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1. Executive summary

This engagement represented the second round of consultation with the community on the Woodville 
South Traffic Safety Improvements Project, building on earlier engagement undertaken to identify local 
traffic, parking and road safety issues and to help inform the development of the draft concept options. 

We consulted on the Woodville South Traffic Safety Improvements draft concept options over a 28-day 
period from 22 June to 20 July 2026.  

The consultation sought feedback on two traffic management scenarios for the Glen Streets area, 
proposed safety improvements for Oval Avenue, and intersection changes along Connor Avenue to 
address community concerns about speeding, cut-through traffic, parking, access and pedestrian safety. 

The engagement reached residents, property owners, businesses and interested community members 
through direct notification, the Your Say Charles Sturt project page, an email update and a community 
drop-in session. Direct notification was provided to 824 properties and 175 absent property owners.  

A total of 86 participants provided feedback. This included 79 online contributions, three hardcopy 
feedback forms, five written submissions and feedback from 31 attendees at the community drop-in 
session held on Wednesday 8 July 2026 at the Woodville District Cricket Club, where 26 comments were 
recorded. 

Key findings and Themes 
Overall, community feedback demonstrated a mixed response for the Glen Streets treatment. 
Respondents showed preference for Scenario 2 — raised intersections and traffic calming, relative to 
Scenario 1, with 46 of 82 respondents (56.1%) selecting this option. Scenario 1 — Diagonal Half-Road 
closures, was selected by 32 respondents (39.0%), while four respondents (4.9%) indicated no 
preference. For respondents who preferred Scenario 2, flat-top road humps were the most supported 
treatment, selected by 23 of 46 respondents (50.0%).  

For Oval Avenue, Option 2 — raised pavement with pedestrian facilities was the preferred treatment, 
supported by 47 of 82 respondents, or nearly 57%. 

Survey Findings 
Key survey themes included: 

• support for traffic safety improvements
• support for measures to improve pedestrian and traffic safety on Oval Avenue
• divided views about whether to restrict or calm traffic
• concern about maintaining local access
• strong interest in improving the Port Road/Oval Avenue intersection
• repeated concerns about parking impacts, sightlines, speeding, dangerous driving and possible

traffic displacement to nearby streets.
• Several respondents also raised process concerns, including the absence of a ‘do nothing’ or

‘none of the above’ survey option.

Community Drop-In Themes 
Feedback from the community drop-in session reflected similar themes. Some participants supported 
diagonal half-road closures as a way to reduce crashes, near misses and cut-through traffic, while 
others opposed this approach due to concerns about access, emergency service movement, traffic 
displacement and parking loss. Participants generally sought targeted safety improvements, clearer 
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signs and road markings, stronger parking controls, improved compliance, and fewer or more carefully 
located raised crossings and traffic calming treatments. 

Further analysis of the community engagement and detailed feedback is provided in Section 5 of this 
report. All open comments received from community are presented in Appendices A-D. 

2. Background

Last year, we spoke with the community to better understand traffic safety concerns in Woodville 
South. Residents shared feedback about speeding, shortcut traffic, parking, access to homes and 
driver behaviour. This feedback has helped shape the draft concept plans now being shared for your 
comments. 

In October 2025, Council resolved to broaden the consultation to include additional traffic calming 
ideas, including options for Oval Avenue and Connor Avenue. 

What we proposed 

We prepared: 
• two traffic management options for the Glen Streets area
• proposed safety treatments for Oval Avenue
• changes to Connor Avenue intersections to help address shortcut traffic and improve safety

The draft option scenarios explore different ways to reduce vehicle speeds, improve safety and 
respond to community concerns about traffic using local streets as shortcuts. 

The options have different impacts on access, parking and traffic movement. We’re seeking your 
feedback to understand what you support, what concerns you may have, and what should be 
considered before any decisions are made. 

These are draft options only. Nothing has been decided yet. If Council proceeds, timing will depend on 
available funding and works may be delivered in stages. 

Scenario 1: Diagonal half-road closures 
This concept would introduce diagonal half-road closures at key Connor Avenue intersections. 

Why this was proposed: 
Some local streets in Woodville South are being used by drivers as a shortcut between major roads, 
increasing traffic volumes and vehicle movements through residential streets. Diagonal half-road 
closures would make these streets less attractive for through traffic while still maintaining local access 
for residents, pedestrians and cyclists.  

Proposed outcome: 
This option aims to create a quieter and safer local street environment by reducing cut-through traffic 
and encouraging drivers to use arterial roads such as Woodville Road, Findon Road and Port Road. 

It would also help slow vehicle movements at key intersections and reduce conflict points, improving 
safety for people walking, cycling and driving in the area. 

This option would change some vehicle access patterns and may remove approximately 30 on-street 
parking spaces across the precinct, mainly near the closure locations. 
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Scenario 2: Raised intersections and traffic calming 
This concept would keep existing traffic movements in place while introducing raised intersections and 
traffic calming treatments throughout the area. 

Why this was proposed: 
Residents have raised concerns about vehicle speeds, pedestrian safety and traffic movements 
through local streets. This option responds by focusing on slowing traffic rather than restricting vehicle 
movements. 

Proposed outcome: 
This option aims to improve safety for pedestrians, cyclists and residents by reducing vehicle speeds 
while maintaining existing access for residents, visitors and emergency services. 

Traffic would still be able to move through the local street network, but at lower speeds. 

Council is seeking feedback on the community’s preferred traffic calming treatment. These may 
include options such as speed humps or slow points. Some treatments may result in parking loss near 
the treatment locations, while others may not. 

Traffic calming works best when treatments are spaced consistently along a street. While different 
options are being consulted on, the selected treatment would need to apply to the whole street to be 
effective. 

Oval Avenue Safety Improvements 
Both options include proposed safety improvements along Oval Avenue in response to community 
concerns. 

Potential treatments include: 
• Raised pavement platforms
• Raised platforms with pedestrian facilities
• Wombat crossings

These treatments aim to improve safety and crossing opportunities near the oval, bowling club, 
childcare centre, dog park and proposed playground while reducing vehicle speeds and slowing travel 
time for rat running traffic through the Glen Streets. 

3. Community Engagement approach

This consultation was carried out in accordance with the requirements of Council’s Public Consultation 
Policy (PCP), Part 3 requirements and any additional, discretionary activities. The engagement level was 
‘consult’. Public feedback was open for a 28-day consultation period from 22 June 2026 to 20 July 2026 
to ensure the community was given reasonable opportunity to review the proposal.  

All residents, property/landowners and businesses within the defined catchment area (refer Figure 1) 
were directly notified of the opportunity to engage with the project and submit feedback via our Your 
Say Charles website. 

Communication and awareness of the consultation was via Your Say Charles Sturt website and direct 
mail. Refer Section 5 for the list of engagement and promotional activities and levels of participation 
(Table 1: Community Engagement Activity, p 6).  
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Figure 1: Community Engagement Catchment direct mailout area 



Table 1: Community Engagement Activity 
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What Engagement activity Details Participants 
Consultation 
promotion 
 

Your Say Charles Sturt  
project update email campaign – 
Woodville South - Traffic Safety 
Improvements 

News Update email campaign sent on 22 June 2026 Sent to 78 project followers 
70 opened (89.7%%) 
58 click-through (74.4%) 

Local Area Direct Notification Maildrop to 824 properties and posted to 175 absent property 
owners within the catchment area (refer Figure 1, pg. 5) 

- 

Your Say Charles Sturt 
Project Page 

Your Say Charles Sturt online 
project page – Woodville South 
– Traffic Safety Improvements 

https://www.yoursaycharlessturt.com.au/woodvillesouthtraffic 
Open to everyone 
 
Project Online – 22 June to 20 July  

663 page views 
397 page visits 
293 unique visitors 
47 project followers  

Feedback and 
Submissions Received 

Online community survey (Your 
Say Charles Sturt), email and 
hardcopy submissions 

22 June 2026 to 20 July 2026 
 

79 online contributions  
3 hard copy feedback forms 
received  
5 written submissions 

Community Drop-in 
session 

Face to Face session 
 

Woodville District Cricket Club, Wednesday 8 July 2026 31 attendees (26 comments) 
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Table 2: Preference by Street 
This table (Table 2) summarises the preferences expressed by respondents across the six ‘Glen’ Streets and other 
nearby streets, based on the street where the respondent resides.  

Street Name 

Scenario 1 
– Diagonal 
Road 
Closures 

Scenario 2 – 
Raised 
Intersections 
& Traffic 
Calming 

No 
Preference Total Key Sentiment 

GlenRowan 
Street 3 7 1 11 

Predominantly concerned about losing safe 
access to Findon Road/Woodville Road 
traffic lights under Scenario 1. Residents 
value the alternative route via Connor Ave 
and Glen Rowan to avoid dangerous right 
turns onto Findon Road. General support for 
calming measures that maintain 
accessibility. 

Glengarry 
Street 5 7 0 12 

Mixed but engaged sentiment. Scenario 2 
supporters cite speeding concerns between 
Findon Rd and Connor Ave. Scenario 1 
supporters want to reduce crash frequency 
at Connor Ave intersections. Strong 
concerns about dangerous parking near 
Findon Rd corner and poor intersection 
sightlines. 

Glenhuntley 
Street 3 4 0 7 

Cautiously supportive of improvements but 
concerned that Scenario 1 may turn 
Glenhuntley into a bypass route, increasing 
traffic volumes. Some fear a "race track" 
effect if diagonal closures redirect vehicles 
onto their street. 

GlenEira 
Street 3 2 0 5 

The only street where Scenario 1 was 
marginally preferred. Residents strongly 
motivated by desire to reduce cut-through 
traffic volumes and improve pedestrian 
safety near the café precinct and oval. 
However, those supporting Scenario 2 are 
strongly opposed to speed humps directly 
outside their properties, citing noise and 
parking loss. 

Glenlossie 
Street 1 1 0 2 

Evenly split with low response numbers. 
Frustration that Glen Lossie Street has been 
excluded from the project scope entirely, 
with residents arguing it faces the same 
traffic and safety issues as other Glen 
Streets. 

Glenavon 
Street 1 3 0 4 

Strongly opposed to any changes that divert 
additional traffic onto their street. Residents 
report existing speeding and hoon driving 
issues (including tyre burn marks) and feel 
their street is already under pressure. 
Sentiment is defensive and protective of 
current amenity. 

Grampian 
Street 1 1 0 2 

Evenly split with low response numbers. Key 
concern is speeding vehicles coming from 
Glen Lossie Street around the bend onto 
Grampian Street. Requests for Glen Lossie to 
be included in traffic treatments. 
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Angus 
Street 0 1 0 1 

Single respondent focused primarily on 
hospital staff parking overwhelming the 
street, particularly on weekends. Calls for 
the TQEH car park to be made free for staff 
to alleviate residential street parking 
pressure. 

Oval Avenue 2 4 0 6 

Generally supportive of improvements, with 
a focus on pedestrian safety and the 
dangerous Port Road/Oval Avenue 
intersection. Long-term residents frustrated 
by years of unresolved parking issues. Strong 
support for raised intersections with 
integrated pedestrian crossings along Oval 
Avenue. 

