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1.0 Introduction 
1.1 Background 

1.1.1 Long-Term Vision for Parking in McKinlay Street  

The City of Victor Harbor has a long-term vision to develop land in McKinlay Street for parking that 

serves a wide range of stakeholders in the town centre.  In preparation for this, Council has been 

progressively purchasing land in McKinlay Street. 

1.1.2 The Proposed Anchorage Hotel Redevelopment 

The owners of the nearby Anchorage Hotel are proposing a significant redevelopment, including 

construction of a multi-level carpark. 

Council has recently given in-principle support to accommodate some car parking on a portion of 

Council-owned land at the northern end of McKinlay Street that will support the proposed 

Anchorage Hotel redevelopment. 

In order to create a pedestrian bridge above the railway tracks from the proposed hotel, the 

proposed multi-level car park in McKinlay Street needs to be at least 3.5 storeys. 

The proposed multi-level car park would have 89 spaces dedicated to the hotel and 174 publicly available 

spaces.  This is 102 public spaces more than currently exists on this portion of land in McKinlay Street. 

Built and paid for by the owners of the Anchorage Hotel, the proposed multi-level carpark would be 

owned and managed by Council.  Council also owns more land in McKinlay Street than is necessary 

for the Anchorage Hotel car park. 

The proposed Anchorage Hotel redevelopment has brought forward Council’s consideration of how 

best to develop all of the Council-owned land in McKinlay Street for parking and associated uses.  

1.2 The Objectives of the Community Engagement 

It is an opportune time to consult with the community to help Council determine whether public 

parking beyond the requirements of the Anchorage Hotel redevelopment should be developed in 

McKinlay Street.  It is a chance for Council to be proactive in the provision of parking that will support 

new and exciting developments in the town centre. 

URPS has been engaged by the City of Victor Harbor to assist with this community engagement. 

The objectives of this community engagement are to: 

• Communicate the McKinlay Street Car Parking Precinct Project and its aims to the community 

and stakeholders. 

• Provide opportunity for the community and stakeholders to have input to key elements of the 

McKinlay Street Car Parking Precinct Project e.g. design and costs allocation. 

• Provide opportunity for the community and stakeholders to have input to the broader question of 

parking in the Victor Harbor town centre in the context of a new multi-level car park in McKinlay Street. 

This report outlines the approach and pre-liminary findings of the community engagement. 
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1.3 Online Survey 

An online survey was established on the City of Victor Harbor’s YourSay website and was open for 

responses from 6 February 2020 until 28 February 2020.  This report was prepared just prior to the close 

of the survey period due to the scheduling of an Elected Member briefing/workshop/informal gathering 

on Tuesday 3 March and necessary reporting ahead of this briefing/workshop/informal gathering. 

Over the majority of this period, 235 surveys were completed.  This is considered to be a good response rate.  

Of those people completing the survey, the majority were local residents (more than 80%).  Business owners, 

employees and landowners made up almost all of the remaining residents, with relatively few visitors 

completing the survey (less than 5%). 

The survey was promoted via a sign on the McKinlay Street site, Council’s social media, public notice 

in The Times newspaper, editorial in The Times Newspaper, Council’s monthly e-newsletter Victor 

Viewpoint and a display in the Council Office foyer. 

A copy of detailed results from the survey is provided at Appendix A. 

1.4 Stakeholder/Businesses and Community Workshops 

A workshop for key stakeholders/businesses was held on 19 February 2020 and for general 

community members of 20 February 2020 at the City of Victor Harbor Town Hall.  Each of the 

workshops were attended by approximately 20 people. 

These workshops provided background information about the McKinlay St car parking precinct, the 

Anchorage Hotel development proposal and Council’s objectives for this community engagement 

process.  Input from participants regarding issues, concerns and opportunities associated with the 

McKinlay Street car parking precinct and paid parking elsewhere in the town centre.  

The detailed results from these workshops are provided at Appendix B and Appendix C. 

1.5 Summary of Key Messages from Engagement Process 

• A roughly even split between those who consider that multi-level parking in McKinlay Street 

should be 3.5 storeys or lower, and those who consider that it could be 4 storeys or more. 

• Strong support for integrated public toilets, energy efficient design elements and integrated 

transport hub (including space for public transport, coaches, taxis etc).  Some support for other 

land uses that activate the ground level, provided that they do not compete or detract from 

existing businesses elsewhere in the town centre. 

• Support for an attractive building that reflects the character of Victor Harbor as much as possible. 

• Concern about Council’s ability to pay for additional parking infrastructure combined with a 

preference for developers and State/Federal Government grants to cover the costs.  More 

detailed financial modelling necessary for better/informed comment in this regard. 

• Mixed views on paid parking within a McKinlay Street multi-level car park.  Concern about 

residents having to pay, but some support for paid parking for longer periods of time (e.g. beyond 

2 hours).  Again, concern from traders that paid parking will kill businesses in the town centre.  

• Strong opposition to paid on-street parking in the town centre. 
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2.0 Summary of Feedback  

2.1 Introduction 

This section summarises the key themes and issues that arose during the different engagement 

activities/forums  

The verbatim comments/detailed results gathered at each engagement activity are outlined in the 

appendices to this report as follows: 

A. Survey 

B. Stakeholder workshop 

C. Community workshop 

2.2 Survey Results 

2.2.1 Height of multi-level car parking in McKinlay Street 

• Just under half of the respondents were supportive of 3.5 storeys. 

• Some respondents also indicated that they were concerned about a car park building of this height 

and that such a building should be much lower so as to not be out of character with existing 

development in Victor Harbor and not set an undesirable precedent for tall development. 

• Just over half of the respondents were supportive of 4, 5 or more storeys.  Some of these people 

commented that the development opportunity presented should be maximised. 

2.2.2 Design elements for multi-level car parking in McKinlay Street 

• Most respondents were supportive of public toilets and energy efficient elements being incorporated. 

• There was also significant support for the integration of public transport services, coaches, taxis etc. 

• Just over half of the respondents were supportive of ground level activation.  At the same time, a 

number of respondents raised concern about non-residential development occurring that may 

compete with established businesses elsewhere in the town centre. 

2.2.3 Who should pay for construction of multi-level parking in McKinlay Street 

• Most respondents consider that developers should be responsible for funding multi-level parking. 

• Well over half of the respondents showed support for combination of developers and car park users. 

• Well under half of respondents consider that ratepayers or users of multi-level parking should pay. 

2.2.4 If Council was to fund multi-level parking in McKinlay Street what should 
the payback period be 

• Most respondents consider that, if Council was to fund multi-level parking, the payback period 

should be longer rather than shorter i.e. at least 10 years. 
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• This is to be contrasted with a number of respondents who do not accept the premise of this 

question, and consider that Council should not fund multi-level parking in McKinlay Street at all 

generally on the basis that current car parking demand does not warrant this investment.  

2.2.5 Who should pay for parking within a multi-level car park in McKinlay Street 

• Most respondents consider that a combination of users should pay for parking in the McKinlay St 

multi-level car park. 

• Just under 30% of respondents consider that everyone should pay for parking in the in a 

McKinlay St multi-level car park. 

• Just under 20% of respondents consider that visitors should pay for parking in the in a McKinlay 

St multi-level car park. 

• Just over 5% of respondents consider that businesses should pay for parking in the in a McKinlay 

St multi-level car park. 

• Less than 2% of respondents consider that residents should have to pay for parking in a McKinlay 

St multi-level car park. 

2.2.6 When should paid parking apply in the McKinlay Street multi-level car park 

• Just under half the respondents consider that paid parking should never apply in a McKinlay 

Street multi-level car park. 

• Put another way, more than half the respondents consider that paid parking should be applied in 

some instances in a McKinlay Street multi-level car park. 

