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Executive Summary  
The City of Adelaide’s engagement about the revitalisation of Hutt Street has prompted strong community 
interest and input, with over 1,000 survey responses and broad participation from local community and 
stakeholder groups. The engagement, conducted between 21 February and 28 March 2025, focused on 
seeking feedback on five concept development options to revitalise Hutt Street between South Terrace 
and Carrington Street. Engagement sought to capture community priorities about parking, public realm 
improvements, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, and economic viability. 

Key Findings of the engagement  

• Parking emerged as the most topical issue. While many businesses and some residents stressed the 
importance of maintaining on-street parking for economic and accessibility reasons, a large proportion 
of respondents supported reducing parking to prioritise safety, amenity, and vibrancy. 

• Option D was the clear preference across all respondent categories, including residents, ratepayers, 
and business owners in the South-East precinct. It was supported by respondents as it offers wider 
footpaths, protected cycle lanes, and enhanced greenery, aiming to transform Hutt Street into a safer, 
more people-focused street.  

• Mixed views on cycling infrastructure. Some welcomed protected bike lanes to improve safety and 
encourage active transport, while others questioned their necessity, favouring existing routes like 
Frome Street. 

• Strong support for streetscape improvements such as better lighting, shade, public art, and green 
spaces. Many saw these features as essential to creating a vibrant and welcoming precinct. 

• Stakeholder feedback was generally aligned with broader community sentiment. Businesses voiced 
concern over reduced parking, while planning, transport and resident groups backed improvements to 
cycling, walking, and public spaces. 

• Submissions reinforced these themes, with 46 received and 32 identifying a preferred option, with 
Option D again the most favoured. 

The engagement revealed a tension between preserving existing parking and embracing urban design 
that supports broader community use and economic activation. Many called for a hybrid option blending 
elements of all five concepts such as convenient car parking, safer cycling, retention of greenery and street 
activation.  
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Engagement Snapshot 
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 Introduction 
The Hutt Street Revitalisation is an exciting City of Adelaide street upgrade initiative involving multiple 
stages from design to construction. 

Between 21 February and 28 March 2025, the community was invited to provide feedback on five concept 
development options for revitalising the section of Hutt Street between South Terrace and Carrington 
Street. This area forms the Hutt Street Revitalisation.  

This engagement was requested from the City of Adelaide’s Elected Members, following review of an 
initial concept design in November 2024. That design was informed by community input gathered during 
the master planning process in March/April 2022. 

The Elected Members sought further community input, with particular focus on car parking 
accommodations. In response, five distinct concept development options were presented to the 
community, each offering a different approach to balancing amenity, movement and parking.  

 Project Background and Previous Engagement 
In 2020 the City of Adelaide identified Hindley Street, Hutt Street, Melbourne Street and O’Connell Street 
as priority main streets for Main Street Revitalisation, with Gouger Street added at a later stage. 

Hutt Street is one of Adelaide’s main streets and is known for its village-like cluster of cafés and 
restaurants, which operate alongside day-to-day essential community services. There has been no major 
upgrade to Hutt Street in the last 30 years.  

Community engagement and research has been undertaken over recent years to better understand the 
community’s views on the priorities, needs and expectations for Hutt Street.   

Key milestones are outlined below and demonstrated in Figure 1.  

• Lord Mayor Roundtable Discussions – 2021 
In 2021, the Lord Mayor held roundtable discussions as part of the City of Adelaide’s main streets 
engagement that identified key themes to guide the planning for Hutt Street. These themes included 
improved greening, more public space, improved lighting, increased street art, bike facilities and 
opportunities for activation. Further engagement on main street master planning allowed the City of 
Adelaide to develop a draft vision, and a set of design principles and objectives for Hutt Street. These 
represented the community’s priorities for the street.  

• Master Planning – 2022  
Off the back of the street upgrade initiative, in 2022 the City of Adelaide undertook Master Planning for 
Hutt Street which identified potential opportunities to enhance the street. These included upgrading the 
public realm, creating more space for public activities and improving access.  
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• Early Concept Design – August 2024  
In August 2024, the City of Adelaide reviewed an early concept design for revitalising Hutt Street. This 
concept was shaped by community feedback gathered during master planning in March/April 2022. 
Council sought review of the concept plans for Hutt Street Revitalisation with a particular focus on the 
provision of car parking spaces. In response, five different concept development options were 
developed. 

• Grant Funding – November 2024  
In late November 2024, the City of Adelaide was successful in securing a $7.32m grant funding 
contribution for the revitalisation of Hutt Street under the Australian Government’s Thriving Suburbs 
Program. This program aims to support projects that enhance liveability, strengthen social cohesion, 
and support local amenity in urban and rural communities. 

Figure 1: Key project and engagement milestones 
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 How we Engaged 
A range of engagement methods were used to share information with and seek feedback from Hutt Street 
businesses, key stakeholders, local residents, and the wider community during the engagement period. 

 Purpose of Engagement 
The objectives of this engagement were:  

• Gather meaningful community feedback to support Elected Members in making informed decisions 
about the Hutt Street Revitalisation design, while recognising that these views will be considered 
alongside technical requirements and budget constraints.  

• Design and deliver an engagement process to capture a broad range of perspectives, including input 
from Hutt Street businesses, local residents, key stakeholders, and the wider community.  

• Accurately and faithfully report the feedback to the project team and the public in order to close the 
loop.  

 Engagement Undertaken  
The engagement was open for a period of 4 weeks, commencing Friday 21 February and concluding on 
Friday 28 March 2025. Table 1 outlines the engagement activities undertaken. Table 2 outlines the ways 
in which the engagement was promoted and the tools used to engage. The outcomes of each 
engagement activity are provided in Section 7. Copies of engagement materials are provided in Appendix 
B.  

Table 1: Engagement Undertaken 

Details Target audience  

Online survey (Our Adelaide) 

An online survey was developed to capture feedback on the five concept 
development options. This was available through the Our Adelaide 
engagement platform. 

All interested 
community. 

Business forum  

A specific business forum was held to provide opportunity for local businesses 
to learn about the five concept development options for Hutt Street, including 
their approach to parking, access, safety, public space, and activation and 
understand how to participate in the engagement. 

The format of the business forum included a slide presentation by senior 
project management and City of Adelaide staff. It was facilitated by an expert 
facilitator from URPS and included a Q&A session.  

All businesses on Hutt Street were hand-dropped a letter inviting them to 
attend the forum and were asked to RSVP.  

Hutt Street 
businesses.  
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Details Target audience  

Community events  

Two open community drop-in sessions and one pop-up session were held, 
featuring key information and graphics of the five concept development 
options. These sessions offered interactive opportunities for community 
members to speak with project team members and share their feedback. To 
support accessibility and encourage participation, the sessions were held at 
different times and locations, two at the Hutt Street Library and one pop-up at 
the Fringe Vibes event, with attendees only needing to attend one session. 

All stakeholders who 
live, work, play, 
commute and own 
property in and 
nearby Hutt Street. 

Stakeholder workshops 

Two stakeholder workshops were held with key stakeholder groups identified 
as having an interest in Hutt Street.  

These invite-only sessions curated attendance from representative groups 
and subject matter experts to ensure perspectives were gathered from 
relevant voices. Approximately 40 key stakeholder groups were identified and 
invited to attend.  

Key stakeholders 
identified with the City 
of Adelaide who may 
have an interest in the 
design. 

Other ways to provide feedback 

As well as using the online survey, community members and stakeholders 
were able to share their feedback with the project team through written 
submissions, emails, and phone calls. This input has been documented in 
Section 4. 

All interested 
community.  
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Table 2: Promotion and engagement tools 

Method Details and audience 

Our Adelaide webpage 
A link to the project page was provided on Council’s Our Adelaide 
page. Our Adelaide also hosted the survey, fact sheet and concept 
development options.  

Fact sheet 

A fact sheet was developed to outline key information about the 
engagement and how to provide feedback. It was uploaded to Our 
Adelaide, delivered via letterbox drop to residents and businesses 
surrounding Hutt Street, and posted to property owners within the 
same catchment. See Appendix A for catchment area.  

