, scribbled, scratched or
painted damage on property or any surface;

Complex Graffiti denotes that which requires the use of strong chemicals (not
those included in Council supplied Community Graffiti Removal Kits) , high
pressure spraying equipment, replacement of panelling(s), and/or requires
specialist attention to remove. Complex graffiti is also that which is out of ‘easy
reach’ and requires the use of ladders to remove;

Simple Graffiti denotes minor instances of graffiti (small tags, throw-ups etc.) that
are committed under quick opportunistic circumstances (e.g. on stobie poles,
public surfaces, fences and/or private property); that is in ‘easy reach’ (within 2
metres from the ground); takes little physical exertion to remove; and can be
removed with a ‘Graffiti Removal Kit’;

Private Property means any property which is not owned by Council oran
agency of the Crown;

Vandalism is the wilful or malicious damage or destruction of property;

The electronic version on the Intranet is the controlled version of this document.
Printed copies are considered uncontrolled. Before using a printed copy, verify that it is the controlled version.
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Worker means a person engaged through an employment agency, a contractor or
volunteer who acts/works on behalf of Council;

Strategic Reference

Culture: Supporting excellent, efficient operations

2. PRINCIPLES

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

2.9

Council will support anti-graffiti initiatives which aim to:

Reduce the incidence of graffiti vandalism in Holdfast Bay;
Increase community reporting of graffiti;

Increase community participation in anti-graffiti programs;
Encourage businesses to comply with the Graffiti Code of Practice.

o 0 o w

Council workers will undertake the removal of ‘general’ graffiti from Council
owned land/property within 48 hours (where practicable) of it being reported;

Council workers will undertake the removal of graffiti from Council owned
land/property when it is deemed to be of an offensive nature within 24 hours
(where practicable) of it being reported;

Council workers may undertake action to remove graffiti from private property
and/or local business within in the jurisdiction (as per section 1.3 of this policy)
within seven working days (where applicable) of it being reported when Council
deems its’ removal to be appropriate and restorative of the localities natural
amenity;

Council reserves the right to pursue a property owner for the purpose of
recovering any/all costs incurred by Council in association with the removal of
graffiti from a private residence/property;

Council may order the owner of a private property within it the City to remove,
obliterate or paint over graffiti from the premises when it is considered necessary
by Council to remove an unsightly condition, structure or object on a private
premises in accordance with section 12 of the Graffiti Control Act 2001 and
section 254 of the Local Government Act 1999;

Council workers will be responsible for the removal of all complex & simple
graffiti from Council owned land/property, road signs, road asphalt, reserves and
structures, community fencing, bus stops, public telephone boxes, stobie poles
and/or community buildings;

Council will undertake audits of graffiti ‘hotspots’ and when possible, undertake
surveillance and/or apply CPTED principles to reduce incidences of graffiti;

Council workers will compile graffiti ‘tag’ register (where practicable) to log the
occurrences, frequencies and migration patterns of offenders within its
jurisdiction, reporting the information to the South Australian Police;

The electronic version on the Intranet is the controlled version of this document.
Printed copies are considered uncontrolled. Before using a printed copy, verify that it is the controlled version.
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2.10 Council workers will work with the South Australian Police, local community
groups and local schools to deliver anti-graffiti messages with an emphasis on
community responsibility and prevention;

2.11 Council will support Neighbourhood Watch and other community groups who
undertake graffiti prevention projects;

2.12 Council will monitor local businesses who sell potential graffiti implements such
as cans of spray paint for compliance with the graffiti code of practice.

3. REFERENCES

3.1 Legislation
. Graffiti Control Act 2001
o Graffiti Control Regulations 2002
o Local Government Act 1999

3.2 Other References
. Graffiti Code of Practice
o City of Holdfast Bay Graffiti Removal Indemnity Form

The electronic version on the Intranet is the controlled version of this document.
Printed copies are considered uncontrolled. Before using a printed copy, verify that it is the controlled version.
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1. Purpose

The purpose of this policy is to provide a framework for Council to respond to instances of graffiti within the
City of Holdfast Bay and establish a commitment to the reduction of graffiti in our community.