• Approximately half of the respondents who consider that some paid parking should be applied 

consider that it should only be applied when parking for an extended period of time.  There is a 

relatively even split of respondents who consider that paid parking should only be applied all-

year-round versus only during peak periods. 

2.2.7 If McKinlay Street parking attracts a fee, on-street parking in the town 
centre should also 

• There was strong disagreement or disagreement (more than 90% in total) with this statement. 

2.3 Key Stakeholder/Businesses and Community Workshops 

2.3.1 Design elements for multi-level car parking in McKinlay Street 

• Toilets and easy disability access including lifts. 

• Sustainable/energy efficient features (water catchment, solar panels and vehicle charging points). 

• Integrated public transport and taxi services. 

• Ground level activation with flexibility of use, but mixed views on whether this should include 
land uses that may otherwise occur elsewhere in the town centre i.e. retail.  Could be recreation 
focused uses e.g. bowling centre, climbing wall. 
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• Attractive but cost-effective building (could include public art and landscaping), designed to 
facilitate easy future expansion. 

• Open parking at top level and/or rooftop garden with small playground, or apartments at top levels. 

• Underground parking. 

2.3.2 Who should pay for construction of multi-level parking in McKinlay Street 

• Significant concern that Council cannot afford to pay for it. 

• Significant concern also that if a fee is charged for users this will kill business in the town centre 
because it will discourage locals and visitors. 

• Others consider that visitors should pay to park as well as workers (perhaps at discounted rates), 
although some consider that those businesses that have already made financial contributions to 
Council car parking fund have already paid. 

• Some participants also believed that different kinds of users of the car parking could pay 
differential amounts to park to help cover costs. 

• Preference for private developers to pay, similar to the Anchorage Hotel.  Such developers should 
also be responsible for ongoing maintenance. 

• Preference also for State and federal government grants to help fund. 

• Some concern expressed about Council having an ongoing financial burden of maintenance. 

2.3.3 If Council is to fund/part fund, what should the payback be? 

• Some concern that this is difficult question to answer without knowing the sums 
involved/financial modelling. 

• Mix of views ranging from as short as possible (to avoid any interest rate hikes), and long-term 
(i.e. 10-20 years). 

• General agreement that Council should not put itself in any significant financial risk to undertake 
this project. 

2.3.4 At what point is it reasonable for residents to pay for parking in a 
 McKinlay Street multi-level car park? 

• Some participants were adamant that residents should never have to pay. 

• Other participants considered that residents should only have to pay after a free period (say, first 
2 hrs). 

• Some participants also highlighted that discounts should be applied to different residents e.g. 
pensioners. 

2.3.5 What does this mean for paid parking elsewhere in the Town Centre? 

• Potential for paid parking in the town is causing immense anxiety for traders due to fear it will kill 
business in the town centre.  Concern that this will make the free parking at shopping centres 
beyond the town centre much more attractive. 

• If paid parking is introduced, it should only apply to long-term parking. 

More investigations are necessary to justify paid parking throughout the town centre. 
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# COMMENTS FOR "3.5 STOREYS" 

1 I only support the CAP approved Anchorage car park development at this stage 

2 The town doesn't need a huge lump of concrete near the foreshore / town centre. 

3 When the Breeze apartments were to be built the council insisted on no higher than two and a half and this new development is basically behind further north. 

4 No extension to the Anchorage Carpark should be considered at this time. 

5 in line with anchorage 

6 The lower the better 

7 Stick to minimum. I suspect we could have a white elephant in off peak seasons. 

8 That would be consistent with the anchorage proposal. 

9 This is acceptable in the location currently proposed by council, but not adjacent to my property (State Heritage, 1 Coral St) due to privacy concerns. 

10 An enormous carpark would destroy the relaxed and natural feel of the Victor Harbor foreshore. There isn't actually any issue with parking around Victor foreshore or Victor 

Central. A 6 story carpark is totally unneccesary! 

11 Becareful how high you build in regards to setting the standard for all future developments 

12 Must not dominate the precinct and there need be no bridge, just gates as now for pedestrian restriction for the small number of trains using the track 

13 Wouldn't want to set a precedence for tall buildings in this town ; there are already too many apartment blocks too close to the sea without a multi-storey car park too. 

14 I believe this development is in the interest of the develers and not the residents. 

15 Victor does not need to become built up like the Gold Coast. 

16 I wpould not like to see prime real estate owned by rate payers to be an eyesore 

17 Above 3.5 stories for hotel & car park is undesirable for our country character. The Crown was refused high rise for this reason some years ago. 

18 Am surprised at 6 storeys being granted for hotel in this location. 

19 I imagine the new car park will be north of the new hotel and if that building has rooms/apartments with windows facing north then a higher car park would block the view. 

20 lets not create an area of boxes. Keep the openness of McKinlay st 

21 would not be enough clients for a larger building 

22 Really need to see a computer denorated mock-up to make up my mine 

23 I don’t think VH needs to go down the high rise path 

24 5 storeys 

25 High enough not to be an eyesore 

26 Any taller and it will detract from the look of the town 
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27 lower height preferred 

28 So as not overshadow surrounding buildings too much 

29 no need for anything bigger as the Anchorage will be enough of an eyesore at 6 stories. Bad decision to allow 6 stories! 

30 Too high would be too obtrusive 

31 For miminal visual impact 

32 obviously with a 6 storey hotel there will be a precadent, but I think a very tall car park would presently be an eye sore in our small town environment 
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# COMMENTS FOR "4 STOREYS" 

1 Definitely not what an eye sore that would be from granite island and the beachfront. 

2 Council should not interfere with the design submitted and approved for DA by the Anchorage 

3 Sufficient parking spaces at lower level. 

4 Not in favour of MORE paid parking. 

5 Can not sec that 1/2 storey is any good. 

6 This is acceptable in the location currently proposed by council, but not adjacent to my property (State Heritage, 1 Coral St) due to privacy concerns. 

7 Some years back the Crown wanted to build 7 storeys. This was nocked back. The Anchorage should only be 4 in keeping with the streetscape 

8 Not appropriate to the area, ie ambiance of Victor Harbor. 

9 No issues 

10 For most of tne year parking is not an issue . 

11 No rpoblems with neigbours, should allow for the future. Always go a bit further than you have to today. 

12 too big 

13 We must plan for the future 

14 Maximum 

15 If we're going for 4 I can't see anything wrong with six 

16 with undercroft parking for the whole site Develope Anchorage site 1st and then plan the whole project and Develope as required 

17 Make it no bigger than it needs to be. I don't want it there as an eyesore. 

18 any higher then this and it would just be a massive eyesore 

19 build to at least 4 storey with provision to add another storey if demand is there 

20 During busy periods it’s really hard to find car larking in the cbd. Extra parking could have a “first 2 hours free” system so people can choose if they want to pay for parking and it 

would also look after the locals who keep the town going in quieter times. 
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# COMMENTS FOR "5 STOREYS" 

1 Any change of scope at this time is likely to delay the Anchorage Development 

2 This will allow 1.5 stories of parking for other parking 

3 Ditto above. 

4 5 and 6 stories have already been approved. 

5 Too high 

6 No need to go this high anywhere, 

7 5 storeys is totally acceptable and will avoid future expansion. 

8 maximise the potential of a carpark so that the surplus land can be developed into something more economically useful to the town centre, perhaps to support the railway, artists, 

tourism ventures 

9 footprint remains the same but more parks are created. As the view will be blocked in any case nothing to be lost by increasing the height as much as possible 

10 600 to 700 parks is barely sufficient for next 50 years needs 

11 cater for the future with out too much of an eyesore 

12 The main street suffers from a lack of free parking and is one of the reasons it has been unable to compete with the shopping centres. 

13 Not appropriate to the area, ie ambiance of Victor Harbor. 

14 Disappointed to learn 6 stories approved. Wish 3 stories to be maximum so Victor does not lose it's character to high rise metropolis. 

