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This is the first public inquiry that the Committee has undertaken in relation to the
Parliamentary Zone. Regrettably, the works proposal we were asked to examine was not
one for the improvement and enhancement of the Zone, nor one which would make the
Zone more interesting for the many tourists who visit it each day. The Committee's
inquiry concerned the proposal for voucher parking adjacent to some of Australia's most
significant public buildings.
The Committee received over
30 submissions to this inquiry
which have now been published.
I am impressed that so many
people took the trouble to
examine the complicated
documentation outlining the
proposal for pay parking, and to
provide comments to the
Committee. It is an important
p a r t of the role of
Parliamentary Committees that
they provide an opportunity for
members of the public to have
an input into the process of
policy making, and I would like
to thank all those who
contributed their considered
views to the inquiry.
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Finally, I would like to thank all
the members of the Joint
Standing Committee on the
National Capital and External
Territories who gave a
significant amount of time and a
great deal of thought to this
inquiry.
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1.1
Under paragraph l(a) of its Resolution of Appointment, the Joint Standing
Committee on the National Capital and External Territories is authorised to consider and
report on matters coming within the terms of Section 5 of the Parliament Act 1974.
References to the Committee may be made by either House of Parliament, by the
Minister responsible for administering the Parliament Act 1974, or by the President of
the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives.
1.2
Section 5 of the Parliament Act 1974 (as amended by the Parliamentary Precincts
Act 1988) gives Parliament control over the erection of buildings or other work within
the Parliamentary Zone which is defined in the Act. Subsection 5(1) of the Act provides
as follows:
No building or other work is lo be erected on land within the Parliamentary zone unless:
(a) if the land is within the precincts as defined by subsection 3(1) of
the Parliamentary Precincts Act 1988 - the President of the Senate and
the Speaker of the House of Representatives jointly have; or
(b) in any other case - the Minister has:
caused a proposal for the erection of the building or work to be laid before each House
of the Parliament and the proposal has been approved by resolution of each House.

1.3
The Minister for Housing, Local Government and Community Services, the Hon
Brian Howe, MP, wrote to the Committee on 21 December 1993 referring to it a
proposal by the National Capital Planning Authority (NCPA) to install new parking signs
and voucher machines within the Parliamentary Zone. The work was required for the
implementation of pay parking within the Zone. A copy of the referral is at Appendix A.
1.4
The Committee accepted the reference and wrote to all major departments and
institutions located in and around the Zone requesting comment on the proposal. In
addition, advertisements were placed in the Canberra and surrounding area press calling
for submissions. A total of 35 written submissions were received.
1.5
A public hearing was held on 7 April 1994 to take evidence from the NCPA prior
to the Committee preparing its report.
1.6
The Committee appreciates the contribution made by those who made submissions
to the inquiry.

2.1
The Parliamentary Zone, as defined by legislation1, is the area of land bordered
on the east by Kings Avenue, on the west by Commonwealth Avenue, on the south by
the inner border of State Circle as it travels around Parliament House, and by the shore
of Lake Burley Griffin on the north.2 A map showing the area is at Appendix B.
2.2

The special nature of the Parliamentary Zone is noted in the National Capital
The Parliamentary Zone and its setting remain the heart of the National Capital. In this
area, priority will be given to the development of buildings and associated structures
which have activities and functions thai symbolise the Capital and through it the nation.
Other developments in the area should be sited and designed to support the prominence
of these national functions and reinforce the character of the area...The preferred uses
in the Parliamentary Zone are those that arise from its role as the physical manifestation
of Australian democratic government and as the home of the nation's most important
cultural and judicial institutions and symbols. The highest standards of architecture will
be sought for buildings located in the Parliamentary Zone.3

2.3
The Government has placed great emphasis on the Parliamentary Zone as the
focus of national activities within Canberra, and hence the emphasis on only major
institutions of national significance being located within its boundaries. With the
reopening of Old Parliament House, and the continuing popularity of such attractions as
the National Science and Technology Centre, the National Gallery of Australia, and of
course Parliament House itself, the Zone is a major focus for tourists to the National
Capital. Visitors come to see "their" Parliament House, and those other institutions and
monuments that have been largely established and supported from government revenue.

