Traffic Management &
Road Safety Committee
Agenda & Reports

15 August 2023

Our Vision

A City which values its heritage, cultural diversity,
sense of place and natural environment.
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10 August 2023

To all Members of the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee

Committee Members

e Cr Kevin Duke (Presiding Member)

e Cr Garry Knoblauch

e Cr Hugh Holfeld

e Mr Shane Foley (Specialist Independent Member)

¢ Mr Nick Meredith (Specialist Independent Member)

e Mr Charles Mountain (Specialist Independent Member)
Staff

e Carlos Buzzetti (General Manager, Urban Planning & Environment)
e Gayle Buckby (Manager, Traffic & Integrated Transport)
e Rebecca van der Pennen (Engineer, Traffic & Integrated Transport)

NOTICE OF MEETING

| wish to advise that pursuant to Sections 87 and 88 of the Local Government Act 1999, the next Ordinary
Meeting of the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee, will be held in the Mayors Parlour, Norwood
Town Hall, 175 The Parade, Norwood, on:

Tuesday 15 August 2023, commencing at 10.00am

Please advise Gayle Buckby on 83664542 or email gbuckby@npsp.sa.gov.au, if you are unable to attend this
meeting or will be late.

Yours faithfully

Mario Barone
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER

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

Telephone 8366 4555 City of

Facsimile 8332 6338 Norwood
Email townhall@npsp.sa.gov.au Payneham
Website WWW.Npsp.sa.gov.au & St Peters
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Agenda for the Meeting of the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee to be held on 15 August 2023

VENUE Mayors Parlour, Norwood Town Hall
HOUR
PRESENT

Committee Members

Staff
APOLOGIES Cr Kevin Duke (Presiding Member)

Mr Charles Mountain (Specialist Independent Member)
ABSENT

TERMS OF REFERENCE:

The Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee is established to fulfil the following functions:

e To make a final determination on traffic management issues which are referred to the Committee in accordance with the
requirements of the Council’s Local Area Traffic Management Policy (“the Policy”); and

e To consider proposals and recommendations regarding traffic and parking which seek to improve traffic management and road
safety throughout the City, other than when the Manager has delegation to investigate and determine the matter.

1. APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESIDING MEMBER

2. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES OF THE TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT & ROAD SAFETY
COMMITTEE MEETING HELD ON 20 JUNE 2023

3. DEPUTATIONS
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Agenda for the Meeting of the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee to be held on 15 August 2023

Item 3.1

3.1 DEPUTATION — TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT ISSUES - RICHMOND STREET, HACKNEY

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

FILE REFERENCE: gAl1041
ATTACHMENTS: Nil
SPEAKER/S

Ms Marysia Marchant

ORGANISATION/GROUP REPRESENTED BY SPEAKER/S

Not Applicable.

COMMENTS

Ms Marysia Marchant has written to the Committee requesting that she be permitted to address the
Committee in relation to traffic management issues in Richmond Street, Hackney.

In accordance with the Local Government (Procedures at Meetings) Regulations 2013, Ms Marysia
Marchant has been given approval to address the Committee.
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Agenda for the Meeting of the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee to be held on 15 August 2023
Item 3.2

3.2 DEPUTATION — PEDESTRIAN WARNING SIGNS - PERCIVAL STREET, NORWOOD

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

FILE REFERENCE: gAl1041
ATTACHMENTS: Nil
SPEAKER/S

Mr Nick Nash

ORGANISATION/GROUP REPRESENTED BY SPEAKER/S

Not Applicable.

COMMENTS

Mr Nick Nash has written to the Committee requesting that he be permitted to address the Committee in
relation to pedestrian warning signs in Percival Street, Norwood.

In accordance with the Local Government (Procedures at Meetings) Regulations 2013, Mr Nick Nash has
been given approval to address the Committee.
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Agenda for the Meeting of the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee to be held on 15 August 2023

4. PRESIDING MEMBER’S COMMUNICATION

5. STAFF REPORTS
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Agenda for the Meeting of the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee to be held on 15 August 2023
Item 5.1

51 PETITION — RICHMOND STREET, HACKNEY — TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT

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

FILE REFERENCE: gA126030

ATTACHMENTS: A

PURPOSE OF REPORT

The purpose of this report is to advise the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee (“the committee”)
of a Petition that was received by the Council at its meeting held on 3 July, 2023, regarding traffic

Management concerns on Richmond Street, Hackney.

BACKGROUND

The petitioners are requesting that the Council consider measures to address their concerns regarding

speeding and dangerous driving in Richmond Street, Hackney, between Torrens Street and Hatswell

Street, which in their opinion, endangers children, pedestrians, cyclists and residents.

A copy of the Petition is contained in Attachment A.

The Petition has been signed by a total of 180 citizens, which includes approximately 46 signatories who

reside outside of this City. In accordance with the Council’s Privacy Policy, the personal information (street

addresses) of the petitioners have been redacted from the Petition.

The petitioners have listed the following matters of concern:

e Speeding/dangerous driving between Torrens Street and Hatswell Street, Hackney endangering
children, pedestrians, cyclists and residents;

e this issue has been recognised for years by SA Police, St Peters College and local residents with no
action forthcoming; and

e proposed 40km/h speed limit will not address the dangerous driving.

The petitioners request that the Council undertake the following:

e position speed humps / road narrowing / bike path before the completion of the Botaniq development
(‘re-development of the Hackney Hotel site on the corner of Hackney Road and Richmond Street’)
which will further exacerbate the current hazards even further.

RELEVANT STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS & POLICIES

The relevant Goals contained in CityPlan 2030 are:

Outcome 1: Social Equity
Objectivel.2: A people friendly, integrated and sustainable transport network.

Strategy:
1.2.4 Provide appropriate traffic management to enhance residential amenity.

FINANCIAL AND BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

To progress the recommendations in contained in this report, further investigations and design work will be
required and will be funded from the 2023-2024 Integrated Transport and Traffic Operating Budget.
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Agenda for the Meeting of the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee to be held on 15 August 2023
Item 5.1

EXTERNAL ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS

Not Applicable.

