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[bookmark: _Toc1712742757][bookmark: _Toc239413246]Executive Summary
This report summarises what we did to inform the community about the Ripponlea Streetscape and Open Space Plan and what we heard from the community during the engagement period from 1 June to 5 July 2026. The engagement explored opportunities to create safer, greener and more welcoming public spaces across the Ripponlea precinct.
[bookmark: _Toc239413209][bookmark: _Toc239413247]What did we ask?
In this round of community engagement, we asked the community for feedback on the five design principles and a range of proposed actions for specific locations across the precinct, including Burnett Gray Gardens, Glen Eira Road, Glen Eira Avenue and Oak Grove.
[bookmark: _Toc239413210][bookmark: _Toc239413248]What did we hear?
Most participants were satisfied with the proposed design principles and supported creating a greener, safer and more attractive precinct. Feedback generally supported tree planting, biodiversity improvements, safer walking and cycling connections, and upgrades to public spaces.
Comments/ Concerns from participants commonly highlighted the following issues:
· increasing trees, shade, landscaping and biodiversity
· improving pedestrian, cycling and public transport connections
· maintaining parking supply and vehicle access
· managing traffic congestion and road network impacts
· improving safety, lighting and accessibility
· supporting local businesses and village activity
· protecting the character and identity of Ripponlea
· ensuring ongoing maintenance and long-term care of public spaces.

[bookmark: _Toc239413249]
Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc239413250]Project background
Council is working with the Ripponlea community to shape the future of the area through the Ripponlea Streetscape and Open Space Plan. Ripponlea Village is a vibrant local shopping and dining area along Glen Eira Road near Ripponlea Station. This project aims to create safer, greener and more welcoming public spaces that support social connection, active transport and accessibility for everyone. There is a unique opportunity to align these improvements with the redevelopment of the Adass Israel Synagogue, ensuring the surrounding public spaces complement this renewal and provide benefit for the whole community. 
[bookmark: _Toc239413251]What we set out to achieve
Through this engagement, we set out to understand what matters most to the Ripponlea community as we plan improvements to the precinct. The purpose of this engagement is to gather community feedback on priorities for public spaces, safety and accessibility, and to explore ideas that could make these areas more welcoming and connected. We wanted to understand how people currently use these spaces, which features they value most, and what improvements would encourage them to spend more time there. This feedback will help shape the final Ripponlea Streetscape and Open Space Plan so it reflects community needs and creates inclusive, enjoyable spaces for everyone.



[bookmark: _Toc239413252]Before reading this report
The following should be considered in reading this report:
The findings are based on qualitative feedback from people who chose to take part. This means the views shared are not statistically representative of the whole community and may only reflect a portion of local voices.
While we aim to include diverse perspectives, some community members may have faced barriers to participation, including people with disability, multicultural communities, older people, children, teens and Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people.
Participants refers to everyone involved in the engagement; respondents refers to those who answered a specific question or activity.
The report summarises what we heard. Feedback has not been independently verified, so some comments may be incorrect, unachievable or outside the project scope. Not all individual comments are shown; themes, quotes and numbers are used to reflect the range of views.
Some people may have contributed more than once across different activities, which may result in unintentional double‑counting.
Demographic data was not collected consistently across all activities, which limits our ability to analyse differences between groups.
The report covers Council‑led engagement activities only and does not include community‑run or third‑party events, surveys or petitions.
This report was developed through a combination of human analysis and artificial intelligence (AI). Human analysts conducted the primary data analysis. AI tools were used to process and analyse large datasets, identify trends, and generate some preliminary findings. Any AI-generated findings were subsequently reviewed, validated, and interpreted by human analysts with expertise in the subject matter. The final conclusions and interpretations presented in this report represent the considered judgment of these human analysts, even where AI contributed to the data processing.

[bookmark: _Toc239413253]What we did
Between 1 June and 5 July 2026, we delivered a range of communications activities to let the community know about the Ripponlea Streetscape and Open Space Plan and collected feedback through a mix of engagement activities.
[bookmark: _Toc239413254]Communications activities
To increase awareness of the engagement process, we did the following:

	[image: Sign outline]
	Posters 
X7
	Posters about the engagement process and the opportunity to provide feedback were placed around Ripponlea.

	[image: Mailbox outline]
	Postcards    x 2147
	Postcards were distributed to the local community, explaining the engagement process and inviting people to provide feedback.

	[image: Megaphone1 outline]
	Newsletters    x2
	Project information and an invitation to engage was included in two newsletters during the engagement period: the Community Sector News and DiverCity Your Say newsletters.

	[image: Online Network outline]
	Social media posts                   x2
	Social media posts were included on both Facebook and Instagram to promote the engagement process. We subsequently boosted the social media post with a paid ads targeted to Ripponlea residents.


	[image: Internet outline]
	‘Have your say’ website

	Council’s dedicated engagement website, ‘Have your say’ included a page for this project, with information on the process, a timeline, contact details, and opportunities to engage.


[bookmark: _Toc239413255]Engagement activities
To collect feedback from the community we did the following activities:

	[image: Clipboard Partially Checked outline]
Survey 
(54)
	This survey collected demographic details about participants, and asked for community feedback on:
· Five design principles
· Proposed actions for specific locations

	[image: Kiosk outline]
Neighbourhood                Pop-ups (25)

	This project delivered a series of pop-ups in neighbourhoods around Port Phillip. These are designed to engage community members who may not otherwise participate. The pop-ups were delivered in the following locations:
· Ripponlea Village Corner of Glen Eira Road and Quatta Avenue. Friday 12 June, 12pm-2pm and near Glein Eira Avenue, Thursday 18 June, 4pm-6pm
· Participants were invited to hear about the project, discuss with a staff member, jump online and/or complete a (paper-based) survey. 