Section 3, Parliament Act 1974, as amended by Parliamentary Precincts Act 1988.
Although included in the Parliamentary Zone under the legislation, control of the
precincts of Parliament House rests with the Presiding Officers of the two Houses of
Parliament, under separate legislation. Therefore, for the purposes of the introduction
of pay parking, Parliament House and its precincts were not included.
National Capital Plan, p. 19

2.4
To ensure the maintenance and character of the area, a Parliamentary Zone
Development Plan was developed by the NCPA and endorsed by government. The
responsibility for implementation of this Plan rests with the Commonwealth Government:
The Commonwealth has also accepted responsibility for certain capital works undertaken
in the interests of maintaining and enhancing the character of the National CapitaI...The
initial focus of this programme will be the completion of the works involved in the
Parliamentary Zone Development Plan...4

2.5
In 1991 the NCPA arranged for a consultancy to examine the landscape
development of the Zone, to assess its condition, quality and value, define the
management and physical maintenance problems, recommend a management structure
and identify specific, remedial landscape works. The resulting document5 identified
significant deterioration in the quality of the landscape and the need for action to be
taken to overcome maintenance problems.
2.6
In July 1992 the NCPA assumed responsibility for the management of National
Land which had been retained by the Commonwealth for the special purposes of the
National Capital. A working group and steering committee (comprising representatives
of the NCPA, the Department of the Arts, Sport, the Environment, and Territories, and
the Department of Finance) were established in September 1992 to review the capital
works and land management functions of the NCPA. The review found that "the
condition of the Commonwealth's National Capital assets was in decline."6 The workirK
group and steering committee considered a maintenance, restoration and/or replacemerfi|
program for existing assets, and also assessed the opportunities for revenue generatiolj
in relation to NCPA capital assets.
S
The Works Proposal
2.7 The 1993-94 Federal Budget provided $19.3 million over a four year period to
1996-97 for a Restoration and Replacement Program for Commonwealth Assets in the
National Capital, to be administered by the National Capital Planning Authority. Of this,
$4.3 million was to be offset by the generation of revenue, "primarily through the
implementation of pay parking on National Land."7 The costs associated with pay
parking (capital cost of equipment, and ongoing maintenance of machines etc) was also
to be met from the revenue derived from car parking in the Zone.

4

National Capital Plan, p.107

5

Parliamentary Zone Landscape Management and Maintenance Study, SF Landscape
Consultants Pry Ltd, for the NCPA, April 1992.

6

Annual Report 1992-93, National Capital Planning Authority, p. 39.

7

Letter from Hon. B Howe, MP, Minister for Housing, Local Government and Community
Services, dated 21 December 1993.

2.8
To implement pay parking, voucher machines, parking signs and some minor
associated works need to be undertaken in the Zone. The works require approval under
Section 5 of the Parliament Act 1974, and the then Minister for Housing, Local
Government and Community Services elected to refer it to this Committee for
consideration prior to seeking the approval of both Houses of Parliament. The main
details of the Works Proposal8 prepared by the NCPA are as follows:
introduction of a single, multiple entry daily ticket for the existing off-street
car parks in the Zone, to be issued by voucher machines (monthly tickets
would also be made available);
an increase in the number of free, time-limited (2 hour) on-street parking
spaces;
no charge for weekend parking;
underground parking at various institutions in the Zone to remain under
the control of each institution, providing scope for free parking for
visitors.9
2.9
The Committee agrees with the need for a co-ordinated maintenance program to
be implemented to ensure that the Parliamentary Zone, and indeed other areas of
national significance, are preserved and improved. The issues that arose during this
inquiry, however, have included consideration of the method by which such work should
be funded, and whether the introduction of pay parking is an appropriate mechanism for
such revenue raising.
2.10 In responding to submissions made to the inquiry, the NCPA has been somewhat
critical, stating that they appeared not to realise:
that the NCPA proposed a solution different from those as originally set out by the
consultants, and have based their comments on proposals put forward by the consultants.
This applies especially to charges, the nature of the parking regime (such as limited stay),
lack of knowledge about the extent of free parking, and the provision of spaces for special
needs (disabled, service, loading, drop off points).30

Proposal for Works Within the Parliamentary Zone Associated with the Introduction of
Pay Parking, NCPA, 1993 (includes 3 attachments),
9

NCPA Works Proposal, p. A.