Promotion through Council social 
media channels 

Posts were made across Council’s social media channels 
(Facebook, Instagram and LinkedIn) to promote the engagement.  

Corflute promotional signs 
Promotional signs were installed along Hutt Street, advising 
commuters, shoppers and other passers-by of the engagement.  

Other promotional posters  
Businesses on Hutt Street were doorknocked and offered to display 
a promotional poster in their window.  

Business forum invite  
All businesses on Hutt Street were hand delivered an invite to the 
business forum that also advised of the engagement.  
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 Our Adelaide Survey Results 
This survey was available on Our Adelaide during the engagement period and received 1,039 responses. 
This is one of the highest response rates ever received for an infrastructure project through Our Adelaide. 
This is testament to the high-quality promotion of the engagement and community interest in the subject 
matter. 

The survey consisted of 10 key questions (refer Table 3). Four questions sought basic demographic 
information about the respondent, with additional questions asked to clarify answers based on 
programmed logic (these are explained further in the individual question analysis below). Six questions 
then sought to understand current and future use and priorities of respondents, and ultimately their 
preferred concept development option from the five options provided. Optional open-ended questions 
sought additional clarification on the option preference. Each question is analysed in detail in Sections 4 to 
6 of this report.  

At the conclusion of the survey, respondents were presented with all their selections summarised and 
were able to review and go back and change anything or submit. 

Table 3: Survey questions 

Question 
number 

Question  Question structure/programmed logic  

1. How do you participate in 
city life? 

Select from 7 options and as many as applied  

If selected ‘own a business’, respondent take to additional 
question: 

• What area of the city is your business located in? 

A map was provided to assist respondents in selecting the 
correct response regarding which part of the city their 
business was located in.  

2. Are you a City of Adelaide 
ratepayer? 

Yes/no response  

3. Age group Select from 17 preset age cohorts mostly within 5 year age 
brackets  

4. Postcode  If a City of Adelaide postcode was identified, respondent 
was taken to additional question: 

• What area of the city do you live in? 

A map was provided to assist respondents in selecting the 
correct response. 
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Question 
number 

Question  Question structure/programmed logic  

5. Imagine Hutt Street in 10 
years.  What’s most 
important to you?  

Ranking of 5 options in order of importance   

6. How do you currently use 
Hutt Street? 

Select from 5 options and as many as applied  

7. How do you see yourself 
using Hutt Street in the 
future? 

Select from 5 options and as many as applied 

8. What is your top priority for 
the future of Hutt Street? 

Selection of top priority from 5 options 

9. What is your second priority 
for the future of Hutt Street? 

Selection of second priority from the remaining 4 options  

10 Please select your preferred 
option 

Respondent prompted to view all 5 Concept Development 
Options for Hutt Steet Revitalisation before selecting their 
preferred option  

Opportunity to add free form comment regarding what 
like/don’t like about their preferred option  

 

A note on interpreting the survey data  

While the high number of survey responses can provide increasing confidence as to the reliability of the 
data received, it is important to note that this survey was part of an opt-in engagement process and 
does not represent statistically valid market research. That is, respondents chose to participate, and the 
respondent group may not be statistically comparative to the impacted community.  

As a result, caution should be applied to the use of quantitative data (i.e. numbers and percentages) 
throughout. It is recommended that it be viewed as one source of data and balanced amongst feedback 
received through other mechanisms (including at community events – refer section 4). 
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 Demographic Snapshot  

Question 1: How do you participate in city life? 

Respondents were invited to indicate the ways that they participate in city life. Seven choices could be 
selected from and respondents could choose as many that applied to them.  

The most commonly selected choices (refer Figure 2) were shop (77%), play (leisure/recreation) (74%) and 
work (55%). Strong numbers of respondents also indicated that they live (reside) in the city (45%). Smaller 
numbers of respondents indicated that they own a business (11%) or are tourist (3%). All choices received 
a response, indicating a wide range of respondent types.  

Figure 2: Participation in city life (more than one response allowed)  

 

City of Adelaide business owners 

If respondents selected that they ‘own a business’, they were then prompted to indicate what area of the 
city their business is located – North Adelaide, East, West, South-East, South West. A map was provided 
to assist respondents in selecting the correct response. 

110 survey respondents indicated they own a business, with 70 of these indicating that their business is 
located in the South-East precinct of the city (where Hutt Street is located) (refer Figure 3). Note: 2 
respondents skipped this question. 
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Figure 3: What area of the city is your business located in (percent of business owners) 

 

Question 2: Are you a City of Adelaide ratepayer? 

Respondents were invited to indicate whether they were a City of Adelaide ratepayer.  

The proportion of ratepayers to non-ratepayers within the respondent group was evenly split (refer Figure 
4). This was a mandatory question and there was no option to decline or to state unsure. 

Figure 4: City of Adelaide ratepayer as proportion of all respondents 
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Question 3: Age group 

Seventeen preset age cohorts could be selected by respondents, mostly within 5 year age brackets. The 
survey responses indicate a high level of age diversity with almost all cohorts having some level of 
participation (with the exception of 14 years and under) (refer Figure 5).  

Figure 5: Age distribution (all respondents) 

 

Question 4: Postcode 

Respondents were required to provide their postcode. The data is presented in terms of whether 
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Figure 6: Postcode by region (all respondents) 

 

To further understand participation, a ‘heat map’ of postcodes is provided (refer Figure 7). This shows 
higher concentrations of respondents in inner city ring suburbs as well as a fairly consistent distribution of 
respondents from both the northern and southern parts of metropolitan Adelaide. 
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Figure 7: Postcode distribution heat map (all respondents) 
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City of Adelaide postcodes 

If respondents provided 5000, 5001 and 5006 as postcodes, they were then prompted to indicate what 
area of the city they live in – North Adelaide, East, West, South East, South West. A map was provided to 
assist respondents in selecting the correct response.  

332 (or 68.5%) of the 506 survey respondents with a City of Adelaide postcode indicated that they live 
within the South-East precinct of the city (where Hutt Street is located) (refer Figure 8).  

Figure 8: Area of the city where live (City of Adelaide postcodes) 

 

This represents 31.9% (almost a third) of all survey respondents. This suggests that a strong number of 
local residents participated in the survey, but that overall, more people who completed the survey self-
identified as being from outside the South-East precinct.    

A note on survey design and response 

It is noted that there are some differences in the data as a result of participants choosing different 
response options relating to where they live. For example,  

• 467 respondents indicated they live in the city (Question 1) 

• 506 provided a City of Adelaide postcode (5000, 5001 or 5006) (Question 4) 

• 485 responded to what part of the city they live in (eg South-East etc) (Question 5) 

This discrepancy may be due to a number of factors, including some respondents potentially providing a 
postcode for their place of business rather than their residential postcode. 

Irrespective of which figure is most accurate, these numbers suggest that somewhere between 45% 
and 49% of survey respondents are City of Adelaide residents.  
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 Hutt Street Use and Priorities 

Question 5: Imagine Hutt Street in 10 years – what’s most important to you? 

Respondents were invited to rank the following 5 options in order of importance: 

• Protected space for people cycling and wheeling 

• An accessible street for everyone that improved the pedestrian experience 

• An attractive street with vibrant spaces for events, gatherings and outdoor hospitality 

• A greener, cooler street with trees and improved garden amenity 

• A street with on street parking numbers maintained at the highest level. 

Figure 9: Imagining Hutt St in 10 years-what’s most important (all respondents) 
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The distribution of ranked responses provides the following information (refer Figure 9): 

• ‘A street with on street parking numbers maintained at the highest level’ was the most common first 
priority (by more than a fifth of respondents) and also the most common last priority (more than half of 
respondents) indicating a highly polarised response. As a result of this, weighted average ranks should 
be treated with caution. 

• ‘Protected space for people cycling and wheeling’ had the greatest variation of respondent 
prioritisation. It was the third most common first ranked option, but also the lowest priority by a fifth of 
respondents.  

• Priorities relating to accessibility, vibrancy and greening were most commonly mid-ranked responses 
from participants.  

