


clients who already face multiple barriers to their learning and access to services and will
also cause unsafe traffic movement in the surrounding already narrow streets.
 
Parking permit stickers for staff and a four hours parking restriction around Garden street
would really assist our learners in continuing to access our services and our educators and
group facilitators in providing quality services to Moreland residents.
 
With many thanks for your consideration, and looking forward to hearing from you    
 
 
Regards,
 

Office Administrator
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Mayor and Council, 

Please accept this as an objection to Moreland Council’s Planning scheme Amendment C 183. I 
would like that my name be left on when it is published on-line. I have prepared this objection 
because of the direct impact that C183 and the accompanying parking policy will have on community 
life. In the provision of parking in future unit development which would impact the residents of 
Moreland throughout the municipality in the provision of off street parking and by the 2 hour 
parking restrictions from 8am to 11pm, cordon being introduced to allow for in C183.  

As a former Mayor and Councillor of Moreland as well as both Chair of the Urban Planning 
Committee for 3 years and member of the Committee for the 7 years I was on Council I strongly 
object to the changes proposed in Amendment C183. I wish to speak to this objection when 
appropriate hearings take place.  

Objection to Amendment C183 Moreland Planning Scheme 

Basis of Objection 

Based on social equity and fairness the deregulation of car parking minimums C183 and the Parking 
Restriction Zones should be opposed for these reasons: 

1. Moreland Transport Strategy (MITS), the Parking Strategy and Amendment  C183 have not
been given proper consideration of the human rights impacts, as is required under the Victorian
Charter of Rights and Responsibilities,
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2. The removal of parking minimums codes do not provide for the needs of disabled residents 
or those with chronic illnesses and their carers, 

3. The current Moreland Planning Scheme already provides opportunities for Parking 
Minimums to be negotiated down in Activity Areas, 

4. The proposed parking restrictions will detrimentally and disproportionately affect 
community services in the municipality such as child-care, aged care, health care, sporting clubs, 

5. Parking Restriction Zones are unfair. Instead of sharing road space between different users, 
Council takes a public resource (on-street parking) and reserve it for a particular group of people - 
the eligible resident - while other users like carers, workers, visitors, commuters, churches and 
sports clubs have very restricted access, 

6. This market driven, neoliberal approach to parking provision disproportionately impacts 
disabled people and people with long-term health conditions and their carers,  

7. Residential parking permit schemes have a “first mover advantage”. They are great when 
your area is the only area that has them and not many other people in your area want them. Once 
everyone has them traffic is shuffled between one area and another seeking parking opportunities, 

8. Permits enable people who qualify for the permit to use a very valuable resource very 
inefficiently. People can now go on holidays and leave their car parked on street for weeks. Rather 
than reducing car use new residents might simply bring vehicles with them and park them on street 
including transferring permits to non-residents,  

9. Administration is also a major headache, mainly because permits create a massive incentive 
for scamming. 

Moreland Council’s approach to parking and the provision of parking in developments is a free 
market, deregulated, neoliberal approach, which means that the needs of the disabled and 
disadvantaged and their carers will depend on market forces. This is in contrast to legislative 
requirements, by both the Federal and State Governments, which recognise there is market failure 
for the provision of facilities for the disabled and that public policy requires that there be market 
intervention to ensure disability discrimination compliance. Where implemented elsewhere there 
are protections for consumers, as solicitors and real estate agents are obliged to inform new owners 
or tenants in car free buildings that they will not be entitled to on-street parking. There are no 
similar provisions in the Moreland Council parking plan or in C183. 

 Parking minimums  

The theory is that without minimums the market would provide fewer parking spaces, resulting in 
fewer cars and more housing units.  This is the repeated dogma, even though Moreland’s Planning 
scheme has non-mandatory parking minimums, which can and are negotiated down. Evidence to 
support the argument that eliminating minimum is preferable in planning to minimums with the 
capacity to negotiate down the carparking is inconclusive. The current system has developers trying 
to cut costs on parking provision and Council has sought to stop it. 