SOCIAL ISSUES

Excessive traffic volumes, speed and noise can reduce community liveability and safety of residential
streets.

CULTURAL ISSUES

Not Applicable.

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Not Applicable

RESOURCE ISSUES

The work required to undertake the recommendations made in this report will be undertaken by Council
Officers, which may impact other traffic management projects that are already planned.

RISK MANAGEMENT

When vehicles, pedestrians and cyclists share a limited road space, there will be inherent risks.
Pedestrians and cyclists are vulnerable road users and a collision between a vehicle and a pedestrian can
result in a catastrophic impact. |If safe infrastructure is provided and traffic speeds are moderate the
residual risk can be reduced.

TABLE 1: RISK CATEGORY

Risk : Impact
Event Risk Event Category

Impact Residual

Risk Rating Primary Mitigation Category  Rating

Safe road crossings,

dedicated space for People Substantial
all road users and 13

slow traffic speed.

A pedestrian
1 or cyclist injury  People
or fatality

CONSULTATION

Committee Members
Crs Duke, Knoblauch and Holfeld are aware of the petition as it was tabled to the Council at its
meeting held on 3 July, 2023.

e  Staff
General Manager, Governance & Civic Affairs
General Manager, Urban Planning & Environment

e Community
Not Applicable.

e  Other
The South Australian Police (SAPOL)
St Peters College.
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Agenda for the Meeting of the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee to be held on 15 August 2023
Item 5.1

DISCUSSION

Richmond Street provides access between the suburbs of Hackney, College Park and St Peters, with the
arterial road network at Hackney Road. The River Torrens forms a barrier to the north and St Peters
College takes up a large parcel of land along the Hackney Road frontage. As such, Richmond Street is the
only access road to Hackney Road for these suburbs.

Richmond Street forms part of the City’s cycling network as well as the State Government Bikedirect route
and provides an important link between the City and the Adelaide CBD for people who ride a bicycle.
Cyclists can either cross Hackney Road into the Adelaide Park Lands via a pedestrian refuge in the centre
of Hackney Road, or exit Richmond Street to enter the River Torrens Linear Park via the Old Mill Reserve,
to access the grade-separated underpass of Hackney Road. There was an average of 170 cyclists per day
riding along Richmond Street, counted in 2023.

As well as being a main connector route for vehicles and cyclists travelling through Richmond Street, there
are a number of destinations that generate vehicle, foot and cycle traffic to or close to, Richmond Road, as
set out below.

Twelftree Reserve which includes play equipment, a bar-b-que and a basketball ring;
Fix Specialty Coffee (café);

Old Mill Reserve;

Access point to River Torrens Linear Park shared path;

Adelaide Caravan Park;

e St Peters College; and

e Bus stops on Hackney Road.

Traffic data for Richmond Street, between Hatswell Street and Torrens Street, was collected in July 2023
and is contained in Table 2 below.

TABLE 2: TRAFFIC DATA — RICHMOND STREET, HACKNEY (AVERAGE WEEK DAY)
2023 DATA TWO-WAY ONE-WAY

Bicycle volume .
(cyclists per day) 163 Not available

Traffic speed 48km/h eastbound

) 47km/h

(85" percentile) 45km/h westbound
Traffic volume 2,290 eastbound

. 3,769
(vehicles per day) 1,479 westbound
Traffic volume 160 (7%) eastbound

485

(AM peak) 325 (22%) westbound
Traffic volume 473 279 (12.2%) eastbound
(PM peak) 128 (8.6%) westbound
2004 DATA
(prior to O-Bahn extension on Hackney Road)
T(g%ftft:szffgr?me) 50km/h Not available
Traffic volume 5,300 Not available

(vehicles per day)
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Agenda for the Meeting of the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee to be held on 15 August 2023
Item 5.1

During the data collection period, there were some traffic diversions that were associated with the
redevelopment of the Hackney Hotel property (the Botaniq development). To minimise potential errors in
the data as a result of the diversions, the time/day schedule of detours was obtained from the Project
Manager of the Botaniq development, the length of the survey period was extended, and the traffic data
was analysed to ensure that the data quoted in this report did not include periods when the diversions
occurred. In addition, the data was cross-referenced with data that was collected in 2020, which given its
similarity, concluded that the data was accurate.

In summary, the 85" percentile traffic speed is 45km/h in a westbound direction and 48km/h in an
eastbound direction, which are both below the default urban speed limit of 50km/h and as such, does not
point to a technical deficiency in the operating speed of Richmond Street. For clarification, the 85"
percentile speed is the speed that 85% of motorists travel at or below, and is used by traffic engineers
universally to determine whether any traffic management interventions are required. However, a more in-
depth assessment was undertaken to identify if there were instances of high-speed or hoon driving. This
assessment found that the 95™ percentile speed was recorded at 50.7km/h, which is still within the legal
framework of the street.

The traffic volume is 3,769 vehicles per day which is high for a residential street, but is an outcome of the
surrounding street network and lack of alternative streets that provide access to and from Hackney Road.
The Council’s Local Area Traffic Management Policy states that is acceptable for a main collector street to
carry up to 6,000 vehicles per day. The eastbound traffic volume is higher across an entire day, but the
westbound AM peak carrier 22% of the daily traffic which is a high concentration of traffic between 8am
and 9am.

Historical traffic data was also reviewed and it was identified that traffic volumes and speeds were
considerably higher prior to the O-Bahn busway extension on Hackney Road, which included the removal
of the right turn out onto Hackney Road. In 2004, Richmond Street carried an additional 1,650 vehicles per
day and the 85 percentile speed was 3km/h faster, than in 2023.

Crash data was obtained from the Department for Infrastructure & Transport for the five (5) year period
from 2017 to 2021. There were three (3) recorded crashes on Richmond Street, between Hackney Road
and Torrens Street, as set out below:

e two (2) crashes, one resulting in an injury to a bicyclist and one hitting a fixed object, at the intersection
of Richmond Street and Torrens Street; and
e one (1) crash as a result of hitting a fixed object, at the junction of Richmond Street and Eton Lane.