	[image: Open envelope outline]
Uploded feedback
(6)

	Participants had the choice to uploaded their feedback on the Have Your Say website.



[bookmark: _Toc239413256]Who we heard from
[bookmark: _Toc239413257]Demographics
Through our surveys, as well as the pop-ups, we asked questions about participants’ demographic details. Of the total 70 participants, 69 shared their demographic information with us. The following explores those demographics.
[bookmark: _Toc239413258]Suburb
Of the 67 participants who provided their suburb, most lived in Ripponlea (57%, 38 participants). Participants from Balaclava (12%, 8 participants), Elwood (12%, 8 participants) and St Kilda East (10%, 7 participants) were also represented, while a small number lived in other suburbs or preferred not to say. This distribution reflects the local focus of the project and the strong participation from people living closest to the precinct.

Figure 1: What is your residential suburb? (67 total responses).
[bookmark: _Toc239413259]Age
A total of 69 participants provided their age group. The largest age groups were 50 to 59 years (26%, 18 participants) and 35 to 49 years (25%, 17 participants), followed by 25 to 34 years (16%, 11 participants). Participants aged 60 years and over (23%, 16 participants) were also well represented, while younger people aged under 25 accounted for 9% (6 participants) of responses.


Figure 2:  Please indicate your age group. (69 total responses).



[bookmark: _Toc239413260]Gender
A total of 68 participants provided their gender. Most respondents identified as female (56%, 38 participants), followed by male (40%, 27 participants). 


[bookmark: _Toc161384104]Figure 3: Which gender do you identify with?. (68 total responses).
[bookmark: _Toc239413261]Diversity and inclusion
We asked people if they identified with any of the following statements. The statements included (in order of number of responses): 
· ‘I speak a language other than English at home’ (12 responses). 
· ‘I identify as LGBTIQA+’ (3 responses).
· ‘I am a person with disability’ (2 responses).
· ‘I am from an Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander background’ (1 response).



[bookmark: _Toc239413262]Previous engagement with Council 
We also asked if participants had engaged with Council on any other projects in the past 12 months. We had 54 responses to this question and the majority (30 participants, 56%) of these said ‘No’ they had not engaged with Council in the past 12 months. 17 participants (31%) said ‘Yes’, and 13 participants (7%) were unsure.

Figure 4: Have you provided feedback on any other City of Port Phillip projects in the past 12 months? (54 total responses).





[bookmark: _Toc239413263]Connection to Ripponlea Precinct
Participants can choose multiple answers to this question.  Most participants live nearby (81%, 44 participants), showing strong local resident involvement in the engagement. Many also use the precinct as shoppers (43%, 23 participants) and commuters (33%, 18 participants), highlighting its role as both a neighbourhood centre and transport hub.


Figure 5: What is your connection to Ripponlea Precinct? (54 total responses).





[bookmark: _Toc239413264]Travel
How do you usually travel to the Ripponlea Precinct?
Participants can choose multiple answers to this question.  Walking was the most common way participants travelled to the precinct (70%, 38 participants), followed by travelling by car (50%, 27participants). Smaller numbers accessed the area by train (19%, 10 participants) bike (15%, 8 participants) demonstrating a mix of transport modes.


Figure 6: How do you usually travel to the Ripponlea Precinct? (54 total responses).


[bookmark: _Toc239413265]What we heard
[bookmark: _Toc239413266]Survey questions
[bookmark: _Toc239413267]Five design principles
We asked people, ‘Overall, how satisfied are you with each of the five design principles for the Ripponlea Streetscape and Open Space Plan?’.
Respondents could select from five options to describe their level of satisfaction with each principle, ranging from very dissatisfied to very satisfied.
The principle that received the most satisfied responses was ‘green and sustainable neighbourhood’ (60% satisfied or very satisfied). This principle had the most very satisfied responses (27%) and the fewest very dissatisfied responses (13%).
The principle that received the most dissatisfied responses was ‘vibrant village’ (28% dissatisfied or very dissatisfied). This principle had the most very dissatisfied responses (24%), and the fewest satisfied responses (52% satisfied or very satisfied).

Figure 7: Responses to 'Overall, how satisfied are you with each of the five design principles for the Ripponlea Streetscape and Opens Space Plan?’ (52 total responses each for distinct character, pedestrian friendly space and green and sustainable neighbourhood. 51 total responses for safe, inclusive and welcoming. 50 total responses for vibrant village).
Rationale for responses
Respondents also had the opportunity to share comments on the design principles. We invited people who rated any proposed action as dissatisfied or very dissatisfied to share their reasons. We received 23 comments. They have been grouped into key themes and summarised below.

	Theme  
	Number of comments  
	Example comment  

	Loss of parking and business impacts
	9
	“You are creating less parking for the existing shops. None of these changes are helping the local Jewish community and stores.”
“Making Glen Eira ave a one way street and reducing parking is only going to make my life more difficult as parking is already a nightmare there.”