2. Scope

This policy outlines the approach the City of Holdfast will adopt to manage graffiti.

3. Roles and Responsibilities
Council Members Adoption of the policy and the administration’s approach to
the management of graffiti.
Chief Executive Officer Allocation of resources and development of sound graffiti

management across the organisation as well as ensuring that
all graffiti mitigation activities are consistent with the
objectives of Council’s strategic plan.

Manager Community Safety & Manager | Accountable for the policy and graffiti management within the

Field Services City of Holdfast Bay.
Employees Will be tasked with delivering the levels of service defined in
the policy.
4. Policy Statement

The Council Graffiti policy affirms Council’'s commitment to maintaining the visual amenity of the City through
the removal and/or referral of graffiti to appropriate property owner or agency.

We work very closely with businesses, security companies and the police to identify and apprehend graffiti
vandals.

We are involved in:

e Proactively identifying graffiti hot spots and implementing site-specific mitigation
measures to reduce the occurrence of graffiti as deemed appropriate.

e undertaking surveillance

e providing information to SA Police to assist in the apprehension and prosecution of
offenders.



Removal of Graffiti from Council Owned Infrastructure

4.1 Graffiti will be removed from any Council owned infrastructure, buildings, structures,
fences, facilities, common boundary fences (where these abut Council land), roadways,
paths and lanes.

4.2 Council will strive to promptly remove graffiti in the specified areas, provided there are no
restrictions regarding access and workplace health and safety. Priority will be given to
removing obscene and explicit graffiti over standard tagging, with a target response time
of 48 hours.

Removal of Graffiti from Infrastructure owned by other Government Agencies and Utility Providers

4.3 Graffiti on infrastructure owned by other government agencies and Utility Providers that is
reported to Council will be referred to the relevant owner for removal. Council expects that
the relevant government agency/utility provider will remove graffiti from their premises
within a practical time frame.

4.4 At Council’s discretion, Council may remove publicly visible graffiti on infrastructure owned
by other government agencies and utility providers in accordance with powers granted
under the Graffiti Control Act 2001 and associated Graffiti Control Regulations 2013.

4.5 Council may negotiate directly with the owner of the premises or infrastructure so that
Council or its approved contractors can enter the premises and/or remove the graffiti on
their behalf from their property or infrastructure, subject to execution of an appropriate
Graffiti Removal Agreement.

4.6 Council reserves its rights to recover the cost of graffiti removal in cases where graffiti is
removed from commercial and business premises and/or private infrastructure by Council
staff or Council’s approved contractors.

Removal of Graffiti from Private Premises (Residential and Business)

4.7 Council recognises that on most occasions the property owner of a graffitied premises is a
victim of the crime. The removal of the graffiti is the responsibility of the property owner.
Council will endeavour to work cooperatively with property owners to have graffiti
removed within a practical timeframe.

4.8 In exceptional circumstances, at Council’s discretion, Council may assist property owners
by removing graffiti from private premises subject to:
° the property owner signing a suitable Graffiti Removal Indemnity Form
. the extent of the graffiti not being excessive (in the sole opinion of Council
staff)
° reasonable and safe access being available
. the work not involving an unreasonable Workplace Health & Safety risk.

Council Graffiti Policy Page 2



Local Nuisance & Litter Control Act 2016

4.9 In circumstances in which Council is unable to resolve graffiti removal collaboratively, it has
additional powers to manage graffiti in the community under the Local Nuisance & Litter

Control Act 2016. Specifically:

. When graffiti is present on a premises, an authorised officer can declare that
unsightly conditions exist and hence, local nuisance is being caused.
. Council has the authority to issue the owner of the premises with a Nuisance

Abatement Notice, which will specify a certain period within which the offender

must remove the graffiti.

. A Nuisance Abatement Notice may be issued orally in the first instance if the
authorised officer considers the matter to be severe.
. If the property owner does not comply with Nuisance Abatement Notice within

the specified timeframes, penalties can be applied as described in the Local
Nuisance & Litter Control Act 2016.