15 far too big 

16 Hotel Devt is 6 storeys - we need the spaces and one storey below is fine unless Hotel requires views over town so car park could be less 

17 We must plan for the future 

18 To make sure there are sufficient spaces for residents when visitors are here. We have to use this car park quite frequently at weekends 

19 makes sense to have easier access to the Anchorage 

20 may as well go for maximum now, otherwise extra cost in later years when there is a need for more parking 

21 4 will not be enough 

22 Good height to compliment new Anchorage hotel and area 

23 If it is going to be built, build with some growth in mind. 

24 excessive 

25 I feel 5 storeys would be better future proofing 
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# COMMENTS FOR "OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY)" 

1 2 storyes if only carpark , fee parking wor workers inthe center of town 

2 Why does questionnaire no include a question whether people believe VH needs additional public parking over and above the anchorage provision. 

3 So for maximum parking spaces avaliable to VH residents on one site. No paid parking please. 

4 The height should conform to what already exists. 

5 The house on the site should be demolished and sealed for parking. 

6 Why has a question as to whether VH needs any addition multi-level car park capacity over and above the Anchorage development not included in the consultation. 

7 Anchorage side 3.5 storey with public access to pedestrian bridge and parking for Hotel staff and guests on top level 

8 Needs to be as unobtrusive as possible. 

9 3 - storeys - because the Anchorage should be no higher than 3. 

10 If you have too heavily charged parking you will kill trading in Ocean St, not good even now. 

11 The carpark behind the Post Office should remain the way it is as so many elderly people with walkers and wheel chairs park there to go to the P.O, Chemist and Victor Medical 

Centre. 

12 No multi storey Carpark at all 

13 Whatever height will supply adequate parking for visitors and members to the Victor Harbor Bowling Club 

14 While the increase in parking in the area is a good idea, but many residents use the FREE parking on that site for short visits to nearby shops. 

15 I don't mind how many stories 

16 council does not need to commit our community monies to turning our city into a money making entity that creates everone having to watch the clock when parking due to the fact 

that to make a council car park pay its way by denying our community to park without paid limits on all the parking spots within the city council boundaries 

17 Any development must have suitable infrastructure in place BEFORE it is built. McKinlay st is extremely narrow street that leads to a very congested intersection and then the busiest 

round about in Victor. Without this information I can not comment on the capacity of the carpark. 

18 I’m wondering who is going to use or stay in all this accommodation when our town really is quite small in population, people coming to stay at victor will go straight to their holiday 

house or their friends holiday house like they have been doing for years ! Making locals and holiday makers pay for parking is ridiculous. Not to mention how ugly the whole area 

would become. 

19 I think it should have the largest capacity possible to allow for future increase in demand 

20 Would not like to see it any higher than 5 storeys high 

21 Anything other than 3.5 storeys would be an eye sore and detract from the historic buildings nearby 

22 Don't want to see another monstrosity building filling the skyline as the Bunnings building does! 

23 Even 3,5 is too tall for this precious part of our town which we came to live in to escape city high rise 

24 As per plans 
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25 It’s not clear re Anchorage carpark is or is it part of the council’s? Will the old house in the middle go? Does the current street level one stay and extend over the old eyesore 

house? What will the cost of parking be & how long? 

26 I am not in favour of multi story development, or paid parking. Parking should be free to encourage people to use the area and stay as long as they want, and spend within the 

ocal economy without the worry of time limits. 

27 This height will ruin the seaside character of the town ! 

28 Two storey maximum would be more aesthetic to the town and existing ambiance. The train doesn't run often enough to justify needing a dedicated pedestrian bridge for access. It 

is actually a nice experience to be at a pedestrian crossing when the steam train comes past. 

29 There needs to be no multistorey carpark. Once again the council has been swayed by single motive developers who take no concern into account bar there own desire for 

profit. 

30 ground story only 

31 1 - single story 

32 Should be 6 storeys as approved 

33 Is this project only being considered to accomodate the needs of the Anchorage Developers? 

34 cannot specify as no information given as to access -ramps? Lift from upper storeys?? egress onto McKinlay St?? Paid parking considered for the hotel car park?? 

35 Ground level 

36 And not ugly like most car parks ie in sympathy with the heritage or the area 

37 If the Achorage is approved for 6 syoreys, there is little pint in restricting the height of a carpark below this. 

38 no charge for parking - no cost to council if built by proposer 

39 Would be useful if details of the development were provided as part of this survey. What benefit is council getting from this? Prefer no pedestrian bridge and people just walk 

around. Has Steamranger been consulted from a Rail safety/ Infrastructure perspective?? 

40 I think multi-storey development is not appropriate for this town, but the precedent has been set by the high rise appartments. The esplanade should,be kept free of 

41 Max two (2) storeys, plus one (1) undergrounder. Car spaces have to be "real" local average car size (SUVs country)- 

42 none of the above: 2 storeys 

43 needs to be at a level to cater for future development not just the Anchorage Proposal. 

44 My only concern is taking away the free parking available and making it paid only. 

45 No comment on building height. However, the proposed footprint appears to block access to carparks at the neighbouring property at 3 Eyre Terrace. These car parks are used for 

emergency fire response vehicles and for the business needs of National Parks & Wildlife Service. 

46 From what I understand that is what the Anchorage is prepared to pay for....I'm sure they wouldnt want to pay for a higher park 

47 do not wish to have a multi-level car park 

48 Maximum 2 story 

49 Not sure how high is acceptable - but it will be a shame if it detracts from the ambiance of the town centre. Maybe need to consider where it will be visible from, and if it can be 

made to look attractive (the highrise carparks in adelaide are so ugly) 
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50 None 

51 2 storey maximum. it should appear in keeping with the main st precint and not tower above it. 

52 If this goes ahead can you please make it tall enough to fit a large 4wd in. Taller then kfc in victor 

53 Multi stories will change the look of Victor 

54 No more than 3 

55 if the hotel needs a car park it should be in there own space under the its own building, ie in its building footprint and at there expense 

56 Build extra basement level car parks rather than higher above ground 

57 If you are going to build it which I don't approve of then make it 5 stories and put a restaurant with sea views on top and shops at street level. 

58 However much is needed to suit the higher level of traffic incoming from Adelaide and interstate whilst still providing adequate parking for locals. 

59 What is 3.5 storeys in metres? must not exceed Norfolk pine height. 
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# COMMENTS FOR "GROUND LEVEL ACTIVATION (E.G. SHOPS AND OTHER ACTIVITIES AT GROUND LEVEL)" 

1 Not needed in or around VH CBD 

2 I only support the CAP approved Anchorage car park development plan at this stage 

3 Too late. The 'woolies' precinct is established and town centre is struggling. 

4 There are too many shops that are empty already in the mainstreet area. Not shops maybe services. 

5 There are so many shops that are empty already at Victor giving it an abandoned look without new spaces empty. 

6 Futher carpark development beyond the Anchorage Carpark should not proceed. 

7 There is a surplus of vacant businesses in the surrounding area already. 

8 Shops will takeaway interest from elsewhere 

9 Possibly but these would have limited commencing success due to the location. 

10 Any shops in the facility would be another detriment to existing small businesses struggling to survive now. 

11 Not needed - plenty of vacant shops in CBD 

12 Car parking space should be used solely as such. Do no distract from use of existing shops which already struggle. 

13 A bus terminal would be desirable. 

14 I do not support any commerical development in that car park. It must be a carpark only. (Considerations - for some time there have been empty shops and not 

just in Victor Harbor, difficult financial times (also worldwide), unemployment (also worldwide), aging population particularly in Victor Harbor. 

15 need to be cautious not to cause more empty shops on Ocean Street 

16 No more activation than is necessary. The maximum number of carparks is paramount. 

17 I don't think we need more shops and other activities. There are quite a few empty shops in Ocean Street. Shops etc are not appropriate things for the 

Council to be thinking of anyway. 