	Concerns about design priorities and amenity outcomes
	8
	“You mentioned removing rippers cafe in the plan. It is a vibrant and quirky asset. It adds unique character. Its removal will make the area generic.”
“it would be splendid to see some grass on the crossover and would arguably improve the streetscape greening more than trees along”

	Traffic congestion and access concerns
	7
	“Vehicles must have adequate space to navigate turning into or out of an adjoining carriageway with clear passage around another vehicle.”
“I believe reducing Glen Eira ave south to one way is going to put so much extra strain on Glen Eira road shopping precinct that it at times will turn into a grid lock.”

	Poor maintenance and village presentation
	5
	“Hygiene of the streets is appalling. Fish shop literally has pigeon poop build up at the front.”
“The asphalt paving is an eyesore; it would be splendid to see some grass on the crossover and would arguably improve the streetscape greening more than trees along”



[bookmark: _Toc239413268]Proposed actions for specific locations
We asked people which of four sub-precinct areas they wanted to give feedback on:
· Burnett Gray Gardens West & East
· Public space around the synagogue (Glen Eira Ave South and Oak Grove)
· Ripponlea Village (Glen Eira Road Shopping Centre)
· Urban Forest – High Priority Streets (Oak Grove & Glen Eira Ave North)
Based on which areas respondents selected, we then asked how satisfied they were with the proposed actions for improving specific locations within those areas.
The number of responses received for each of specific locations were:
· Burnett Gray Gardens – West (16 responses)
· Burnett Gray Gardens – East (16 responses)
· Glen Eira Avenue South (31 responses)
· Glen Eira Road (40 responses)
· Oak Grove (17 responses)
· Glen Eira Avenue North (16 responses).
For each specific location, respondents could select from five options to describe their level of satisfaction with each of the proposed actions. The options ranged from very dissatisfied to very satisfied.
Respondents also had the opportunity to share comments on each specific location. We invited people who rated any proposed action as dissatisfied or very dissatisfied to share their reasons. The comments we received have been grouped into key themes for each individual location.

Burnett Gray Gardens – west
There were 16 responses on Burnett Gray Gardens – West. Every proposed action had more than 60% of responses say they were either satisfied or very satisfied. Every proposed action also had 13% of responses say they were very dissatisfied.
The action that received the most satisfied responses was ‘consistent mixed variety of low planting for biodiversity’ (81% satisfied or very satisfied).
The action that received the most dissatisfied responses was ‘expanded northwest garden to create a safer and welcoming entry from the Maryville St and Monkstadt Ave’ (26% dissatisfied or very dissatisfied).

Figure 8: Responses to ‘How satisfied are you with the proposed actions for improving Burnett Gray Gardens – West?’ (16 total responses).
Rationale for responses
[bookmark: _Hlk235433036]We asked people why they are dissatisfied with actions for Burnett Gray Gardens – West. A total of 7 responses were received. Respondents felt the area is already safe and questioned the need for extra safety measures. Common feedback also focused on: 
· prioritising basic maintenance
· protecting existing conditions
· avoiding footpath damage from tree roots
· limiting exotic planting
· providing clearer reasons for proposed landscaping and memorial features. 

A small number of respondents were supportive, particularly of improved cycling and walking access.
Burnett Gray Gardens - East
There were 16 responses on Burnett Gray Gardens – East. Every proposed action had more than 50% of responses say they were either satisfied or very satisfied. Every proposed action also had 6% of responses say they were very dissatisfied.
At least 75% of responses were satisfied or very satisfied with each of these actions:
· additional seating and picnic space in the north east garden
· upgraded understorey planting to match the west garden
· formalised gravel path through the east garden.
The action that received the most dissatisfied responses was ‘upgraded understorey planting to match the west garden’ (12% dissatisfied or very dissatisfied). At the same time, this action received the most very satisfied responses (44%).

Figure 9: Responses to ‘How satisfied are you with the proposed actions for improving Burnett Gray Gardens – East?’ (16 total responses).
RATIONALE FOR RESPONSES
Only two responses were received for this question. Feedback focused on improving the appearance and quality of seating around Ripper's Café, with one respondent suggesting the current seating looks temporary. 
The other respondent preferred limiting exotic planting, felt additional picnic facilities were unnecessary beyond some seating, and considered vegetation screening a lower priority.
Glen Eira Avenue South
There were 31 responses on Glen Eira Avenue South (next to Burnett Gray Gardens).
The action that received the most satisfied responses was ‘more tree canopy and understorey planting for cooler, greener street and support biodiversity’ (50% satisfied or very satisfied).
The action that received the most dissatisfied responses was one way south bound traffic with calming measures to improve walking and cycling (58% dissatisfied or very dissatisfied) At the same time, this action received 32% satisfied and very satisfied answer. The action that received the second highest dissatisfied response was ‘wider synagogue footpath to integrate seating, landscaped hostile vehicle mitigation for safety and amenity’ (38% dissatisfied or very dissatisfied). At the same time, this action received the fewest satisfied responses (29% satisfied or very satisfied).

Figure 10: Responses to ‘How satisfied are you with the proposed actions for improving Glen Eira Avenue South?’ (31 total responses).
RATIONALE FOR RESPONSES
We asked people why they are dissatisfied with actions for Glen Eira Avenue South. A total of 18 responses were received. Responses to this question have been grouped into key themes below, from most to least common.

	Theme  
	Number of comments  
	Example comment  

	Traffic congestion and road network impacts
	8
	“Traffic congestion significantly worse for residents, local businesses and the Synagogue.”
“You cannot get to the back due to traffic issues at intersections. There are no alternatives for pick up and drop off for commuters to this station.”

