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The Hon. A. PICCOLO (Light) 
(16:44): I rise to speak in support 

of this bill. I will not repeat the 
excellent arguments for the bill 

which have been put by not only 
the minister in his opening speech 
but also the members for Newland, 

Wright, Playford, King and other 
speakers who have spoken to this 

bill already. 
 
Very importantly, this is an 

election commitment, and I think it 
is important that if you go to an 
election and you get elected to 

government then you actually 
undertake your commitments. It is 

quite simple. It is a commitment 
we have made and we are 
honouring that commitment, like a 

whole range of other commitments 
that we are honouring. The 

announcement of the Women's and 
Children's today is a commitment 
we made, and it is a commitment 

to the community that we are 
honouring. 
 

I was interested in hearing some of 
the speeches on this side of the 

house, particularly by the member 

for Heysen. He spent about 12 
minutes or thereabouts basically 

saying that this bill was not 
required because, essentially, we 

should let free enterprise 
determine its own needs and it will 
not charge for parking because 

that is what free enterprise does. 
What he could have said in 30 

seconds took him 12 minutes, like 
a good lawyer. Essentially, we do 
require this legislation because 

shopping centres have indicated 
they do want to charge it. So it is— 
 

Mr Teague: I think you 
misunderstood my contribution. 

 
The Hon. A. PICCOLO: Perhaps I 
did misunderstand your 

contribution. 
 

Mr Teague: Look at the Hansard. 
 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Brown): 

Order! The member will be heard 
in silence. 
 

The Hon. A. PICCOLO: There are a 
couple of points I would like to 

make. The importance of shopping 
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centres is beyond getting your 

goods and services, etc., which 
people get from various shopping 

centres; obviously, they provide 
employment for people who work 
there and they also, as mentioned 

by some speakers, provide a very 
important social role. 

 
Often, people who use shopping 
centres for a social role are people 

who, generally speaking, are 
isolated in our community, 
marginalised in our community, 

and the shopping centre is a place 
where they meet and do things. It 

actually plays a very important 
social role. Some of those people 
may or may not have a vehicle. For 

those people who do need to get to 
the shopping centre with a vehicle, 

this sort of imposition would be a 
disproportionate burden on those 
people in our community who can 

afford it the least. 
 
In some of the shopping centres in 

my own town, I have seen a 
number of people who go there to 

buy a cup of coffee and socialise. 
Sometimes I think to myself that 
they should be paying rent for the 

amount of time they spend there, 
but it is an important social 

function and I think that this 
would disadvantage those people. 
 

It is important in suburban centres 
more so than in the city because 
people generally congregate at their 

local community level. They will 
not come to the city for that same 

social interaction. They will meet 
their friends in the local shopping 
centres, whether that be in Gawler 

or at Tea Tree Plaza, etc. That is 
what people do. It is unusual for 
people to go, for example, from 

Gawler to the city to meet with 
some friends on a daily basis. They 

might on an occasional basis but 

not on a daily basis, so these 

suburban shopping centres play an 
important role and that is why they 

are different from the city. 
 
It was interesting to note the 

comments made by the member for 
Schubert, that her born-again 

interest is in looking after workers' 
interests. It was interesting that, 
when the previous Marshall Liberal 

government increased charges/fees 
at our hospital car parks, she was 
actually working for the 

government at the time. I do not 
recall her standing up at any time, 

saying that was a bad idea. She 
was the principal media adviser, so 
she would have been the one 

helping to communicate why it was 
a good idea to increase charges for 

our frontline workers in the 
hospitals, etc., and why they 
should be paying more. 

 
If it were not for COVID, they 
probably would still be paying 

more. That is the reality. They were 
forced into reducing those fees to 

zero because of the COVID 
implications. So, if the member for 
Schubert is going to talk about 

workers' rights, she should be 
more consistent in what she does 

as well as what her party does. 
 
Issues that address people's rights 

and obligations in their working 
environment should be addressed 
by enterprise agreements. That is 

the best place to detail and deal 
with issues regarding conditions of 

employment, etc. They should be, 
quite rightly, dealt with in the 
enterprise agreement, and this 

government has given a 
commitment that those matters 
will be discussed and dealt with 

under those enterprise agreements. 
What does this bill do? Quite 
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simply, as it is currently drafted, 

the bill provides: 
 

(1) The owner of a regulated 
shopping centre parking area must 
not, without the approval of the 

chief executive officer of the council 
for the area in which the regulated 

shopping centre parking area is 
situated, charge a person a fee for 
the parking of a vehicle in the 

regulated shopping centre parking 
area. 
 