10

Evidence, 7 April 1994, p. 9.

2.11 While acknowledging that some confusion was evident, the Committee felt that
it arose largely because of the lack of detail in the actual Works Proposal. The
aforementioned consultant's Parking Study11 and associated documentation, which was
provided as Attachment 2 to the Works Proposal, was the only source of detailed
information available to assist people in evaluating the impact of the proposals. Indeed,
until additional evidence was tendered by the NCPA at the hearing on 7 April, the
Committee itself relied heavily on the Parking Study for such basic information as the
number of parking spaces that were to be converted to voucher parking and additional
details on costings of the various options considered.
2.12 The Committee believes it is not sufficient for the NCPA to say that it did not set
out details of cash flow projections or charging policies because its Works Proposal was
focused on simply giving the information for "the necessary considerations associated with
works approval". In looking at a proposal, the prime purpose of which is revenue
generation, this is exactly the sort of information that should be included, and the
Committee feels it would be appropriate in future works proposals that clear financial
details be given.

2.13 A member of the Committee expressed the view that the Committee was limited
to considering simply the installation of the voucher machines and signs which were
necessary for the implementation of pay parking in the Parliamentary Zone. In the later
stages of report consideration, the member requested the Chairman to write to the
Minister seeking clarification of the terms of reference so that he could establish if there
was a valid basis for a minority report limited in scope to the consideration of equipment
and signs associated with pay parking. The Chairman acceded to this request, and the
Minister replied that it had been his intention that the reference
"related to the installation of new parking signs and voucher machines within the
Parliamentary Zone, that is to the actual mechanics for pay parking, not to the wider
issue of the introduction of paid parking, which has been dealt with through the Budget
process."13

11

National Area Parking Management Study prepared by CMPS & F on behalf of the
NCPA. Included as Attachment 2 to the NCPA's Works Proposal.

12

Evidence, 7 April 1994, p. 9.

13

The correspondence from the member, the Chairman and the Minister appears at

2.14 However, the majority of the Committee had construed the reference more
broadly. The original reference (at Appendix A) had asked the Committee to examine
the proposal by the National Capital Planning Authority to install new parking signs and
voucher machines. The NCPA Works Proposal - which included but was by no' means
limited to the installation of voucher machines and signs - was attached to the reference.
Indeed, it was stated that the Works Proposal as a whole would require Parliamentary
approval.
2.15 To those parties expressing interest in the Committee's inquiry were sent copies
of the reference and the Works Proposal. Without exception, all persons and
organisations making submissions to the inquiry addressed the broader range of issues
raised in the NCPA's proposal, rather than focussing on the installation of equipment and
signs.
2.16 The NCPA itself, in its initial presentation of the proposal to the Committee and
in evidence at the public hearing, directed the Committee's attention to a broader range
of issues than simply the installation of machines - although this latter issue was certainly
covered. The NCPA sought to respond to the various issues raised about the proposal
and certainly made no suggestion to the Committee that it was inappropriate for those
issues to be considered.
2.17 Accordingly, the majority of the Committee was not prepared at a late stage to
dismiss the larger part of the evidence that had been presented to the inquiry. The
majority took the view that the report should examine the Works Proposal in its entirety
since it was the proposal as a whole and not simply that part of it relating to machines
and signs, which had been referred to the Committee. In any case, if there had been any
doubt that the Committee was to examine the whole proposal, either House could have
referred the matter to the Committee and it is likely the Senate would have done so.
2.18 While the inquiry process was still in train, the Ordinances which would underpin
the pay parking regime in the Parliamentary Zone were gazetted and tabled in both
Houses of the Parliament. The Committee became aware of this quite late and by
making its own inquiries. The Committee is concerned that it was not informed by the
NCPA of these important developments which were absolutely relevant to the reference
under examination. Moreover, the Committee questions the propriety of the legislative
mechanics for the implementation of pay parking in the Parliamentary Zone having
proceeded while the matter was the subject of public inquiry by a Parliamentary
Committee.