	Safety, functionality and maintenance concerns
	7
	“I want a safe pathway to walk on. Trees are fine but ensure they don’t lift the pavement.” 
“My big BUT is if planting etc is expanded - it must be regularly maintained - including weeding - sweeping - pruning etc.” 

	Opposition to pedestrian-focused and cycling infrastructure
	5
	“I don't see any benefit. I see very few bikes in that area and few pedestrians apart from the one rushing to the trains. Most of the pedestrian traffic just seems up and down Glen Eira rd.”
“Wider footpaths are unnecessary, though not an issue.” 

	Parking loss and accessibility concerns
	4
	“How will less parking upgrade the synagogue. Less parking and a one way street will severely inconvenience the Jewish community.”
” We don’t need calm walking and cycling.”

	impacts on the Jewish community and synagogue 
	3
	“We have a busy, active synagogue hub which is frequented mainly by car drivers, and the proposal to choke them further and penalise the use of cars is preposterous.”
“Less parking and a one way street will severely inconvenience the Jewish community.”


Glen Eira Road
There were 40 responses on Glen Eira Road. Most of the proposed actions received mixed responses.
The action that received the most satisfied responses was ‘additional tree planting for urban cooling and a greener street’ (62% satisfied or very satisfied). This action also received more dissatisfied responses than most others (33% dissatisfied or very dissatisfied), and fewer neutral responses (5%).
The action that received the most dissatisfied responses was ‘a wider southern footpath to support walking and outdoor dining’ (43% dissatisfied or very dissatisfied). This action also received a similar number of satisfied responses (46%% satisfied or very satisfied).
The action that received the fewest dissatisfied responses was ‘wider, more visible bike lanes through road markings (subject to Road Authority approval)’ (30% dissatisfied or very dissatisfied). This action also had fewer ‘very dissatisfied’ responses (15%) compared with all other actions (28%).

Figure 11: Responses to ‘How satisfied are you with the proposed actions for improving Glen Eira Road?’ (40 total responses).
Rationale for responses
We asked people why they are dissatisfied with actions for Glen Eira Road. A total of 19 responses were received. Responses to this question have been grouped into key themes below, from most to least common.

	Theme  
	Number of comments  
	Example comment  

	Parking availability and access impacts
	9
	“There is already difficulty in parking, and it appears the plan will make this worse.”
“The glen eira road strip needs parking most importantly.”

	Concerns about streetscape design and maintenance priorities
	6
	“All footpaths should be re-done with thought for future access to third party services i.e - Water & Telecommunication providers.”
“I want a safe pathway to walk on. Trees are fine but ensure they don’t lift the pavement.”

	Traffic congestion and road network changes
	5
	“Eastward traffic will need to share a lane with Right turn traffic on Glen Eira Rd. This will cause traffic snarls.”
“Reduced Access via glen eira av will encourage more traffic down oak st and elm grove”


	Road safety and functionality concerns
	5
	“The merging to Hotham Street is quite dangerous with the large vans parked on the street blocking the view almost entirely.”
“Barriers between bike lane and road would also be good rather than just have the bike lane painted on.”

	Opposition to pedestrianisation, bike lanes and outdoor dining expansion
	4
	“If you increase the outdoor dining it only makes this problem much worse.”
“Wider footpaths and bike lanes are unnecessary”



Oak Grove
There were 17 responses on Oak Grove. At least 50% of responses were satisfied or very satisfied with each of the following proposed actions. Additionally, at least 29% of responses were very satisfied, and 24% of responses were very dissatisfied:
· water sensitive urban design to manage stormwater and reduce flood risk
· under storey planting in tree pits to support biodiversity
· more tree planting for shade and cooling, with larger tree outstands and in kerb water capture.
The action that received the most satisfied responses was ‘water sensitive urban design to manage stormwater and reduce flood risk’ (58% satisfied or very satisfied). However, ‘under storey planting in tree pits to support biodiversity’ received more very satisfied responses (41%).

Figure 12: Responses to ‘How satisfied are you with the proposed actions for improving Oak Grove?’ (17 total responses).
The following actions had fewer than 40% of responses that were satisfied or very satisfied responses, and had 29% of responses that were very dissatisfied:
· adjusted carparks to make room for larger tree canopy clear of powerlines
· wider synagogue footpath with integrated seating and vehicle mitigation for safety and amenity.
The action that received the fewest satisfied responses was ‘wider synagogue footpath with integrated seating and vehicle mitigation for safety and amenity’ (30% satisfied or very satisfied) and has least support (35% dissatisfied and very dissatisfied responses).
Rationale for responses
We asked people why they are dissatisfied with actions for Oak Grove. A total of 2 responses were received. Responses to this question was against no 90-degree car park as vehicles will be unable to exit these car parks due to the constant bank up of traffic and don’t reduce parking.

Glen eira Avenue North
There were 16 responses on Glen Eira Avenue North. Every proposed action had at least 50% of responses say they were either satisfied or very satisfied. Every proposed action also had 19% of responses say they were very dissatisfied.
The action that received the most satisfied responses was ‘more trees for shade and cooling’ (62% satisfied or very satisfied).
‘Clearer pedestrian priority crossings to East Station’ received the most very satisfied responses (44%). This action also had the most dissatisfied responses (25% dissatisfied or very dissatisfied).
The action that had the fewest satisfied responses was ‘clearer markings for shared vehicles and bikes lane’ (50% satisfied or very satisfied). This action had the most neutral responses (31%).