Graffiti Removal Kits

410  Graffitiremoval kits are available from the Council Civic Centre and Glenelg Library, free of

charge.
5. Definitions
Key term or acronym Definition
Authorised Graffiti For the purposes of Schedule 1, Clause 1 Interpretation of
the Local Nuisance & Litter Control Act 2016:
(a) Graffiti commissioned for the premises by a public
authority as public art; or
(b) Graffiti that is on the premises with the consent of
the owner or occupier of the premises (other than
offensive graffiti or graffiti comprised only or
principally of words, symbols or tags).
Authorised Officer A person appointed to be an authorised officer under

section 12 of the Local Nuisance & Litter Control Act 2016.

Graffiti

The illegal defacement of public and/or private property
with markings or graphics. Graffiti can take many forms
including words, or images using paint, permanent
markers, scratching or other materials such as stickers and
posters. In South Australia, graffiti is considered a crime
(vandalism) and is punishable by fines, community service
orders or imprisonment. Graffiti is defined as an unsightly
condition, a form of local nuisance under Schedule 1,
Clause 3(a)(iii) and for the purposes of section 17(1)(c) of
the Local Nuisance & Litter Control Act 2016 —this does not
include ‘Authorised Graffiti'.

Graffiti Removal Indemnity Form

A legal agreement between a property owner which
authorises Council to undertake graffiti removal activities
on private property.

Council Graffiti Policy
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6.

Offensive Graffiti For the purposes of Schedule 1, Clause 1 Interpretation of
the Local Nuisance & Litter Control Act 2016, graffiti that a
reasonable person would consider to be obscene or
offensive.

Premises Any land, building (including residential premises) or place

(including a public place, or a movable building or
structure); or a part of premises.

Administration Use Only

Reference Number:

Document Set ID 5207647

Strategic Alignment:

Graffiti may have a negative impact on Council’s vision for
2050+ is, to create “a welcoming and healthy place for all
in South Australia’s most sustainable city”

Strategic Risk:

Insufficient or ineffective asset management and planning

Responsible Officer(s):

Manager Community Safety & Manager Field Services

First Issued / Approved:

09/12/13

Minutes Date and Council Resolution
Number:

Last Reviewed:

€090517/747:09/05/2017, XX/XX/2025

Next Review Date:

XX/XX/2028

Applicable Legislation:

Grdffiti Control Act 2001
Graffiti Control Regulations 2013
Local Nuisance and Litter Control Act 2016

Related Policies:

Council Enforcement Policy

Other Reference Documents:

Graffiti Removal Indemnity Form

Council Graffiti Policy
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Item No: 15.4
Subject: GLENELG NORTH PUBLIC ART COMMISSION
Summary

Council allocates an annual budget of $20,000 to purchase or commission a sculpture from
Brighton Jetty Sculptures event. This year the Public Art Acquisitions Advisory Group,
recommended that Council endorse the commission of a sculpture from artist George Andric.
The artist has now developed his concept design for the proposed sculpture for installation in
Tarniwarra Reserve, Glenelg North.

Recommendation
That Council:
1. notes this report;

2. endorses the concept design for the commission of a permanent public artwork by
artist George Andric; and

3. approves the sculpture to be installed in Tarniwarra Reserve, located along the
Esplanade at Glenelg North.

Background

Since 2011 Council has maintained a commitment to allocate $20,000 annually to the purchase
or commission of an outdoor sculpture from Brighton Jetty Sculptures exhibition. These
artworks become a permanent piece of art that contributes to the vibrancy and cultural
richness of the city and celebrates the benefits of arts and creativity in our community.

From this year’s Brighton Jetty Sculptures event, the Public Art Acquisitions Advisory Group,
recommended Council commission artist George Andric to design and fabricate a sculpture for
permanent installation along the Esplanade at Glenelg North.

A report was prepared for Council and at the Council meeting of 25 February 2025
(C250225/8001).