Weighted average analysis  

In order to try to further understand this data, weighted average rank analysis is provided (refer Table 4). 
A weighted average takes into account both how many people selected each response and how highly 
they ranked it. This gives more influence to higher-ranked responses, providing a clearer picture of overall 
preferences or priorities. This is like giving more points to higher-ranked choices so it's clearer which ones 
matter most to participants overall. 

The weighted average is a common and practical method for presenting ranked survey results, especially 
when it is desirable to present a single summary metric to show relative preferences. While a common 
methodology, there are limitations to weighted averages. There is a loss of detail as the distribution of 
responses is no longer clear (for example polarised vs consistently middling responses). It also can mask 
extremes. That is, an item with strong 1st and last-place votes might look average. Further information on 
the methodology for this analysis is provided in Appendix C. 

This weighted analysis shows that greener, vibrant and accessible street design is preferred by 
respondents. A street that has protected cycling infrastructure is more likely to be preferenced than a 
street that maintains on street parking. 
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Table 4: Weighted average ranking - Hutt St in 10 years-what’s most important (all respondents) 

Weighted 
average rank 

Option 

1 A greener, cooler street with trees and improved garden amenity 

2 An attractive street with vibrant spaces for events, gatherings and outdoor hospitality 

3 An accessible street for everyone that improves the pedestrian experience 

4 Protected space for people cycling and wheeling 

5 A street with on street parking numbers maintained at the highest level 

Question 6: How do you currently use Hutt Street? 

Respondents were invited to identify how they currently use Hutt Street and could choose as many of the 
following options that apply to them: 

• Accessing local businesses and services. 

• Walking, cycling, or enjoying public spaces 

• Commuting through the area 

• Attending events or dining out 

• Other (please specify) 

‘Accessing local businesses and services’ along with ‘attending events or dining out’ were the most 
common ways that respondents use Hutt Street currently (84% and 79% of respondents chose these 
activities) (refer Figure 10). 

‘Walking, cycling or enjoying public spaces’ was also chosen by three-quarters of respondents.  

Over half of survey respondents (58%) indicated that they use Hutt Street as a commuter route. 

48 respondents provided an ‘other’ response and were prompted to provide further detail. The most 
common responses were that they worked/owned a business or lived in the area (15 responses and 10 
responses respectively).   

Eight responses indicated a range of social and recreational activities were pursued on Hutt Street 
including meeting friends, dining out or visiting the library. Other comments highlighted that Hutt Street 
was convenient for people with mobility or access requirements (5 responses).   
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Figure 10: Current use of Hutt St (all respondents, more than one response allowed) 
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“I dont.  Its currently just a car park with heavy traffic flow through it.  Its not a great environment to visit 
with the amount of road traffic.” 

“I want a better urban enviroment that doesn't prioritise car use. Accesability is important, but so is 
livibility” (sic) 

"I have mobility issues and need close parking to my local shops - this is essential for me.” 

Question 7: How do you see yourself using Hutt Street in the future? 

Respondents were invited to identify how they see themselves using Hutt Street in the future and could 
choose as many of the following options that apply to them: 

• Relaxing in green spaces 

• Attending events or outdoor dining 

• Using improved cycling and walking paths 

• Parking for local businesses and services 

• Other (please specify) 
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‘Attending events or outdoor dining’ was the most common way that respondents see themselves using 
Hutt Street in the future (82% of respondents) (refer Figure 11). ‘Using improved cycling and walking 
paths’ and ‘relaxing in green spaces’ were equally common with over half of respondents choosing these 
options (65% and 59% respectively).  Nearly half of respondents indicated that they see themselves using 
‘parking for local businesses and services’ in the future (39%). 

62 respondents provided an ‘other’ response and were prompted to provide comments. The most 
common responses related to using Hutt Street for work, or running or patronising a local business (13 
responses). An additional 10 responses referred to using the street for shopping and daily needs. Many 
other responses related to dining, socialising and connecting with family and friends on the street. There 
were a mix of responses as to the parking and traffic impacts and how this might change the way that 
people interact with the street. 

Figure 11: Future use of Hutt Street (all respondents, more than one response allowed) 

 

A sample of verbatim comments is provided below: 

“Despite my age, I hope to continue enjoying Hutt Street without too much change, much as I do now.” 

“Coffee meet ups with friends particularly after a park run or a morning cycle.” 

“Being able to easily park and see the businesses, all of which are tantamount to a vibrant community.” 

“Using services and businesses but parking isn’t essential.” 
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Question 8: What is your top priority for the future of Hutt Street?  

For this question respondents were invited to click on the different priorities listed below to see the 
concept development options aligned to that priority through programmed survey logic (refer Table 5).  

The priority and corresponding options which were displayed based on that priority are listed below.  

Table 5: Programmed survey logic – priority selection and concept development option 

Priority selected Concept development option(s) that would be 
displayed 

Retention of on Street Parking Provision Option A 

Option B 

Long Term Tree Health and Increased Greening Option B 

Option C 

Option D 

Option E 

Increased Activity Zones and Pedestrian Areas Option D 

Option E 

Improved Road Safety Option D 

Option E 

Protected Cycle Path (separated from road) Option D 

Option E 

Preceding this page was an explanation that each design balances different community priorities, 
including car parking, overall streetscape improvements and cycling access. This outlined that some 
designs keep most or all car parking, while others make changes that may reduce the number of car 
parking spaces. Figure 12 was used in the survey to explain the varying application of design features and 
priorities across the 5 options. 
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Figure 12: Community priorities and concept development options matrix 

 

Note, at this stage participants were not asked to select their preferred option, but rather what priority 
was most important to them. Respondents could only select one priority. 

Almost equal numbers of respondents indicated their top priorities are a separated protected cycle path 
(29%) and retention of on street parking provision (28%) (refer Figure 13) 

A quarter of respondents indicated their top priority as ‘increased activity zones and pedestrian areas’. 
Smaller numbers prioritised tree health and greening (14%) and improved road safety (4%). 
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Figure 13: Top priority for the future of Hutt Street (all respondents) 

 

Question 9: What is your second priority for the future of Hutt Street? 

Participants were presented with the remaining 4 priorities (minus the one they selected as their first 
preference) and asked to indicate their second priority. No concept development options were displayed 
on screen during this selection.  

Tree health and greening was a common second preference with a quarter of respondents choosing 
this priority (refer Figure 14). This was followed by increased activity zones and pedestrian areas (16%) 
and protected cycle path (16%).  

Road safety continued to be a lower priority as a second preference (8% of respondents). Retention of on 
street parking was the least common second preference (4%). 
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Figure 14: Second priority for the future of Hutt Street (all respondents) 

 

Analysis of top and second priority by cohorts  

Further analysis of responses to top and second priorities for the future of Hutt Street by different cohorts 
is presented. For the purposes of this project, this compares all responses, to responses from those 
respondents who identified as South-East residents and South-East businesses. The reason for selecting 
these cohorts specifically is it provides insight into members of the community that may be more directly 
impacted by this project (the logic being that a resident or business owner on or near Hutt Street would be 
more regularly and directly impacted than a business in North Adelaide, for example).  

The comparison of this data shows that: 

• A number of people from each cohort identified retention of car parking as their top priority in the first 
instance.   

• Of those who didn’t identify car parking as their top priority in the first instance, when asked for their 
second priority, a very small number selected retention of car parking. 

This shows that overall, across all cohorts, car parking is important to some people, but for the majority 
of respondents other priorities are more important such as long-term tree health and greening, activity 
zones and pedestrian areas, cycling paths and greening and protected cycle paths.  

It is also important to look at both the proportion and actual numbers of responses regarding the top and 
second priorities within the cohort analysis.  

Figure 15 and Figure 16 and Table 6 and Table 7 summarise this data. 
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Figure 15: Top priority for future of Hutt Street by cohorts  
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Figure 16: Second priority for future of Hutt Street by cohorts 
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Table 6: Top priority by cohorts (green=highest response, orange=next highest response) 

Top priority  
All respondents  South-East 

residents  
South-East 
businesses  

% No. % No. % No. 