Figure 13: Responses to ‘How satisfied are you with the proposed actions for improving Glen Eira Avenue North?  (16 total responses).






Rationale for response
We asked people why they are dissatisfied with actions for Glen Eira Avenue North. A total of 27 responses were received. Responses to this question have been grouped into key themes below, from most to least common.

	Theme  
	Number of comments  
	Example comment  

	Traffic safety and pedestrian amenity
	9
	“I believe the speed limit around the shop should be no greater than 40km/h specially with restaurant terrace around”
“Glen Eira Rd must be reduced to 40km/h in order to have parklets for al fresco dinning.”

	Village character, heritage and local identity
	9
	“Create opportunities for more diverse shops. Not just more food outlets.”
“Also street lighting can be improved for the longer nights during winter. It is quite dark.”

	Maintenance, cleanliness and asset upkeep
	6
	“The asphalt paving is an eyesore, it would be splendid to see some grass on the crossover.”
“Glen Eira Avenue on the way to the train station has uneven pavement and trees hanging low that are dangerous when walking at night in the rain with an umbrella. It is hard to see the uneven path and the trees that are sharp and cut the skin.”

	Parking and vehicle access needs
	6
	“I also think that there should be a Keep Clear way at the intersection Glen Eira Rd and Quat Quatta Avenue. When the train boom gates are down drivers block the whole intersection.”
” We need discernment to park our cars and live our lives.”

	Greening and public realm improvements
	5
	“I’d also like to see the council tend to the nature strip on the corner of Glen Eira and Brighton Road on a regular basis.”
“More trees and fewer cars, trucks, and vans. There is TOO MUCH noise.”






[bookmark: _Toc239413269]Pop-up questions
[bookmark: _Toc239413270]Five design principles
We asked pop-up participants, ‘Overall, how satisfied are you with each of the 5 design principles for the Ripponlea Streetscape and Open Space Plan?’. There were 11 responses to this question.
Respondents could select from five options to describe their level of satisfaction with each principle, ranging from very dissatisfied to very satisfied. This activity asked for respondents’ level of satisfaction about the five design principles as a whole, not individually.
Most responses were satisfied or very satisfied (72%). Some were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied (27%). None were neutral.

Figure 14: Responses to ‘Overall, how satisfied are you with each of the 5 design principles for the Ripponlea Streetscape and Open Space Plan?’ (11 total responses).
Rationale for response 
There were 18 responses. Feedback focused on protecting parking supply, supporting local businesses and enhancing the village character. Respondents also highlighted the importance of maintaining heritage buildings, addressing vacant shops and preserving key heritage features.

Oak Grove and Glen Eira Avenue North
There were 18 responses on this area.
Most responses were satisfied or very satisfied (72%). Half of respondents were very satisfied. There were 23% of responses that were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied.

Figure 15: Responses to ‘How satisfied are you with the proposed actions for improving Oak Grove, Glen Eira Avenue North? (18 total responses).
Rationale for response 
There were 4 responses. Feedback was mixed. Respondents supported retaining existing trees, increasing canopy cover and improving biodiversity, but raised concerns about traffic safety, speed management, one-way street proposals and the location of new parking spaces near the Hotham Street intersection. Accessibility issues, particularly around the synagogue footpaths, were also highlighted.

Burnett Gray Gardens and Glen Eira Avenue South
There were 17 responses on this area.
Most responses were satisfied or very satisfied (roughly 70%). More than half of respondents were very satisfied. There were roughly 30% of responses that were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied.


Figure 16: Responses to ‘How satisfied are you with the proposed actions for improving Burnett Gray Gardens and Glen Eira Avenue South?’ (17 total responses).
Rationale for response 
There were 4 responses. Feedback focused on maintaining vehicle access and parking, with several respondents opposing the proposed one-way street and preferring Glen Eira Avenue to remain two-way. Other suggestions included wider paths, seating, dog fencing and facilities to improve safety and usability of the open space.

Glen Eira Road
There were 21 responses on this area.
Nearly half of responses were satisfied or very satisfied (48%). The most common response was very satisfied (43%). There were 38% of responses that were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied.

Figure 17: Responses to ‘How satisfied are you with the proposed actions for improving Glen Eira Road?’ (21 total responses).
Rationale for response 
There were 9 responses. Parking was the most common issue raised, with many respondents concerned about any loss of parking and the impact on local businesses. Views on traffic changes were mixed, with some supporting a permanent 40 km/h speed limit and requesting improved cycling infrastructure, while others felt the road functions well as it is and does not require significant changes.


[bookmark: _Toc2142337051][bookmark: _Toc239413271]Uploaded feedback
We received 6 pieces of feedback from community groups, residents and key stakeholders. Below is a summary of all uploaded feedback received.
Most feedback support improving Ripponlea's streets, parks and public spaces. There is strong support for creating a greener, safer and more attractive precinct with better walking and cycling connections. 
However, respondents also want Council to balance these improvements with parking, traffic access, safety, maintenance and the needs of residents and community facilities. 
Overall, respondents want a plan that improves the area while protecting its character, accessibility and long-term liveability.
[bookmark: _Toc238717940]Create a Greener and More Attractive Precinct (4 responses)
Many support adding more trees, shade, landscaping and open space throughout Ripponlea. They want the precinct to be cooler, greener and more attractive, with stronger biodiversity outcomes and better connections between streets, parks and public spaces. Several support prioritising tree canopy over car parking where possible.
[bookmark: _Toc238717941]Make Safety a Priority (4 responses)
Safety is a major theme across responses. Respondents want safer streets, lower traffic speeds, improved visibility, better lighting and safer environments for pedestrians and cyclists. Some responses also highlight security considerations around the synagogue and the importance of designing spaces that feel safe and welcoming for all users.
[bookmark: _Toc238717942]Improve Walking and Cycling Connections (3 responses)
Several support making it easier and safer for people to walk and cycle around the precinct. Suggestions include wider footpaths, safer crossings, improved bicycle routes, traffic calming measures, better station connections and shared spaces that prioritise people over vehicles.