18 already empty shops in area 

19 This is not really relevant, what your pensioner residents want is free parking in that area, rather than having to enter a multi-level car park. Are residents going to 

get reduced parking fees? 

20 plenty of shops in the Town. Ground level activation will erode number of parks. 

21 no car park building - no question option provided 

22 See last comment. 

23 Basketball staduim 

24 Got empty shops in the Main Street now , that would make it worse . 

25 Shops, art galleries, history museum, 
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26 Would more shops be filled when there are empty shops in the area eg Old State Bank Building etc 

27 only support car parking wit6h options to considered at a latter date. Vacancy rates already too high with existing space 

28 We can't fill vacant shop areas in Ocean Street so why provide that option in a carparking facility? 

29 Public transport hub, including small cafe, for buses and bicycles, car rental, including car wash, bicycle hire, building needs to be clad in solar and wind generation 

to be self sufficient in energy, and provide for charging of electric cars, lift, fully automated car entry and exit 

30 don't care I would not use them. Another Doctor Surgery badly needed, but more near Maude St (Encounter Bay) 

31 enough shops now don't kill Ocean street anymore 

32 Not at this stage 

33 OK but not necessary 

34 There are vacant shops in Ocean Street. Why do you want more? 

35 Area not suitable for shopping 

36 We need to encourage more shops to take up space in Ocean Street. This area has had problems keeping appropriate tenants in recent times. We do not need 

more shops in this area. 

37 Essentially there should be adequate disabled car parking bays at ground level. Public car parking space is also important as the majority of residents in Victor 

Harbor are aged and many have difficulty in walking but don't qualify for a disabled parking permit. I believe the Council should consider residents needs as a 

priority. Shops could be considered much later on. At present more shops would lead to more vacancies. We have enough empty shops in Victor Harbor as it is. 

38 Let us have community development. Not commercizl. This town is a place of residence not a bitrhplace for a new Goldcoast. 

39 If you can fill them - Already empty shops in Ocean Street 

40 Activities to promote visitors to the area 

41 No. Ridiculous idea. No other immediate shopping. Takes away from carparks. Wrong aesthetics for shops. Its a carpark. 

42 Nil 

43 There are numerous vacant retail shops in the main street precinct already. Provision of further retail development by Council (Rate payers) would affect the Main 

Street Precinct. 

44 Lifts. Main street is already struggling to occupy shops. 

45 I think any retail element would be geographically disadvantaged and making a living might be difficult. I concede that might be an incorrect view. Customers of 

the car park might be pleased to have a convenience store for example immediately available. 

46 Could include these if economically feasible 

47 useless to have shops - shops in main street do not attract locals at all at present. 

48 Anything that is upmarket and not tacky 

49 Too many vacant shops in main street as is. 

50 Car rental facility for potential cruise ship tourists----- a large and high charter bus parking area for a number of charter buses associated with quick off/on loading 

of cruise ship visitors. More electric car charging stations---car wash facilities.--A depot for cafe facilities for local transit buses like the Adelaide bus station. A fast 
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food facility. 

51 Multi-storey carparks with parking down tot ground level with no buffer to the footpath, are invariably an eyesore from the footpath. Examples in the Adelaide 

CBD attest to this. 

52 nil 

53 no need for more retail outlets - over supply now with many vacant properties. 

54 no objection but wonder how viable shops would be when Ocean Street shopping appears to be dying. 

55 No - maintain it as car park - right now we don't need retail or cafe's 

56 sufficient shops and properties that can be development in CBD. 

57 Art and Cultural exhibits, multicultural small eateries, music bars, open at night. 

58 Shops and eateries 

59 Just good sized parking spaces, we have enough shopping areas. 

60 No. BTW what are "other activities" and why only at ground level? Is it a car park or a new (or expansion of) city commercial precinct? Being sarcastic! 

Obviously just activities related to a car park/service area (toilets, bus hub, car recharge, etc)- 

61 Yes but not shops, ocean St can't keep shops open at the moment 

62 If there needs to be a retail area , a council office eg VIC could go there 

63 I like retail in Ocean Street but maybe office space or transport hub if adequate space 

64 Main street and Coral street are DYING! 42% EMPTY. What makes Council think this will change - just parking? No way. apart from rents being far too high, strip 

shops are no longer in fashion ; large shopping areas are! So why waste millions on what will be a white elephant! We cannot afford this, with our rates already at 

ridiculous heights, the next generation will suffer most. Surely Coles has shown the way - they have moved away from the centre of town and are booming: people 

love their set-up with excellent parking and wide isles. Let's learn from them and not stubbornly cling onto old fashioned beliefs and convictions just because 

McKinley Street has been suggested since 2006. That's 14 years ago. 

65 This will need much consideration as there already are several shops that have been vacant for some time. 

66 Will detract further from ocean st 

67 For the benefit of the street level environment it is visually more pleasing to have shops/activities at ground level rather than carpark 

68 Enough already 

69 shops increases height of building 

70 A bowling Alley would be a good idea. It would attract more people into the centre of Victor than just more shops. 

71 More community consultation required though. 

72 I’m not sure if we need more space for shops on the ground level, as i think it would be preferable to fill the shops in ocean st, but the ground floor would be nicer if 

it didn’t feel dark and grungy like a lot of carparks. Granted, we are not Oslo, but the Oslo train station feels more like a mall than a trainstation, so it is possible to 

make transport hubs feel nice. Perhaps it could be made nice enough to host some of the local markets under shelter so that they are not subject to bad weather as 

currently happens. 



33 / 81  

73 Enough shops in the area which are dead apart from summer and easter 

74 Too many empty shops already 

75 there should be no multi story car park 

76 Mt Barker has several cafes that are on the ground level carpark qhuch is nice and convenient. Having something similar sounds good here too 

77 Too much retail already in area. Retail will not be viable 

78 Single purpose - there's no shortage of commercial real estate in vh 

79 Some shops or offices would be good at street level. 

80 Already empty shops in Ocean Street 
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# COMMENTS FOR "BUS AND/OR PUBLIC TRANSPORT HUB" 

1 McKinlay Street road network is not suitable for a public transport hub. 

2 I only support the CAP approved Anchorage car park development plan at this stage 

3 The present location affords easy access to continue the loop to Maude street area ring road. 

4 Getting large buses in and out maybe a problem would need clever access design. 

5 The site is so close to the beachfront why would you want traffic and human congestion as an eye sore from the beach! 

6 Any other development on this site dilutes the no. of parking spaces available 

7 On the condition that the narrow one way street is taken into consideration and made more accessible. 

8 The surrounding road network is not suitable for any public transport hub facilities 

9 A dedicated terminal for all bus services and a greatly improved system to negate the need for people to use their cars. 

10 Possibly. 

11 Maybe not sure 

12 As above 

13 bring people to centre of town 

14 I don't think there is enough room in that area for buses. McKinlay Street is not that wide. 

15 Yes ! 

16 no carpark council building 

17 No information supplied about infrastructure. 

18 An autonomous shuttle bus circuit would be great, especially in school holidays 

19 Not considered necessary at this stage 

20 Bus hub/public transport hub - yes, if there is any operator prepared to provide a reliable, well-timetabled facility to meet local needs 

21 Including few taxi parks, and a couple of 10 minute pick up and drop off parks 

22 Brilliant if the development must go ahead 

23 Public Transport badly needed in Fleurieu in general 

24 I can see this being a bottle neck now just with cars 

25 Taxi ranks, move bus stop from Whitehouse gallery 

26 Good idea but lane too narrow? 
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27 Public transport is poor and this could be included 

28 There is not the land space for this activity 

29 Could be OK but not easy for the buses to depart from here. The existing bus stop is more handy, and easy for buses to get out. 