Connor 
Avenue 1 3 0 4 

Leaning toward Scenario 2 but with nuanced 
views. Concerns raised about emergency 
services access under Scenario 1, particularly 
for the QEH. Some residents highlight the 
difficulty of exiting driveways due to illegal 
parking. 

 
Table 3: Respondent Issues by Street  
The themes in this table have been compiled from all feedback received, including online submissions, written 
submissions and comments recorded at the community drop-in session. Issues have been grouped by the street 
referenced in the feedback and do not necessarily reflect the street of residence of the respondent. 
 

Street / area Source 
evidence 

Main issues raised Suggested actions / design 
implications 

Project-wide 
/ all streets 

Online; 
Written; Drop-
in 

Risk of shifting rat-running to the 
next street; parking and compliance; 
concern that broad treatments may 
not address navigation-app routing; 
mixed confidence in the survey and 
options. 

Use an area-wide traffic review; stage 
or trial treatments; monitor before 
and after; pursue navigation-app 
routing changes; strengthen parking 
enforcement and retain practical local 
access. 

Angus Street Online Weekend and hospital-related 
parking occupies both sides; concern 
that Glen street treatments will 
increase traffic volume and speed on 
Angus Street. 

Review weekend restrictions and 
hospital staff parking; monitor 
displaced traffic; consider a closure or 
other targeted treatment near Angus 
Street if impacts are confirmed. 

Cedar 
Avenue 

Online Scenario 1 may reduce access from 
Findon Road; concern about hump 
noise, speeding and repeated illegal 
parking over yellow lines. 

Preserve resident access; minimise 
non-intersection humps; increase 
parking enforcement and speed 
compliance activity. 

Connor 
Avenue 

Online; Drop-
in 

Poor sight lines, crashes and near 
misses at Glen street intersections; 
parking constricts movement; 
Scenario 1 may affect local and 
emergency access; stop/give-way 
controls are not visible enough. 

Extend no-parking approaches and 
compliance checks; improve stop 
signs, fluorescent markings or LEDs; 
consult emergency services; favour 
raised intersections over stand-alone 
humps where calming is used. 

Curtis Street Online — 
named nearby 
road 

Concern that the proposal will 
transfer additional traffic volume and 
speed to Curtis Street. 

Include Curtis Street in displacement 
monitoring and apply a targeted 
treatment only if post-change data 
confirms an impact. 
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Glen Eira 
Street 

Online Cut-through traffic, speeding, 
parking congestion, blocked 
driveways and poor sight lines; 
concern about crashes, emergency 
access, noise and parking loss from 
some calming devices. 

Consider turn restrictions from Findon 
Road, permit or timed parking, longer 
corner clearways, clearer stop controls 
and targeted raised platforms or slow 
points that avoid driveways. 

Glen Lossie 
Street 

Online Perceived exclusion from the project; 
speeding and cut-through traffic; 
current one-way arrangement may 
divert vehicles to Glenavon Street; 
concern that isolated closures shift 
rather than solve the issue. 

Include the street in scope; consider a 
raised pedestrian treatment near the 
bend; review the one-way network 
and street naming; undertake an area-
wide monitored trial. 

Glen Rowan 
Street 

Online; 
Written; Drop-
in 

Loss of access to the 
Findon/Woodville traffic lights under 
Scenario 1; parking across driveways 
and unclear no-parking controls; 
safety at Connor Avenue. 

Add visible yellow lines and clearer 
signs, consider permit parking, provide 
a visible stop control at Connor 
Avenue and retain safe access to 
signalised routes. 

Glenavon 
Street 

Online Concern that closures will divert 
traffic to an already busy street; 
speeding and hoon driving continue 
despite existing humps; amenity and 
maintenance concerns. 

Avoid transferring traffic; use targeted 
enforcement and monitored calming 
at demonstrated hotspots; keep 
pedestrian crossings limited to priority 
locations. 

Glengarry 
Street 

Online; 
Written; Drop-
in 

Parking on both sides narrows the 
street and blocks sight lines at 
Findon Road and Connor Avenue; 
speeding and rat-running; concern 
about losing access to the Glen 
Rowan traffic lights and about 
flood/noise impacts. 

Trial one-side or event-day parking, 
extend yellow lines, improve stop 
controls, add local-traffic signage, 
combine slow points with selected 
humps where needed and preserve 
bicycle/local access. 

Glenhuntley 
Street 

Online; 
Written; Drop-
in 

Scenario 1 may cause backtracking 
and delay emergency access; 
concern about diverted traffic and 
speeding; uncertainty over 
intersection priority and treatment 
effectiveness. 

Prefer targeted flat-top or single-lane 
treatments, assess roundabouts or 
clearer stop controls, retain access to 
signalised routes and monitor traffic 
before adding further calming. 

Grampian 
Street 

Online Vehicles speed around the Glen 
Lossie bend into Grampian Street; a 
hump on the short Grampian section 
itself may be unnecessary and could 
affect driveways. 

Place any calming at the bend or Glen 
Lossie approach rather than broadly 
along Grampian Street, with driveway 
impacts checked in design. 

Koolunda 
Avenue 

Online Feedback is mixed: one comment 
considers the nearby streets already 
narrow and naturally slowed by 
parking and questions five additional 
disruptions. 

Avoid blanket treatment; retain the 
existing layout unless measured 
evidence supports a targeted hotspot 
intervention. 

Ledger Road Online Poor road condition and long-
standing maintenance concerns; fear 
that displaced traffic will worsen 
safety on a road with limited 
capacity. 

Include Ledger Road in network impact 
assessment and address maintenance 
and capacity risks before traffic is 
redirected. 

Oval Avenue 
/ Port Road 

Online; 
Written 

Dangerous crossing and turning 
movements, crashes and near 
misses, parking close to Port Road, 
speeding and cut-through traffic; 
concern that five raised treatments 
or crossings may be excessive. 

Prioritise the intersection review; 
consider signals and no-standing near 
Port Road; use two or three targeted 
raised treatments or crossings; locate 
pedestrian facilities away from unsafe 
junction positions and serve the 
playground. 
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Port Road & Oval Avenue 
Intersection Safety 

Respondents identified the Port Road/Oval Avenue intersection as a dangerous 
location requiring urgent attention and asked that it be addressed as part of the 
wider traffic solution. 

Parking Concerns Concerns include loss of on-street parking under Scenario 1, hospital staff using 
residential parking, vehicles obstructing intersection sightlines and calls for 
resident permit parking. 

Speeding & Dangerous 
Driving 

Residents reported speeding, hoon driving and near misses. There is broad 
agreement that intervention is needed, even among respondents who disagree 
on the preferred solution. 

Traffic Calming Treatment 
Preferences 

Scenario 2 supporters clearly prefer flat-top raised platforms over Watts profile 
speed humps, mainly because of concerns about noise, parking loss and 
appearance. 

Broader Network Concerns Respondents warned that changes in the Glen streets may divert traffic to 
Glenavon Street, Angus Street, Cedar Avenue and Glen Lossie Street, supporting 
an area-wide traffic review. 

Council Accountability & 
Process Frustration 

Some residents expressed frustration with the consultation process, council 
responsiveness, survey design and the perceived fairness of ratepayer funding 
across the suburb. 

Aesthetics & Liveability Several respondents, particularly Scenario 1 supporters, saw an opportunity to 
improve street appearance and liveability through landscaping and additional 
green space. 

 
Refer to Appendix A for verbatim comments 
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Community 
Member 5 

The submitter raises concerns 
about cut-through traffic, heavy 
vehicles, development-related 
congestion and parking 
pressures across the project 
area. 

• Navigation apps may direct traffic through the ‘Glen’ 
streets to bypass traffic lights and pedestrian crossings. 
• Reports heavy vehicles using residential streets as 
shortcuts. 
• Requests an area-wide review of routes promoted by 
navigation apps. 
• Suggests engagement with Meta regarding alternative 
route guidance. 
• Warns that development and gym activity may increase 
traffic and parking pressure near Oval Avenue. 
• Suggests trial closures or removable/temporary bollards 
at Oval Avenue and Koolunda Street. 

 
4.3 Community Drop-In feedback  

We held a community drop-in sesssion on Wednesday 8 July, at the Woodville District Cricket Club, off Oval 
Avenue. We had over 31 attend the session and provide their comments about the traffic proposals.  
 
We received 26 comments at this session. A summary is provided below, with verbatim comments 
available in Appendix D.  
 
Scenario 1 – Diagonal Half Road Closure 
 

• Feedback on Scenario 1 is divided: some strongly support it as innovative and safer, while others 
oppose it due to access impacts. 

• Supporters believe diagonal closures could reduce crashes and near misses. 
• Residents are concerned about losing convenient access to traffic lights on Woodville and Findon 

Roads. 
• Emergency and fire-truck access to the hospital may be restricted or delayed. 
• Some fear traffic will simply shift to neighbouring streets, especially while navigation apps continue 

directing vehicles through the area. 
• Parking removal and restrictions on Connor Avenue are unclear and are a major concern. 

 
What people want: 

• Address parking alongside any Scenario 1 changes. 
• Clearly confirm where parking will be removed. 
• Keep vehicles at least 40 metres from intersections and away from driveways. 
• Add parking lines and increase compliance enforcement. 
• Preserve practical access to signalised intersections. 
• Consult emergency services before restricting routes. 
• Improve give-way visibility using brighter paint, LEDs and clearer road markings. 
• Prevent traffic from merely being displaced to adjacent streets. 
• Work with navigation providers (GPS/Google Maps) to redirect through-traffic away from 

residential streets. 
 
Scenario 2 – Raised Intersections, with traffic calming 
 

• Raised intersections: Some support, but people want fewer—perhaps only one or two in targeted 
locations. 

• Speed humps: Viewed as ineffective; respondents generally do not want them. 
• Stop signs: Install larger, clearer and more visible stop signs at Connor Avenue intersections with 

Glenrowan, Glengarry and Glenhuntley. 
• Parking restrictions: Extend no-parking areas along Connor Avenue and entrances to the Glen 

streets so vehicles can pass safely. 
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• Parking enforcement: Increase compliance checks on Connor Avenue. 
• Zebra crossings: Avoid placing crossings to the left of T-junctions due to perceived safety risks. 
• School-zone markings: Repaint markings outside Adelaide Miethke Kindergarten. 

 
What people want: 

• targeted safety improvements 
• clearer signs and markings 
• stronger parking controls—not numerous speed humps or raised crossings. 

 
Figure 6: Community Drop-In photos 
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4.4 Summary  

Community feedback demonstrates broad support for addressing traffic and pedestrian safety issues within 
the Woodville South precinct. Respondents acknowledged concerns relating to speeding, cut-through 
traffic, intersection safety and pedestrian safety, particularly around Oval Avenue and the Port Road/Oval 
Avenue intersection. 
 
However, views were mixed regarding the most appropriate solution for the Glen streets. While Scenario 2 
(raised intersections and traffic calming) was selected more frequently than Scenario 1 (diagonal road 
closures), the results do not demonstrate a clear consensus or overwhelming support for either option. 
Preferences varied across the precinct, and concerns were raised about the potential impacts and 
unintended consequences of both scenarios. 
 