[bookmark: _Toc238717943]Keep Access, Parking and Traffic Working Well (3 responses)
Many want Council to carefully manage changes to roads and parking. Concerns were raised about maintaining access to local businesses, the synagogue, Ripponlea Station and residential streets. While some support reducing through-traffic, others want parking and traffic changes to be supported by clear evidence and practical alternatives.

Plan for the Long Term and Maintain What Is Built (3 responses)

Several emphasise the importance of ongoing maintenance and long-term planning. They want Council to ensure new trees, gardens and public spaces are properly maintained, watered and cared for so the benefits of the project can be sustained over time. Submitters also encourage Council to make the most of existing assets and coordinate future improvements across the precinct.



[bookmark: _Toc239413272]Next steps
Thank you to everyone who contributed the second round of engagement about the Ripponlea Streetscape and Open Space Plan. The findings from this round of engagement will be used to develop the final Plan. 

We will continue to keep the community updated on the progress of the project via the dedicated project page: 
https://haveyoursay.portphillip.vic.gov.au/ripponlea-place-plan 


[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]

Albert Park	Balaclava	Elwood	Melbourne	Middle Park	Port Melbourne	Ripponlea	South Melbourne	Southbank	St Kilda	St Kilda East	St Kilda West	Windsor	Prefer not to say	Other	0	0.11940298507462686	0.11940298507462686	0	0	0	0.56716417910447758	0	0	2.9850746268656716E-2	0.1044776119402985	0	0	2.9850746268656716E-2	2.9850746268656716E-2	0/0%	8/12%	8/12%	0/0%	0/0%	0/0%	38/57%	0/0%	0/0%	2/3%	7/10%	0/0%	0/0%	2/3%	2/3%	


[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]

5-11	12-14	15 - 17	18 - 24	25 - 34	35 - 49	50 - 59	60 - 69	70 - 84	85 and over	I'd prefer not to say	1	0	2	3	11	17	18	8	8	0	1	1/1%	0/0%	2/3%	3/4%	11/16%	17/25%	18/26%	8/12%	8/12%	0/0%	1/1%	

[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]

Female (woman or girl)	Male (man or boy)	Non-binary	I’d prefer not to say	179	161	1	26	38/56%	27/40%	0/0%	3/4%	0/0%	

[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]

Yes	No	Not sure	0.31480000000000002	0.55559999999999998	0.12959999999999999	17/31%	30/56%	7/13%	

[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]

Trader	Visitor	Shopper	Commuter	Live nearby	Work here	Other	0.1111	5.5599999999999997E-2	0.4259	0.33329999999999999	0.81479999999999997	7.4099999999999999E-2	0.12959999999999999	6/11%	3/6%	23/43%	18/33%	44/81%	4/7%	7/13%	


[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]

By car	Walking	By bike	By bus	By train	Other	0.5	0.70369999999999999	0.14810000000000001	5.5599999999999997E-2	0.1852	9.2600000000000002E-2	27/50%	38/70%	8/15%	3/6%	10/19%	5/9%	


Very dissatisfied	
Safe, inclusive and welcoming	Green and sustainable neighbourhood	Pedestrian friendly place	Distinct character	Vibrant village	0.17649999999999999	0.1346	0.1731	0.1923	0.24	Dissatisfied	
Safe, inclusive and welcoming	Green and sustainable neighbourhood	Pedestrian friendly place	Distinct character	Vibrant village	3.9199999999999999E-2	9.6199999999999994E-2	7.6899999999999996E-2	1.9199999999999998E-2	0.04	Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied	
Safe, inclusive and welcoming	Green and sustainable neighbourhood	Pedestrian friendly place	Distinct character	Vibrant village	0.25490000000000002	0.1731	0.1923	0.23080000000000001	0.2	Satisfied	
Safe, inclusive and welcoming	Green and sustainable neighbourhood	Pedestrian friendly place	Distinct character	Vibrant village	0.4118	0.32690000000000002	0.40379999999999999	0.40379999999999999	0.34	Very satisfied	
Safe, inclusive and welcoming	Green and sustainable neighbourhood	Pedestrian friendly place	Distinct character	Vibrant village	0.1176	0.26919999999999999	0.15379999999999999	0.15379999999999999	0.18	