30 I need some more information about this before I decide. 

31 Not on the bus routes 

32 The existing bus stop on Stuart Street is more central to town than McKinlay Street, and is in a relatively quiet traffic spot. 

33 A bus terminal adjacent to the car park would be useful, provided it did not intrude on motor vehicle and pedestrian access to the car park too much. 

34 Existing already - why is an added expense neccessary 

35 Current bus stop in Grovesnor Square has very limited space and protection from the weather. 

36 Could do, providing doesn't take too many car park bay. 

37 I doubt if there is enough space for a Bus Hub 

38 There are not sufficient public transport facilities to warrant this. 

39 Maybe 10 pin bowling with a cafe. 

40 Probably not enough space for buses plus we DONT have public buses around our district anyway! 

41 A transport hub in this area might clog up the area with unwanted traffic. 

42 big advantage as in adelaide depot 

43 Good idea if there is adequate access and egress through nearby streets of Victor Harbor for large tourist buses 

44 McKinlay Road too narrow for bus access. People parking cars will not need a bus and where would it take them? 

45 If it helps tourism and the local people 

46 Victor's population can't support this 

47 Optional. Is the road adequate for this purpose? 

48 I will need somewhere to park when using football transport 

49 This is close to ocean street, Granite Island, and other attractions. The info centre could be located here. 

50 Bad position for it. 

51 Much more suitable than what we have now - esp. in inclement weather - poor image / introduction to V H 

52 yes but McKinlay St would need to be widened to allow bus access 

53 Should be room for public transport if more visitors will come to V.H 

54 Part of the space dedicated to public transport could work well as long as traffic flow is well considered. 
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55 Obviously yes, unless it's just to be used as an excuse to build unrelated "amenities"! 

56 Bus is OK where it is, but need a better shelter, I got soaked waiting there for a bus once. 

57 Be good to drive traffic to that area but may need help to exit McKinley 

58 Need to widen road 

59 There is virtually none! 

60 Better Than current location 

61 The road isn’t wide enough for a bus to pull in unless we were to take up some of the car park space at the bottom of the construction 

62 Possibly. 

63 access too narrow 

64 what public transport - you're kidding right? 

65 Yes a good bus service straight from Victor to the centre of Adelaide and around the south coast 

66 Wrong location. McKinlay st won’t accommodate busses or heavy traffic 

67 What public transport? 

68 Definately, and maybe some innovative options to make it more attractive to park and leave the car in one spot. I feel that a lot of congestion in the centre of victor harbor is just 

people driving around the streets in circles between relatively close locations. It would be fantastic if we could come up with a solution that is accessible for people of all ages and 

abilities - maybe golfcarts or velotaxis that can zip people around the town centre. Done properly, that could be great for our elderly population who often struggle to get between 

shops. Even two-wheeled shopping carts that take a coin and allow a person to go in and out of lots of shops without having to lug heavy bags would be helpful. Also, there is 

currently a shortage of bikehire in victor harbor, so it would be great to try and attract a bike hire business (and maybe other hire given proximity to beach, cyclepath and tennis 

courts). The current hire bikes don’t look as attractive as they could as there are not many of them and they are left out in the weather. 

69 the current bus stop is very outdated, and has no real shelter in bad weather, very hot weather. But, it must cater for al buses properly. Plenty of of room for access is a 

must. 

70 no multi story car park 

71 a bus station could be included in a under-cover capacity but I'd be concerned about increased traffic congestion when we already have a bus bay a street over 
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# COMMENTS FOR "PUBLIC TOILETS" 

1 Only if it is part of the CAP approved Anchorage car park development plan at this stage 

2 Would be a great benefit to have new public toilets. 

3 Definitely 

4 Only that which is included in the Anchorage DA should proceed. 

5 Great need for public toilets in this and surrounding areas. Also a parents room. 

6 Visitors are always asking about location. If a transport hub people generally need to use on arrival and departure. 

7 Always a necessity 

8 Always a need for more toilets. Most multi-storey car parks have this facility. 

9 Definitely 

10 Included in the terminal 

11 These would need to be on the ground floor level, seeing they are to be public toilets, and in a well lit environment. 

12 Definitely 

13 Yes !!! Not enough in town now. 

14 no carparking council building 

15 There is a lack of public toilets in this area. 

16 We could certainly use more public toilets around the area. Especially modern ones with family facilities and better disability access. 

17 o would maintain such - the Town hall ones leave a lot to be desired 

18 Very important 

19 Essential, as above 

20 I suppose but huge cost. Freshen up ones near Town Hall 

21 Current cbd toilets too inconvenient and tucked away 

22 The toilets in coral st are awful and need redoing depending on cost. Solar panels for lighting 

23 Yes. 

24 There is a need for more toilets 

25 Obviously essential. 

26 certainly a requirement 
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27 Yes. Logical to have the facility there while building. 

28 Not necessary 'there are none there now' 

29 This would be a positive inclusion for tourist use. 

30 Always useful. 

31 We need more toilets in the town centre. 

32 Absolutely needed with 200 car parks 

33 Privately located and well maintained 

34 Probably a good location if none others nearby. The toilets at 12 (?) Coral St aren't too faraway but perhaps could be replaced. 

35 town hall is ok 

36 A must 

37 needed 

38 Not enough now. 

39 Need for more public toilets to cater for the increase in visitors. 

40 Always useful and this is an opportunity to provide good facilities. 

41 Obviously yes, unless it's just to be used as an excuse to build unrelated "amenities"! 

42 Always a need for public toilets 

43 Extra toilets would be handy. 

44 YES! BUT NOT THERE! Who would walk there to pay a penny? Very few indeed. We desperately need more at the beach end. 

45 More public toilets would be useful 

46 toilets nearby 

47 A public loo with showers would be a good idea. 

48 They must be well-designed and feel secure. Perhaps automatic ones like glenelg has. 

49 Not enough toilets in the centre 

50 there are too few public toilets in the area 

51 only if you have a bus stop there 

52 no multi story car park 

   53 more public toilets in this area would be good, when attending the artisan market for example it can be time consuming going to the ones next to the town hall, especially if there's 
other things on in town and busy 

54 Definitely need extra public toilets this end of cbd 
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# COMMENTS FOR "ENERGY EFFICIENT / RENEWABLE ENERGY FEATURES" 

1 Only as part of the Anchorage car park development 

2 Naturally, should not even be asked. 

3 Definitely 

4 Of course the council should be promoting sustainable energies. 

5 Solar collection and water retention should be considered for the rooftop. 

6 Possibility of solar energy for reduction in lighting costs etc. 

7 For lighting and powering electric cars. Cost to charge vehicles to help pay. 

8 Such as ? 

9 By it's very nature a multi-storey car park consumes electricity so a renewable system makes sense. 

10 Solar, LED lighting - contained to avoid light pollution 24/7 

11 Naturally 

12 should be included in all new builds now 

13 Yes I think solar panels on the roof should be considered, and maybe green shrubs trailing down the sides of the car park. 

14 Solar Panels on roof for covered car park. battery charging for Electric cars. 

15 no car parking council building 

16 Every new building should have solar on there roof ! 

17 Mandatory 

18 Energy efficient / solar panels I would have thought should be part of any new building in thi area. 

19 I would strongly support any initiate that gave thought to being built as sustainably as possible, and that included eco friendly features such as solar power, using grey 

water, water saving toilets and auto switch off on the taps to limit water waste. 

20 Surely solar power options should be standard! 

21 See above 

22 Collect rainwater off roof/Solar 

23 solar on the roof and rainwater collection 

24 As green as possible please 

25 Yes 

26 Of course - whatever is possible is high priority ! 
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27 Solar powered lighting, presuming the car park will be open at night. 

28 Any future developments should have renewable energy features included 

29 Solar panels are great way to shade top most level whilst creating power jn local community. Increasingly being installed in city shopping centres like Elizabeth. 