Parking emerged as one of the most consistent themes across all engagement activities. Respondents 
raised concerns about the potential loss of on-street parking, hospital staff parking, visibility and safety 
issues caused by parked vehicles near intersections, and the need for increased parking enforcement and 
compliance. Many residents were also concerned about maintaining convenient local access and avoiding 
the displacement of traffic to neighbouring streets. 
 
There was stronger alignment regarding the need to improve safety on Oval Avenue, particularly for 
pedestrians. Respondents generally supported measures that combine traffic calming with improved 
pedestrian connectivity and safer crossing opportunities, while seeking targeted and proportionate 
treatments that minimise impacts on parking and local access. 
 
Overall, the findings indicate support for further action to improve traffic and pedestrian safety in the area. 
However, the feedback suggests any future design development should carefully consider parking, local 
access, traffic displacement and broader network impacts alongside traffic safety outcomes. 
 

5. Next steps 

This report will be added to a Council report for consideration by the Strategic and Engagement Committee 
in October 2026. The Committee will determine the outcome of the proposed traffic control devices for the 
Woodville South precinct. Following this, the minutes will be referred to the Full Council meeting the 
following week. 

Findings of this engagement and any future project updates, including Council report recommendations, 
will be provided directly to consultation participants and Your Say Charles Sturt project followers.  Project 
updates will also be available to the broader community by visiting the Your Say Charles Sturt project page 
or by contacting Council directly. 
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APPENDIX a:  Community sentiment – Online survey verbatim comments 
 

Contribution 
ID Do you have any further comments about the proposed traffic safety improvements? 

26254 

We strongly oppose the proposed diagonal closures of Connor Ave intersections in scenario 1. 
 
This proposal will not achieve its stated objective of reducing through traffic. Instead, it will simply create a race track chicane scenario and redistribute traffic 
onto surrounding residential streets. The eastern section of Glenhuntley Street and the western section of Glengarry Street are very likely to experience 
increased traffic volumes as motorists adjust their routes. The traffic lights at the end of Glen Rowan St make this street unlikely to be used so Glengarry and 
Glenhuntley will have even more traffic ! The only ones who may have benefit are those at the eastern end of Glengarry and the Western end of Glenhuntley. 
 
Connor Ave was never designed to accommodate higher traffic volumes. It is a relatively narrow residential street, and directing additional vehicles through it 
will have negative impacts on residents, safety, and amenity.  
 
The proposal also fails to address the underlying issue of rat-running. Drivers seeking access to Findon Road will not simply stop using local streets- they will 
adapt by making two additional turns to reach the same destination. As a result, the proposal shifts the problem rather than solving it. 
 
The houses on the intersections of the Connor Ave will also likely face reduced property or redevelopment potential with this option. The outside corner of the 
chicanes will most certainly have cars crash into their front fences as they fail to make the turn.  
 
We urge the Council to reject the diagonal closure proposal and instead investigate measures that address speeding and unsafe driving without merely 
transferring traffic impacts from one residential street to another. 
 
I urge Council to spend 30 mins in peak hour observing the traffic situation at the Connor St intersections. The give way signs should never have been relocated 
as it is an unnatural and unexpected location for a give way (ie on a minor street) and there are many near misses every day. 
 
Cars need no be kept on the main roads through restrictions to access (Glen streets from Findon Road, and Oval Ave from Port Road) rather than attempt to 
calm traffic once they enter these streets that are quiet residential areas not designed for race-like cut through.  
 
The Council needs to pressure the Government to make the multi storey carpark at the TQEH free for staff. How does a facility meets its required car parking 
ratio if the car parks are not free for staff use? 

26253 

Parking is a problem in Angus St, especially on weekends when no parking restrictions apply. Hospital staff park all day taking up all the spaces on both sides of 
the street.  
Hospital staff should not have to pay to use the staff parking stations especially at night or on weekends. The hospital car parking station appears mostly 
empty on weekends as staff have chosen local streets to avoid paying to park. I feel it is unsafe for staff to be walking the streets at night back to their cars to 
save on parking fees. Use of parking station should be free for staff and hospital visitors. This would free up parking spaces for family visitors and for football 
oval attendees. 
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26252 

I think the main focus should be to discourage through traffic rather than to just slow it down. The increase in traffic has increased significantly since the speed 
limit on Woodville Rd in front of the hospital was changed from 50 to 40 kph. The timing of the traffic lights at the intersection of woodville rd with findon and 
port road need to be changed to make it preferable to use rather than using the glen streets and oval ave as short cuts. Also the intersection of Oval Ave and 
Port Rd is a black spot that also needs to be addressed as part of these improvements. 

26251 

Consideration should be given to stopping right hand turns into Glen Eira Street from Findon rd. Due to the increased number of cars parked in the street 7 
days per week this would reduce traffic cutting through this congestion.  
The council have contributed to the congestion of the Glen streets by approving the demolition of single houses and replacing with 2 or 3 houses on the block 
that once had one house in place. The new properties do not have enough off street parking and hence the parking issues. 
To reduce hospital staff parking in the Glen streets and Connor Ave parking should be 2 hours only Mon - Fri 9-5pm. All residents should be provided with 
resident permit parking in all these streets.  
The double sided parking up to the corners/intersections of all the streets contributes to the frequent road accidents at these intersections. 

26250 

I appreciate the need to slow traffic but I work in the city, blocking my connection up GlenRowan to Oval avenue and Port road affects my run to work - I 
appreciate making me use Woodville road would be an aim but its SOOO slow to wait at the lights and then go past the hospital at 40 and hit so many 
pedestrian crossings. I'd appreciate adding a set of lights at oval avenue / port road to allow traffic to cross, especially with the new housing development 
being built there. My husband takes the kids to school along findon road so blocking our ability to access the other side streets is not great either. I would love 
to have the added greenery of the half road closures but not the traffic chaos they would bring 

26246 

I completely FORMALLY oppose this project. I demand a complete cessation of all structural traffic changes due to unresolved flooding, noise, and gridlock 
risks. 
 
This project Will make floodiing problems worse for this property, and will cause excessive noise to be diverted along the side of the house. 
 
NOTE: THE WEB PAGE FORCES TO CHOOSE FROM OPTIONS. FORCING SOMEONE TO CHOOSE ANY OPTION THAT THEY ARE AGAINST IS NOT REASONABLE. I AM 
FORCED TO CHOOSE 'NO PREFENCE' IN ORDER TO LODGE A ONLINE FORM. I DO SO ONLY UNDER DURESS. AS NO OTHER OPTION IS AVAILABLE 

26245 

This survey is flawed in that "none of the above" is an option and is forcing one or the other. Many resident want neither and yet this is not an option. I will be 
doing a deputation on this as it was also highlighted after the last survey. This is a deliberate attempt to force an agenda. I have only chose as I have been 
forced to do so 

26244 

As a resident of Glenavon Street, and speaking with many of my neighbours, I am strongly opposed to any changes that would result in increased traffic being 
diverted onto our street. 
 
Glenavon Street is already busy enough, and despite the existing speed humps, we regularly experience drivers travelling well above the speed limit. Diverting 
additional traffic onto our street would significantly reduce the safety and amenity of the neighbourhood for residents. 
 
More concerning is that dangerous driving already occurs here. On the evening of Wednesday, 15 July, there was hoon driving on Glenavon Street, leaving 
visible tyre burn marks along the road. This demonstrates that speeding and reckless driving are already an issue and should not be made worse by redirecting 
more vehicles through our street. 
 
Our street is currently a relatively safe and quiet residential street, and we do not want to see that changed by simply moving the traffic problem from one 
area to another. 
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26242 Local traffic only signage on every street affected. 

26240 

This submission is on behalf of the  Our preference is "2" due to the need for ratepayers from Woodville West, Seaton etc to 
access Woodville Oval precinct, therefore slow points is good but exclusion is not.  
Wombat crossings will slow traffic as required. 

26239 

As residents of  we are concerned about several traffic and safety issues affecting our neighbourhood. These include excessive vehicle speeds, 
limited on-street parking, poor driver behaviour, increasing levels of cut-through traffic, and the safety of the Port Road and Oval Avenue intersection, which 
we believe requires urgent attention. 
 
Our first preference is Scenario 1. 
However, our main concern with this option is that the proposed diversion routes could effectively become race tracks, particularly along Glen Huntly Street 
and Glen Garry Street, but also Glen Eira Street and Glen Rowan Street. Once drivers become familiar with the changes and realise they can continue through 
the bends without giving way, we are concerned this may do little to discourage cut-through traffic. Instead, it may simply shift traffic onto these streets while 
encouraging higher speeds. 
 
If Scenario 2 is considered, we are strongly opposed to installing speed humps or other treatments directly outside our property at  for the 
following reasons: 
• Noise: Vehicles often accelerate towards speed humps, brake heavily, thump over the hump, and then accelerate again. This creates significantly more noise 
than normal traffic. 
• Impact on us: Our bedroom is at the front of the house, and being subjected to this noise throughout the night would have a considerable impact on our 
sleep and quality of life. 
• Loss of parking: On-street parking is already extremely limited due to the nearby café, tattoo studio and hair salon. Our family and visitors frequently struggle 
to find parking close to our home. This is particularly difficult when our elderly mother visits, as she often has to park a considerable distance away or we need 
to move one of our own vehicles to allow her to access our driveway. 
 
If the majority of residents support raised intersections, our preference would be for flat-top raised platforms rather than the other options, especially the 
Watts profile speed humps. Our understanding is that flat-top platforms generate less noise, provide a smoother crossing, and do not result in the same loss of 
on-street parking. However, we would still prefer that no traffic-calming device be installed directly in front of our home. 
 
We support installing raised platforms at all Connor Street and Glen Street intersections. I drive through the raised platforms on George Street and Main Street 
in Beverley almost every day and have observed that this treatment is generally well respected by drivers and is effective in reducing speeds. 
 
We also believe the existing Give Way signs at the intersections should be replaced with Stop signs. There have already been accidents at these intersections, 
and we have personally experienced several near misses caused by poor driver behaviour. We wonder whether some drivers become confused because the 
Give Way control is not immediately obvious. Stop signs would require drivers to slow significantly, and even where drivers perform a rolling stop rather than a 
complete stop, they would still be travelling at a much safer speed, reducing the likelihood and severity of collisions. 
 
We suggest installing local traffic only signage at the Findon Road and Oval Avenue entrances to all Glen Streets, with operating times of 6:00–9:00 am and 
3:00–6:00 pm, to discourage rat-running and improve safety and amenity for local residents and visitors. 
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Oval Avenue is also used at excessive speeds. Of the proposed treatment options for Oval Avenue, Option 2 is our preferred solution as it also includes 
considerations for pedestrians. 
 
Lastly, we look forward to hearing the findings of the independent traffic assessment being undertaken by the external traffic consultant for the Port Road and 
Oval Avenue intersection. This intersection has become increasingly dangerous over time and should be treated as a priority before a serious or fatal crash 
occurs. We hope the assessment results in practical recommendations that can be presented to the Department for Infrastructure and Transport (DIT). 
 