The Council has endorsed the implementation of a 40km/h speed limit in the residential streets in the
suburbs of Hackney (including Richmond Street), College Park, St Peters, Joslin, Royston Park and
Marden, if supported by the majority of residents. Community consultation for this new speed limit
commenced on Friday 28 July 2023 and is currently underway at the time of writing this report. Evaluation
of 40km/h speed limits throughout metropolitan Adelaide has identified that the speed limit reduction can
improve road safety by reducing speeds by 3 to 4 km/h in some streets. If supported by the community, it is
anticipated that a 40km/h speed limit would be implemented in the 2024-2025 financial year, subject to
funding by the Council.

The width of Richmond Street varies and is predominantly 8.9 metres wide except for localised widening at
Torrens Street. On-street car parking is permitted on the south side between Torrens Street and Regent
Street. The footpaths are 1.5 metres wide (north side), and 1.8 metres wide, (south side) measured from
property boundary to the kerb. This is considered narrow, particularly given that there is no buffer (i.e.,
verge), between the footpath and the moving traffic.

Kerb ramps are provided at each street junction to facilitate walking along the length of Richmond Street,
but the narrow footpaths restrict the ability to provide compliant kerb ramp with landings to facilitate the
crossing of Richmond Street. As such, there are no kerb ramp road crossings on Richmond Street,
between Torrens Street and Hackney Road and the kerb ramps at Hackney Road do not meet the
requirements of the Australian Standards. In addition, the ramps across the driveway access to the Old
Mill Reserve car park, do not comply with the Australian Standards.
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Agenda for the Meeting of the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee to be held on 15 August 2023
Item 5.1

Although Richmond Street is a key cycling connection and carries approximately 170 cyclists a day, there
is insufficient width for a bicycle lane, and as such, cyclists are required to either share the road with the
traffic or ride on the footpaths which are too narrow for a cyclist to comfortably pass a pedestrian.

The Petition contained a comment that the traffic issues have ‘been recognised for years by SA Police, St
Peters College and local resident’s’. A previous email from the Convenor of the Petition stated that a
Senior Sergeant from SAPOL informed her that, ‘a design fault of the road makes it almost impossible to
police and that the MP/council need to be contacted to address this ongoing issue’.

The SAPOL Traffic Investigations Unit has been contacted to seek clarification on this comment and the
response from SAPOL is that, it is not suitable to deploy a mobile traffic camera because Richmond Street
is too narrow and includes a horizontal bend. In addition, SAPOL has a site selection criterion when
determining locations for speed cameras that include four (4) weighted criteria that are; a history of
casualty crashes, reports by the public, expiations exceeding the speed limit of 30km/h or more and other
offences relating to road safety. Therefore, given that the recorded traffic speeds are below the current
speed limit of 50km/h and that there are no recorded crashes, it would be unlikely that SAPOL would
allocate resources to monitoring Richmond Street.

St Peters College was contacted to seek clarification on the schools understanding of road safety issues in
Richmond Street, however no response had been received at the time of writing this report.

CONCLUSION

The investigations as set out in this report, have identified that the 85™ percentile traffic speeds on
Richmond Street are operating at a speed less that the current default speed limit of 50km/h. As such, the
speeding and dangerous driving concern that is raised in the petition is not verified by evidence-based
data.

However, the street has high levels of pedestrian activity, high cyclist volumes, high traffic volumes, three
(3) crashes in a 5-year period, narrow footpaths, a lack of kerb ramps and a lack of dedicated space for
cyclists. As such, the safety concerns for pedestrians and cyclists that were raised in the petition are
acknowledged.

There is justification for traffic management measures to be investigated further with view to improving
amenity and safety for pedestrians and cyclists travelling along and across Richmond Street, within the
constraints of the width of the existing road reserve. Further investigations may identify a number of
possible improvements for pedestrians and cyclists that could include new kerb ramps, a zebra crossing,
road narrowing and footpath widening. These measures may include low-cost items that could be
implemented in the short term and high-cost road reconstruction measures that would be longer-term
measures incorporated into a future Capital Works Program. Any traffic management measures would also
need to be prioritised taking into consideration the existing traffic management works program across the
City.

COMMENTS

At the time of writing this report, community consultation is underway to ascertain if citizens support a
speed limit of 40km/h in the residential streets of Hackney (including Richmond Street), College Park, St
Peters, Joslin, Royston Park and Marden. If supported, it is anticipated that a 40km/h speed limit would be
implemented in the 2024-2025 financial year, subject to funding by the Council.

OPTIONS

The Council has the following options in respect to addressing the concerns of the petitioners.

Option 1

Do nothing. The Committee can decide that given that a 40km/h speed limit is pending, there is no
justification for the Council to undertake further road safety improvements in Richmond Street, Hackney.

This Option is not recommended on the basis of the traffic investigations identified in this report.
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Agenda for the Meeting of the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee to be held on 15 August 2023
Item 5.1

Option 2

The Committee can recommend to the Council that given the combination of high traffic volumes, narrow
footpaths, lack of kerb ramps, lack of space for cyclists, and high level of pedestrian and cyclist activity,
that traffic management improvements are warranted to improve the amenity and safety for pedestrians
and cyclists, and that future investigations be undertaken to determine the most appropriate measures.

This option is recommended on the basis of the traffic investigations identified in this report

RECOMMENDATION

1.

That the Petition (as contained in Attachment A), that was received by the Council at its meeting held
on 3 July, 2023, be received and noted.

That the Committee notes that the Council is currently consulting with citizens regarding the
implementation of a 40km/h speed limit in the suburbs of Hackney (including Richmond Street),
College Park, St Peters, Joslin, Royston Park and Marden, and that if supported, it is anticipated that
a 40km/h speed limit would be implemented in the 2024-2025 financial year, subject to the allocation
of funding by the Council.