In a notable example in Moreland, a developer at 451 Lygon St, Brunswick sought a total waiver 
from providing parking.  The Council rejected the planning permit for a development arguing that it 
was excessive. Kirsten Coster, Moreland's Director of Planning, said the council rejected the 
application for 451 Lygon Street because it had inadequate car parking for future occupants. Her 
claim was that the planners were in a better position to determine the parking provision not the 
“market.”. "Council planning officers judged that while it was reasonable to have reduced car 
parking, particularly due to the site's proximity to bus and tram services, it was not acceptable to 
have none.” (Carey 2016) 

I agree with Moreland Council’s Director of Planning, planners are better placed to stop 
unscrupulous developers externalising the cost of parking and increasing their return. 

Problems of Mixed Use Developments 

There are already examples of the failure of the current non-mandatory parking standards meeting 
parking needs, which would be worse with no planning pressure on developers. Currently there is no 
sufficient market incentive or market signal to provide parking for commercial uses as since 
commercial uses are often only provided due to planning requirements for mixed use. Developers 
make their money from the residential element of mixed-use developments and therefore have few 
incentives to provide for commercial developments. Currently there are dozens of empty shells in 
new developments in Brunswick, which have failed to be utilized for commercial purposes; it is 
unlikely developers will provide these sites with sufficient parking for future use.  

A Different Approach 

I would agree that a planning system that provides too much parking is as harmful as one that 
provides too little. The appropriate strategy is to manage parking supply and not just deregulate 
parking for new developments. Parking should be priced appropriately in areas of high demand, it 
should be shared and not just reserved for certain residents with parking permits. Such a strategy 
could mean in some circumstances reducing the amount of parking needed at a particular location. 
Unfortunately Council’s approach is cumbersome and inflexible and by providing short-term fixes it 
just highlights the inherent problems. The administration of this system is going to be a headache 
and the use of residential parking permits is going to create a massive incentive for scamming. 

I have no problem in reducing the parking minimum to reflect local demographics, which is what 
Council can do now under the current Planning Scheme. For example parking standards can be 
reduced for housing in Activity Centres that serves lower-income people, students and elderly or for 
housing in more accessible locations (such as near public transport and in mixed-use 
neighbourhoods); in developments that have car-share services, and where parking is priced. 

Most households in Moreland own at least one vehicle and therefore need residential parking. 
Simply expecting the developers of new developments to radically reduce car parks and thereby 
getting rid of vehicles is unrealistic. Even non-drivers want parking for visitors. We have workers, 
shoppers, the disabled, the aged, sports clubs and others that place demands on on-street parking. It 
is therefore important that parking policy reforms be realistic and avoids creating new problems. 



Implementation of 2 Hour Parking restrictions from 8am to 11pm Monday to 
Friday across the city. 

The bringing in of uniform parking restrictions in Major Activity Centres and Residential Growth 
Zones across the City of Moreland is far too restrictive and should be varied in their application 
instead of a blanket implementation. Each site or street should be assessed according to the need, 
usage and facilities provided such as churches, doctors and other health and service providers. There 
should be a number of options with some spaces allocated to 4 hour parking, 3 hour parking and 2 
hour parking and where appropriate all day parking for each street or area. One size fits all is totally 
unacceptable. There should be a flexibility of options available to residents of the city. I am totally 
against a once size fits all approach.  

Changes to no longer specifying minimum parking requirements in Major 
Activity Centres and 20% reduction in Residential Growth Zones.  

The changes envisaged to the parking requirements for new developments should remain as they 
are currently in the Moreland Planning Scheme. Any developer can make application under the 
current provisions by exception to request a reduction in the parking space requirements or no 
parking provision. There is no need to change this provision. To reverse this to no minimum 
requirement is unnecessary and simply not required on the basis of applications currently made. 
Likewise the provision to reduce the parking allocation in new developments in Residential Growth 
zones by 20%. Either of these proposals leading to market forces establishing the number ad price of  
.car spaces would not lead to fewer cars but intense competition for on street parking and more 
profits for developers in not providing car spaces saving them $60,000 per space.  



8 November 2019 

Alexander Sheko 
Transport Strategy Lead 
Moreland City Council  
90 Bell St 
COBURG  VIC  3058 

Dear Mr Sheko 

RE:  Amendment C183 Parking Overlay 

I am writing to raise concerns with the proposed implementation of the parking restrictions at the 
Glenroy activity area.  