In summary: 
• Our preferred option is Scenario 1. 
• We oppose any speed hump or treatment being installed directly outside 47 Glen Eira Street. 
• If raised intersections are supported by the community, we prefer flat-top raised platforms over Watts profile humps. 
• Replace the existing Give Way signs with Stop signs at key intersections. 
• Install raised platforms at the Connor Street and Glen Street intersections. 
• Our preferred treatment for Oval Avenue is Option 2. 
• Install Local Traffic Only signage at the Findon Road and Oval Avenue entrances to all Glen Streets (6:00–9:00 am and 3:00–6:00 pm) to reduce rat-running 
and improve local safety. 

26238 
Scenario 1 - Diagonal Road Closures will also prevent parked cars from blocking our driveway which has been reported to council on numerous occasions. In 
addition, it will mitigate the visibility/safety issues that are currently present when crossing the Glen Streets/Connor Ave intersections. 

26237 

Option 1 will create major bottle necks near the corners especially when football is on at the oval. It also doesn't stop hoons racing down the streets off Findon 
Rd and I can see accidents occurring at the Connor Ave corners. More parking spaces will also be lost if Option 1 is implemented. As a frequent user of these 
streets to access the tennis courts and also the oval on football days if option 2 is implemented I would like to see stop signs on Connor Ave rather than the 
give way signs on the Glen Streets due to the sight lines at these intersections. 

26234 

Any finalization of this traffic safety improvement should be placed on hold until concerns about the Port Road intersection at Oval Avenue and Park Street 
South are fully resolved.  Both intersection are dangerous and influence behaviors that impact Woodville South traffic. 
 
I frequently visit family in Glenhuntley Street (Near Connor Ave, entering from Oval Ave) and at times leave the area via the traffic lights at Glen Rowan 
Rd/Findon Road/Woodville Road to avoid using Oval Avenue/Port Road crossing as I fear that intersection will cause a death at some point due to poor traffic 
flow/behaviors/design.   
 
If Diagonal Road Closure were implement it would significantly make it harder to leave the area safely.  Implementation of Raised Intersections & Traffic 
Calming would not make it harder to leave the area safely. 
 
Possible changes to Port Road intersection at Oval Avenue and Park Street South may also have a positive impact on reducing flow through Woodville South 
streets. 
 
Woodville South Traffic Safety Improvements must be placed on hold and considered in context of Port Road intersection at Oval Avenue and Park Street 
South.  All needs to be considered together as one will impact the other project.   
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  its a beautiful street and had the same issues as the glen streets it was a cut thought.  To solve this issue they came up an idea that you 
haven't recommended.  they have the diagonal type option but with a angled single - lane slow point that cars can pass through.  along with some nice 
landscaping this looks good and from what my friend tells me has worked very well. 
 
with the options you have given i recommend the flat top single lane slow point and or angled single laned slow points done in a manner that adds value to the 
streets and is done in such a way that blends into the street with the required landscaping to add trees and shrubs to give it a premium look and feel.  If you 
add just watts profile speed humps to me that would look cheap and devalue the streets. 

26083 I am totally against Scenario 1 as it will cause to much disruption. Many people I have spoken with on my street disagree with this idea. 

26082 

I would like to express my support for Scenario 2, which slows traffic while maintaining access through the area rather than restricting movement. 
 
I believe this option achieves the desired safety outcomes without unnecessarily impacting current residents who rely on these back streets for safe and 
practical access. 
 
If Scenario 1 were implemented, I would personally need to zig-zag and backtrack through the Glens when collecting a work colleague on my way to work, due 
to the proposed closure. This would create unnecessary inconvenience and potentially shift traffic pressures onto surrounding streets. 
 
Scenario 2 provides a more balanced solution by improving safety while still allowing the community to move through the area efficiently. 
*Any traffic solution in scenario 2 is better than scenario 1 
 
PS. love the work you all do. Some great improvements in the pipeline (This and the oval playground) 

26081 

I commend council's efforts in working with the local community and responding to the wide variety of opinions and priorities. The solutions offered won't 
solve every problem, but will go a long way in improving the safety of our streets. 
 
Can some consideration be given to allowing bicycle traffic through street closures when in the design phase. 

26080 This just needs to happen, enough discussion. The parking issues must also be addressed. 

26030 

These measures should also be implemented on Glen Lossie and Glenavon. 
 
I own a property at  and notice people drive down Glen Lossie Street (from the footy oval) and come around the bend onto Grampian street 
at probably more than 40km/h. 
 
Grampian Street itself doesn't need speed bumps as its quiet a short street, but potentially putting a speed bump on the bend or at end of Glen Lossie may 
help. 
 
Please also consider the placement of speed bumps so it does not impact driveways of future subdivisions. 

26026 Happy for either just need less traffic and slower. Would love speed humps on glengarry street also 

26022 
I have raised this issue once before about the traffic coming from Findon rd. and trimmer pde cutting through to port road and the council is doing nothing but 
looking after the other glen streets even down to the beatification of the other glens why is it so ? 
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Grampian road should be renamed glen Lossie street and the current glen Lossie from Grampian should be renamed to Connor Ave/st that would be a good 
start, and put raised pavement with pedestrian facility, the traffic of a morning and late evening all exceed the speed limits. I AM A RATE PAYER AND DESERVE 
SOME JUSTICE !!!! 

26019 

I am appalled that these 'improvements' are going ahead when Ledger Road has had NO maintenance or improvement in 15 years, continues to deteriorate 
and poses significant safety risks to residents, visitors and the businesses who try to use the road on a daily basis.  
How the Council can justify using rate payer money to 'improve the safety' of side streets used only by residents, hospital staff or visitors to football matches, 
who don't want to pay for car parking is quite frankly outrageous. 
Let me guess, Council staff, Councillors or constituents live on these streets?  
An absolute joke.  
All these 'improvements' will do is kick the can down the road and further decrease the safety and increase the volume of traffic on roads like Ledger, which 
has zero capacity to support.   
Disgraceful. 

26015 Only having 1 or 2  pedestrian crossings down oval ave instead of having one at each of the glens. 

25995 
Glen Lossie Street needs to be included in this work. It is part of the area. It is just as relevant to speed restriction and safety for the residents of the area. I 
can’t understand why it had been excluded. 

25982 

We are at so we are west of Connor Ave. Currently, when wishing to head north onto Findon Road or onto Woodville Road, we avoid the 
difficulties of turning right onto Findon Road into the heavy traffic which banks up south of the Glengarry St.  
We have, for some years now, chosen the safer route of turning left into Connor Ave and left again into Glen Rowan Rd to access the traffic lights at the 
intersection with Woodville Rd and Findon Rd. 
Scenario 1 makes this safe route impossible for us and any other residents of the area who live west of Connor Ave. For this reason we much prefer Scenario 2. 

25976 

I think maintaining ease of access for local residents need to be at the forefront of any developments. Scenario 1 would make it difficult for residents of Cedar 
Avenue to enter from Findon Road way, and would require entry to Cedar Avenue from Church Street, a very narrow tight street off of Woodville Road. In 
scenario 2 traffic calming treatments would create excess noise from cars speeding up and slowing down for residents near the road humps, consider 
minimising the number of humps not at intersections. Maintaining as much existing street parking is paramount given the use of street parking for residents, 
hospital visitors/staff, football oval visitors. 

25958 

Diagonal Road Closures will not prevent people driving down those streets, it will just make people slow down at the intersections. 
I don't see any problems on Glen Lossie street at the rear of the oval other than cars driving faster than usual. The one way traffic causes Glen Avon street to 
be busier as cars cannot travel east on Glen lossie and need to travel on Glen AVON instead.  
A new traffic management review for the entire area from port road to Findon Road is required, 
I recommend opening all streets back up including those that have been blocked off, review the area for 6-12 months then create a plan. Blocking of a street, 
putting in road humps/diagnol road closures are only diverting traffic and creating another problem, just what has happened here. 
Oval and port road intersection need to have NO STANDING on both sides of the road 

25938 

I do not support option one by itself as whilst it may reduce the cut through traffic, it won’t necessarily reduce speeding by itself. I would be happy with any of 
the proposed traffic calming measures as they will reduce both speeding and volume. My preference is for the angled one lane slow points combined with the 
watts profile speed humps. 

25907 

Strongly recommend half road closures. Raised intersections and calming traffic scenarios will not decrease traffic.  I would also suggest renaming streets to 
include East or West pending in what side of the closure.   
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Port Rd and oval ave intersection absolutely needs to be reviewed. It is dangerous and I have been witness to multiple near misses. Also, the car parking along 
oval avenue between Edward st and port rd contributes to the hazard. This hazard will further be exacerbated by the new development on the corner of oval 
ave and port rd which will increase traffic at the intersection and on Oval ave near Port Rd. 

25876 Please add pedestrian crossings away from intersections and provision one for proposed playground 

25844 

I believe both options should be installed simultaneously. The Connor St intersection is dangerous - it is impossible to see traffic coming (when travelling on 
Glengarry) due to the allowed parking arrangements. I take my kids to school every day and simply have to 'guess' if a car is coming along Connor (from my 
left, when I'm heading towards Oval Ave on Glengarry). The issue with just installing the diagonal half-road closure(s) at Connor is that it will not slow traffic 
travelling between Findon and Connor (travelling on Glengarry) - so our house  will not enjoy any relief from speeding 
cars. I work at home and look out on the street every single day. The speeding is out of control and I don't believe we've ever had a speed detection device on 
the Findon side of Connor (on Glengarry St). As such, cut through and local traffic will simply brake hard as they arrive at Connor intersections. The 'Findon' 
road side of Connor (on Glengarry) is quite wide - this simply encourages the speeding. As such, I vote for both options to be used together - both to slow and 
reduce traffic, as well as fix the issue with visibility of oncoming cars at Connor. Loss of parking isn't an issue to me - there are already strange parking controls 
in place anyway (noting they are rarely / unfairly / sporadically enforced). 

25843 

no body adheres to the 40kph speed limit. should have sapol doing random cameras there. also the parking is a joke, you have been saying for 10 years you 
are working on it. yet have done nothing. Cedar ave constantly has people illegal parking, if i worked for you i would make thousands a week in fines for illegal 
parking over yellow lines etc. we pay enormous rates, what are you doing about it? nothing i suspect as ususal. its a joke. you cant even pick up bins, every 
week nearly one of the bins gets missed 

25827 

i reside at  i would appreciate if there would be some way we could have parking on that street if that’s a permit only or something i’m 
not sure but it’s a major inconvenience and especially when it is night/ early morning you have random cars parked inline with our driveway. illegal i suggest 
that the side on our side of the road where there is only one driveway is a permit only zone for the three houses on that part of connor avenue it makes it 
extremely difficult to exit our one car drive way when people are park there and trying to not hit them is very difficult.  
 
i also could suggest for all the streets to have parking on one side of the road?? 
 
i am also highly against senario one as it would make it a maze to get out of the neighbourhood. 

25825 

Please do not implement the raised intersections and traffic calming measures (Scenario 2). The streets in Glen are already narrow, and on-street parking is 
extremely limited due to the nearby hospital and oval. 
 
Adding raised intersections and traffic calming devices will further reduce the number of available parking spaces and restrict the flow of traffic, as these 
treatments often narrow roads to a single lane. 
 
This proposal is likely to create increased congestion, particularly on game days at the oval and during busy periods at the hospital. Rather than improving 
safety, it could increase traffic delays, driver frustration, and the risk of accidents in the area. 