That the Committee notes that Council staff will engage a traffic engineering consultant to undertake
detailed investigations and concept designs with the objective of improving road safety for all road
users in Richmond Street, Hackney, and in particular the amenity and safety for pedestrians and
cyclists.

That the Committee notes that the funding for the investigations and the preparation of concept design
will be funded from the 2023-2024 Traffic and Integrated Transport Operating Budget.

That the Council notes that the traffic management outcomes from the investigations may include low-
cost items that could be implemented in the short term and high-cost measures that may need to be
longer-term measures incorporated into the future Capital Works Program. The timing of the
implementation of the recommended works would be dependent on the complexity and cost of each
measure, the potential to integrate these works with the future Capital Works Program priorities and
taking into consideration other traffic management works that are currently planned.

That the Petitioners be thanked for bringing their concerns to the Committee’s attention and be
advised of the outcomes of the investigations which have been undertaken by staff.
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Attachment A

Petition
Richmond Street, Hackney
Traffic Management

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

Telephone 8366 4555 City of

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



Al

PETITION 176 The Parade, Norwood SA 5067
PO BOX 204, Kent Town SA 5071
To the City of Norwood Telephone 8366 4555
Facsimile 83326338 ,
Payneham & St Peters Email townhall@npsp.sa.gov.au NC") Ofd
Website WWW.Npsp.sa.gov.au I’a‘;l::::m
ABN 11 390 194 824 & St Peters
PETITION CONTACT DETAILS (Convenor of Petition) E .
Name:  Marysia Marchant
Address:
Phone: Mobile:

Part 1: The petition of: (identify the individuals or group — eg: the residents of The City of Norwood
Payneham & St Peters)

The concerned residents and users of Richmond Street, Hackney, on behalf of children,
pedestrians and cyclists.

Part 2: Matter of concern to petitioners: (outline the circumstances of the matter)

Speeding/dangerous driving between Torrens Street and Hatswell Street, Hackney
endangering children, pedestrians, cyclists and residents.

This issue has been recognised for years by SA Police, St Peter's College and local residents,
with no action forthcoming.

Proposed 40 kph restrictions will not address the dangerous driving.

Part 3: The petitioners request / submission is that the Council: (outline the action that the petitioners
are requesting Council should or should not take)

Please position speed humps/road narrowing/bike path before the completion of the Botaniq
development which will further exacerbate the current hazards even further.
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Part 4: List of signatories to the petition:

REVEIVED
FRONT COUNTER

27 JUN 2023

A4

CITY OF NORWOOD
PAYNEHAM & ST PETERS

Please note: when this petition is placed on the public agenda for a Council meeting, it will be a public
document and will appear on the Council website. Your address will be redacted, but your name and
signature will appear in the public document.

Name (print)

Signature 4

éVV\./ ¥ jhom I’

Address

-

QOCV\GJZV walkker

T~

"N\YY)\A ‘PO&nn(

\Vanessn (atcaydo

ES‘H\DJ C L\Q,w ,

?b)ﬂ&u(

wds Tiwamadl
L\el\qh ViekerS
Moerio, Hilmer
-‘\J\\‘e \‘\\\» \\-\5\\\ cC
6(‘(4\ '/\’«f/\—(é’/
NACADAD Cc:u&/&.

L

Ly fuﬁz (s

74\/\_&/

g
UM,

S g ‘

T4

-uu J ‘)4 1

|

2UAIRD Yhaa V. _F

(o So

Brumg

QoY MARHANVT

&(Z@‘ ;XOM\WWQ

A VA T (N
So/“\/\’“’\lef{

I (-

-Mﬁ“
A

[/

|

/

|

_ | I\

Catln McClarty
veerny Toloot '

Nine \Wang

Loonat. Sharmng |

ey,
/N0 rirca b | I 1

lctles

CAMPEWL TV

L

an -——

-

rpn ean A dMA« oA eI

- fuYY

I

(s ae
G

AW

777

e

—n - ésu{r——k‘km . UM“‘%L

f



' | RECEIVED
s N/NM ERONT COUNTER

o 27 JUN 2023

CITY OF NORWOOD
PAYNEHAM & ST PETERS

Name (print) Address Signature
Mayar. NWSEOK |
A O
OATVAY: B b)
9 AAnua
T 7
D/\(\"A"l/ ?7%4’134;/\
G sk la?
Vudnia Gk
St co e
[Ainrsse Moo’

%amm
2,/
0\0%6(4 OavéEs
ML e & BooTH
: ‘ﬂog’fﬂ\( BooTl{
.'gu M ay _& SN Pask
Dot " e |- O
,/,957’:42//\& XMQ” [ i;z%
WC&?S{/*\ _ -
%f’{ W" — wuA"m
_iﬁv&
%,W é«wu

2 pir] UWokbroo 4_ :

m//l,@/a !4)[(’%/00/(
ot BHiLLire?
TJack mMing2

6‘?\(;&: (‘AL(/;((QV\
DES BUA)/
/V%?Z/f/L gﬂﬂy
Alsce Termszze '_f’\_s,
7—8"“/] H\?%Ij eé_

T o«’, [lala./\o _7,7;“, -

< B

%




RECEIVED A6

Part 4: List of signatories to the petition:

Please note: when this petition is placed on the public agenda for $
document and will appear on the Council website. Your address
signature will appear in the public document.
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Agenda for the Meeting of the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee to be held on 15 August 2023
Item 5.2

5.2 PERCIVAL STREET, NORWOOD - PEDESTRIAN WARNING SIGNS

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

FILE REFERENCE: gA95218

ATTACHMENTS: A

PURPOSE OF REPORT

The purpose of this report is to advise the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee (“the
Committee”) of the final recommendations regarding the removal or retention of pedestrian warning signs
which are located at each end of Percival Street, Norwood.

BACKGROUND

At its meeting held on 20 June, 2023, the Committee considered a staff report regarding a Petition
submitted by residents of Percival Street, that requested the removal of two pedestrian warning signs. A
copy of the report and Minutes is contained in Attachment A.