Increased Activity Zones and Pedestrian 
Areas 25% 262 27% 91 41% 29 

Protected Cycle Path (separated from road) 29% 298 11% 37 9% 6 

Long Term Tree Health and Increased 
Greening 14% 144 17% 55 3% 2 

Improved Road Safety 4% 43 5% 18 4% 3 

Retention of on Street Parking Provision 28% 292 39% 131 43% 30 

 

Table 7: Second priority by cohorts (green=highest response, orange=next highest response) 

Second priority  
All respondents  South-East 

residents  
South-East 
businesses  

% No. % No. % No. 

Increased Activity Zones and Pedestrian 
Areas 

16% 170 25% 82 11% 8 

Protected Cycle Path (separated from road) 16% 167 14% 46 27% 19 

Long Term Tree Health and Increased 
Greening 

25% 262 30% 101 34% 24 

Improved Road Safety 8% 87 11% 38 11% 8 

Retention of on Street Parking Provision 4% 37 5% 17 6% 4 
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 Preferred Concept Development Option 

Question 10: Please select your preferred option – all respondents 

Participants were prompted to look at all 5 Concept Development Options before selecting their preferred 
option. 

Option D was preferred by the majority of respondents and accounting for more than half (56%) of all 
responses (refer Figure 17).  

The next most commonly selected option was Option A, chosen by just under a quarter (23%) of 
respondents. 

Options B and E received the same level of responses (9% each) and option C was selected as by 3% of 
respondents.  

Figure 17: Preferred option for Hutt Street (all respondents) 

 

Preferred Hutt Street option -ratepayers and non-ratepayers  

515 survey respondents identified themselves as ratepayers of the City of Adelaide. When accounting 
for whether respondents are ratepayers of the City of Adelaide, the pattern of option preference is 
almost identical as to that outlined for all respondents above. Option D continues to be most preferred 
(46%) followed by Option A (29%) and lower rates of preference for Options B, C and E (refer Figure 
18). 
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Figure 18: Preferred Hutt Street option - ratepayers and non-ratepayers (all respondents) 

 

Preferred Hutt Street option – South-East residents and businesses 

The preference pattern remains consistent for respondents who identified as being residents or business 
owners in the South-East of the city (n=332 and n=70 respectively) (refer Figure 19 and Figure 20).  

Even when separating out the views of ratepayers, residents of the South-East of the City of Adelaide, or 
business owners of the South-East of the City of Adelaide, all groups show a clear preference for Option 
D. 
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Figure 19: Preferred Hutt Street option– South-East residents 

 

Figure 20: Preferred Hutt Street option – South-East businesses 
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Figure 21: Preferred Hutt Street option – All cohorts 
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What do/don’t you like about this option (free form)  

Subsequent questions asked respondents to indicate what they did and didn’t like about the options. They 
were able to provide this feedback in their own words in free form text. Table 8 provides a summary of the 
free form responses that accompanied respondents’ preferred option. They have been paraphrased for 
consistency and ease of reading. 

Table 8: Free form responses (all respondents) 

Option What do you like about this option? What don't you like about this option? 

Option A • Residents with mobility issues rely 
on nearby parking to access shops 
and local businesses. 

• Maintaining parking is vital for the 
survival of Hutt Street businesses. 

• Parking is already limited, and 
further reductions would harm both 
residents and businesses. 

• The Hutt Street community values 
its residential, village-style 
character. 

• There is some opposition to more 
bars and nightlife venues in the 
area. 

• Retaining parking supports a mix of 
small businesses that locals 
frequently use. 

• Hutt Street’s accessible parking 
sets it apart from other city 
locations. 

• Some business owners report 
significant loss of trade when 
parking is reduced. 

• Residents struggle to find on-street 
parking due to demand from 
workers and visitors. 

• Improvements like fixing footpaths 
are supported if parking remains 
unaffected. 

• Many residents have lived in the 
area for years and want to 
preserve its current feel. 

• Free short-term parking 
encourages visits for appointments, 
shopping, and social catch-ups. 

• Many people feel Hutt Street functions well 
currently and should be left unchanged. 

• Numerous respondents explicitly said 
“nothing” needs changing, preferring the 
status quo. 

• Maintaining car parking is a top priority, with 
strong opposition to any reduction in parking 
spaces. 

• Some support minor upgrades, such as 
repairing footpaths or improving trip hazards, 
without altering layout or reducing parking. 

• Respondents expressed concerns that 
greening efforts (e.g. increasing tree canopy) 
may compromise parking or accessibility. 

• While some support more greenery, it should 
not come at the expense of car access or 
usability for residents and businesses. 

• There is division on bike lane, some see them 
as unnecessary, others see them as critical, 
but not at the cost of parking. 

• Several respondents believe the real issues 
affecting Hutt Street (e.g. homelessness, anti-
social behaviour) are not being addressed. 

• A few would like to see modest 
enhancements like new seating, better 
lighting, and small plantings. 

• Comments highlighted that it was difficult to 
choose between parking and greening and 
that some people found both of these 
important. 

• Others noted the plan lacked enough 
information, creativity, or did not address 
inconsistencies and broader city connectivity. 

• Many expressed satisfaction with Hutt 
Street’s current mix of business, access, and 
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Option What do you like about this option? What don't you like about this option? 

• Reducing parking risks making Hutt 
Street unliveable for residents and 
unattractive for customers. 

streetscape, and see major changes as 
unnecessary or harmful. 

Option B • Strong support for retaining on-
street parking to maintain local 
business viability and community 
access. 

• Some consider this option a well-
balanced compromise between 
improving the streetscape and 
protecting car parking. 

• Several respondents value 
increased greenery and tree 
protection, as long as parking and 
access aren't reduced. 

• There is support for minimal or 
moderate upgrades to footpaths, 
street furniture, and outdoor dining 
areas. 

• Respondents want bike lanes 
improved for safety, but not 
expanded at the expense of car 
parks or pedestrian zones. 

• Maintaining traffic flow and U-turn 
access is important, especially near 
Halifax and McLaren Streets. 

• Locals appreciate the current 
“village feel” and don’t want 
changes that could lead to 
business closures or loss of 
character. 

• Some support limited 
enhancements like seating, 
greenery, and safer pedestrian 
areas if done without major 
disruption. 

• Strong concern about reduction in car parking, 
with many fearing it will hurt small businesses 
and make visits difficult. 

• Support for maintaining or modestly 
enhancing greenery, especially if it doesn't 
compromise parking or the street’s current 
charm. 

• Mixed views on bike infrastructure, with some 
calling for better bike paths and others 
questioning the need due to proximity to 
Frome Street bikeway. 

• Some support for more outdoor dining space, 
as long as parking and access are preserved. 

• Desire for consistent and sensible footpath 
upgrades, rather than partial replacements or 
unnecessary expense. 

• Criticism of missing features, including lack of 
electric vehicle charging and little support for 
homelessness services in the plan. 

• Preference for minimal changes to preserve 
the current “village feel” and functionality of 
Hutt Street. 

• Concerns over unnecessary costs, especially 
for full footpath replacements or aesthetic 
upgrades that don’t address core access 
issues. 

• Appreciation for balance in the proposal, with 
some seeing it as a reasonable compromise 
between greening, parking, and accessibility. 

• Calls for better road safety and heat 
mitigation, with suggestions like restricted 
turns or alternative road materials. 
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Option What do you like about this option? What don't you like about this option? 

• Parking is described as already “a 
nightmare,” and any reduction 
would deter visits and strain 
nearby residential streets. 

• Respondents want the existing 
strengths of Hutt Street preserved, 
with only subtle refinements rather 
than a full overhaul. 

Option C • Broad support for balanced 
outcomes, with many noting the 
option achieves a strong mix of 
greenery, parking, pedestrian 
space, and traffic flow. 

• Improved pedestrian accessibility 
and outdoor dining opportunities 
are seen as valuable 
enhancements to Hutt Street's 
amenity. 

• Wider bike lanes and better cycling 
safety are welcomed, though some 
prefer these improvements without 
full separation like on Frome Street. 