30 Logical to have this if can be built in. Will be demanded eventually, and save money in long run. 

31 Like what? 

32 Sola energy would surely be inclusive of any planning 

33 Solar panels on roof,as being incorporated in many shopping centres. 

34 These features should be essential in any new building I believe. Solar panels and batteries to service the power/lighting needs of the new building. 

35 solar panels could be incorporated on roof as per Castle plaza and others. 

36 Yes 

37 Is councils expertise 

38 solar lighting etc. 

39 All currently and *future efficient and renewables to be used ie Any new innovations available at time of build 

40 keerp future costs down 

41 Solar panels to help night lighting 

42 Solar power on roof of car park and more electric chargers for cars of the future if we are going to get rid of fossil fuels. 

43 Obviously yes, unless it's just to be used as an excuse to build unrelated "amenities"! 

44 We have to go down this track 

45 Solar panels, electric car charging stations 

46 If adequate space 

47 Solar panels on roof & Northern side if feasible 

48 night lighting required- no solar input without expensive batteries 

49 Given that we have announced a climate emergency, environmental / sustainability concerns need to be front and centre in all developments. I love the electric vehicle charging 

station in the town centre - we definately need some of those in the carpark. Solar panels on the roof, and/or a community roof garden could be fantastic. 

50 Huge priority please 

51 no multi story car park 

52 common sense should prevail 

53 Should incorporate as many energy efficient features as possible. Maybe green vertical walls would look great. 
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# COMMENTS FOR "OTHER DESIGN ELEMENTS (PLEASE SPECIFY)" 

1 Only if it is part of the CAP approved Anchorage car park development plan 

2 McKinlay street is a narrow one way street. traffic will bottle up on Eyre terrace and also cars entering and leaving car park. Street parking should be free and if car park goes 

ahead this should be free. 

3 Car parks are car parks. ? green wall, murals 

4 A green wall, solar lighting, water catchment, disability access, short term spaces, seniors spaces, family spaces (for mums with babies in buggies) 

5 This survey’s questions already indicate that this project is a done deal and the council is consulting to be seen to be doing the right thing. However the carpark facade should 

be in keeping with the heritage listed buildings surrounding. 

6 The Anchorage Carpark should include provision in the firewall for a future extension of driveways at each level, should any future extension proceed. 

7 Generous natural lighting where possible. 

8 Please just be a car park with the intent of keeping parking costs as low as possible. Low cost parking encourages day-trip visitors to Victor Harbor, especially during major 

events. 

9 Perhaps naming rights and signage for reserved spaces to be paid by users. 

10 Design to be low key and not detract from surroundings i.e. colour, murals etc. 

11 Should be appropriate design to fit in with existing buildings, not ultra modern. 

12 Lift and stairs. Provision of disabled, vacant bay indicator lights. 

13 Residential free pass (ie if you are a resident and pay rates you are entitled to a free pass to any paid parking within Victor Harbor) 

14 Rainwater collection and re-use. 

15 No Carpark at all 

16 Most of our visitors to the bowling club will need up to 10 hours parking for tournament days. Half day events will still need up to 5 hours. We don't want restrictive time limits put 

on visitors to the club and would much prefer parking for bowlers to be free. If parking requires payment to cover the cost of building then the club would wish to negotiate a 

validation system with the VHCC so that bowlers can be provided with free parking. 

17 Too tall a car park will make it like driving through a canyon and reduce natural light. 

18 Master building plan for the site, to match Anchorage's car-park design. 

19 no monies to be wasted on a council owned car park building 

20 Infrastructure. 

21 Build a marina instead . 

22 ensure passive energy, CPTED, incorporate design elements that are complimentary to the local context, 

23 Streetscaping 

24 Heritage area demands complementary style 
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25 Has any consideration been given re the entering and leaving to the park with the existing streets and round about Lets not create another bottle neck 

26 Large size spaces - tired of dents by bad drivers. Note coles carpark with a marked space between each. 

27 Must be in keeping with the area. Not an open parking station. 

28 To look open, so safe. Nice external features of sea, hills etc 

29 Most multi-floor car parks are ugly. I would like to see the concepts. 

30 Not necessary - if parking is the issue 

31 Try to make the exterior blend in to surrounds as much as possible. We don't need a huge concrete eyesore in this area, especially when so much thought was put into the 

design of the Ocean St upgrade (and assuming the Coral St upgrade will be in the same vein). 

32 The structure should be designed to blend with the surrounding buildings as much as possible. 

33 I am assuming there will be adequate lifts. Obviously there will also be stairs to be used in an emergency, or by the young in a hurry. Reasonable maneouvering space is important 

to avoid minor accidents which occur in car parks. Will there be larger bays for tourist buses? Also motor homes. That could well be an advertising feature. 

34 Paving connection to tie in with Ocean Street 

35 Somewhat in keeping with, and complimenting the heritage of the area 

36 Space for community and fund raising activities . 

37 Would be nice if could blend in with Anchorage a bit. Try not to let it look like a cheap carpark. 

38 single story - free parking 

39 Many elderly residents with P.O boxes. They need free parking at a close distance to P.O. Too many free car parks have been sacrificed for beautification. Also the kerbs are 

not sloping in new upgrade like 1st section which hinders drive in parking. Ocean street would have to be allotted to free senior parking like the Coles car park. Easy access 

to beach & main street. 

40 Garden restaurant on the top floor accessible from the new hotel. 

41 Fit in visually with Anchorage development 

42 Open plan design so car fumes dissipate 

43 Will a lift be considered from upper storey or stairs or escalator. Price is going to escalate and who pays for these extras? 

44 No cost to use this land if used as a car park 

45 The importance of low level parking and to blend in with the local heritage ie not another grey concrete monster in Victor like Bunnings,Coles,Aldi and other new poorly designed 

commercial buildings.If the new Anchorage is well done and attractive then so should the car park.PS why are there no trees or other green space at Bunnings,Coles,Aldi and the 

car yard on the road in to Victor? Having come to Victor for 65 yrs and watched the destruction of old buildings and loss of trees etc I don't want this new development to look the 

same and further destroy Victor's sea side country beauty which as not happened at Pt Elliott,Middleton etc 

46 Restaurant 

47 Don't build an ugly monstrosity. Something that is easy and cheap to maintain and run. 

48 It must be attractive and architectural and not just a steel box --the newish Adelaide airport ramps have pleasing features. It must incorporate sculpture elements unique to 

Victor Hatbor. May it could look like a giant cruise y cruise ship at berth complete with a funnel as an observation deck with a glass top coffee lounge in the funnel overlooking 

the coast?? Maybe a roof top garden and coffee facility as well. 
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49 McKinlay St isn't much more than a lane. As council owns most of the eastern side, is widening into a true commercial street possible? 

50 Trailer parking!!!! There are so many tradies who can't access parking in the town centre. Myself included. 

51 basic simply design 

52 Design to blend and fit in with surroundings ..not a concrete jungle..so to speak 

53 Car parking free space indicators (green/red lights on the curling indicating available parks). 

54 Retain heritage look and feel of precinct. Have measures in place around crowd control (crowd behaviour), noise and traffic. 

55 several entry and exits 

56 More shady trees if the weather is going to get hotter.No one wants to sit in a sterile treeless environment on a hot day. 

57 Well designed use of space to accommodate large vehicles and older drivers. Please do not go for maximum spaces at the expense of maneuverability. 