The Committee considered the investigations which were undertaken regarding this issue, but were unable
to agree on a final determination. As such, The Committee unanimously agreed that determination of the
matter should be deferred to allow staff to undertake a pedestrian survey and present the results to the
Committee.

RELEVANT STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS & POLICIES

The relevant Goals contained in CityPlan 2030 are:

Outcome 1: Social Equity
Objectivel.2: A people friendly, integrated and sustainable transport network.

Strategy:
1.2.4 Provide appropriate traffic management to enhance residential amenity.

FINANCIAL AND BUDGET IMPLICATIONS
Not Applicable.

EXTERNAL ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS
Not Applicable.

SOCIAL ISSUES

Not Applicable

CULTURAL ISSUES

Not Applicable.

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Not Applicable

RESOURCE ISSUES

Not Applicable.
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Agenda for the Meeting of the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee to be held on 15 August 2023
Item 5.2

RISK MANAGEMENT

Pedestrians are vulnerable road users and a collision between a vehicle and a pedestrian can result in a
catastrophic impact. Older pedestrians can be particularly vulnerable because a higher proportion of older
people are frail which can result in a higher crash severity, or they may have mobility, vision or hearing
impairments that make crossing a road more difficult.

The traffic speed and volume in Percival Street is low, there are clear sight lines and the street is narrow to
cross, which in combination, provides a low-risk environment. As such, the likelihood of a catastrophic
event occurring is unlikely, which classifies the risk rating as high (6), refer to Table 1.

The installation of the pedestrian warning signs may raise awareness to motorists that there is a high
proportion of vulnerable pedestrians in the street and hence result in more considerate driver behaviour
than if the signs were not installed. However, this impact is hot measurable and the risk rating would not
change as a result of the signs.

TABLE 1. RISK RATING

RISK IMPACT RISK IMPACT RESIDUAL
EVENT RISK EVENT CATEGORY RATING PRIMARY MITIGATION CATEGORY RATING
1 A pc.ed'estnan People High Installation _of Pgdestnan People High
injury 6 Warning sign 6

CONSULTATION

e Committee Members
Crs Duke, Knoblauch and Holfield are aware of the petition as it was tabled to the Council at its
meeting held on 1 May, 2023.

e  Staff
General Manager, Governance & Community Affairs
General Manager, Urban Planning & Environment

e Community
Not Applicable

e Other Agencies
Clayton Church Homes

DISCUSSION

Percival Street, Norwood, is a residential east-west street, located between Portrush Road and Queen
Street, just south of Beulah Road. It carries low traffic volumes of 337 vehicles per day, low traffic speed of
40km/h, and there have been no recorded crashes in the last five (5) years. The majority of dwellings that
have direct access onto Percival Street are retirement living dwellings, owned by Clayton Church Homes.

The pedestrian warning signs were originally installed in Percival Street prior to 2007 and have been
removed and reinstalled several times in the last three years at the request of residents or the
administration of Clayton Church Homes. One group of Clayton Church Homes residents would like the
signs to remain and another group of Clayton Church Homes residents would like the signs removed.

The pedestrian signs are not regulatory signs that inform motorists of a legal requirement, but are simply a
warning to motorists to be aware of a special condition on the street. Percival Street does not have any
specific physical street conditions however there is a high percentage of older people who reside in the
street from the Clayton Church Homes Retirement Village.
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Agenda for the Meeting of the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee to be held on 15 August 2023
Item 5.2

The reasons why the signs could be removed are set out below:

e this type of sign is typically used to warn of the presence of pedestrians on, or crossing the road
where such activity might be unexpected;

¢ the sign is generally not installed at each end of a residential street because pedestrians can cross
anywhere along the roadway, or alternatively use the designated crossing points (kerb ramps), at
each end of the street;

e all of the Clayton Church Homes dwellings are separate and there is not a pedestrian “desire-line” at
any point along the street where residents cross to access a community facility;

o traffic signs should only be installed where absolutely required, otherwise signs tend to lose their
effectiveness if used unnecessarily or too frequently; and

o traffic data shows that there are no traffic-related safety concerns in terms of vehicular speeds and
volumes.

The reasons why the signs could remain in place are set out below:

e older pedestrians can be particularly vulnerable because a higher proportion of older people are frail
which can result in a higher crash severity, or they may have mobility, vision or hearing impairments
that make crossing a road more difficult; and

o the installation of the pedestrian warning signs may raise awareness to motorists that there is a high
proportion of vulnerable pedestrians in the street and hence result in more considerate driver
behaviour than if the signs were not installed.

At its meeting held on June 20, 2023, the Committee resolved that the reasons that the signs could be
removed (as listed above), justified the removal of the signs. However, the Committee noted that there was
a considerable volume of older pedestrians living in Percival Street and that if there was a high volume of
older pedestrians crossing Percival Street on a regular basis, that there could be justification for the signs
to remain.

Observations were undertaken in July and August 2023, over a number of days and are listed in Table 2.
The observations were undertaken on fine days when weather conditions would not restrict the presence of
pedestrians and at various times of the day to include the peak AM and PM periods when traffic volumes
are at their highest, at also at mid-morning, midday and mid-afternoon. The aim of the observations was to
count the number of pedestrians that crossed Percival Street mid-block. It did not count pedestrians who
crossed at the kerb ramps at Queen Street or Portrush Road.

In summary, the pedestrians who crossed Percival Street, mid-block were predominantly either:

e people who parked their car on the north side of the street and crossed Percival Street as part of their
journey to or from the direction of The Parade; or

e people entering or leaving a dwelling on Percival Street before walking toward Queen Street or
Portrush Road.