The Council:
1. endorsed the commission of a permanent public artwork by artist
George Andric subject to the provision of draft designs for

approval by Council; and

2. approved the sculpture to be installed along the Esplanade at
Glenelg North.
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Administration has since engaged the artist George Andric with a Concept Design
Development Agreement and Artist Brief. An on-site meeting was held with the artist on
Tuesday 13 March 2025 along the Esplanade at Glenelg North to discuss potential installation
sites. Consideration was given to multiple sites along the Esplanade but given the interactive
nature of the artist’s work, the preference was to find a suitable installation site that provided
enough space to allow the artwork to be viewed from all angles.

The artist was given five weeks to develop his concept design for the sculpture and on
Wednesday 30 April 2025, the artist presented his sculpture design proposal and model of the
artwork to the Public Art Acquisitions Advisory Group (AAG) for evaluation. The AAG comprises
of external arts professionals, artists and arts educators, along with Councillor Miller, the Arts
and Culture Coordinator and the Assistant Curator History & Exhibitions. The AAG were
unanimous in their decision to approve the sculpture design and support the sculpture being
installed in Tarniwarra Reserve.

Report
Sculpture Concept Design Proposal

Artist George Andric’s arts practice is centred around the nature of perception and how an
individual’s perspective can determine one’s experience and understanding to reality.

The sculptures he creates are explicitly functions of geometry, while operating within the
sculptural vocabulary based on abstraction. The designs are made up of an arrangement of
basic units, which allows the artists to examine the dynamic relationship between simple and
complex, between the material and the void, and particularly between structure and form.

The proposed sculpture design continues the ongoing evolution of the artist’s practice, with
simple wave-like elements manipulated to create a dynamic, complex form. The not-yet-
named sculpture will measure approximately 1.4 metre wide x 0.4 metre high x 0.2 metre in
depth and be constructed out of 316 marine-grade solid stainless steel which will be highly
polished for installation. The sculpture will be raised and sit proudly on a sandstone plinth,
which will be selected once the sculpture has been fabricated. This will ensure that the plinth
is at the appropriate height to both feature and complement the artwork.

Model of proposed concept design by artist George Andric
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The repetitive nature of the wave element that forms the sculpture will create the illusion that
it transforms as people move around it, with shapes and shadows shifting and changing as the
sun moves over it. This will create a sense of discovery and is intended to encourage people to
linger and observe the work in depth rather than just a fleeting moment.

The preferred site for installation in Tarniwarra Reserve has been selected to allow space for
people to take time to interact and move around the sculpture safely and careful consideration
has been given to the long-term maintenance implications. The selected site provides natural
protection from direct sand drift off the beach, which will help to preserve the integrity of the
artwork. In addition, landscaping near the sculpture will feature drip irrigation to surrounding
plants, avoiding sprinkler overspray and preventing exposure to reclaimed water which can
cause corrosion.

Tarniwarra Reserve is a small park on the corner of Cygnet Court and the Esplanade, located
along the foreshore at Glenelg North. The reserve holds cultural significance to the Kaurna
People; a freshwater spring was once located in the dunes at the end of King Street and the
area was used as a summer camp. The word Tarniwarra translates to ‘voice of the waves,’
which is reflected respectfully in the ‘wave’ motif of the proposed sculpture. Both the artwork
design and installation intent have been shared with the Kaurna Advisory Committee.

Image of Tarniwarra Reserve, Glenelg North from Cygnet Court

Tarniwarra Reserve is currently being used by State Government contractors as a compound
area for the Patawalonga South Gates upgrade. It is anticipated that the contractors will
complete the upgrade and return the site to council in October 2025, the reserve will then be
remediated, and provisions will be made for the permanent installation of the sculpture to
coincide with remediation works and reopening of the reserve by December 2025.

Budget

The artwork commission is within the allocated 2024-25 budget of $20,000 and the funds have
been carried forward into the 2025 —26 budget

Additional costs for engineering fees, and installation will be covered within the existing Arts &
Culture budget.

Life Cycle Costs

Life cycle costs for the artwork will be undertaken within the allocated public art maintenance
budget.
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Strategic Plan

Creative Holdfast Arts and Culture Strategy 2019-2024

Council Policy

Public Art and Monuments Policy
Statutory Provisions

Not applicable
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Written By: Arts and Culture Coordinator

General Manager: Community and Business, Ms M Lock