25816 

I live on  so I use ‘the Glens’ quite frequently when driving. I strongly support Option 2 for the following reasons.  
 
1. QEH staff parking affecting local streets. As street parking has become a premium now, I can’t see why Option 1 would be considered if it removes up to 30 
on street car parks.  
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2. Diverting traffic would surely create more problems with cars turning around once they discover they can’t get out. Especially near the QEH. Surely ‘road 
calming’ procedures would make the most sense to curb traffic enthusiasm but keep the streets useable for local traffic. 
 
3. I would have to assume Option 1 allows for emergency services vehicles to drive through and not around these street closures? Would be disastrous to have 
a medical or fire emergency delayed because of these blockages.  
 
As for Oval Ave., anything would be better than what we have currently. Raised pavement with pedestrian seems to strike the right balance of calming 
speeding motorists and giving pedestrians (and their dogs) a chance to cross the road safely. It would help on match days too.  
 

 

25815 

The council wants our streets to be safer. 
These proposals may improve safety but why not also  introduce parking on only one side of road at all times. 
At least do a 3-6 months trial to access. 
Thank you 

25808 

Closing off Connor Ave as proposed is a much more sensible option than speed humps as it will have a meaningful impact on the amount of accidents at the 
intersection of the Glens and Connor.  and the amount of crashes we hear at night is crazy - this option should stop 
this.  
 
I also think it will totally deter the rat run from Findon Rd to Port Rd and stop the number of cars interacting with pedestrians visiting the cafe and the Oval 
along Glen Eira. 
 
Bonus point for making this option aesthetically more pleasing to an area that is now buzzing with people (cafes and oval) and I love that it gives more options 
to plant trees! 
 
Looking forward to a safer and more beautiful street. 

25796 

There is nothing wrong with these streets - they don't need additional traffic calming measures with the existing intersections marked as they are and cars on 
either side. Traffic doesn't go down these at ridiculous speeds.  
Additionally Oval Avenue doesn't need anything done to it. It's fine as it is. There's no need for five intersections to be disrupted. It's not like there are crowds 
everywhere in the olden days when there were sand full games. The streets are already narrow enough and have enough crossings in the middle that traffic 
speeds are kept in check.  
 
Can we please stop spending ratepayer money on unnecessary capital improvements like new dog park fences that didn't need to be replaced, like a new 
playground 150 m from an existing playground at the dog park, like traffic calming measures for streets that are already calm - when we can't even get the 
basics done, like: 
- our bins picked up on time 
- our verges mowed before the weeds get to knee level 
- footpaths repaired where they're lifted and cracked from trees or if they are repaired don't slap-dash, cheap out on it - do it properly 
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I get maintenance isn't sexy and capital improvements get people all excited but failing to do the basics is what is wrong with this council at the moment.  
 
I get the feeling that when someone in the Glens says "jump," the council says "how high" and throws money, hand over fist at them. When ratepayers in 
other areas of the suburb want even the basics done, like I said above, the council doesn't give a stuff. Can we please stop pandering to a tiny portion of the 
suburb and actually consider everyone's needs when you allocate the rates we pay. 

25791 

Scenario 1 will hopefully provides the highest level of deterrent for people cutting through from Findon to Port Rd.  
 
In addition the option supports an improvement to the urban environment by providing some additional green space which is a real positive to the suburb.  
 
My observation is that speed is not the issue, rather the volume of people cutting through the streets.  
 
If scenario 2 is progressed, my preference would be for the single lane slow points, which could also incorporate green space.  
 
For Oval Avenue, the raised intersection with integrated pedestrian crossing is my  preferred to supporting vehicle calming and pedestrian safety. There is a 
huge amount of foot traffic during different sports and public events, so a high importance to control vehicle speed. In addition lots of people congregate to 
the sports precinct in the evening for an evening walk/ bike ride. With the existing pedestrian crossings vehicle can park in close proximity which creates blind 
spots.  was struck by a car at the Glen Eira crossing a few months ago, thankfully he walked into the side of the car as it passed and was only 
shaken by the incident, if he had stepped out moments earlier it could of been a horrible accident. It all happened because there was a van parked up close to 
the crossing on the north eastern side and my child did not stop and pause as he should have, but also the driving vehicle could not see him due to the parked 
van causing a visual obstruction.  
 
I appreciate the thought and consideration council have put into improving our suburbs. 
Many thanks  

25757 
Minimising money spent on upgrades for the same outcome to improve safety & traffic management.  
More money to dedicate to ongoing maintenance of the area, eg mowing verges, keeping roundabouts neat, waste removal. 

25726 

The main concern I have for my street is the very unsafe conditions when there are any activities happening on Oval Avenue in regards to parking. It is very 
dangerous, I don’t understand why we have parking on both side sides of our street. Cars are not allowed to park out the front of our house, however the sign 
is not clearly visible to people and every weekend we have people parking out the front of our house making it dangerous for us to get out of our driveway as 
we are just on a bend. I call council every weekend, nothing gets done about it. I’ve asked for nearly 5 years to get a yellow line out the front of our house, 
again nothing’s done about it. Who is actually listening to the residence that live on the street and pay our council rates? 

25722 

Scenario 2 will evenly slow all the traffic along all streets thus preventing cars speeding up between the main streets ( Findon, Connor and Oval ) which 
Scenario 1 represents.  
Definitely Scenario 2 much preferred. 

25721 

Scenario 1 would have a direct and significant impact to those who reside in the area. It also significantly reduces the number of car parks in an area where 
parking is already extremely limited for residents, visitors and healthcare workers. Scenario 2 will still redirect traffic with less impact to the residents direct. 
Utilising a variation as well may be of more benefit to achieve a better outcome in redirecting traffic (for example one slow point for each road and the rest 
speed humps) 
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25715 
If scenario 1 is implemented it would make it difficult to travel to Finon Rd as I will only be able to turn left on Glenrowan Rd. Also it will make it difficult for 
emergency service vehicles to enter the hospital via Connor Ave. 

25713 This design is far better then previous offerings 

25708 

While the above will help traffic problems, I believe the council is deaf to the Oval Avenue, and Glen Street residents concerns regarding parking on both sides 
of the roads within the Glen Streets. I have been living at Oval Avenue since 1994 and my wife has lived in Glen Eira Street, and Oval Ave all her life, and we 
both remember a time prior to around 1995 that parking was only allowed on one side of each of the Glen Streets. Tackle the parking, and you solve most of 
the problems. Hospital workers flood the Glen Streets every day, so much so, that I know the guy by site who parks  next to my houses 
every day. Trying to navigate a Glen Street with football on at the Oval can take 10 minutes of more, for something that should take around a minute. 

25706 
We’re a family with young children and the speeding down the street is definitely a concern. I’m for both options (changed intersections and speed bumps) 
but ultimately think that lesser cars on the street will improve safety. 

25704 

I am no longer in support of this project. 
 
The initial treatments proposed were logical and I expect will have reflected the unbiased recommendations of professional traffic consultants. The locations 
made sense and were measured in number to address the issue of cut-through traffic without materially impacting resident accessibility. 
 
The process has taken months and we've gone regressed backwards as the council has tried to appease everyone but will likely end up disappointing everyone. 
 
Scenario 1 is an armageddon scenario. It will materially deteriorate accessibility of residents to their own homes, let alone be a nightmare for any visitors. 
 
Scenario 2 turns Woodville South into the land of speedhumps - up to 25 over 5 streets! The council's solution appears to be to throw a speed hump at any 
complaint or piece of feedback received. Some residents on Glen Eira street will have to go over 9 speed humps / treatments just to get to Port Road. 
 
Please return to the original proposal. 

25703 
Could the Oval Avenue proposal for raised pavement / flat top road hump please be considered to include one on Oval Avenue between Port Road and the 
Cedar/Oval roundabout as a lot of cars speed down this section as they cross over Port Road onto Oval 

25701 

LOVE the scenario 1 option for all the diagonal road closures. creating a safer, calmer street environment which will deter the constant cut through traffic. if it 
means we have to slightly change the way we leave and enter our propery, the the sake of the abiove, then thats what we wioll do. like anything, it will take 
adjusting, but this short term pain is for long term gain.  
 
oval avenue adjustments are great, we can not loose the pedestrian walking option 

25700 

I want scenario 2 because it is safer and because we live on the we still can turn left at Connor ave and get to the traffic lights at Woodville if 
making it safer to get across findon rd and also get to port rd account peak hour turning right on findon rd is dangerous also peak hour oval avenue across port 
rd is also dangerous and to many accidents. 
Also I believe scenario 1 would cause safety issue for emergency services to personnel on the eastern side of Connor ave, 

25699 For properties on the Findon Road side of Connor Avenue  Scenario 1 means we cannot get to oval Avenue without significant disruption. 

25698 
The two crossovers at oval avenue and park street south  should be made one way 
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 1 Park street South should be out towards  Port Adelaide only for cars  this will stop cars building up on port road and cars cutting across three lanes from 
garage to go up port road on the other side the other thing is the congestion from Coffee Shop coming across stopping cars turning into the cross over there 
are so many screeching tires and trucks with people cutting across three lanes of traffic from service station would solve the problem  
 
2 Oval avenue should have a slip lane to turn right into cutting  off down side of port road as this is not a thru road it will not have traffic coming from other 
side using the cutting  all going one way up port road  this means cars off main port road as well to turn right 

25697 

I am extremely concerned about the impact the new development on the corner of Oval Ave and Port Rd will cause.  It is extremely difficult to exit on to Port 
Rd now and there are constantly accidents at this intersection.  
This needs to be treated as a priority. 

25693 

Diagonal Road closures would remove my ability to easily access the Glen-Rowan/ Findon Rd traffic light. Turning right onto Findon Rd from Glen Eira St is 
difficult at the best of times so I prefer to use the aforementioned stoplights. Diagonal Road closures would also make getting to Oval Ave and onto Port Rd 
less convenient. 

HC1 Until options go ahead speed cameras and inspectors to show up more instead of Henley Beach  

HC2 
People parking on the yellow line outside by driveway making it very difficult for me to get in and out of my own house. Also to make some slow down 
arrangements in the street at all cross over intersections.  

HC3 Increase area for short term parking for kindergarden access. Stop on Glen Rowan Road. Visable. Scenario 2- prefered but not the best 
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APPENDIX B:  Community sentiment – written submissions verbatim comments 
 

Contribution 
ID Comments 

CM 1 

Unfortunately I was not able to attend the Community drop-in session on Wed 8 July.  As a resident of Glenhuntley Street, I provide the following feedback: 
 
I am strongly OPPOSED to Scenario 1: Diagonal half-road closures 
For safety reasons, I use the traffic light intersection at Findon/Woodville/Glen Rowan multiple times a day and particularly at peak traffic times.  I will not be 
able to access this.  Using Glengarry to turn right onto Findon (and then trying to get into LH lane to go along Findon) is fraught with danger with cars coming 
full on from the RH  side.  Same for trying to get onto Woodville Road, which I endeavour to do to avoid the Port Road/Oval avenue intersection which is 
dangerous and difficult to navigate at busy times. 
 