• Retention of on-street parking is 
still a priority, especially to support 
local businesses and ensure short-
stay visits remain viable. 

• Maintaining two traffic lanes is 
appreciated for preserving north-
south vehicle movement and 
avoiding congestion. 

• Increased greenery and enhanced 
tree health are viewed positively 
when balanced with parking and 
access. 

• Some see this option as a practical 
upgrade to the current layout 
without major disruption to the 
existing business environment. 

• Concerns about reduction in car parking 
remain strong, particularly from residents 
already experiencing parking difficulties 
nearby. 

• Support for the option as a reasonable 
compromise, with improvements noted 
despite not solving all issues. 

• Some worry about favouring cycling too 
heavily, especially given the proximity of the 
Frome Street bikeway. 

• Desire to minimise disruption from roadworks, 
especially to outdoor dining and business 
operations. 

• Requests for more information and planning 
regarding speed limits, tram allowances, and 
activation of public spaces. 

• Suggestions to include more creative features, 
such as entertainment zones or raised 
thresholds for minor intersections. 

• Mixed feelings about safety improvements for 
cyclists, with some acknowledging progress 
but still feeling unsafe. 

• Concerns over cost and financial sustainability 
of the proposal, with questions about 
potential debt or rate increases. 
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Option What do you like about this option? What don't you like about this option? 

• Improved reversing safety and 
parking angles are noted as helpful 
features for drivers and cyclists 
alike. 

• Described as a plan that “keeps 
everyone happy”, some 
respondents regard this as the best 
compromise among all options. 

Option D • Protected and separated bike lanes 
are strongly supported as essential 
for safety and encouraging more 
cycling. 

• The design prioritises pedestrian 
and cyclist safety, making Hutt 
Street more welcoming and 
accessible. 

• Wider footpaths will improve 
walkability, especially for people 
using prams, mobility aids, or 
wheelchairs. 

• Increased greenery and shade are 
valued for cooling the street and 
creating a more comfortable 
environment. 

• Green infrastructure like 
raingardens is seen as a 
sustainable and future-focused 
improvement. 

• The option allows for more outdoor 
dining and social activity, adding 
vibrancy to the street. 

• It helps transform Hutt Street into a 
community destination rather than 
a traffic corridor. 

• Many believe it will attract more 
foot traffic, increasing dwell time 
and supporting local businesses. 

• Too much on-street parking is retained, with 
some calling for greater reductions or full 
pedestrianisation. 

• Parallel parking and lane reductions raise 
concerns about congestion, safety, and 
access for businesses. 

• There is strong support for prioritising 
pedestrians through wider footpaths, slower 
speeds, and improved crossings. 

• Protected cycling lanes are welcomed, but 
some raise safety concerns about their 
placement near parked cars or intersections. 

• Greening is valued, but many want more 
trees, native species, and sustainable 
landscaping features. 

• Respondents advocate for future tram 
connections and better public transport to 
reduce car reliance. 

• There are calls for clearer design 
communication and minimal construction 
disruption during upgrades. 
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Option What do you like about this option? What don't you like about this option? 

• The proposal reflects best-practice 
urban design with more people-
focused planning. 

• While some car parking is removed, 
this is seen as a worthwhile trade-
off for broader public benefits. 

• Respondents feel that nearby off-
street parking remains sufficient for 
access needs. 

• The design offers long-term social, 
economic, and environmental 
benefits for the precinct. 

Option E • The option improves pedestrian 
access and safety with wider 
footpaths, raised thresholds, and 
more space for walking and 
outdoor dining. 

• A protected and separated cycle 
path is strongly supported for 
improving safety and encouraging 
active transport. 

• Increased greenery and tree 
retention are valued for enhancing 
amenity, shade, and the village 
character of Hutt Street. 

• Retaining 45-degree angle parking 
is preferred for its safety, 
accessibility, and compatibility with 
cycling infrastructure. 

• This option is seen as the best-
balanced design, meeting the 
needs of pedestrians, cyclists, 
businesses, and drivers alike. 

• The option reduces car parking, which some 
fear may impact local businesses, increase 
congestion, or shift pressure to nearby streets. 

• While pedestrian access is improved, it is seen 
as less generous than other options and could 
be more ambitious in reclaiming space. 

• The cycling infrastructure is generally 
supported, though concerns were raised 
about path curvature, separation from 
pedestrians, and preference for a straight, 
protected lane. 

• The design is seen as less green and vibrant 
than other options like Option D, with calls for 
more trees and usable outdoor space. 

• Some appreciate the overall balance of 
features, but others feel it lacks creativity or 
boldness and could go further to prioritise 
people over cars. 
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 Community Events Feedback 

 Community drop ins/pop-up 
Approximately 92 people participated across two community drop-in sessions and one pop-up session 
held as follows:  

• Pop-up session – 10am-2pm Saturday 1 March 2025 at the Fringe Vibes event, corner of Hutt and 
Halifax Street.  

• Drop-in sessions – 10:30am-12:30pm Wednesday 5 March and 3pm to 5pm Thursday 6 March 2025, 
Hutt Street Library.  

Each session featured plans of the five concept development options and offered multiple ways for 
participants to share their feedback, including written input via “sticky notes” that could be stuck onto the 
concept designs. Most feedback, however, was provided through direct conversations with staff. Across 
the three community events, participants expressed strong views on car parking, pedestrian and cyclist 
safety, amenity upgrades, and the overall vibrancy and functionality of Hutt Street.  

 

Figure 212: Fringe Vibes "pop-up" on Hutt Street 
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7.1.1 Feedback summary 

Table 9 provides a summary of feedback received from these community events. As it is drawn from staff 
notes, it is thematic in nature and is intended as a high-level summary rather than a verbatim transcript.  

Table 9: Community events feedback summary 

Theme #Approximate number of 
people who raised this 

Car parking 

Support for retaining on street parking for convenience and 
accessibility 

24 

Concern that the removal of on street parking spaces will negatively 
impact businesses along Hutt Street 

19 

Would like car parks reserved for particular uses (such as residential, 
key businesses etc) 

2 

Parallel parking spaces (such as those proposed in Option D) are too 
difficult to access and block traffic 

2 

Would like a dedicated centralised carpark (such as a multi storey car 
park) to make up for any parking spaces being removed 

1 

Support for shorter parking times to increase turnover 1 

Car parking off Hutt Street is required 1 

Pedestrians, bikes, safety 

Support for pedestrianisation of Hutt Street  8 

Concern that improved bike lanes would cause issues for pedestrians 
(ie points where they cross over may cause incidents) 

5 

Concern that e-scooters and bikes on footpaths will impact 
pedestrian safety 

5 

Concern that pollen and leaf litter generation from trees will impact 
pedestrian safety 

3 

Support for designing footpaths to be more user-friendly 3 

The footpath does not need to be widened 4 

Concern about the impact of homeless people on visitor safety, 
particularly at night 

3 
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Theme #Approximate number of 
people who raised this 

Concern about interaction between bike lane and other users 3 

Concern about need for separated bike lane due to Frome bikeway/ 
thinks cycling should be encouraged on Frome instead of Hutt Street  

4 

Support for separated bike lanes 2 

Support for reducing speeds (30/40km/h) 3 

Providing a protected bike path is important 2 

Concern that irregular footpaths cause tripping hazards for users with 
decreased mobility 

1 

The bike path is not required 1 

Support prioritisation of cars over bikes 1 

Amenities and design 

Support for upgrades to amenities such as lighting, shade, seating, 
water fountains and trees 

7 

Concern that recent greening initiatives have not lasted and since 
been removed (such as rosemary planting) 

2 

Support for centralised car parks at either end 2 

Support for creating a street atmosphere that is peopled and vibrant 2 

Support for more outdoor dining 2 

Concern that tree planters will interfere with movement of cars/car 
doors 

1 

Mixed views on investment in public art 1 

Support for raised planter beds as rocks interfere with irrigation 1 

Support for a greater range of family friendly activities (other than 
pubs and bars) encourage more families to visit 

1 

Support for the cycle paths to be painted green 1 

No change is needed to Hutt Street 1 
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Other 

Removing on street parking will lead to more congestion within side streets which will impact 
residents. 

