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TOWN OF VICTORIA PARK PARKING AND PARKING FACILITIES  
AMENDMENT LOCAL LAW 2013 — DISALLOWANCE 

Motion 

Pursuant to standing order 66(3), the following motion by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich was moved pro forma on 
13 August 2013 — 

That, pursuant to recommendation of the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation, the Town 
of Victoria Park Parking and Parking Facilities Amendment Local Law 2013, published in the 
Government Gazette on 5 April 2013 and tabled in the Legislative Council on 15 May 2013 under the 
Local Government Act 1995, be and is hereby disallowed.  

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (North Metropolitan) [3.12 pm]: I rise to support the motion standing in my 
name. I do not want to spend a great deal of time on this because it was the Joint Standing Committee on 
Delegated Legislation’s unanimous decision that this local law be disallowed. Certainly, the committee had 
canvassed this issue in some detail. This instrument really concerns itself with parking and parking facilities in 
the Town of Victoria Park. There are a substantial number of amendments, which are quite straightforward, but 
the crux of them really is about parking fees and modified penalties for prescribed parking offences for different 
categories of vehicles, including heavy, medium and light vehicles. That just about covers it.  

The committee looked at this instrument and recommended that the house disallow this local law because the 
Town of Victoria Park did not follow the correct procedure when it made this local law. In fact, in the 
committee’s view, the town breached section 3.12(3)(a) of the Local Government Act. That provision 
specifically deals with a local government’s obligation to publish and exhibit a notice stating that it proposes to 
make a local law, the purpose and effect of which is summarised in the notice as if it were a local public notice. 
There is a specific requirement under the Local Government Act that this be done. In fact, section 1.7 of the act 
defines the giving of a local public notice, which includes exhibiting a notice to the public, firstly, on a 
noticeboard at the local government’s offices and, secondly, on a noticeboard at every local government library 
in the district. That provision is for good reason in that when there are changes to local laws it is very important 
that the community or those likely to be affected have an understanding of what those changes are. This new 
regulation, of course, will not now take effect; in fact, it stopped taking effect from the time that the committee 
moved a protected notice of motion, as I understand it. However, there were some substantial parking and 
parking facilities prescribed offences and modified penalties for those offences under this local law. Therefore, it 
is fair to say that it is a local council’s obligation to ensure that the public is made aware of the fact that these 
changes are likely to take place and that if they do the wrong thing in parking their vehicle, penalties are 
associated with that. In this case, there were modified penalties that, generally, were modified upwards, so there 
were substantial hikes in the penalties.  

Anyway, the crux of the matter is that, in this case, the town failed to exhibit the notice of the local law locally 
and therefore was in breach of section 3.12(3)(a) of the Local Government Act. This requirement is important as 
it assists in bringing to the attention of the district’s residents the changes in local laws made by the local 
government. The onus of understanding and following the correct procedure is set out in section 3.12 of the act 
and that responsibility clearly lies with the local government.  

This local law is invalid. It offends the committee’s terms of reference at 6.6(a) in that it is not within power. 
There is no point in going through any of the detail or the finer points of this regulation because the simple fact 
is that it has failed to get across the line purely and simply because of one particular shortcoming—that is, the 
breach of section 3.12(3)(a). For that reason, we support the disallowance. 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [3.17 pm]: The government 
also supports the disallowance for the reasons that the committee brought to our attention through its report; 
namely, that the Town of Victoria Park failed to provide a sufficient level of public notice as required by 
Parliament, that the local law is potentially invalid and that there is a clear public interest in ensuring that 
potentially invalid local laws do not remain in operation. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.18 pm]: I want to say a 
few words on this disallowance. I am very pleased that we are all supporting this disallowance. This has actually 
been a contentious issue in Victoria Park over the last few months. I know that quite possibly other members of 
the South Metropolitan Region have also received numerous emails and petitions numbering in the hundreds. I 
must say that it was a very well organised online petition by people working in the Bentley Technology Park 
area.  

The changes to parking and fees proposed by the Town of Victoria Park came as quite a shock to the many 
people who work in that very busy area. We already know that Bentley tech park is quite congested; it has 
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become a very busy area with not only research facilities opening up but also other types of offices, 
organisations and conference facilities running out of that area. Therefore, parking has become quite a serious 
issue; it is at a premium. I know that I have tended to drop my car on a kerb occasionally when I have to go out 
there for business and to see constituents. I must congratulate the group that organised the online petition; I think 
it has been quite effective. Council, at first, was reluctant to engage with the group on these issues and basically 
said, “We’re making these new regulations for everyone in the area, and you’re just going to have to deal with 
it”, but I think the group has now been able to go back and hold some meetings with council to talk about some 
of the options for the future. My electorate office is on Albany Highway, and I know that council is very keen to 
introduce both timed and paid parking in the area. As members know, Victoria Park is a very vibrant area, with 
lots of restaurants and cafes. It is a very busy area and parking is always quite difficult, so I fully understand that 
council is trying to find ways to ensure that people can actually park their cars when they come into the area. We 
also have congestion issues around the train station, and many people are parking in the suburban streets. The 
council is trying to be creative about how it goes about this, but I think the Standing Committee on Delegated 
Legislation has indeed been correct in its decision to send this back to the council and say, “If you really want to 
do this, do it correctly and go out and comply with the law”.  