I am SUPPORTIVE of Scenario 2 with Flat Top Road Hump 
I would not like to see option where car parks are lost as the street is heavily utilised by resident vehicles. 
 
Question 
Can roundabouts be installed at Connor Avenue intersections and what consideration has Council given to this? 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

CM 2 

To whom it may concern, 
 
I have recently received the letter regarding traffic management changes in Woodville South. During the consultation period, I spoke with the Charles Sturt 
Council and was told to speak with the staff at the community meeting. At the meeting I raised my concerns about the 'no parking' sign which is directly across 
from my house There is no parking at all yet most people cannot see the sign and consequently get fined therefore I suggested a yellow 
line. 
 
I am assuming from the images provided that there will be yellow lines placed on the corners of Glen Rowan and Connor  (and other streets) where carparks 
will be lost, but it is unclear if the yellow line will be marked at the front  where there is currently no parking anyway. From the image it seems the 
yellow line will only  which is the corner house. 
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Could you please let me know where exactly the yellow line of Glen Rowan will be and if not in front of  then what is the reason? Please keep in 
mind that when cars park there, due to not seeing the sign, it is very unsafe for me to reverse my car out.  
 
Thankyou 
 

 
 

CM 3 
Hi 
My husband and I would like to vote for Scenario 2. 

CM 4 

Dear Paul Sutton 
Please find attached the TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND FORMAL CIVIL OBJECTION REPORT 
Kind Regards 

CM 5 

Hi Councillors, 
Since the traffic cuts through the “Glen” streets due to the following: 
• Bypass of 2 sets of traffic lights 
• Bypass of 2 x sets of pedestrian crossings 
• Also google maps also indicates heavily, that the quickest way from Adelaide CBD to the beach is via Port Rd through the “Glen” streets. Has the City 
of Charles Sturt council traffic management team looked at this???  The team does not require speed counter trailer to be deployed, the team does not 
require engaging the police to set traffic counters up on the street. Last week there were even 2 10 tonne rigid trucks that came done the Glengarry street 
(obviously took a short cut) as they turned right off Oval Ave onto Glengarry street, then at the end turned left onto Findon road and kept onto their 
destination.  
• Has the City of Charles Sturt traffic management team used google maps to find the shortest / fastest / quickest route from Adelaide CBD to the 
following suburbs: Findon, Seaton, Grange, Henley, Tennyson etc. I am well sure that Google maps will direct the traffic through the Glen streets rather thar 
using the main roads.  
• Has the council contacted or engaged with “META” to ensure that an alternative route is able to be achieved working collaboratively???? 
• As there is a new unit development being built on the corner of Oval Ave & Port Rd, has council thought about the increase of extra traffic down Oval 
Ave as well as extra cars being parked on Oval Ave?? this will be ciaos plus. Why don’t we just block off Oval Ave at Cedar Ave, have removeable bollards for 
the semi trailers that deliver generator sets to Woodville oval and also do something about all the gym traffic from Revo fitness. People are parking over 
verges, residents are unable to drive in or out or their driveways along Koolundra street, maybe this should be blocked off also (not on Port Rd but recessed 
into the street at the bend).  May be if the council invests in some temporary concrete bollards (actually there are some at the dump site at Beverley) paint 
them Safety yellow and see the traffic response down Oval Ave All Glen Streets etc 
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TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND FORMAL CIVIL OBJECTION REPORT

1.0 Executive Summary
This Master Evaluation and Formal Objection Dossier has been compiled to execute an 
absolute and unconditional opposition to the City of Charles Sturt's 2026 traffic draft 
designs (Scenario 1 and Scenario 2) affecting the Connor Avenue corridor.

Based on documented engineering contradictions, severe property flood risks to historic 
1940s dwellings, compromised emergency hospital egress, and an artificial concentration 
of localised traffic, the author demands an immediate and complete cessation of the 
proposed physical project infrastructure.

Crucially, this submission highlights that the council administration holds actual corporate 
knowledge of this catchment's severe hydraulic constraints via a previous, officially 
minuted 50+ household resident petition. Re-introducing recycled and intensified versions 
of previously defeated civil designs represents administrative bad faith and a severe 
breach of the council's statutory duty of care.

Accordingly, this sworn, witnessed document serves as formal notice of civil liability risk 
under Section 42 of the Civil Liability Act 1936 (SA). The council is formally put on notice 
that proceeding with surface modifications that actively manufacture a flood hazard will 
strip the authority of statutory immunity, leaving both the administration and individual 
project officers personally liable for subsequent structural property damage.

This report is technical evaluation is submitted in good faith as part of the statutory public 
consultation process under Section 50 of the Local Government Act 1999 (SA). 
Accordingly, the author holds a reasonable administrative expectation that the City of 
Charles Sturt administration will process this submission with complete professional 
integrity, transparency, and in strict accordance with the public sector principles of 
objective, non-adversarial care.
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2.0 Analysis of Critical Storm-Water And Flooding Deficiencies
The proposed traffic treatments under both Scenario 1 and Scenario 2 represent an immediate, 
severe, and catastrophic threat to private property due to predictable hydraulic failure. This street 
is an established, documented flood risk zone.

2.1 The Collector Avenue Network Conflict

1. Empirical infrastructure history confirms that Connor Avenue serves as the primary 
Hydraulic Collector Avenue for the localised subterranean drainage network. Over 
the past 10–15 years, successive civil upgrades were executed across all adjacent 
"Glen" streets—culminating in the deep Glengarry Street excavation—specifically to 
funnel high-volume storm run-off directly into the Connor Avenue main collector 
trunk.

2. The Civil Engineering Contradiction: Because the Connor Avenue corridor serves 
as the high-pressure discharge zone for a vast geographic catchment area, any 
surface-level constriction is a severe engineering failure. Introducing physical 
diagonal closures or RAISED PAVEMENT INTERSECTION TREATMENTS directly 
chokes the surface overflow relief paths of a critical network collector. During a 
standard weather event, this restriction guarantees immediate system backup, 
forcing sub-surface water under pressure to breach the 1940s foundations and 
timber floors of adjacent properties.

2.2 Failure to Align with the Glengarry Street Storm-water Capital Works
1. The Context: A few years ago, the City of Charles Sturt executed an extensive, 

deep civil reconstruction of this street. Workers excavated down approximately 
1 meter to upgrade the subterranean storm-water pipe network specifically to 
handle known local flooding volumes.

2. The Deficiency: No further capital works, expansions, or pipe upgrades are 
budgeted or planned for this street. Because the underground system is fixed, 
any modification to the surface asphalt directly impacts how water reaches 
those drains. The current traffic plans contain zero documentation showing that 
the engineering team has consulted with the asset management or storm-water 
departments.
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2.3 The "Damming Effect" of Scenario 1 (Diagonal Intersections Closures)
1. The Mechanism: Scenario 1 introduces large, heavy physical barriers diagonally 

across intersections. These structures require pouring solid concrete and 
extending kerbs.

2. The Consequence: These barriers will block surface run-off, forcing water to pool 
deeply at the corners. For a 1940s double-brick dwelling with a suspended timber 
floor over an open dirt crawl space, this represents an immediate structural 
threat. Rising water will breach the sub-floor ventilation grates and concrete 
plinths, flooding the under-floor dirt cavity. Trapped moisture under the timber 
floorboards will cause catastrophic rot, wood warping, and severe rising damp 
through the double-brick foundations, compromising the structural integrity of the 
home.

3. The Consequence: These barriers act as solid dams across the natural path of 
downhill surface run-off. Storm-water travelling down the gutters will be 
completely blocked at the intersection lines. This will force water to back up 
rapidly, pool deeply at the corners, and breach private property boundaries, 
flooding front yards, driveways, and building foundations.

2.4 The "Choking Effect" of Scenario 2
(Flat-Top Speed Humps & Raised Intersections)

1. The Mechanism: Scenario 2 relies on wide, flat-top raised pavement intersection 
treatments speed humps.

2. Sub-Floor Humidity and Mould Proliferation: Turning the road into a series of 
trapped stepped terraced pools will push storm-water over the footpaths. This 
continuous moisture load against the external brickwork will penetrate the sub-floor 
foundations. Water vapour trapped beneath the suspended wooden floors will 
destroy the structural floor joists, leading to floor sagging and toxic Mould growth 
within the living spaces of the dwelling.

3. Hydraulic Velocity Retardation (The Gutter Ridge Effect): Building continuous, 
raised vertical platforms from kerb to kerb creates an artificial ridge line across the 
street. During heavy rain, these structures aggressively choke and slow down the 
velocity of the water trying to reach the Glengarry Street drainage catch-pits. By 
turning the road into a series of slow-moving, stepped terraced pools, the street's 
natural drainage capacity is artificially restricted, forcing storm-water onto residential 
lawns.
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4. The Existing Flooding Hazard: Empirical evidence and historical records prove that 
this street suffers from a severe, unresolved flooding problem during weather 
events. The 1-meter deep infrastructure changes previously made by the council 
have failed to eliminate this hazard.

The Scenario 1 Structural Threat: Because the street is already highly prone to flooding 
during weather events, introducing physical diagonal intersection closures represents a 
reckless hazard. These solid concrete barriers will act as dams, blocking the gutters and 
forcing rising storm-water directly through the sub-floor ventilation grates of the 1940s 
dwelling. This will flood the open dirt cavity under the house, causing severe structural rot 
to the suspended timber floors and rising damp through the double-brick foundations.

The Scenario 2 Structural Threat: During weather events, any restriction on the road 
surface will immediately aggravate the existing flood levels.

Continuous flat-top speed humps and raised intersections will act as artificial ridges that 
choke the street's drainage paths. Slowing down the water will cause storm-water to pool 
deeply, push over the footpaths, and force moisture directly into the foundations and under 
the wooden floorboards of the home.

2.5 Absolute Legal Vulnerability Regarding "Actual Prior Notice"
1. Prior Knowledge: The City of Charles Sturt holds actual, documented knowledge 

of this street's severe flooding issues. During the previous road and storm-water 
upgrade consultation, the council was formally served with a comprehensive, 
data-backed technical report detailing these exact local hydraulic vulnerabilities.

2. The Legal Position: Because the council possesses that past technical report in 
their records, they cannot claim the flooding caused by these traffic plans is an 
"unforeseen accident." Pushing forward with physical surface roadblocks on top 
of an established flood zone—while ignoring their own historical drainage data—
constitutes prima facie civil negligence. The council is intentionally introducing a 
known hazard that strips away their statutory immunity under the Civil Liability Act 
1936.

2.6 The Minuted Precedent And Evidence Of Actual Corporate Knowledge
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The author formally submits that the City of Charles Sturt holds actual, undeniable 
corporate and legal knowledge that the residential community has already rejected these 
traffic design frameworks.

1. The Public Record Precedent: A formal community petition representing over 50 
residential households on this immediate block was officially received, voted upon, 
and formally entered into the public Council Minutes by the elected chamber on 
[Insert Date of that past meeting].

2. Breach of the State Records Act 1997: Because that petition was formally moved 
and accepted into the public minutes, it stands as a permanent, legally binding state 
record under the State Records Act 1997. The council’s administration cannot claim 
ignorance of the community's complete opposition to these designs.