Several pedestrians were observed to walk along the centre of Percival Street for a distance before
crossing to the footpath which demonstrated their lack of concern with regard to traffic in Percival Street.
There were no road safety issues observed and traffic volumes and speeds were suitable for the street
environment.
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters

Agenda for the Meeting of the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee to be held on 15 August 2023

Item 5.2

TABLE 2: PEDESTRIAN OBSERVATIONS

DATE (2023) TIME OF NO. OF NO. OF COMMENTS
DAY VEHICLES PEDESTRIANS
;?%Su?ay 2:55pm to 15 cars 4
y 3:25pm 1 cyclist
Wednesday 12:20pm to 15 cars 10 Included a group of four (4) Percival
26 July 12:50pm Street residents who crossed together.
8:30am to
9:00am 13 cars 3
Tuesday 10:40am to Both movements were Percival Street
1 August . 11 cars 2 .
11:10am residents.
5:00pm to 18 cars 4 Included two (2) Percival Street
5:30pm 1 cyclist residents.
Thursday 12:45pm to None appeared to be P_ercwal Street
3 August 1:150m 7 cars 5 residents. One pedestrian was on a
9 9P skateboard in the centre of the street.
Three (3) of these movements were the
Tuesday 12:45pm to 13 cars 4 same pedestrian walking from his car to
8 August 1:15pm a dwelling to undertake gardening
services.
CONCLUSION

Pedestrian warning signs were installed in Percival Street prior to 2007 and have been removed and
reinstalled several times in the last three years at the request of residents or the administration of Clayton
Church Homes. One group of Clayton Church Homes residents would like the signs to remain and another
group of Clayton Church Homes residents would like the signs removed.

Site observations have been undertaken to determine whether there is justification for the pedestrian
warning signs to remain or be removed. There was very little pedestrian activity observed.

COMMENTS

It is important to note that the determination by the Committee will bring this matter to a close and it will not
be re-considered unless circumstances regarding the road and road user environment significantly change
and or new evidence is provided that, in the opinion of the Council’'s Manager, Traffic & Integrated
Transport, warrants a review of the need or otherwise for pedestrian warning signs on Percival Street.
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Agenda for the Meeting of the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee to be held on 15 August 2023
Item 5.2

OPTIONS

Option 1: Do nothing

The Committee could decide that the signs be left in place because there is a relatively high proportion of
older residents living in Percival Street and the signs may improve road safety for these vulnerable
pedestrians.

This option is not recommended because of the reasons set out below:

e pedestrian warning signs are typically used to warn of the presence of pedestrians on, or crossing the
road where such activity might be unexpected;

e the sign is generally not installed at each end of a residential street because pedestrians can cross
anywhere along the roadway, or alternatively use the designated crossing points (kerb ramps), at
each end of the street;

e all of the Clayton Church Homes dwellings are separate and there is not a pedestrian desire-line at
any point along the street where residents cross to access a community facility;

e traffic signs should only be installed where absolutely required, otherwise signs tend to lose their
effectiveness if used unnecessarily or too frequently;

o traffic data shows that there are no traffic-related safety concerns in terms of vehicular speeds and
volumes; and

e  site observations did not identify that pedestrian activity is high.

Option 2: Remove the pedestrian warning signs

The Committee could decide to remove the signs because the signs are not used for their intended
purpose and they are not required because traffic data and site observations do not identify that there is a

road safety concern in Percival Street that warrants pedestrian warning signs.

This option is recommended on the basis of the traffic investigations identified and set out in this report.

RECOMMENDATION

1. That based upon the results of the outcomes of the investigations that have been undertaken and as
set out in this report, which included a pedestrian survey, the pedestrian signs at each end of Percival
Street be removed.

2. That the Petitioners be advised of the outcome and thanked for bring their concerns to the Council’s
attention.
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Minutes of the Meeting of the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee held on 20 June 2023
Item 4.1

4.1 PETITION — PERCIVAL STREET, NORWOOD - PEDESTRIAN WARNING SIGNS

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

FILE REFERENCE: gA95218

ATTACHMENTS: A

PURPOSE OF REPORT

The purpose of this report is to advise the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee (“the
Committee”) of a Petition which has been received and considered by the Council at its meeting held on 1
May, 2023, requesting the removal of the pedestrian warning signs which are located at each end of
Percival Street, Norwood.

BACKGROUND

The Petitioners are requesting the removal of the pedestrian warning signs located at each end of Percival
Street because in their opinion, “the sign makes the residents of Percival Street feel unsafe and more
vulnerable, as it draws attention to the fact the residents are elderly. Our view is that it makes you more
likely to suffer harm from offenders, as they will likely view the residents as easy targets”.

A copy of the petition is contained in Attachment A.

The petition has been signed by a total of twenty-eight (28) people, including the convenor of the petition.

Of the twenty-eight (28) signatories, twenty-three (23) are in support of the removal of the pedestrian
warning signs, and five (5) signatories are against the removal of the signs.

RELEVANT STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS & POLICIES
The relevant Goals contained in CityPlan 2030 are:

Outcome 1: Social Equity
Objectivel.2: A people friendly, integrated and sustainable transport network.

Strategy:
1.2.4 Provide appropriate traffic management to enhance residential amenity.

FINANCIAL AND BUDGET IMPLICATIONS
Not Applicable.

EXTERNAL ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS
Not Applicable.

SOCIAL ISSUES

Not Applicable.

CULTURAL ISSUES

Not Applicable.
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters

Minutes of the Meeting of the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee held on 20 June 2023

Item 4.1

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Not Applicable.

RESOURCE ISSUES

Not Applicable.

RISK MANAGEMENT

Pedestrians are vulnerable road users and a collision between a vehicle and a pedestrian can result in a
catastrophic impact. Older pedestrians can be particularly vulnerable because a higher proportion of older
people are frail which can result in a higher crash severity, or they may have mobility, vision or hearing
impairments that make crossing a road more difficult.

The traffic speed and volume in Percival Street is low, there are clear sight lines and the street is narrow to
cross, which in combination, provides a low-risk environment. As such, the likelihood of a catastrophic event
occurring is unlikely, which classifies the risk rating as high (6).