Very dissatisfied	
Garden beds around the park to support safer gathering, including near the Jewish Soldier Memorial lawn	Expanded north west garden to create a safer and welcoming entry from the Maryville St and Monkstadt Ave	Native and exotic groundcover planting for biodiversity	Consistent mixed variety of low planting for biodiversity	Secure bicycle storage near the north west station entry	0.125	0.125	0.125	0.125	0.125	Dissatisfied	
Garden beds around the park to support safer gathering, including near the Jewish Soldier Memorial lawn	Expanded north west garden to create a safer and welcoming entry from the Maryville St and Monkstadt Ave	Native and exotic groundcover planting for biodiversity	Consistent mixed variety of low planting for biodiversity	Secure bicycle storage near the north west station entry	6.25E-2	0.125	6.25E-2	0	0	Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied	
Garden beds around the park to support safer gathering, including near the Jewish Soldier Memorial lawn	Expanded north west garden to create a safer and welcoming entry from the Maryville St and Monkstadt Ave	Native and exotic groundcover planting for biodiversity	Consistent mixed variety of low planting for biodiversity	Secure bicycle storage near the north west station entry	0.1875	6.25E-2	6.25E-2	6.25E-2	0.25	Satisfied	
Garden beds around the park to support safer gathering, including near the Jewish Soldier Memorial lawn	Expanded north west garden to create a safer and welcoming entry from the Maryville St and Monkstadt Ave	Native and exotic groundcover planting for biodiversity	Consistent mixed variety of low planting for biodiversity	Secure bicycle storage near the north west station entry	0.4375	0.375	0.4375	0.5625	0.3125	Very satisfied	
Garden beds around the park to support safer gathering, including near the Jewish Soldier Memorial lawn	Expanded north west garden to create a safer and welcoming entry from the Maryville St and Monkstadt Ave	Native and exotic groundcover planting for biodiversity	Consistent mixed variety of low planting for biodiversity	Secure bicycle storage near the north west station entry	0.1875	0.3125	0.3125	0.25	0.3125	



Very dissatisfied	
Accessible, compliant ramp and steps to station buildings and platform	Formalised gravel path through the east garden	Upgraded understorey planting to match the west garden	Additional seating and picnic space in the north east garden	New screen to conceal services of Rippers Café from the street view.	6.6699999999999995E-2	6.25E-2	6.25E-2	6.25E-2	6.25E-2	Dissatisfied	
Accessible, compliant ramp and steps to station buildings and platform	Formalised gravel path through the east garden	Upgraded understorey planting to match the west garden	Additional seating and picnic space in the north east garden	New screen to conceal services of Rippers Café from the street view.	0	0	6.25E-2	0	0	Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied	
Accessible, compliant ramp and steps to station buildings and platform	Formalised gravel path through the east garden	Upgraded understorey planting to match the west garden	Additional seating and picnic space in the north east garden	New screen to conceal services of Rippers Café from the street view.	0.26669999999999999	0.125	0.125	0.1875	0.375	Satisfied	
Accessible, compliant ramp and steps to station buildings and platform	Formalised gravel path through the east garden	Upgraded understorey planting to match the west garden	Additional seating and picnic space in the north east garden	New screen to conceal services of Rippers Café from the street view.	0.4667	0.4375	0.3125	0.375	0.25	Very satisfied	
Accessible, compliant ramp and steps to station buildings and platform	Formalised gravel path through the east garden	Upgraded understorey planting to match the west garden	Additional seating and picnic space in the north east garden	New screen to conceal services of Rippers Café from the street view.	0.2	0.375	0.4375	0.375	0.3125	



Very dissatisfied	
Wider synagogue footpath to integrate seating, landscaped hostile vehicle mitigation for safety and amenity	 Cohesive footpath upgrades supporting the synagogues civic character	More tree canopy and understorey planting for cooler, greener street and support biodiversity	One way southbound traffic with calming measures to improve walking and cycling	0.3548	0.3	0.3	0.55000000000000004	Dissatisfied	
Wider synagogue footpath to integrate seating, landscaped hostile vehicle mitigation for safety and amenity	 Cohesive footpath upgrades supporting the synagogues civic character	More tree canopy and understorey planting for cooler, greener street and support biodiversity	One way southbound traffic with calming measures to improve walking and cycling	3.2300000000000002E-2	6.6699999999999995E-2	0	0.03	Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied	
Wider synagogue footpath to integrate seating, landscaped hostile vehicle mitigation for safety and amenity	 Cohesive footpath upgrades supporting the synagogues civic character	More tree canopy and understorey planting for cooler, greener street and support biodiversity	One way southbound traffic with calming measures to improve walking and cycling	0.3226	0.33329999999999999	0.2	0.1	Satisfied	
Wider synagogue footpath to integrate seating, landscaped hostile vehicle mitigation for safety and amenity	 Cohesive footpath upgrades supporting the synagogues civic character	More tree canopy and understorey planting for cooler, greener street and support biodiversity	One way southbound traffic with calming measures to improve walking and cycling	0.2258	0.23330000000000001	0.23330000000000001	0.16	Very satisfied	
Wider synagogue footpath to integrate seating, landscaped hostile vehicle mitigation for safety and amenity	 Cohesive footpath upgrades supporting the synagogues civic character	More tree canopy and understorey planting for cooler, greener street and support biodiversity	One way southbound traffic with calming measures to improve walking and cycling	6.4500000000000002E-2	6.6699999999999995E-2	0.26669999999999999	0.16	