3. Evidence of Unreasonable Conduct under Section 42: Pushing forward with a 
recycled, intensified version of a plan that sits directly adjacent to an official, 
minuted community-wide rejection satisfies the legal definition of unreasonable, 
bad-faith conduct under Section 42 of the Civil Liability Act 1936.

4. Forfeiture of Administrative Protections: The council is formally put on notice that 
this document, paired with the existing public council minutes, establishes a 
complete timeline of Prior Notice. Should the council choose to ignore its own single 
source of truth and proceed with physical roadblocks that flood this 1940s dwelling, 
these combined records will be used in the Supreme Court to prove gross civil 
negligence and strip individual project officers of standard public indemnities.

5.5.5 Rejection of "Consultation Opportunity" Pretext (The Weasel-Word Shield)

1. The Council's Anticipated Defence: The author anticipates the council 
administration will argue that presenting these recycled, escalated designs 
constitutes a legitimate "secondary opportunity" for community engagement.

2. The Ratepayer's Submission: The author completely rejects this framing. Re-
introducing previously defeated, structurally hazardous designs—while adding an 
alternative option that multiplies the localised property flood risk—does not 
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constitute a good-faith "opportunity". It represents a redundant recycling of failed 
civil concepts. Forcing ratepayers to repeatedly defend their 1940s homes against 
identical, unmitigated hydraulic threats is an unreasonable abuse of the public 
consultation process under Section 50 of the Local Government Act 1999.
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3.0 Specific Material Objections To Scenario 1
Diagonal Intersection Closures

3.1 Escalated Acoustic Disturbance (Noise Pollution)
1. Corner Gridlock Noise: The forced diversion of vehicles to the Glengarry Street 

intersection will cause localised traffic stacking, leading to excessive engine idling, 
braking, and cornering noise at all hours of the day and night.

2. Side-of-Property Exposure: Properties situated on corners will face 24/7 exposure 
to continuous tyre and engine noise moving directly along the immediate boundary 
line of the home.

3.2 Artificial Traffic Concentration and Bottlenecks
1. Glengarry Street Overload: The diagonal barriers will forcefully redirect and funnel 

localised commuter traffic away from traditional routes and concentrate it entirely 
into the intersection of Glengarry Street and Connor Avenue.

2. Geometric Incompatibility: Connor Avenue is structurally a minor residential street; it 
lacks the lane width, turning radii, and pavement design parameters required to 
absorb this intensive, concentrated traffic load.

3.3 Loss of Essential Amenity and Economic Value
1. Loss of Essential Parking: The plan results in an immediate loss of 7 critical on-

street resident parking spaces in a zone already heavily choked by hospital staff 
and local football match-day visitors.

2. Visual and Economic Depreciation: The large, industrial physical barriers 
represent a prominent "eye-sore" directly in front of private residences, actively 
devaluing property prices and degrading the visual aesthetic of the streetscape.

3. Compromised Emergency and Service Access

4. Emergency Vehicles: Fire trucks, ambulances, and emergency services utilising 
Connor Avenue for urgent egress and ingress to The Queen Elizabeth Hospital 
(TQEH) will face severe delays due to physical diagonal obstructions.

5. Hospital Support Services: Vital medical service vehicles, maintenance trucks, 
and staff attempting to access primary hospital parking sectors will have their 
transit corridors significantly compromised.
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3.4 Port Road/Oval Avenue intersection

1. The "Traffic Funnel" Peril (Scenario 1)If the council builds permanent concrete 
barriers and chicanes along the Connor Avenue corridor, they are stripping the local 
street network of its natural pressure-valve release routes. On footy days, out-of-
district drivers fleeing the gridlock will be forced straight toward that dangerous Oval 
Avenue and Port Road intersection. The council is actively funnelling confused, 
high-stress drivers directly into a known, black spot, dramatically increasing the risk 
of serious collisions.

2. Total Jurisdictional Avoidance

The real reason the council staff do "nothing about it" is laziness. Port Road is a 
major state-controlled arterial corridor under the jurisdiction of Transport SA 
(Department for Infrastructure and Transport / DIT). To fix that intersection, the 
council engineers would have to step outside their quiet office, coordinate complex 
multi-agency approvals, and work alongside state-level transport authorities. They 
don’t want to do that hard work, so they choose to focus on easy target residential 
blocks instead.

3.5 Unintended Bottleneck Migration

1. The Traffic Displacement Spiral

Confused local drivers and thousands of out-of-district football spectators looking to 
escape the new chicanes and speed platforms will naturally turn away from your street and 
flood directly onto Oval Avenue. They will be forced to queue up at that notorious, high-
speed Port Road intersection—the exact intersection the traffic engineers openly admitted 
to you is a deadly, black spot.

2. Manufacturing a Deadly Intersection Trap

Port Road is a multi-lane, high-velocity arterial corridor. Funnelling a higher concentration 
of frustrated, delayed, and geographically disoriented drivers into an intersection that lacks 
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proper traffic light control or adequate turning lanes is a recipe for serious T-bone collisions 
and major accidents.

3.6 Failure to Prioritise Standing Black Spot Reconstruction Over Residential 
Alterations

1. Acknowledgment of the Port Road/Oval Avenue Crisis: The author notes that the 
council administration holds long-standing, minuted documentation confirming that 
the Port Road / Oval Avenue intersection requires urgent, comprehensive 
reconstruction due to severe crash histories and structural congestion.

2. The Diversion of Public Funds: Despite holding actual corporate knowledge of this 
critical arterial black spot, the administration has failed to execute the 
recommended median island closures or coordinate the necessary network 
upgrades with Transport SA, Department for Infrastructure and Transport SA.

3. Gross Maladministration: Proposing physical, remodelled road closures (Scenario 
1) and asphalt dams (Scenario 2) along the internal residential network—which will 
actively displace and funnel hundreds of event-scale vehicle surges directly into an 
unfixed, dangerous arterial intersection—constitutes an act of severe planning 
failure and gross institutional negligence. The administration must freeze all internal 
residential alterations until the primary black spot reconstruction at Port Road and 
Oval Avenue is fully executed.

3.7 Empirical Crash History and Deficit of Duty

The author notes that the intersection of Oval Avenue and Port Road has a verified history of 
severe, injury-causing accidents, including a major multi-vehicle collision on August 18, 2024, 
which resulted in an innocent motorist being hospitalised via ambulance. The council 
administration holds actual, documented corporate knowledge that this intersection is a critical 
safety hazard. To execute local road modifications that will deliberately displace and funnel event-
scale traffic surges away from Connor Avenue and directly into a known, injury black spot—
without executing regional flow simulation modelling—constitutes an act of gross administrative 
failure and reckless indifference to public safety.

20. July 2026 Page 12 of 41



TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND FORMAL CIVIL OBJECTION REPORT

4.0 Specific Material Objections To Scenario 2
Raised Pavement Intersections And Speed Humps

4.1 Aggravation of Storm-water Deficiencies And Velocity Retardation

1. The Gutter Ridge Dam Effect: Constructing continuous, wide flat-top speed 
platforms from kerb to kerb creates a series of solid, raised asphalt ridges directly 
across the street surface.

2. Hydraulic Failure Mechanism: During a standard weather event, these raised 
platforms act as surface dams that aggressively choke, trap, and slow down the 
velocity of the heavy water run-off trying to travel downhill into the Glengarry Street 
catchment network.

3. Sub-Floor Water Inundation: Because there is zero safety margin or surplus volume 
tolerance in this corridor during storms, slowing the water down forces the street to 
instantly flood sideways. Storm-water will crest over the pedestrian footpaths, travel 
up private driveways, and breach the sub-floor ventilation grates of adjacent 1940s 
homes—saturating the dirt crawl space, warping the timber floors, and initiating 
permanent rising damp.

4.2 Accelerated Low-Frequency Acoustic Pollution And Structural Vibrations

1. Mechanical Braking And Acceleration Cycles: Standard commuter traffic, 
commercial delivery vans, and heavy service vehicles navigating the corridor will be 
forced to brake aggressively before each flat-top hump and accelerate rapidly 
immediately after. This creates an unceasing, cyclical pattern of loud engine revving 
and mechanical braking noise right outside residential property boundaries.

2. Heavy Vehicle Impact Noise: Large utility vehicles, trade vans, and trucks traversing 
the raised flat-top structures will cause intense metallic thumping noises, rattling 
tailgates, and heavy body panels shaking at all hours of the day and night.
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3. Ground-Borne Structural Vibrations: The physics of heavy vehicular mass dropping 
off a raised flat-top asphalt ridge generates low-frequency ground shocks. These 
continuous, non-stop physical earth vibrations travel through the local soil and 
directly threaten the structurally brittle 1940s masonry foundations and double-brick 
walls of adjacent homes, risking structural wall cracking.

4.3 Delayed Emergency Services Response Time
1. Urgent Hospital Access: Because Connor Avenue serves as a primary access lane 

near The Queen Elizabeth Hospital (TQEH), ambulances and fire trucks will be 
severely slowed down by navigating multiple continuous vertical bumps.

2. Patient Transport Safety: Forcing medical transport vehicles to bounce over raised 
flat-top humps can compromise patient stability and delay critical, life-saving transit 
times.
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5.0 Statutory and Regulatory Non-Compliance Notice

Local Government Act 1999 (SA)

Breach of Section 7(d) of the Local Government Act 1999 (SA): The council is failing 
its mandatory objective to mitigate local environmental hazards by introducing surface 
barriers that exacerbate known, severe storm-water back-ups.

Government of South Australia
South Australian Legislation
South Australia
Local Government Act 1999

7—Functions of council

The functions of a council include

(d) to take measures to protect its area from natural and other hazards and to

mitigate the effects of such hazards;

Civil Liability Act 1936 (SA)

1. Forfeiture of Immunity under Section 42 of the Civil Liability Act 1936 (SA): Because 
the council holds documented actual knowledge of the Connor Avenue collector 
catchment limitations, any property flooding resulting from these traffic designs 
constitutes gross civil negligence. The council is stripped of its standard road 
authority protections.

2. Failure of Reasonable Administrative Action under Section 42 of the Civil Liability 
Act 1936 (SA). While Section 42 outlines the principles of liability for road 
authorities, it requires the council to act reasonably in the exercise of its functions. 
Because the City of Charles Sturt is the sole custodian and single source of truth for 
the local storm-water network's data, it holds complete, historical knowledge of the 
Connor Avenue catchment limits. Pushing forward with surface traffic designs that 
choke this network—while failing to review the hydraulic data within their own 
possession—constitutes a reckless and completely unreasonable failure of their 
administrative duty of care.
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3. Inapplicability to Active Construction: The statutory immunity quoted above applies 
strictly to a failure to act—specifically regarding the ongoing maintenance, repair, or 
renewal of existing roads. It does not offer a legal shield for positive, deliberate 
actions. Manufactured Hazard vs. Passive Neglect: The City of Charles Sturt is not 
being criticised for a failure to maintain Connor Avenue. The council is proposing 
the active installation of new physical infrastructure (Scenario 1: concrete barriers 
and Scenario 2 Raised Pavement Treatments).