Before granting any approval, the 
chief executive officer of the 

relevant council must consult with 
the community in the manner in 
which they see fit. That is not an 

unusual thing to ask a council to 
do. I think the councils are closer 

to the communities and I think 
they have a better idea of what the 
implications are for that 

community, so I have no problem 
with asking councils to make that 
decision. 

 
The fact that it is delegated to the 

CEO is not unusual either. If you 
actually stipulated each step the 
CEO had to go through in every 

situation in the Local Government 
Act, as it is suggested in this bill, 

you would increase that already 
quite lengthy act about four or five 
times. To suggest that the CEO 

would not consult their council, 
that would be a decision for the 
council to make and the 

relationship that the council has 
with the CEO. 

 
A good CEO on an issue like this, I 
would have thought, would consult 

their council in addition to 
consulting the community. The fact 
that they have to consult with the 

community is very important 
because the community can then 

bring the information they need to 

take into account before the 

council and the CEO. I do not 
think the additional amendments 

are worthy of support. The other 
place may have a different view 
about that matter, but I certainly 

do not think we should be 
supporting that in this chamber. 

 
I would just like to raise one issue 
regarding private parking areas. It 

gives me a chance to raise an issue 
with what I believe are some of the 
matters that need to be addressed 

in this act. I think the act is a good 
idea. In one of the provisions, 

provision no. 4, it gives private 
parking area people the ability to 
have agreements with councils 

which they have policed. I think 
that is a sensible, practical thing to 

do. In other words, you have 
council employees to ensure that 
those parking areas are used 

consistent with the laws, to ensure 
compliance and to ensure they are 
used consistent with parking on 

public roads, etc. In other words, 
they would make sure that, if there 

is a disabled park in a private 
parking area, that is who uses it 
and nobody else. That is a good 

idea. 
 

However, some councils are 
sometimes a little too diligent in 
the way they apply their 

compliance work. I will give you an 
example of my own council, which 
was quite diligent in its duties, 

beyond the law in fact. The council 
had an agreement with a particular 

shopping centre in Gawler. For 
whatever reason, the council was 
unaware that the agreement 

actually expired two years prior to 
them issuing a whole range of fines 
to people who actually used the car 

park. 
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If that is not bad enough—issuing 

fines when they actually had no 
authority to issue the fines—they 

were quite diligent, for example, in 
issuing fines for reserved car 
parking in this car park. The 

reserved car parking was when 
there was a particular retailer 

there and they needed to reserve 
car parking for that retailer. That 
retailer had come and gone. The 

council was still issuing fines for 
people who had parked in the 
reserved car parking, even though 

the retailer was no longer there. 
 

Secondly, the council was issuing 
fines for people staying in the car 
park for more than three hours 

when, on any day, that car park 
was used to the maximum of 10 

per cent. That is when I think 
compliance is taken to its extreme 
and one has to question the 

objective of that compliance work: 
whether it is to raise money for the 
council or to actually use in 

compliance, given that nobody was 
disadvantaged. 

 
When it was drawn to the council's 
attention that the agreement had 

expired and that perhaps issuing 
these fines was not legal, the 

council dutifully refunded some 
expiation notices. They refunded 
them. The interesting bit is that 

the agreement had not been in 
place for some two years and they 
had issued the fines for the whole 

period, and the council then 
refused to let previous people, who 

paid, notify them of that. 
 
They said that if they came forward 

they would get a refund; if they did 
not come forward, they would not 
get a refund. The point the council 

made is, 'We don't know who they 
are,' yet they issued an expiation 

notice. The expiation notice went to 

that person, and there would have 

been recovery action, but they did 
not know who they were. 

 
Putting that aside, they then got 
legal advice to say that once the 

person paid the fine it is expiated 
and therefore they have no legal 

right to a refund, even though the 
fine was illegally imposed up-front. 
I am hoping that some time in the 

future the appropriate minister will 
take action to clarify the 
regulations to make sure that 

councils that issue fines are doing 
so lawfully and have the legal 

authority to do so. There are 
probably a number of councils in 
this state where these agreements 

have expired and they issue these 
notices without proper authority, 

and the law seems to say that once 
a person pays a fine, the council 
does not have to refund it. 

 
Most people would not ask to see 
the agreement in place because not 

many people would know about 
part 4 of the Private Parking Areas 

Act, and therefore people are 
disadvantaged. Private parking 
areas are important. It is important 

that they are complied with in 
terms of the law, and private 

parking areas are important to 
make sure they are free to users. 
For those reasons, I support the 

bill. 
 
solution would be reached. 

 
While it is wrong for essential 

workers such as retail workers and 
cleaners to be used as a means to 
boost shopping centre profits, it 

would be absolutely immoral for 
this burden to also be placed on 
those who must access essential 

government services. If for no other 
reason than that, I urge members 

to support this bill. 