VincentCare provides a range of specialist support services for people experiencing 
homelessness in Hume and Moreland. This includes intake and assessment, case management, 
specialist services in mental health and drug and alcohol and the provision of community housing 
services. All cohorts are assisted, whether they be young adults, singles, families and older adults.  
VincentCare works closely with Moreland Council to provide assertive outreach support to the 
local homeless community, including a regular presence at Coburg Library and surrounding 
areas. There are 85 paid staff and approximately 20 volunteers that work onsite at the Glenroy 
offices located on Wheatsheaf and Glenroy Roads. VincentCare Glenroy supports over 3,000 
households per annum. The service brings a significant amount of revenue into the municipality 
in terms of purchasing accommodation (both emergency hotel and private rental), food, clothing, 
household goods and furniture.  

I would also like to express a concern that Council has already resolved to introduce parking 
restrictions in Brunswick, Coburg and Glenroy activity centres without prior consultation with 
members of the community. VincentCare has received no prior notification or opportunity to 
consult with Council on this matter. 

The current restriction under Amendment C183 will have a significant impact on VincentCare 
staff, volunteers and clients. The maximum limit of business parking at 2 hours is insufficient, and 
purchasing a $10.00 per day parking permit is a considerable cost for staff, volunteers and clients. 
Further, clients in crisis can be at our offices for many hours while staff locate emergency 
accommodation.  

The above restrictions would have a significant impact on staff and volunteers. Many have before 
work duties, such as driving children to school, which makes them car reliant and ruling out other 
alternatives such as public transport or riding a bike. The alternative of parking outside the area 
of 500m would also be unrealistic in adding 20 minutes to the journey to attend and leave work 
each day.  

We respect the notion of utilizing alternative forms of transport, including public transport, 
carpooling and bicycle. VincentCare encourages such transport options however many staff travel 
across Melbourne to work here and public transport does not yet adequately assist cross city 
transport.  

Submission #213



 

The private car park for the old IGA supermarket is one that is heavily used with many staff and 
volunteers parking there. Eventually this site is likely to have restrictions when it is redeveloped.   

Finally, for the vast majority of the community attending the activity area, they will only require a 
short term stay, therefore these restrictions will not impact them. Further, most small businesses 
do have their own parking therefore their needs will be met. However there are also a diverse 
range of businesses in the activity area, including community services and their staff and 
volunteers will be impacted. VincentCare does not have the resources or the land to provide staff 
parking. 
   
VincentCare therefore makes the following recommendations to reduce the burden on staff at 
Glenroy: 

1. Argyle St – Between Glenroy Road and Wheatsheaf Rd became a three hour parking 
zone. This is to allow clients utilizing services at Glenroy appropriate time to undertake 
assessment and response for housing workers at VincentCare 

2. Wheatsheaf Road between Blutcher Street and Cardinal Road remain all day parking to 
accommodate staff who don’t have private parking. 

3. Plumpton Ave between Glenroy Road and Wheatsheaf Road be allocated as all day 
parking 

4. Alternatively, Council allocates free parking permits for all staff and volunteers working at 
VincentCare Glenroy offices as well as a small number of transferable permits for clients 
accessing our services 

 

It is with respect that VIncentCare asks that the above recommendations be taking into 
consideration and we look forward to your response. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
 
 
 
 















The move to making parking across most of Brunswick two hours only is 
a crude and impractical approach to managing traffic and livability in a growing 
Brunswick.  It is all stick and no carrot.  As the population density of Brunswick 
increases, we need to be careful how we manage road space to meet all the needs 
of our community.  I am not opposed to changes in parking and traffic 
management. I believe in encouraging people to walk, cycle and use public 
transport. I want our streets to be safe and pleasant, and I believe fewer cars and 
slower traffic are part of that. However, I believe this hasty strategy will not 
deliver the outcomes we need, and in some ways will be counter-productive. 

I am not a big car user – I generally use public transport or walk to go to 
work and do most of my shopping.  My children always walked to school.  But I 
can see many ways the proposed policy will make my life harder without 
delivering desirable outcomes. And if it will impact on me this way, it will surely 
be worse for others. 

I live on the edge of the vast area of Brunswick to be turned over to 2 hour 
parking.  It is clear to me that one impact of the strategy will be that the streets 
near me will fill up with the refugee-cars from the restricted area.  I will not be 
entitled to a resident permit.  I don’t think I have a right to expect to park directly 
in front of my house all the time.  But I think the scale of this change could mean 
the streets around me are permanently filled with cars that are more or less 
stored there because the people who own them (and do not use them every day) 
have no where near their own homes that they are allowed to park them. 