3.1
In examining the Works Proposal and the submissions made to the Committee,
a number of issues arose. While the Committee does not propose to canvass all of the
issues raised, this chapter does cover the major areas of concern raised in relation to the
introduction of pay parking.

3.2
Under the NCPA Works Proposal, it is planned that some 31 voucher parking
machines and associated signs would be erected in the voucher parking areas. In free,
time-limited parking areas, signs would be erected to indicate any restrictions on the
parking spaces.
3.3
The machines would be obtained through a tendering process, but would most
likely be purchased from an overseas supplier. If pay parking were to be introduced, the
Committee would wish to see an investigation made into obtaining these machines from
an Australian manufacturer, as well as the possibility of acquiring machines that rely on
alternative power sources. The availability of such machines was confirmed by the
Department of the Environment, Sport and Territories which proposed:
...powering the machines using stand-alone solar photovoltaic power as an alternative to
mains supplied power. This has been successfully adopted in other municipalities such
as the City of St Kilda, Victoria. Such an arrangement avoids the cost and disruption of
digging up car parks etc. to lay cables and has environmental benefits particularly in
reducing gas emissions by replacing coal-based electricity with renewable electricity.14

3.4
While voucher machines appear to be the most cost-efficient solution to the
implementation of pay parking, the Committee finds it somewhat incongruous that these
machines and accompanying signs would appear in a landscape that is so carefully
controlled in terms of aesthetic appeal and architectural excellence. The Committee
shares the concerns of several submissions that felt that the erection of the machines and
accompanying signs may be "detrimental to both the appearance and the nature of the
Parliamentary Zone."15
3.5
As noted earlier, the Parliamentary Zone is an area where "the highest standards
of architecture will be sought for buildings..."16. The installation of numerous additional
signs and 31 voucher machines cannot enhance the overall appearance of the area and
the Committee believes they will detract significantly from the Zone. While the NCPA

14

Submissions, P- 75.

15

Submissions, P- 58.

16

See para 2.2.

has stated part of the work of the Restoration and Replacement Program is aimed at
improving the landscape quality in the Zone, the Committee has significant concerns
about the introduction of such discordant structures into this area.

3.6
In his letter to the Committee, the Minister for Housing, Local Government and
Community Services advised that the "$4.3 million is to be offset by the generation of
revenue, primarily through the implementation of pay parking on National Land"
(emphasis added). The NCPA Works Proposal contains the phrase "prime revenue
raising measure"18 in referring to pay parking. In both documents the impression is
given that there will be other methods by which revenue is generated from National
Capital assets for the Restoration and Replacement Program, although pay parking
would raise the greater amount of the funds required.
3.7
The Committee notes that "pay parking11 could include a variety of arrangements
for collecting revenue from charges on parking in the Zone - including levies on
employers commensurate with their notional Fringe Benefits- Tax liability under a pay
parking regime. The Committee is not recommending this as a solution. However, the
Committee is concerned that the NCPA appears to have given little, if any, thought to
pay parking options other than those involving the installation of voucher machines.
Given the special nature of the Parliamentary Zone and, in particular, the high standards
of landscaping and architecture in the Zone, the Committee considers that the
examination of non-voucher pay parking deserved particular attention.
3.S
The Committee sought to obtain information on other revenue-generating
measures investigated by the NCPA as part of the overall decision to introduce pay
parking. The NCPA advised that pay parking "has been the only obvious potential
measure that was considered at the time", but went on to say:
We considered savings from program costs of various sorts, but they were not going to
be possible. We also considered possible other strategies, such as retaining revenue from
diplomatic leases, but they were not considered to be budget neutral, because it would
have been passing money to us to the detriment of the consolidated revenue fund. The
only submission that got the approval of the Department of Finance was for revenue
raising through pay parking.19
3.9
The Committee believes that the NCPA should investigate other possible sources
of income that could be derived from National Capital assets, rather than to simply
accept what appears to be, at least superficially, the easiest and most lucrative means by
which revenue can be raised. Areas for possible consideration could include charging
rental for the land in the Parliamentary Zone (Australian Estate Management charges

17

Letter from Hon B Howe, MP, to the Committee, dated 21 December 1993.

18

NCPA Works Proposal, p.l.