The installation of the pedestrian warning signs may raise awareness to motorists that there is a high
proportion of vulnerable pedestrians in the street and hence result in more considerate driver behaviour than
if the signs were not installed. However, this impact is not measurable and the risk rating would not change
as a result of the signs.

Risk . Impact Risk Primary Residual
Event RESIEvE Category Rating Mitigation (IEIEs (Ll Egelg Rating
. : Installation of q
1 A pier?tjftrlan People ngh Pedestrian People ngh
jury Warning sign

COVID-19 IMPLICATIONS

Not Applicable.

CONSULTATION

. Committee Members

Councillors Duke, Knoblauch and Holfeld are aware of the petition as it was tabled to the Council at its
meeting held on 1 May, 2023.

. Staff

General Manager, Governance & Community Affairs

General Manager, Urban Planning & Environment

e  Community
Not Applicable.

e Other Agencies

Clayton Church Homes.
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Minutes of the Meeting of the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee held on 20 June 2023
Item 4.1

DISCUSSION

Percival Street is 180 metres long and x 7.5 metres wide, with on-street parking on both sides of the road.
Traffic data collected in 2020 is set out below and indicates that there is no road safety concern in Percival
Street.

The traffic volume is 337 vehicles per day;

The 85th percentile speed is 40km/h;

the average speed at 30.5km/h; and

there were no recorded collisions in the last five (5) years.

Sixty-three (63) dwellings have direct car park and pedestrian access onto Percival Street, including
twenty-seven (27) units that face onto Beulah Road and one dwelling that faces onto Portrush Road. Of
these sixty three (63) dwellings, fifty (50), are owned by Clayton Church Homes, and twelve (12) are
privately owned dwellings.

Clayton Church Homes has advised the Council that their dwellings are all retirement living and most are
fully independent, however it is anticipated that eventually most residents will require home care assistance
as they age.

The signs in contention are the ‘Pedestrian’ warning signs with ‘Aged’ supplementary plates, located at each
end of Percival Street, as shown in Photos 1 and 2.

arning signs in Percival Street for eastbound traffic, near Queen Street

a
—

Photo 2: the pedestrian warning signs in Percival Street for westbound traffic, near Portrush Road
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Minutes of the Meeting of the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee held on 20 June 2023
Item 4.1

The break-down of the of the petition signatories is set out below.

e atotal of twenty-eight (28) residents who have access directly onto Percival Street signed the petition;

e seventeen (17) of the signatories reside in Clayton Church Homes and eleven (11) reside in privately-
owned dwellings;

o  Twenty-three (23) of the signatories supported the removal of the pedestrian warning signs;

e of the residents who supported the removal of the signs, twelve (12) reside in Clayton Church Homes
and eleven (11) reside in privately-owned dwellings;

o five (5) signatories are opposed to the removal of the pedestrian warning signs and all were residents
of Clayton Church Homes.

Warning signs are a diamond shape sign with a black symbol and are installed to raise motorist awareness
of a potential hazard, obstacle or condition requiring special attention. Warning signs may or may not
include a rectangular supplementary plate under the sign, that indicates specificities, such as advisory
traffic speed, distance to a hazard, or a type of vulnerable pedestrian present (aged or blind). Warning
signs are not a regulatory sign, as such, do not indicate or reinforce a traffic law or regulation.

The relevant extract from Australian Standard (AS1742.2) defines the purpose for the installation of
pedestrian warning signs and is set out below.

e  The W6-1 pedestrian warning sign is used to warn of the presence of pedestrians on or crossing the
road where such activity might be unexpected.

e A supplementary legend sign describing particular classes of pedestrians such as Aged or Blind may
be used in conjunction with this sign.

e The use of Regulatory and Warning signs should be restricted to the minimum consistent with their
particular requirement, as signs tend to lose their effectiveness if used unnecessarily or too frequently.

Although the pedestrian warning signs were originally installed prior to 2007, Clayton Church Homes
residents have expressed conflicting views to the Council in recent years about whether the sign should or
should not be in place. The approximate timeline of events that have taken place is set out below.

e  April 2020: The Council received a request from a resident to remove the pedestrian warning signs,
stating that they were redundant because they were installed for a nursing home that was located in
Percival Street that has been demolished. The request added that the nursing home had been replaced
by independent living units which housed residents who were not elderly and did not require the signs.

The pedestrian warning signs were removed following an investigation of:
- Traffic data which identified that road safety was not a concern in Percival Street; and

- the Australian Standards could be interpreted that the pedestrian warning signs were not applicable,
because pedestrian activity is expected in Percival Street, similar to any other street and this did
not constitute a hazard, obstacle, or condition requiring special attention.

e May 2020: The Council received correspondence from several residents of Clayton Church Homes,
listing a comprehensive list of traffic and parking concerns, including a request to reinstall the pedestrian
warning signs.

The Council met with the group of residents to discuss their issues and an email was forwarded to the
residents that responded to each of their concerns. This included details of the Australian Standard
extract that explained the reason why the pedestrian signs were removed.
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Minutes of the Meeting of the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee held on 20 June 2023
Item 4.1

November 2020: to assist with an agreeable solution, Clayton Church Homes administration undertook
a survey of their residents, which identified that the majority of residents preferred that the pedestrian
warning be reinstated.

Council staff identified that given that there is no legal requirement for or against the installation of the
pedestrian warning signs, the Australian Standard could be interpreted that a high proportion of
residents residing in retirement homes along the street, justified the installation of the pedestrian
warning signs to raise motorist awareness of the possible presence of vulnerable road users.

The Council met a Clayton Church Homes representative and several of their residents on site to agree
on the preferred locations of the signs. A plan was prepared that depicted these locations and sent to
Clayton Church Homes for approval prior to installation. The locations were subsequently approved
and the signs were installed.

January 2021: A newly appointed Property Manager at Clayton Church Homes requested that the
Council remove the pedestrian warning signs, on behalf of their residents.

The Council removed the ‘aged’ supplementary plate but left the diamond-shaped pedestrian warning
sign and post in place.