If the restricted hours permit zone came to my street – which I imagine 
my neighbours would soon be petitioning for – I would be assured of space to 
park my own car as much as I like.  But many of my neighbours live in sub-
divided properties that will not carry a right to a permit.  I fail to see the fairness 
in that.  Why should I have more rights to park just because I have been able to 
buy a house, while younger or less wealthy neighbours miss out?   

Attaching parking rights to property ownership effectively makes the 
streets an extension of the property.  I object to that in principle – the streets are 
public space, and property owners should not feel a sense of entitlement to that 
space.  I believe one underlying goal of this strategy is to change the dominance 
of cars in our shared public spaces.  However, this strategy will only serve to 
entrench the idea that the point of the street is to provide an extension of the 
private property of the owner so they can leave a car there.  The strategy will in 
no way discourage house owners from owning a car – even if the car spends 
most of the time just sitting on the street unused. 

The choice of 2 hours as the base amount of time for parking seems to be 
a simple extension from an amount that is common around retail areas.  I 
struggle to believe there was any thought given as to whether this is a practical 
amount of time for most areas – unless the goal was to make sure it would be 
impractical for most purposes. 



In my experience, the only thing that can easily be done in 2 hours is a 
quick run to the shops, or a visit to a doctor with reliable appointments.   But 
when I visit a friend, I stay for more than two hours.  When I go to a restaurant 
for an evening meal, it takes more than two hours. When my family comes for 
Sunday dinner, they stay for more than two hours. I don’t have a cleaner myself, 
but I know some people who do, and they employ them in two-hour blocks.    
Taking my children to sports training took more than two hours. 

The choice of two hours seems to be based on making it extremely 
difficult for people to use a car for any practical purpose.  Given that the finish 
time is 11.00pm, it also seems to be geared towards making sure that people 
who don’t own houses with permit rights can’t own a car at all, or have friends 
visiting. 

When I had a very local job, and could walk to work in ten minutes, I 
could manage a lot of my life without a car.  But it is long way from one side of 
Brunswick to another.  North-South public transport is very good, but East-West 
transport is not nearly as good.   

I can imagine some impacts from this policy.  I might drive my daughter to 
a friend’s house rather than her driving herself, because it would be easier to go 
out and back and park the car at home than find somewhere to park near her 
friend – so there would be four car trips instead of two.  My son could drive from 
Brunswick to work in another suburb and have no trouble parking, but 
colleagues in the same industry who live in suburbs further out and need to 
drive to Brunswick would have nowhere to park.  

Moving to a less car-dependent way of life is desirable, but it has to be a 
slow and organic process. We cannot pretend that everyone can suddenly switch. 

One of the reasons my family can manage much of our lives without 
driving is because Sydney Rd is a vibrant shopping and entertainment strip that 
supplies many of our needs.  But it relies on outside visitors for its viability, and 
many of them come by car. And it relies on staff who may need to drive to work. 
And it relies on suppliers who need to be able to shift goods using vehicles. 
Those of us who don’t personally use cars are still reliant on vehicle use by 
others.  We have sporting fields we can walk to – but the teams we play against 
rely on cars to get here. 

Parking restrictions can encourage people to avoid driving – provided the 
other transport options are good enough and they are motivated enough. 
Arguably, un-managed parking congestion might deliver the same result. Over 
time, management of parking space is one component of transport strategy that 
Council must be involved in, and it will necessarily involve managing a situation 
where there is more pressure on street space.  Reducing car dependence is an 
important goal. 

However, this strategy jumps prematurely to a punitive and impractical 
version of parking restriction.  Meanwhile it does not address the associated 



issues. We should be aiming to improve parking on the edges of designated 
pedestrian zones. We should be redesigning streetscapes to encourage other 
modes of transport. We should be providing better public transport.  Parking 
restrictions by themselves will not provide or trigger these things. 

 

 





 
 
 
***Don't forget to include your name and preferred method of contact***
 
***You can request that your details be kept private before the submission is made public***
This email has been processed by - UNIHosting Secure Mail Services.
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