It is very important for the Town of Victoria Park to communicate to the community what it intends doing in the 
space and to try to alleviate the concerns of people who come into that area on a daily basis, not just to live but 
also to work. A lot of businesses, particularly in the Bentley Technology Park area, have deliberately moved into 
that area so that the people working there do not have to pay the high parking costs that people pay in the CBD. 
That is part of the reason it has come as a shock that, all of a sudden, people will have to find additional funds to 
pay for their daily parking. I hope that, in due course, the Town of Victoria Park will review its position and 
consult more thoroughly with all the people affected in the area so that it can come up with a better set of 
regulations for managing the ongoing issue of parking. I know that the council has tackled the issue of speeding 
down the main street, so it is quite into looking at how it can change the area and make it more accommodating, 
but I do not think that on this occasion the issue was managed terribly well. The fact is that several hundred 
people were able, over a period of a couple of days, to generate enormous numbers for this online petition and 
make their views known to both the local members of Parliament and the local council. I hope they get the 
outcome that they would like to see in this area. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [3.22 pm]: I want to make a couple of general comments about 
parking and to support this motion in so doing. I also want to support the argument that there needs to be broader 
public consultation when changes to parking regulations are being put in place by local governments. I concur 
with this motion, and I think the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation has done a good job in 
bringing it to the attention of the house. However, the Town of Victoria Park is not the only council in Western 
Australia—or, indeed, the only organisation in Western Australia—that is dealing with parking issues. We are 
seeing the same issues occur right across the metropolitan area; changes are made, and people complain about 
the lack of consultation. In this case, the matter has been brought to the Legislative Council because it is a 
completely new regulation.  

Paid parking was introduced in the Joondalup area, and went through this house unchallenged. That still causes 
confusion to this day, which is why I fully agree that we need to have full and proper public debate about such 
matters. In fact, only last week I was contacted by a landlord who was concerned about some changes to the way 
in which parking was being administered in the Joondalup CBD. That is a debate for another day, but it 
highlights that that particular business person felt the area in front of their shop would be severely disadvantaged 
by those changes. 

We also need to keep in mind that we, as a house, are going to ask the Town of Victoria Park to go back and do 
the job properly, yet the government is engaging in a debate behind closed doors about how parking should be 
managed in this state. Many of the changes to parking that are being brought before this place are being driven 
by state government. I remember last year when the City of Stirling tried to make some changes; government 
members opposed the changes, but those changes were being driven and put upon them by this government. In 
fact, I have a stack of government documents in my office—I do not have them all here today—about the need to 
impose paid parking restrictions on the people of Western Australia. 

I agree that we should say to the Town of Victoria Park, “Go back and have a proper, open, public debate about 
parking matters”. I suggest to government members who will support this motion this afternoon that they go 
back to their cabinet ministers and make the point that they should be doing the very same thing—that is, having 
a proper, open public debate. They should not be slipping these changes into the back of reports and then, when 
challenged about those reports, denying that they are part of government policy that is being implemented. It is 
clear to me that it is an agenda of this government to expand paid parking across the Perth metropolitan area.  

We saw that with the Perth parking tax; the government has now increased that by more than 300 per cent. Was 
there any public consultation before that occurred? No. We are asking the Town of Victoria Park to apply rules, 
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and we are correctly about to disallow these regulations, but we are not putting the same requirements upon the 
government of this state. Did government members support the motion to disallow increased paid parking 
charges in the City of Perth, the parking tax, when it was brought before this house? No, they did not; they 
supported the government, even though there had been not a skerrick of public consultation. Should the 
government go ahead with a plan to expand the Perth parking tax across a broader area than that which it is 
currently applied, I hope the same standards will be applied to the government of the day. If it does not 
undertake a proper, full and open consultation process with the community before introducing those changes to 
this house, we will apply the same test that we are going to apply to the Town of Victoria Park this afternoon. 
What is good for the goose should be good for the gander, and that is the point I want to make. Whether it is the 
City of Perth, the Stirling activity centre, the Murdoch activity centre or wherever else this government is trying 
to impose an increase in paid parking, there may be good arguments for it and, in fact, in some places there 
might be strong arguments for it; but it should be done with a full, open and public consultation process. 

I am more than happy to support the motion moved by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich, because I believe that this is the 
correct way for these matters to be dealt with. But I make the point that government members need to apply that 
same test. I am sure that over the next three years we will have similar matters brought before this house, and I 
hope the government applies the same test to itself as it applies to local government in Western Australia. 

Question put and passed. 
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