58 No, unless related to a car park/service area, isn't this a car park? Please tell us clearly what are you thinking about using the term "other design elements", it would be very 

interesting to know to understand what all this is really about :-) 

59 Must be an attractive building! As far as car parks go, that is. 

60 Using materials that enhance the areas natural beauty 

61 As I am strongly against this concept, such details come much pater. 

62 Suitably landscaped public seating areas. 

63 Appealing to look at, not boring. Shelter areas for the winter time and the heat of summer; good lighting hence the need to have good energy efficiency. Perhaps an area 

where people can purchase car parks (like a strata) 

64 lifts and/or escalators 

65 Free parking for the first 3 hours at LEAST 

66 Design should not impede access to parking on neighbouring properties. 

67 ease of access required for locals 

68 Rooftop dining or activity. I do not support this development but if it is to go ahead it should be an asset and maintain victor Harbor character not look like a big city 

development 

69 Don't hire whoever redesigned main Street, because that turned out ugly. 

70 There needs to be viewing areas that are attractive to see the train - maybe at floor level and up also higher up. If the top storey is quite high, then it might be an attractive 

lookout over both the township on one side and the island on the other. 

71 remember Victor has a high percentage of elderly people with mobility issues 

72 We do not need paid multi storey parking in Victor Harbor. We do not need paid parking in any form in our town. 

73 noise reducing. aspects to lessen the visual impact of the carpark 

74 Could make it full self sufficient run all the lights off solar and have to solar charge some battery’s to run all the lights at night 



53 / 81  

75 no multi story car park 

76 Top level will have the best views in Victor so make it a restaurant / cafe one end and an activity the other end like a cafe or bar. 

77 Free car parking 
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Q6 The Anchorage Hotel has proposed to build and fund a 3.5 storey car park on a portion of the 

Council-owned land in McKinlay Street.  If there is additional multi-level car parking on the remaining 

Council-owned land in McKinlay Street, how should this be paid for? 

Answered: 214 Skipped: 21 
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# COMMENTS FOR "RATEPAYERS VIA COUNCIL RATES OVER TIME, IF THERE IS NO CHARGE FOR PARKING" 

1 No VH growth predication warrant a need for additional multi-level parking over and above Anchorage development. 

2 I do not agree with additional multi-deck car parking proposal so this question is irrelevant 

3 After the ocean street development, at this time, there is no need to erect extra car park. 

4 Definitely no charge 

5 Those who use the car parks should be paying for the service not rate payers especially those of us that use their residence on and off and have there own car parking facilities as 

mandated by council. 

6 Res.ratepayers should not bare the cost of an extension to the Anchorage Carpark. 

7 Rates are high now and many other projects are needing to be paid for. 

8 Rates are high enough. 

9 Residents park in the existing carpark to go to the Post Office, Victor Medical Centre and all other businesses in Ocean Street, plus the employees of those businesses. 

10 not sure about this, only if ratepayers only have free parking 

11 No one should expect free parking in a multilevel building that clearly would have cost a lot of money. This is acceptable in the location currently proposed by council, but not 

adjacent to my property (State Heritage, 1 Coral St) due to privacy concerns. 

12 The Main st is battling to survive now, parking meters will kill it completely. 

13 There should be no charge for parking. I suspect locals would not use this parking if they had to pay. 

14 Isn't it wonderful, you intend to hit the rate paying pensioners yet again. How would it be arranged for rate payers to be able to obtain free car parking? 

15 This is my preferred option. e.g. 5 years 

16 I will never park my car in there ! 

17 Commercial users in this area perhaps should pay something towards it. However, with high rents charged could these business afford it 

18 Why should we pay? Council rates are more than sufficient, as we are still paying off an Aquatic facility. There is enough of a drain on the local resident/property owners' 

household income as it is and what do we get - rubbish collection, and not much else. 

19 Do not need additional car parking. Wait til need is required before building. 

20 Council rates far to expensive already 

21 No I object to paying for this 

22 The area desperately needs significant levels of free parking space if it is to compete with the other nearby retail precincts. It is a shame that the town centre has been 'hollowed out' by 
previous poor planning decisions 

23 Apart from peak tourism season I don't see the need for a multi level parking station. You stated earlier that there would be additional car parks with the other development 

24 Will the rates for the Anchorage go up? Can’t that be used to pay for the parking? The Anchorage will get 79!car parks allocated to them. Looks like this project is geared for their 

benefit so I think they should pay for it via their rates. 
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25 Most ratepayers would not be using this facility. We would be paying for something being used by local business workers and tourists, which would be most unfair to include in rates. 

As this project was not on the current agenda until the development proposal, the council should not be expected to pay towards the build. It is the Developers who have everything 

to gain from this. 

26 I would be happy for this to occur, but I can imagine those who don't drive often would complain. If a user pays system is adopted I can image the car park would remain empty half 

of the time. This happens in the parking area next to the Information Office. So the car park would be useless and would not pay for itself. 

27 Absolutely not. And selling public land for a basically private carpark is outrageous. 

28 If council wish to provide multi-level car parking for this development there should not be an impost on any fees for parking in the Main Street Precinct - therefore no additional 

fee for parking outside this development 

29 Definitely no charge. The locals won't pay a fee for a quick visit to spend a small amount of money at the butcher or post office etc. Where did this concept of charging come from. 

Naive unawareness of how this will kill the main street. Please listen to the masses. 

30 As a long term member of the VH Bowling Club I am concerned that the survival of the club depends on the availability of 'free' parking for the use of club members and visiting 

bowlers. The Club will not survive without free parking! 

31 I am not in favour of any Council (Rate payer) development that would increase rates (Especially residential rate payers who it seems are burdened with any )commercial 

development 

32 Perhaps residents could be issued with a Resident Pass. 

33 Those local residents who do not use the car park may well object. 

34 Have yet to meet any resident who intends to use car park if have to pay for it. 

35 could be a refund if paid on time 

36 Do the local rate payers need more parking in that precint? 

37 Build proposed park first and monitor The plans should facilitate adding extra parking if needed in the future. 

38 If there is no charging, this must be the only option. 

39 no objection but I don't think many would like this option 

40 Let's get a costing first for what will be City of VH contribution. Such a car park will potentially benefit more community sectors and residents than (say ) the swimming pool and 

funds were found for ghat project. What happened to the carparking fund which has been in existence for an number of years 

41 The intro sentence said the anchorage hotel will "build and fund" the 3.5 storey car park. Why would council contribute further? What benefit will council be rewarded with, for support 

for this project? Revenue from car parking? 

42 With the lack of parking a present especially during holidays the loccals always seem to be the ones missing out 

43 I think charges for parking in the car park say if over 2 hrs user pays. 

44 User pays after 2 hours, similar to Glenelg Undercover Carpark 

45 No I don't want to pay any more to the council then I have too 

46 We will all benefit from extra parking. It will encourage more to access the precinct 

47 As always!!! 

48 Providing there is no immediate increase to our rates. And the cost is absorbed by council over a number of years 
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49 Consider this a maybe. Depends on how much (if at all) the rates of the townspeople will go up by 

50 Council rates are too high as it is 

51 Make Anchorage pay for the expansion if they want it so badly. 

52 Not a high income area. People are retired and many on pensions. Why can't the council double rates on holiday houses as these owners are not contributing to the economic 

viability of the area most of the time. 

53 Already one of the most expensive council areas to live in 

54 Free parking is most important, make Victor Harbor a free parking city. 

55 If you charge it won’t be used. Have a look at the car park council runs at jetty rd glenelg it’s not used because of fees 

56 The need for further parking in addition to that funded by The Anchorage developers should be assessed once their car parking facility is up and running. 

57 Ratepayers derive no benefit from this. 

58 Happy to pay via rates as long as the parking is free 

59 I will be furious if you charge me for this development as I don't approve of it in the first place let alone wish to use it. 