Very dissatisfied	
Additional tree planting for urban cooling and a greener street	A wider southern footpath to support walking and outdoor dining	Wider, more visible bike lanes through road markings (subject to Road Authority approval)	Hostile vehicle mitigation around corners of Hotham Street and Glen Eira Road (subject to Road Authority approval)	0.28210000000000002	0.27500000000000002	0.15	0.27500000000000002	Dissatisfied	
Additional tree planting for urban cooling and a greener street	A wider southern footpath to support walking and outdoor dining	Wider, more visible bike lanes through road markings (subject to Road Authority approval)	Hostile vehicle mitigation around corners of Hotham Street and Glen Eira Road (subject to Road Authority approval)	5.1299999999999998E-2	0.15	0.15	0.05	Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied	
Additional tree planting for urban cooling and a greener street	A wider southern footpath to support walking and outdoor dining	Wider, more visible bike lanes through road markings (subject to Road Authority approval)	Hostile vehicle mitigation around corners of Hotham Street and Glen Eira Road (subject to Road Authority approval)	5.1299999999999998E-2	0.125	0.22500000000000001	0.25	Satisfied	
Additional tree planting for urban cooling and a greener street	A wider southern footpath to support walking and outdoor dining	Wider, more visible bike lanes through road markings (subject to Road Authority approval)	Hostile vehicle mitigation around corners of Hotham Street and Glen Eira Road (subject to Road Authority approval)	0.35899999999999999	0.17499999999999999	0.2	0.3	Very satisfied	
Additional tree planting for urban cooling and a greener street	A wider southern footpath to support walking and outdoor dining	Wider, more visible bike lanes through road markings (subject to Road Authority approval)	Hostile vehicle mitigation around corners of Hotham Street and Glen Eira Road (subject to Road Authority approval)	0.25640000000000002	0.27500000000000002	0.27500000000000002	0.125	



Very dissatisfied	
Wider synagogue footpath with integrated seating and vehicle mitigation for safety and amenity	Adjusted carparks to make room for larger tree canopy clear of powerlines	More tree planting for shade and cooling, with larger tree outstands and in kerb water capture	Under storey planting in tree pits to support biodiversity	Water sensitive urban design to manage stormwater and reduce flood risk	0.29409999999999997	0.29409999999999997	0.23530000000000001	0.23530000000000001	0.23530000000000001	Dissatisfied	
Wider synagogue footpath with integrated seating and vehicle mitigation for safety and amenity	Adjusted carparks to make room for larger tree canopy clear of powerlines	More tree planting for shade and cooling, with larger tree outstands and in kerb water capture	Under storey planting in tree pits to support biodiversity	Water sensitive urban design to manage stormwater and reduce flood risk	5.8799999999999998E-2	0	0	0	0	Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied	
Wider synagogue footpath with integrated seating and vehicle mitigation for safety and amenity	Adjusted carparks to make room for larger tree canopy clear of powerlines	More tree planting for shade and cooling, with larger tree outstands and in kerb water capture	Under storey planting in tree pits to support biodiversity	Water sensitive urban design to manage stormwater and reduce flood risk	0.35289999999999999	0.35289999999999999	0.23530000000000001	0.23530000000000001	0.17649999999999999	Satisfied	
Wider synagogue footpath with integrated seating and vehicle mitigation for safety and amenity	Adjusted carparks to make room for larger tree canopy clear of powerlines	More tree planting for shade and cooling, with larger tree outstands and in kerb water capture	Under storey planting in tree pits to support biodiversity	Water sensitive urban design to manage stormwater and reduce flood risk	0.1176	0.17649999999999999	0.23530000000000001	0.1176	0.29409999999999997	Very satisfied	
Wider synagogue footpath with integrated seating and vehicle mitigation for safety and amenity	Adjusted carparks to make room for larger tree canopy clear of powerlines	More tree planting for shade and cooling, with larger tree outstands and in kerb water capture	Under storey planting in tree pits to support biodiversity	Water sensitive urban design to manage stormwater and reduce flood risk	0.17649999999999999	0.17649999999999999	0.29409999999999997	0.4118	0.29409999999999997	



Very dissatisfied	
More trees for shade and cooling	Larger tree pits with under storey planting for biodiversity	Clearer markings for shared vehicles and bikes lane	Clearer pedestrian priority crossings to East Station	0.1875	0.1875	0.1875	0.1875	Dissatisfied	
More trees for shade and cooling	Larger tree pits with under storey planting for biodiversity	Clearer markings for shared vehicles and bikes lane	Clearer pedestrian priority crossings to East Station	0	0	0	6.25E-2	Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied	
More trees for shade and cooling	Larger tree pits with under storey planting for biodiversity	Clearer markings for shared vehicles and bikes lane	Clearer pedestrian priority crossings to East Station	0.1875	0.25	0.3125	0.1875	Satisfied	
More trees for shade and cooling	Larger tree pits with under storey planting for biodiversity	Clearer markings for shared vehicles and bikes lane	Clearer pedestrian priority crossings to East Station	0.3125	0.1875	0.1875	0.125	Very satisfied	
More trees for shade and cooling	Larger tree pits with under storey planting for biodiversity	Clearer markings for shared vehicles and bikes lane	Clearer pedestrian priority crossings to East Station	0.3125	0.375	0.3125	0.4375	



[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]

Very dissatisfied	Dissatisfied	Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied	Satisfied	Very satisfied	1	2	0	3	5	1/9%	2/18%	0/0%	3/27%	5/45%	

[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]

Very dissatisfied	Dissatisfied	Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied	Satisfied	Very satisfied	3	1	1	4	9	3/17%	1/6%	1/6%	4/22%	9/50%	

[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]

Very dissatisfied	Dissatisfied	Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied	Satisfied	Very satisfied	2	3	0	3	9	2/12%	3/18%	0/0%	3/18%	9/53%	

[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]

Very dissatisfied	Dissatisfied	Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied	Satisfied	Very satisfied	5	3	3	1	9	5/24%	3/14%	3/14%	1/5%	9/43%	
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