3 

Would like operating times for businesses to be extended 1 

Concern that the project might lose funding 1 

Would like to see more small businesses brought to the area 1 

 

During the various community events undertaken, car parking was the most frequently raised theme, 
with strong support for retaining on-street parking and concerns about the impact of its removal on 
local businesses. Feedback on pedestrian and cyclist safety was mixed, some supported 
pedestrianisation and protected bike lanes, while others raised concerns about shared space, footpath 
safety, and bike lane placement. Many supported upgrades to street amenities and a more vibrant, 
family-friendly environment. There were also concerns about increased congestion on side streets and 
interest in attracting more small businesses to the area. 

 Feedback on Options 
In addition to the feedback summarised above, attendees provided feedback directly on the five concept 
development options. These are summarised in Table 10.  

Table 10: Feedback on options – Community events 

Concept 
option  

Summary of comments   

Option A  • Support for free 60-degree parking, with some calling for more free parking on Hutt 
Street. 

• Mixed views on cycling and pedestrian experience: 

‒ Some feel bikes and pedestrians already have enough space or benefit from 
greening. 

‒ Others express serious safety concerns for cyclists, particularly with angle 
parking and risk from reversing cars. 

‒ Concerns about comfort and appeal for pedestrians and cyclists, with one person 
saying they would avoid the area due to the design. 

• Appreciation for current street character, including comments like “like it like it is” 
and mention of it being a “multi-cultural street”. 
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Concept 
option  

Summary of comments   

Option B  • Concerns about cost, with one comment labelling the option a “waste of money”. 

• Worry about reduced parking, particularly its potential negative impact on 
businesses.  

• Concern that the location of the bike lane may lead some cyclists and scooters to 
use footpaths, with a preference for them to stay on the road. 

Option C  • Support for relocating parking to nearby streets to reduce pressure on Hutt Street. 

• Suggestions for public art, including sculptures and lighting features. 

• Recommendation to enhance visibility of the cycle path, such as painting it green. 

Option D  • Support for reduced car dependency, with many praising Option D as a bold step 
towards a more people-focused street. 

• Positive feedback on protected cycleways, highlighting improved safety and 
increased likelihood of visiting local businesses. 

• Suggestions for urban design improvements, including: 

‒ Street greening and trees to address urban heat. 

‒ Human-scale planning and treating Hutt Street as more than a traffic corridor. 

‒ Possible green-walled car park offsite to reduce visual impact. 

• Mixed views on footpath width, with some supportive of better pedestrian areas 
and others questioning the need for widening. 

• Concerns from some about traffic impacts, including congestion, limited through 
traffic, and negative effects on local businesses. 

• Calls for specific traffic and parking changes, such as: 

‒ Reduced speed limits on side streets like McLaren Street. 

‒ No right-turn out of McLaren Street. 

‒ Provision for elderly or mobility-impaired parking with safe access across bike 
paths. 

• Desire for full pedestrianisation from some commenters. 

• Some strong objection due to reduction in parking. 

Option E  • Recognition of Hutt Street as an important bike route, especially for recreational 
cyclists. 

• Support for the separated cycleway, noting it improves access and encourages 
visits to local businesses and venues. 

• Question raised about traffic flow, specifically whether McLaren Street is changing 
to one-way. 
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 Business Forum  
Approximately 36 local businesses attended the dedicated business forum held at the General Havelock 
Hotel between 5-7pm on Wednesday 5 March 2025.  

This forum provided local businesses the opportunity to learn about the five concept development options 
for Hutt Street, covering key elements such as parking, access, safety, public space, and street activation, 
as well as how to participate in the engagement process. The session featured a slide presentation and 
was supported by senior project management and City of Adelaide staff. It was facilitated by an 
experienced URPS facilitator and included a Q&A session to enable questions to be asked, clarification 
sought about the concept development options and feedback provided. 

Feedback from the business forum highlighted strong support for retaining car parking due to its perceived 
importance to business viability and concerns about the economic impact of parking loss, mixed views on 
active transport and safety, calls for thoughtful, future-focused planning and a range of detailed questions 
about design, implementation, and potential disruption during construction. This feedback is summarised 
below.  

• Support for retaining car parking  
Parking was the most prominent concern, with many participants highlighting its vital role in 
supporting business viability. Key points raised included: 

‒ A strong belief that if customers cannot find parking, they will stop visiting Hutt Street. 

‒ Concerns that removing parking could significantly impact local businesses, with one participant 
estimating it could “destroy 37% of the local industry” (this was not further qualified). 

‒ Option D was seen by some as the most invasive and least favourable design. 

‒ Calls were made for a revitalised Hutt Street that maintains existing parking provision. 

‒ A health-related business raised specific concerns about the impact on accessibility for frail or 
seriously ill clients. 

‒ Some discussion focused on existing car parking pressures, with approximately “30%” of spaces 
reportedly used by tradespeople and workers relating to ongoing development in this part of the 
city. 

‒ Suggestions were made to offset any loss of parking on Hutt Street by providing replacement 
spaces in nearby locations. 

• Concerns about businesses 
Several business owners linked the potential removal of parking with a loss of trade and increased 
economic pressure. Key concerns included: 

‒ One business reported that 80% of its customers travel from the Hills and expressed concern that 
reduced parking would make it harder to attract and retain these customers. 

‒ Another business shared that 63% of its clients come from outside the city and feared that losing 
parking would negatively affect both accessibility and overall sales. 
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‒ A further business explained that customers already struggle to find parking, and staff often have to 
run out to serve double-parked customers to avoid losing business. 

‒ Request for a “realistic” economic impact study on street upgrades/loss of carparking and impacts 
on business.  

• Safety and active transport concerns  
There was a mix of support for and concern about active transport infrastructure, particularly in relation 
to safety. Key concerns and comments included: 

‒ Cycling on Hutt Street was described by one participant as extremely dangerous. 

‒ Concerns were raised about the safety of bikes using footpaths and the need for better separation 
between pedestrians and cyclists. 

‒ One participant expressed support for reducing the speed limit on Hutt Street to 40km/h. 

‒ A call was made for improved lighting along Hutt Street to enhance nighttime safety. 

‒ A question was raised about whether Council has invested in traffic studies to support planning 
decisions. 

‒ One participant disagreed that there are any cycling safety issues on Hutt Street, a view that 
received strong audience support, including clapping. 

‒ Difficulty crossing Hutt Street as a pedestrian was highlighted, with particular concern about the 
lack of pedestrian refuges, especially for older residents. 

• Future outlook and infrastructure needs   
Participants acknowledged the need for upgrades but called for thoughtful, future-focused planning. 
Key comments included: 

‒ A desire for investment in Hutt Street, noting it has been 30 years since the last upgrade. 

‒ A call for a broader cultural shift away from private vehicle use, with greater emphasis on active 
and public transport. 

‒ Suggestions to improve public transport access to Hutt Street as an alternative to reliance on car 
parking. 

• Questions  
During the business forum, participants asked a range of questions reflecting their interest in the 
design, implementation, and potential impacts of the Hutt Street upgrade. These questions included: 

‒ How many car parks currently exist on Hutt Street, and does Option A remove any? 

‒ How many of the proposed car parks are allocated for electric vehicles? 

‒ What type of vegetation is being proposed, and will it be irrigated? 

‒ Are the bike lanes in Option E separated from pedestrians? 

‒ Is Option B compliant with AustRoads standards, especially in relation to buses? 
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‒ Has Council conducted any modelling on the economic impact of removing car parking? 

‒ Can Council provide a map distinguishing essential upgrades from cosmetic improvements? 

‒ Will Council use technology, such as in-ground sensors or signage, to help visitors find available 
parking? 

‒ If parking is removed from Hutt Street, will it be reinstated elsewhere nearby? 

‒ How would designated "slow wheeling zones" be enforced? 

‒ How long will construction take, and will Hutt Street be completely closed? 

‒ When is construction expected to commence? 