19

Evidence, 7 April 1994, p. 19.

rent for the properties, but does not in turn pay land rent to the NCPA20); instituting
charges for the commercial use of land and facilities in the Central National Area (which
the NCPA is unable to do at the moment because of legislative restrictions);
photographic and film rights; and possible joint ventures and other commercial
development opportunities including recreational facilities.21 These options would result
in a spread of the obligation of "user-pays", beyond just simply employees in the Zone.

3.10 Various submissions made to the Committee raised the question of whether it was
appropriate that a substantial proportion of the maintenance of a national asset, the
construction of which had been paid for by the taxpayers, should fall on a small group
of people, namely those who work in the Zone. The Department of Foreign Affairs and
Trade argued that it was strongly of the view "that the cost of maintaining the National
Area is a national responsibility and not one that should fall on those who are obliged
to work there."22 Another submission argued that "the proposal will do no more than
shift rightful financial responsibility for the upkeep of a national asset from the
Commonwealth Government to the unfortunate people who must use the car park
daily..."23
3.11 A counter argument was put by the NCPA, which argued that the workers in the
Zone should contribute to the restoration and upkeep of the Zone's extensive car parking
facilities. In addition, they argued that workers in other parts of Canberra paid for
parking, and that there was no reason why those who worked in the Zone should be
exempt. The NCPA argued that:
The car parks and their ancillary facilities such as lighting, pathways and landscape in the
Parliamentary Zone require maintenance, and a proportion of. the car parks are there
exclusively for the benefit of workers. The maintenance of the car parks currently costs
the NCPA approximately $200,000 per year. It should be noted that the full cost of
restoration is not being met from parking charges. 25

20

Evidence, 7 April 1994, p. 29.

21

These and other options were suggested as possible revenue sources in Review of Capital
Works and Land Management Functions of the NCPA, Summary Report, April 1993,
reproduced in Submissions, p. 104.

22

Submissions, p. 11.

23

B & L Hall, Submissions, p. 65.

24

NCPA Works Proposal, Background, p.l.

25

Evidence, 7 April 1994, p. 9.

9

3.12

In its submission, the Public Service Union submitted:
...that its members, as PAYE tax payers, already provide the Government with large
amounts of tax revenue. Unlike other sectors, salaried workers cannot avoid lax, and are
already paying their fair share towards providing essential government infrastructure. The
proposal...is a direct tax levied on the workers in the Parliamentary Zone. These are
national assets, and should be funded from national revenue, not by imposing additional
taxes on the workers who just happen to work in the area.26

3.13 The Committee is aware that pay parking does not apply in all areas of Canberra,
and indeed appears to have been introduced elsewhere more to regulate scarce parking
resources where a shortage of parking has occurred as a result of both major retail
outlets and offices being co-located (for example, Civic and Woden). In areas where
there is less pressure on parking resources (for example, Belconnen and Tuggeranong),
parking remains free. Although some car parks in the Zone are heavily utilised, the
NCPA-commissioned Parking Study acknowledged that "sufficient capacity exists for a
11 27

3.14 The NCPA has acknowledged that there is no shortage of parking spaces in the
Zone as it proposes to close two small car parks at East and West Blocks "and make
them useable landscaped parklands...The parking spaces can be accommodated by the
use of currently under-utilised spaces within existing car parks at the rear of the
buildings."28 In addition, a shortage of car parking spaces is not anticipated to be a
problem in the immediate future due to the planned refurbishment of the Administrative
Building in the period 1996-98, and a resultant decline in the number of those working
in the Zone.
3.15 The Committee sought details of the Restoration and Replacement Program from
the NCPA, and was advised that while much of the work would be undertaken in the
Zone, some of the work Is outside the Zone proper, but still within what is known as the
Central National Area. It includes work on:
...the Captain Cook Fountain, which has to be rebuilt in terms of the pipes to it. It does
include the Commonwealth Avenue Bridge and Kings Avenue Bridge restoration work
and safety improvement work. It includes the work that is currently going on in Anzac
Parade and some additional work that will be occurring in the future in Anzac Parade.
It includes lighting generally within the central national area. There is work involved in
Scrivener Dam in terms of both pedestrian safety and other mailers. Commonwealth
Park and Kings Park, all of those...." 29

26

ACT Branch of the Public Sector Union, Submissions p. 40.