4. The Misapplication of Risk: Because the council is the sole custodian and single 
source of truth for the local storm-water network data, it holds complete knowledge 
that this catchment area runs at maximum capacity during weather events. Using 
public funds to actively construct surface obstructions that disrupt an upgraded 
drainage system represents a reckless, negligent act. It is a manufactured public 
risk, which sits entirely outside the protective scope of Section 42(1).

Government of South Australia
South Australian Legislation
South Australia
Civil Liability Act 1936

Division 5—Liability of road authorities

42—Liability of road authorities

(1) A road authority is not liable in tort for a failure—

(a) to maintain, repair or renew a road; or

(b) to take other action to avoid or reduce the risk of harm that results from a failure to 
maintain, repair or renew a road.

Creation of an Actionable Nuisance under Section 17 of the Local Nuisance and 
Litter Control Act 2016 (SA): The continuous mechanical thumping, heavy vehicle 
acceleration noise, and structural vibrations caused by Option 2 constitute an illegal, 
manufactured local nuisance that degrades residential property rights. 

Government of South Australia
South Australian Legislation
South Australia
Local Nuisance and Litter Control Act 2016
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Part 4—Offences

Division 1—Local nuisance

17—Meaning of local nuisance

(1) For the purposes of this Act, local nuisance is—

(a) any adverse effect on an amenity value of an area that—

(i) is caused by—

(A) noise, odour, smoke, fumes, aerosols or dust; or

(B) animals, whether dead or alive; or

(C) any other agent or class of agent declared by Schedule 1;

and

(ii) unreasonably interferes with or is likely to interfere unreasonably

with the enjoyment of the area by persons occupying a place within,

or lawfully resorting to, the area; or
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5.1 Historical Context and Breach of Consultation Integrity

1. The 2025 Comprehensive Petition: Approximately 12 months before this current 
2026 consultation, the City of Charles Sturt proposed a minor variation of traffic 
calming for this corridor. In response, a formal, localised community petition 
representing over 50 residential properties on this immediate street was compiled, 
signed, and officially lodged, rejecting the council's designs outright.

2. Aggravation of Material Risk: Rather than respecting the democratic feedback of the 
ratepayer base, the council's engineering department has returned with an 
aggressively escalated proposal (Scenarios 1 and 2) that vastly multiplies the 
structural flooding, noise, and gridlock hazards to residents.

3. Failure of Administrative Consultation: The author notes that despite extensive, 
good-faith attempts by residents to provide alternative, mutually acceptable traffic 
management frameworks—including a direct, one-hour technical consultation with 
project staff last week—council representatives have displayed a predetermined, 
non-receptive administrative bias. This reduces the current community engagement 
framework to a non-binding "sham consultation," violating the spirit and intent of the 
Local Government Act 1999 (SA) regarding community consultation principles.

4. Administrative Recycling and Pretext: Following the successful community-led 
cessation of the previous traffic consultation, the City of Charles Sturt's traffic 
department has failed to generate new, innovative, or hydraulically sound traffic-
reduction frameworks. Instead, empirical review confirms that the council has 
simply recycled the previously rejected framework, artificially amplified its negative 
traits, and introduced an even more obstructive alternative (the Scenario 1 diagonal 
intersection closures).

5. Manufacturing a False Choice: The presentation of Scenario 1 and Scenario 2 does 
not represent a good-faith attempt to solve local traffic volumes. It is an 
administrative tactic designed to force ratepayers into accepting a hazardous, 
predetermined layout by framing it against an intentionally worse alternative. This 
retaliatory approach directly violates the council's statutory obligation to act as a fair, 
transparent, and protective public authority.
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6.0 Alternative Ratepayer Proposals For Traffic Calming

6.1 Statement of Intent

The author and the wider residential community explicitly reinforce that they support the 
objective of reducing non-local shortcut commuter traffic and managing vehicle speeds 
along the Connor Avenue corridor. The resident base demands a safer neighbourhood; 
however, they completely reject the premise that achieving public road safety requires the 
intentional exposure of 1940s residential structures to catastrophic flood risks, noise 
pollution, and gridlock.

To resolve the local traffic volume issues without altering surface asphalt or disrupting the 
upgraded Glengarry Street storm-water catchment network, the council must utilise non-
structural, civil management solutions.

6.2 Proposed Non-Structural Civil Alternatives

The council is formally requested to scrap the hazardous physical designs of Scenario 1 
and Scenario 2 and evaluate the following industry-standard alternatives:

1. Peak-Hour Regulatory Turn Restrictions (Signage-Led Enforcement)

The Mechanism: Install standard, legally binding regulatory signs at the main entrance 
arterial intersections feeding into Connor Avenue, stating: "No Left Turn / No Right Turn 
between 7:00 AM – 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM – 6:00 PM (Residents Excepted)."

The Benefit: This targeted approach completely cuts off the morning and afternoon 
shortcuts used by Queen Elizabeth Hospital (TQEH) commuters and cross-suburb drivers 
during rush hour. It requires zero concrete, costs next to nothing, preserves 100% of 
resident parking, and leaves the street gutters entirely unobstructed for storm-water flow.

2. Dynamic Electronic Speed Detection Matrixes (Radar Signs)
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The Mechanism: Deploy permanent, solar-powered electronic radar speed signs that 
dynamically flash a motorist's current speed alongside a high-visibility "SLOW DOWN" 
LED visual alert.

The Benefit: Traffic studies prove these matrixes are highly effective at slowing down 
drivers in residential zones, especially near local playgrounds and childcare centres. 
Because they are pole-mounted, they present a zero percent flood risk to adjacent homes 
and generate absolutely no mechanical thumping noises or structural house vibrations.

3. Targeted Strategic Police Traffic Enforcement

The Mechanism: The council should formally coordinate with South Australia Police 
(SAPOL) to execute targeted, high-visibility mobile speed camera and patrol enforcement 
along Connor Avenue during peak hospital shift-change windows and local football match 
days.

The Benefit: Active statutory fines and demerit points provide an immediate behavioural 
deterrent to shortcut drivers. This generates a revenue return for public safety systems 
rather than wasting hundreds of thousands of dollars of ratepayer capital funds on 
dangerous, recycled physical road closures.

4. Painted Visual Lane-Narrowing Techniques

The Mechanism: Utilise high-contrast, reflective thermoplastic road paint to introduce wide, 
solid white edge lines (fog lines) and painted central median buffers along the asphalt 
corridor.

The Benefit: Psychologically, drivers automatically slow down when a road visually 
appears tighter and more restricted. This achieves the exact same speed-reduction goals 
as a "single-lane slow point" without installing physical concrete kerbs that pinch cyclists or 
dam heavy weather event storm-water flow.
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Appendix 1 Photographic Evidence of Local Flooding
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Figure 1: Flooding Connor Avenue Looking North

Figure 2: Flooding Connor Avenue Looking South
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Figure 3: Flooding Glengarry Street, Connor Avenue

Figure 4: Flooding Glengarry Street, Connor Avenue
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Appendix 2 Flood Mapping

20. July 2026 Page 24 of 41

Figure 5: Floodplain Mapping Base Map

Figure 6: Floodplain Mapping Base Map
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Figure 7: Flood Map Showing Potential Flooding Height Points

Figure 8: Flood Map Showing Potential Flooding Height Points



TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND FORMAL CIVIL OBJECTION REPORT

20. July 2026 Page 26 of 41

Figure 9: Flood Mapping Legend
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Figure 10: Storm water Drainage
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Figure 11: Storm water Drainage
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Figure 12: Storm water Drainage
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Figure 13: Storm water Drainage
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Appendix 3 Water Direction Flow
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Figure 14: Water Direction Flow
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Appendix 4 Contour Map
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Figure 15: Enviro Data SA, Nature Maps Contour Map
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Appendix 5 Council Draft Layout Map for Scenario 1
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Figure 16: City of Charles Sturt, Woodville South -Traffic Safety Improvements (2026)
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Figure 17: City of Charles Sturt, Woodville South -Traffic Safety Improvements (2026)
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Figure 18: City of Charles Sturt, Woodville South -Traffic Safety Improvements (2026)
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Figure 19: City of Charles Sturt, Woodville South -Traffic Safety Improvements (2026)
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Appendix 6 Council Draft Layout Map for Scenario 2
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Figure 20: City of Charles Sturt, Woodville South -Traffic Safety Improvements (2026)
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Figure 21: City of Charles Sturt, Woodville South -Traffic Safety Improvements (2026)
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Figure 22: City of Charles Sturt, Woodville South -Traffic Safety Improvements (2026)
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Appendix 7 Council Community Engagement Summary Page
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Figure 23: Community Engagement Outcomes - Woodville South Traffic 
Safety Improvements and Parking  Page 1
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Figure 24: Community Engagement Outcomes - Woodville South Traffic 
Safety Improvements and Parking  Page 2
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APPENDIX D:  Community sentiment – Community drop-in comments 
Contribution 

ID Scenario 1 – Diagonal Half Road Closure and Oval Ave Treatment  

1 We definitely favour scenario 1- but parking problem MUST also be addressed 

2 Parking Between corners might also need to be reviewed on Connor 

3 Living on Connor Ave and wanting to sue traffic lights to Woodville rd. Will be impossible with option 1. (Glen Rowan Rd Corner) 

4 Removes firetruck access to hospital from Connor Ave. Better ask them first 

5 Not In favour. Live in Glenhuntley St. Emergency services would waste time to travel from Findon Rd. For me to travel to Findon Road Id be back tracking 

6 
We live on the corner of Connor Ave and Glengarry St- we are in favour of senario 1- Less accidents  and near misses. Safety is a major issue at these 
intersections 

7 This solves nothing but move each streets issue over by one 

8 None of this will make any difference if Google Maps still directs traffic  down these streets! 

9 Is this intersection for traffic in both directions? Does that mean there will be no parking on connor street?- Glengarry Intersection 

10 Why Glengarry street (east) residents forced to sue traffic lights to access findon Road 

11 Connor ave slight issues for giveway. Suggestions for LEDS and fluro paint on road 

1 No parking within 40m of intersections 
12 More compliance checks. No parking 

13 Parking lines to keep cars away from driveways 

14 Will parking on Connor be removed? 

15 Scenario 1, The first innovative idea in our 46 years of living here. Bravo! 
 

Contribution 
ID Scenario 2 – Raise intersections, Traffic calming and Oval Avenue Treatment Options  

1 Raised intersection on Connor are a good idea, but humps are pointless 

2 Speed humps wont make any difference 

3 You need better stop signs on the Connor Street intersections as people don't see them 

4 No parking along Connor and leading into the Glen Streets need to be extended to allow cars to drive through 

5 Stop sign at Connor and Glenrowan, Glengarry, Glenhuntley. Visable one - Yes!!! I agree 

6 More parking compliance for Connor Avenue 

7 Not keen on Zebras to the left of T-Junctions due to safety hazards 

8 Less raised crossings- perhaps one or two 
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9 Reduce the amount of raised intersections/ crossings 

10 Repaint school zone markings in front of Adelaide Miethke kindy 
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Appendix E - Engagement examples 

Figure 6: Consultation brochure 
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Figure 7: Consultation Feedback Form 
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Figure 8: Concept plans 
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Figure 9: Your Say Charles Sturt Project Page, July 2026 
https://www.yoursaycharlessturt.com.au/woodvillesouthtraffic 
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