As a result, Clayton Church Homes contacted the Council again, noting that the Council had made “an
error’ and requested that the entire signs and posts be removed. The signs were removed and the
Council informed Clayton Church Homes that the signs would not be reinstated in the future.

May 2022: A newly appointed staff member of Clayton Church Homes, on the resident’'s behalf,
requested to the Council that the pedestrian signs be reinstalled. A history of the sign removal and
installation was forwarded to the Clayton Church Homes staff member and it was stated that given this
history, the pedestrian warning signs would not be reinstated. Clayton Church Homes provided absolute
assurance to the Council that the reinstatement of the signs was agreed by all parties, and that there
would be no further requests for installation or removal of the signs.

The Council reinstalled the pedestrian warning signs and reiterated to Clayton Church Homes that they
would not be removed at any time in the future.

September 2022: The Council received a request from a newly appointed staff member of Clayton
Church Homes to remove the pedestrian warning signs in Percival Street, on behalf of a resident. The
new staff member was provided with the history of the signs and they were advised that the signs would
not be removed.

November 2022: The Council received an email from the newly appointed staff member of Clayton
Church Homes requesting that the pedestrian signs be removed, because residents had provided a
survey that identified that the majority of residents wanted the sign removed.

The new staff member was informed of the history of the sign and advised that the signs would not be
removed.

May 2023: The Council received the petition that is the subject of this report, to remove the pedestrian
warning signs.

May 2023: The Council received an email from Clayton Church Homes advising that their preference
is for the pedestrian signs to remain.
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Minutes of the Meeting of the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee held on 20 June 2023
Item 4.1

CONCLUSION

The pedestrian warning signs were originally installed prior to 2007 and as set out above, have been removed
and reinstalled several times in the last three (3) years at the request of residents or the administration of
Clayton Church Homes.

A number of Clayton Church Homes residents would like the pedestrian warning signs installed because in
their opinion, there are road safety concerns for elderly and vulnerable pedestrians. Other residents of
Percival Street would prefer that the signs are not installed because in their opinion, the signs cause the
residents to feel unsafe and vulnerable by indicating that the residents in the area are elderly.

There has been a high turnover of staff at Clayton Church Homes and as turnover has occurred, the Council
has received conflicting requests from new staff to either remove or reinstate the signs.

COMMENTS

There is no research available that confirms or contradicts the reasons set out in the petition for the removal
of the sign, which as stated by the Convenor of the petition is that, “the sign makes the residents of Percival
Street feel unsafe and more vulnerable, as it draws attention to the fact the residents are elderly. Our view
is that it makes us more likely to suffer harm from offenders, as they will likely view the residents as easy
targets”.

The pedestrian signs are not regulatory signs that inform motorists of a legal requirement, but are simply a
warning to motorists to be aware of a special condition on the street. Percival Street does not have any
specific physical street conditions however there is a high percentage of older people who reside in the street
from the Clayton Church Homes Retirement Village.

Older pedestrians are included in the group of vulnerable road users, along with young children and people
who ride bicycles. Older pedestrians are included in this group because they are more likely to be frail which
can result in a higher crash severity, and some may find the crossing of roads difficult because of reduced
mobility, vision or hearing.

OPTIONS
Option 1: Do nothing.

The Committee could decide to leave the signs in place because there is a relatively high proportion of older
residents living in Percival Street and a survey undertaken in 2020 identified that the majority of residents
preferred that the sign be installed and Clayton Church Homes has advised the Council that it is their
preference that the signs remain in place.

This option is recommended because the pedestrian warning signs may raise motorist awareness that there
is a high proportion of vulnerable pedestrians in the street and hence result in a safer environment for
pedestrians than if the signs were not installed

Option 2: Remove the pedestrian warning signs and Aged supplementary plates.

The Committee could decide to remove the signs due to twenty-three (23) residents of Percival Street signing
the petition stating that in their opinion, the signs are not required and that the traffic data does not indicate
that there is a road safety concern in Percival Street that warrants pedestrian warning signs.

This option is hot recommended because pedestrian safety is paramount, particularly in an environment with
a significant proportion of older pedestrians, albeit, that the removal of the pedestrian warning signs and
Aged supplementary plates could also be considered a reasonable action to take given the data shows there
is no traffic related safety concerns in terms of vehicular speeds and volumes

Option 3: Remove the Aged supplementary plates, but leave the pedestrian warning signs in place.
The Committee could decide that as a compromise the Aged supplementary be removed only.
This is not recommended because the pedestrian warning sign by itself would not provide sufficient

information to motorists with regard to the reason of the warning, and could therefore be more likely to be
ignored that if the aged plate was in place.
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters
Minutes of the Meeting of the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee held on 20 June 2023
Item 4.1

RECOMMENDATION

1. That the Petition (as contained in Attachment A), that was received by the Council at its meeting held
on 1 May, 2023, be received and noted.

2. That based upon the results of the outcomes from the investigations set out in this report, the
pedestrian warning signs and aged supplementary plates, are to remain in their current positions at
each end of Percival Street.

3. That the Petitioners be advised of the outcome and thanked for bring their concerns to the Councils

attention.

Mr Nick Meredith moved:

1.

That the Petition (as contained in Attachment A), that was received by the Council at its meeting held
on 1 May, 2023, be received and noted.

That based upon the results of the outcomes from the investigations set out in this report, the
pedestrian warning signs and aged supplementary plates, are to remain in their current positions at
each end of Percival Street.

That the Petitioners be advised of the outcome and thanked for bring their concerns to the Councils
attention.

The motion lapsed for want of a seconder.

Mr Charles Mountain moved:

That the determination of this matter be deferred to allow staff to undertake a pedestrian survey and
present the results to the Committee.

Seconded by Mr Nick Meredith and carried unanimously.
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City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters

Agenda for the Meeting of the Traffic Management & Road Safety Committee to be held on 15 August 2023

OTHER BUSINESS
(Of an urgent nature only)

NEXT MEETING

Tuesday 17 October 2023

CLOSURE
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