27

National Area Parking Management Study, Attachment B to the Works Proposal, p. 21.

28

Evidence, 7 April 1994, p.7.

29

Evidence, 7 April 1994, p. 27.
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3.16 The Committee notes that such an extensive repair program is now needed
because ongoing maintenance has not been funded by the Commonwealth to the extent
required in the past. The NCPA acknowledged that "poor maintenance practices" had
contributed to significant levels of disrepair30, but that:
Prior to establishing the Restoration Maintenance Program, repeated Budget bids to
restore assets on a one off basis were generally unsuccessful. This effectively resulted in
assei stripping by deferring required maintenance to contain costs, with the consequent
shifting of the maintenance cost burden to future years at escalated rates.31

3.17 In terms of landscape, "development of the Zone has been spasmodic and
piecemeal...associated with individual buildings rather than as part of an overall plan.
This has resulted in a landscape which is erratic in age, quality and character, and
disjointed in overall appearance".32 The NCPA went on to add that "should pay
parking revenue not meet its target, then substantial work will not be done and
maintenance costs will continue to escalate.11
3.18 When asked whether all areas covered by the Restoration and Replacement
Program, including those outside the actual Parliamentary Zone, were also to be targeted
for revenue raising, the NCPA advised that, with the exception of Regatta Point which
already has pay parking:
...all of the other areas involved we would regard as major tourist assets and tourist areas,
and therefore we would not be looking at charging for parking, for example, or other
charges that would deter their importance as a major tourism feature within the national
33

3.19 Similarly, "on weekends and public holidays, when visitor demands are greatest,
no charges or time limited controls will apply..." in the Zone.34
3.20 If the argument for the introduction of pay parking is based on "user-pays"
principles, then it could be argued that parking charges should be met by all who visit the
Zone or use any of the assets of the Central National Area, including tourists. The
NCPA has been quite explicit in acknowledging that it is targeting employees in the
Zone35. The Committee would not wish to see tourism to the area affected by the
removal of all 'free1 time limited parking now provided under this proposal. The
Committee believes that targeting only one group of users could be seen to be unfair.

30

Submissions, p. 94.

31

Submissions, p. 84.

32

Submissions, p. 84.

33

Evidence, 7 April 1994, p. 27.

34

Evidence, 7 April 19'94, p. 6.

35

Evidence, 7 April 1994, p. 43.
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3.21 Several submissions noted that the introduction of pay parking was in effect to
levy a tax on those who worked in or visited the area (see, for example, para 3.12) The
...it is a tax that treats all people the same regardless of income i.e. it is regressive. Of
course the Senior Executive Service and the Senior Officers (in the APS) will either have
work supplied cars or reserved car parking or can use their work related expense
allowance to pay for parking,36

3.22 This concern was also echoed by the Public Sector Union which noted that such
a charge would "represent a substantial pay cut for workers...(and is a)...very large
amount to take out of after-tax disposable income".37 The NCPA has rejected this,
noting that "no other parking charges policy considers income levels".38However5 the
Committee acknowledges that such an impact on take-home pay levels is likely to be
reflected in wage claims and in enterprise bargaining negotiations.39 The ultimate
bearer of such costs may, in the final outcome, be the federal government itself.
3.23 The Committee agrees with the view put by a number of submissions that the
Parliamentary Zone is a unique area and, as an area of national significance, the cost of
the maintenance of the area should continue to be funded from within general revenue.
The Committee also considers that the need for such an extensive repair and
maintenance program now is the direct result of government under funding of necessary
work in the Zone in the past. Financial responsibility for rectifying the situation should,
therefore, rest with the federal government, rather than the workers in the Zone.
3.24

The Presiding Officers of the Australian Parliament, in their submission, noted:
...important national institutions and public buildings in the zone...are among the
principal tourist attractions in Canberra-All Australians should be encouraged to visit
these largely taxpayer-funded institutions. To introduce charges for parking as a revenueraising measure is effectively to impose a tax on visits to the Parliamentary Zone.40

3.25 The capital and operating costs of pay parking in the Parliamentary Zone are to
be met out of revenue raised from pay parking - that is, it is expected that the scheme
will raise $4.3 million plus the one-off capital costs and annual running costs as follows:

36

G McVeigh, Submissions p. 25.