‒ How will construction be managed to minimise disruption for businesses? 

‒ Will the chosen option affect Council rates? 

‒ Where is the funding for the project coming from? 

‒ How will fees for parklet and outdoor dining licences be determined and applied fairly? 

Feedback from the business forum reflected strong concern about the potential loss of car parking on Hutt 
Street, with many participants emphasising its importance for business accessibility and viability. 
Business owners expressed fears that removing parking would reduce customer visits and lead to 
economic hardship, particularly for those whose clientele travel from outside the city.  

While there was some support for active transport and public realm improvements, concerns were raised 
about pedestrian and cyclist safety, accessibility, and the practicality of certain concept development 
options. Participants also called for greater investment in public transport, clearer communication about 
the project’s scope and timeline, and a balanced approach that considers both business needs and long-
term urban improvement.  

There were a number of vocal participants at the forum who shared their views, which were recorded and 
reflected in this summary; however, it is noted that some participants remained quiet, and their 
perspectives were not shared at the forum. All participants were encouraged to complete the online 
survey to ensure their views were captured. It is noted that figures/data provided by participants 
regarding the impact of loss of car parking have not been verified. 

7.3.1 Additional information  

In response to the significant number of questions raised during the business forum regarding access and 
safety, the City of Adelaide developed an Access and Safety document. This was shared with businesses 
via email following the session and is provided in Appendix B.  
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 Stakeholder Workshops  
Two invite-only key stakeholder workshops were held at the Hutt Street library conference room as 
follows:  

• 10am-12pm Wednesday 19 March.  

• 2-4pm Thursday 20 March. 

A total of eight key stakeholder representatives, out of an approximate 40 invitees, attended the two 
sessions. Councillor Carmel Noon was also present at the first session.  

Participants represented the following organisations: 

Workshop one  

• RAA   

• SA Active Living Coalition  

• Small Business Commission South Australia  

Workshop two  

• Property Council of South Australia 

• South-East Corner Residents’ Association (SECRA)  

• Green Adelaide  

• Transport Action Network  

• Bike Adelaide  

Each session included detailed maps of the five concept development options, with the project manager 
and landscape architect guiding participants through the features and implications of each. The 
discussions were facilitated by a URPS engagement specialist to ensure a focused and inclusive 
conversation. 

7.4.1 Feedback summary – stakeholder workshops 

Across both stakeholder workshops, participants discussed the trade-offs between car parking, safety, 
accessibility, and the long-term vision for Hutt Street.  

In the first workshop, stakeholders generally viewed Option E as the best balance, providing 
improvements to safety and accessibility while retaining a greater number of car parks. There was also 
recognition that Options A or B would result in the least disruption for businesses, although Option D was 
acknowledged for its potential to enhance outdoor dining, walkability, and overall street vibrancy. The 
group broadly agreed that Option E was the most politically and practically achievable, whereas Option D 
offers the strongest long-term community benefit. 
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In the second workshop, involving local residents’ association representatives, and planning-focused 
stakeholders, there was strong support for Option D. It was seen as offering the greatest opportunity to 
transform Hutt Street into a safer, more vibrant and pedestrian-friendly destination. However, some 
participants noted that parts of the community were divided, some favouring Option B for its convenience 
and parking retention, while others preferred Option D for its future-focused improvements to safety and 
urban quality. The benefits of improved cycling and pedestrian infrastructure were strongly emphasised, 
particularly in relation to encouraging local visitation and supporting retail activity. 

Concerns were raised in both workshops around reduced parking availability for businesses and their 
customers, the impact of reducing traffic to one lane, and the importance of connecting Hutt Street with 
the wider active transport network. There was also a clear desire for further analysis, such as intercept 
surveys, to better understand how people travel to the area and how changes might affect them. 
Suggestions for detailed design included safer pedestrian crossings and better bike and scooter parking. 
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 Submissions  
During the engagement period, the City of Adelaide received 46 submissions from local businesses, 
residents, stakeholders and wider community. These can be read in full in Appendix D and the most 
common themes summarised in Table 11 with some example quotes extracted from the submissions. The 
most common themes raised included concern around car parking removal, mixed views on bike lanes and 
appetite for pedestrian and public space improvements.  

Data assumptions  

All written feedback provided to the City of Adelaide during the engagement period has been treated as 
formal submissions for the purposes of this report. This includes feedback emails, relevant queries 
regarding the design, and formal written submissions received from members of the local community, 
businesses, and the broader public. 

Where individuals provided multiple pieces of feedback, such as an email comment and a separate 
submission, these have been consolidated into a single submission to ensure clarity and avoid duplication 
(refer to Appendix D for further detail). In a small number of cases, the same individual contributed in 
different capacities (e.g. as a resident and as a representative of an organisation); these instances were 
noted and considered accordingly.  

Late submissions  

Late written submissions were accepted until 5pm, Friday 4 April 2025. There were four late submissions 
received (of the total 46 submissions). These submissions have been included in the report and summaries 
and are specifically marked as late in the Appendices. No submissions were accepted after this deadline. 

Table 11: Summary of top themes - Submission 

Theme   Comments and suggestions  

Car parking 

Widespread concern that 
reducing car parking will 
harm business viability 
and accessibility, 
especially for the elderly 
and people with limited 
mobility. Some suggested 
alternatives to any 
carparking reduction as a 
good compromise. 

 

•  ‘If customers can’t find parking, they won’t come to Hutt Street.’ 

• ‘Please don’t reduce parking – it will destroy 37% of our trade.’ 

• ‘Short-term parks near IGA and pharmacies are essential.’ 

• ‘Losing parking means losing foot traffic – it’s that simple.’ 

• ‘We already have issues with tradespeople using customer parking 
bays.‘ 

• Parking is critical for elderly patients accessing our medical services.’ 

• ‘We rely on quick stop-ins – this change could drive customers 
away.’ 

• ‘Has Council assessed the economic impact of parking removal?’ 
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Theme   Comments and suggestions  

• ‘Weekday and night-time trade will drop if parking is harder.’ 

• ‘Parking changes could halve our turnover.’ 

• ‘Have you modelled what happens to retail if access drops?’ 

• ‘We’re not against improvements – just don’t cut off our customers.’ 

Bike lanes  
Mixed views on separated 
bike lanes. Support for 
safer infrastructure, but 
some argue existing routes 
(e.g. Frome Street) are 
sufficient.  

 

• ‘A protected bike lane would make Hutt Street safer and more 
accessible.’ 

• ‘The bike path isn’t necessary – Frome Street already serves this 
purpose.’ 

• ‘Current bike lanes are dangerous due to reversing cars.’ 

• ‘I’ve stopped cycling on Hutt Street because I’ve had too many near 
misses.’ 

• ‘Separated bike lanes will attract more customers who ride.’ 

• ‘The bike lane should be on the median or moved to another route 
entirely.’ 

Pedestrian and public 
space improvements 
Support for wider 
footpaths, greening, 
lighting, and community-
focused design. Calls for 
enhanced safety, 
accessibility and 
aesthetics.  

• ‘We need more fairy lights, trees, and better lighting at night.’ 

• ‘Footpaths should be wide enough for prams and wheelchairs.’ 

• ‘Create more places for people to gather and relax.’ 

• ‘Let’s create more gathering places – not just car space.’ 

• ‘Shaded, well-lit footpaths will help everyone feel safer.’ 

• ‘Footpath widths need to accommodate wheelchairs and prams.’ 

Traffic and road design 
Concerns about lane 
narrowing, bus safety, 
congestion, and adherence 
to Australian road 
standards. Calls for more 
transparency and 
modelling.  

• ‘Bus operations will be compromised with reduced lane widths.’ 

• ‘No traffic modelling provided – we need clear data.’ 

• ‘Emergency vehicles will struggle to pass in single-lane sections.’ 

• ‘We need turn lanes that don’t clog traffic.’ 

• ‘Single lanes during peak hours will create a bottleneck.’ 

• ‘Lane widths must comply with national road standards for buses.’ 