37

A C T Branch of the Public Sector Union, Submissions, p. 40.

38

Evidence, 7 April 1994, p. 16.

39

Submissions, p. 21.

Initial capital cost:
Operating costs:

$234,60041
$2.677m42, comprising:
. $1.156m operating costs
. $0.435m management costs
. $G.390m bus subsidy

3.26 The NCPA advised that at the earliest, the scheme would commence in November
1994, allowing some 21/2 years for the contribution towards the Restoration and
Replacement Program to be raised.43 Total cost of the scheme (assuming no increase
in operating costs) is therefore approximately $2.91 million ($2,677 million in risk,
operating, management and bus subsidy costs, plus the initial capital cost of $234,600).
Revenue from the scheme would need to be in the order of $7.21 million over the period
to cover costs and reach the target of $43 million contribution to the Restoration and
3.27 The NCPA Works Proposal did not include a schedule of charges associated with
the operation of this scheme. In their appearance before the Committee at a public
hearing, the NCPA advised that $3 per day was to be the initial charge, and that "that
fee would be reviewed each year in the context of the budget process"44.
3.28 The National Area Parking Management Study, which examined various options
for the implementation of pay parking, assessed likely revenue and expenditure levels.
To achieve the $4.3 million target, the Study originally proposed a fee of $3 per day for
the first year, rising to $4.50 in the second year, and peaking at $6 per day in financial
year 1996-97.45
3.29 The Committee was concerned that given the figures contained in the Parking
Study, the $3 rate proposed by the NCPA appeared to be too low to meet revenue
targets. To test this, the Committee made some basic calculations itself. The NCPA
advised that of the 5193 car parks in the Zone, 3569 would be subject to voucher
parking.4 Assuming parking is payable for 261 days per year (ie not at weekends) the
following table calculates revenue, using variable occupancy rates and fees.

41

NCPA, Submissions, p. 78.
Figures given are for the period 1.11.94 to 30.6.97, see Submissions, p. 79.

43

Evidence, 7 April 1994, p. 7.

44

Evidence, 7 April 1994, p. 6.

45

Parking Study, p. 31 - 33.

46

Figures shown on document entitled: Proposed Parking (Short-Term), tabled by the
NCPA at the public hearing on 7 April 1994, and listed as Exhibit No.l to this inquiry.

Cost per day

100% (3569)

80% (2855)

50% (1785)

30% (1071)

st""»
nrv
JZ.UU

$I.86m

$ 1.49m
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$0.56m
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$2.79m

$2.24m

$1.40m

S0.84m

$4.50

$4.19m

$3.35m

$2.10m

$ 1.26m

$6.00

$5.59m

$4.47m

S2.80m

$1.68m

3.30

From these figures, it would appear that to achieve the necessary revenue, either
the car parks would have to operate at 80% occupancy or better with the
charge at $3, or
significant increases in the cost of day parking wilt have to be introduced.

3.31 The Committee examined revenue estimates provided by the NCPA at the public
hearing on 7 April 1994, and later given in greater detail following a request for
additional information.47 The figures show that under scenario 4 ($3 per day), the
scheme would raise $4.28 million after costs had been met. There is no indication,
however, that the capital costs of the proposal (approximately $234,600) have been
considered, and if included, would mean a short-fall in revenue of approximately
$254,000. It is only under scenario 5 ($3 per day, rising to $4 per day on 1 January
1996), that revenue, after allowing for all costs, would exceed the target.48
3.32 There is some degree of uncertainty about the actual costs of the implementation
of pay parking, particularly in the management area. The NCPA advised the Committee
that "the full details of the parking management arrangements have not been agreed
within the Authority at this stage" but that it was proposed "to manage parking under the
same arrangements where a period contract with the eventual service provider(s) for
parking operations and enforcement will be entered into."49 Until the results of the
tender process are known, the level of costs associated with managing this project can
only be roughly assessed. In addition, should NCPA staff be required "to undertake a
significant management role in parking operations...the transfer of an equivalent amount
from parking revenue to the salaries base will be negotiated with DoF..."50 Again, the
extent of likely deductions from gross revenue is not known.
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