 

 

Engagement Summary Report | Submissions | 49 

Theme   Comments and suggestions  

Design process and 
concept development 
options 

Desire for a hybrid option. 
Views divided between 
minimal change and 
ambitious upgrades. 
Frustration with 
engagement and survey 
process.  

• ‘Option A is least disruptive – others are too extreme.’ 

• ‘None of the designs reflect what the community actually wants.’ 

• ‘Why wasn’t a hybrid option considered?’ 

• ‘The process didn’t genuinely consider trader feedback.’ 

• ‘We were given options, but none reflected what we actually 
wanted.’ 

• ‘A blend of options would be more practical than choosing one.’ 

Safety 
Feedback highlighted road 
safety risks, personal 
safety concerns, and 
lighting issues – 
particularly at night and for 
vulnerable users.  

• ‘Footpath lighting is too dim for safe walking after dark.’ 

• ‘Bus stops without indents pose a hazard during peak times.’ 

• ‘Some parts of Hutt Street feel unsafe, especially at night.’ 

• ‘The street needs better lighting for people walking home.’ 

• ‘Bus stop locations need to be reviewed for safety.’ 

• ‘Poor sight lines at crossings make it dangerous for pedestrians.’ 

Heritage and identity 
Desire to protect Hutt 
Street’s character and 
identity through design, 
historic overlays, and 
storytelling features.  

• ‘We’re losing the heritage charm of the street.’ 

• ‘Design should reflect the area’s multicultural history.’ 

• ‘Restore shopfronts and verandahs – not just footpaths.’ 

• ‘Keep the character of Hutt Street - don’t over-modernise it.’ 

• ‘Restore historic shopfronts to show pride in our heritage.’ 

• ‘Let’s celebrate what makes Hutt Street unique, not generic.’ 

• ‘Opportunities exist to restore Hutt Street’s historic character rather 
than redo all the public realm.’ 

Process transparency and 
engagement 
Frustration with limited 
engagement, survey 
validity, and lack of design 
responsiveness. Support 
for reinstating a 
stakeholder roundtable.  

• ‘I don’t feel my feedback has been taken seriously.’ 

• ‘The online survey wasn’t representative of all views.’ 

• ‘Bring back the Hutt Street roundtable for proper engagement.’ 

• ‘The survey didn’t allow us to explain our full views.’ 

• ‘We need more regular updates and direct engagement.’ 

• ‘Past roundtables worked - bring them back.’ 



 

 

Engagement Summary Report | Submissions | 50 

Theme   Comments and suggestions  

Other 
Includes suggestions on 
homelessness support, 
event activation, 
sustainability, and 
tram/public transport 
improvements. 

• ‘Support the Hutt Street Centre with wraparound services.’ 

• ‘Extend the tram to make Hutt Street better connected.’ 

• ‘Include cultural programming and public art to liven the area.’ 

• ‘Tram access would make a huge difference for connectivity.’ 

• ‘We need public toilets and better amenities for events. 

• ‘Don’t ignore social services in this plan - homelessness matters too.’ 

A total of 32 submissions indicated a clear preference or explicitly supported one or more concept 
development options. These preferences are summarised in the table below. Where respondents 
expressed equal support for multiple options, a preference has been attributed to each of the nominated 
options (refer Table 12). 

It is important to note that this table does not include responses where a preference was implied but not 
clearly stated, for example, where a submission expressed concerns about issues such as the loss of car 
parking without directly identifying a preferred option. In these cases, no assumptions were made (e.g. not 
attributing implied support for Option A unless it was explicitly mentioned). Submissions that expressed 
conditional support, such as “I support Option D if car parking is retained”, have also been excluded from 
the count. 

Table 12: Preferences indicated - Submissions 

Category  Number of people 

Expressed clear preference for Option A  7 

Expressed clear preference for Option B 4 

Expressed clear preference for Option C 0 

Expressed clear preference for Option D 15 

Expressed clear preference for Option E 6 
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Appendices  

• Appendix A – Letterbox Drop Catchment Area  

• Appendix B – Collateral  

• Appendix C – Weighted average methodology 

• Appendix D - Submissions  
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Appendix A – Letterbox Drop Catchment Area  
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Appendix B – Collateral  

• Fact sheet  

• Our Adelaide Engagement Pack  

• Engagement flyer  

• On-street poster  

• Additional information - Access and Safety document 
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Appendix C – Weighted average methodology 
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About weighted average analysis 

The analysis of question 5 of the survey “Imagine Hutt Street in 10 years – what’s most important to you?”, 
contained in section 5, includes a weighted average analysis. 

A weighted average takes into account both how many people selected each response and how highly 
they ranked it. This gives more influence to higher-ranked responses, providing a clearer picture of overall 
preferences or priorities. This is like giving more points to higher-ranked choices so it's clearer which ones 
matter most to participants overall. 

The weighted average is a common and practical method for presenting ranked survey results, especially 
when it is desirable to present a single summary metric to show relative preferences. While a common 
methodology, there are limitations to weighted averages. There is a loss of detail as the distribution of 
responses is no longer clear (for example polarised vs consistently middling responses). It also can mask 
extremes. That is, an item with strong 1st and last-place votes might look average.  

In order to ensure the methodology is understood, they are outlined below. 

Methodology 

1. Input survey data 

Survey data is arranged so that each row represents a response option, and each column represents how 
many times that option was ranked at a specific position. 

 Number of respondents 
 RANK 1 RANK 2 RANK 3 RANK 4 RANK 5 

An accessible street for everyone that 
improves the pedestrian experience 

150 241 245 223 32 

A street with on street parking numbers 
maintained at the highest level 

228 37 42 31 544 

An attractive street with vibrant spaces for 
events, gatherings and outdoor hospitality 

221 200 197 232 39 

A greener, cooler street with trees and 
improved garden amenity 

177 250 242 205 18 

Protected space for people cycling and 
wheeling 

171 172 165 181 197 

2. Assign weights to each rank 

Weights are then assigned to each rank. We use inverse ranking weights which indicates that a higher 
preference = higher score. 

• Rank 1 = 5 points 

• Rank 2 = 4 points 

• Rank 3 = 3 points 
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• Rank 4 = 2 points 

• Rank 5 = 1 point 

3. Multiply frequencies by weights 

For each option, we then multiply the number of responses in each rank by the corresponding weight. 

Weighted score = (R1x5) + (R2x4) + (R3x3) + (R4x2) + (R5x1) 

4. Calculate total weighted scores and weighted average 

Using the formula above, we calculate the total score for each option. We then divided this score by the 
total number of respondents that ranked this response (not that not all respondents ranked every option). 

 

Respondents Weighted 
score 

Weighted 
average 

An accessible street for everyone that improves 
the pedestrian experience 891 2,927 3.41 

A street with on street parking numbers 
maintained at the highest level 882 2,020 2.29 

An attractive street with vibrant spaces for 
events, gatherings and outdoor hospitality 889 2,999 3.37 

A greener, cooler street with trees and improved 
garden amenity 892 3,039 3.41 

Protected space for people cycling and wheeling 886 2,597 2.93 

 

5. Rank the options 

Response options can then be sorted by their weighted scores (highest to lowest): 

1. A greener, cooler street with trees and improved garden amenity – 3.41 

2. An attractive street with vibrant spaces for events, gatherings and outdoor hospitality – 
3.37 

3. An accessible street for everyone that improves the pedestrian experience – 3.29 

4. Protected space for people cycling and wheeling – 2.93 
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5. A street with on street parking numbers maintained at the highest level – 2.29 

 

Table 13: Weighted average rank - Hutt St in 10 years-what’s most important (all respondents) 

Weighted 
average rank 

Option 

1 A greener, cooler street with trees and improved garden amenity 

2 An attractive street with vibrant spaces for events, gatherings and outdoor hospitality 

3 An accessible street for everyone that improves the pedestrian experience 

4 Protected space for people cycling and wheeling 

5 A street with on street parking numbers maintained at the highest level 
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Appendix D – Submissions  

 





















































































































































































































Hutt Street Consultation Submission from  
8 

 
These Victorian terrace shops are unlisted but have huge potential to enhance Hutt Street 
 

 

 











 

 

 