60 This makes no sense. Either way we're still paying for the carparks either via our rates or upfront! 
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# COMMENTS FOR "USERS (INCLUDING RATEPAYERS), IF THERE IS A CHARGE FOR PARKING" 

1 I do not agree with additional multi-deck car parking proposal or paid parking therefore the question is irrelevant 

2 As long as there is the facility for a 2-3 hour free parking - otherwise it will kill the mainstreet. 

3 If you use it pay for it. 

4 No extension of payed parking should be considered before next council elections. 

5 However this should be kept as low as possible to encourage visitors. 

6 Although the first hour for free would probably benefit local residents. 

7 Only after two hours parking i.e. first two hours free 

8 There should be no charge for parking. 

9 probably a better option 

10 It is reasonable to pay for parking in a multilevel, but again, this is acceptable in the location currently proposed by council, but not adjacent to my property (State Heritage, 1 Coral 

St) due to privacy concerns. 

11 My comment from before applies here. The club is already short of parking spaces and would like a system to be negotiated so that anybody attending a function at the bowling 

club can have a ticket validated to provide free parking. 

12 see above 

13 No more paid car parking in Victor Harbor 

14 I think you be offering some sort of guidance as to what the parking costs might be before utting this type of question to the rate payers. 

15 There absolutely CANNOT be a charge for locals to use this. Maybe have 2 hours free parking, then charge after that 

16 Ratepayers to receive a permit for first two hours free. 

17 We don’t pay now but your waste rate payers money to build an eyesore then make us pay anyway D♂ 

18 If there was any charge for parking I think it would kill off the main street. Hard enough to get people down there now. There are also a lot of shop workers who park in this area - eg 

doctors surgery 

19 No I will not use it. It will be a huge "white elephant" 

20 The main street has been unable to compete with other nearby retail precincts due to the lack of free parking. If the area becomes paid parking it will be a strong deterent for 

shoppers. 

21 Yes a small charge like near causeway car park 

22 The developers are getting a car park fromcouncil land. They will benefit from the 79 car parks. I don’t want to have to pay for something that benefits them first and 

foremost... 

23 It is much fairer for those who use the car park to pay for it. I walk to the centre of town when I go there. I moved to this town and chose a house from which I could walk to the town 

centre. I would be most offended if I had to pay for something I would not ever use. And add to that the fact that I don't want a multi-storey car park in my town, it just adds to the 

insult. 
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24 If there is a charge for parking, would business owners have to pay? It's hard enough running a business in Victor Harbor, as the lack of custom in the winter months has to be taken 

into consideration. 

25 Of course there will be a charge for what is at present a great place to find a park,even in peak season. 

26 Parking should be free – people should be encouraged and most people do not carry loose change any longer 

27 User pays - as per the majority of developments in conjunction with developer partnership 

28 Ratepayers will ultimately pay for it, however you try to couch it. Do it in some years down the track if a needevolves. 

29 3 hours free parking for all during business hours 

30 No fee for disabled parking 

31 Most of us are attuned to paying for parking. 

32 Ratepayers could have first 2 hours free as already applies in main street as well. 

33 If there is a charge for parking locals will not use as will only be used to pop into RAA or post office at best. Why pay for an hours parking? 

34 If rates fund the build then ratepayers should park for free 

35 Yes, it should be user pay as in any other busy area requiring. Car use comes at a cost and so it should! 

36 I guess it will have to come sometime but my thought would be to delay it as long as possible 

37 Yes - however in V H at present - it could be met with a lot of opposition. 

38 Unless there is some significant benefit (revenue improved services, amenity) coming back to the City of Victor Harbor. 

39 I think there should be a charge as suggested as above. 

40 Free allowance for 2 hours, see previous comment. 

41 Should be free for locals 

42 Of course fees should be charged for this. It’s a safe, secure area . Should not be excessive though 

43 This won't be favoured option for most but we need to improve our resources and assetts. 

44 We live in a village atmosphere. Most want to keep it that way. We are not Glenelg! 

45 User pays 

46 First 2 hours free perhaps. 

   47 the main street cafes/coffee shops I probably wouldn't. I would park in Woolies carpark and walk across. 

48 Consider this a maybe, as long as there is free parking available for the first three hours. This parking is often used by people going to the medical centre. How could you charge 

them for that??? 

49 I wouldn't pay for parking. I have never used the paid parking on the foreshore. 

50 I think if there is a charge it should be kept low and discounted for residents. I think locals would not come into the centre of Victor if they are charged. I only spend a few minutes to 

go and pay bills at the post office and go to the bank and I do use a little time to look around the shops in the Main Street. if I had to pay each time I went to this area I would 
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probably not bother to go and would pay my bills on line. 

51 There must be no charge for parking in Ocean street and other areas for pensioners etc especially in Winter 

52 I 

53 The need for further parking in addition to that funded by The Anchorage developers should be assessed once their car parking facility is up and running. 

54 The space is free for parking now. This should remain. 

55 There should be no charge for car parking. Regardless of whether of your "build it and they will come" scheme eventuates the residents of Victor Harbor should not in any way be 

penalised for using the main centre precinct for "what if council/progress" foibles. 

56 First two hours free parking would appease locals and paid activity during busy times could help pay. 
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# COMMENTS FOR "DEVELOPERS, IF THERE IS A PARTNERSHIP FOR USE OF PART OF THE SITE" 

1 I do not agree with additional multi-deck car parking proposal therefore this question is irrelevant 

2 Should pay the main bulk of the car park - because they need it most. 

3 Of course 

4 No further development should be considered before a full Parking & Traffic Study. 

5 More info needed. 

6 No objection, provided it is not adjacent to my property (State Heritage, 1 Coral St) due to privacy concerns. 

7 That would depend on what the developers have in mind. 

8 Developers will expect return on their investment via charges. 

9 Negotiate a commercial deal that provides a return back to council in an ongoing capacity. Allow the land to be developed to generate further rate revenue 

10 why not 

11 Yes 

12 No not really. They always win. 

13 The carpark is for the Hotel - TO MAKE MONEY FROM - So they should pay for the whole thing ! 

14 Developers would have the most to gain from this exercise. The council should not be expected to be paying back anything for this development. If the Developers want to go 

ahead and charge users to recoup some or all of the cost, then that should be acceptable to everyone. 

15 Yes. Some contribution should be made from any developers. Presumably this would be in the long terms development in terms of town type units seems to have fallen off. 

16 developers want this they should pay for it 

17 Minimum 50% developer input for construction cost 

18 Developer shouldn't be expected to contribute to this, as they are funding about $4.5M for the first part. With out the developer (Anchorage) there would never be a car park 

here, as the Council has no money ion its so called "car park fund". Please don't be greedy. 

19 All business property owners in the Main Street area should contribute as they are the ones getting most benefit. 

20 I don't know how that would work but don't rule it out entirely. 

21 what developers would that be? 

22 Developers should pay 

23 Depends on value and usefulness for community 

24 Yes -commercial synergies are part of any progressive development. 

25 Fine by me 

26 Yes - but what sort of ways in terms of nature of development , income earning opportunities etc will they be looking for to get a return on their capital OR investment 

27 Quid pro quo for supporting the development and integration over council land. Suggest revenue sharing arrangement proportional to the land being developed would be a 

highly desirable outcome. 

28 I think developers should bear some of the cost. 

29 What about bidding to see if others are interested to invest before giving this exclusive opportunity to the Anchorage Hotel? The developer/ investor should have the 

management (prefixed fees, medium/long term lease, later bidding) or partnership in exchange for leaving the council total ownership and/or partial ownership of the car park 
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(e.g. one level). It also depends on what is offered (details), values, building costs, management fees, use and revenue forecast, etc. Why not a real and independent study for 

proposals of community projects? 

30 They want it, so they can pay for it. Not me. 

31 Anything to help cover ours cost should be considered. 

32 Developers could factor running cost into their plans. 

33 As long as it’s clearly marked and there’s still plenty of parking available to townspeople. 

34 The developers should pay for it seeing as they are the ones that feel the need to build it 

35 This is for the benefit of the anchorage and should be funded by them 

36 The responsibility of council is to represent the entire district not just the developers. To offer easier access, free parking would assist to reinvigorate the township that is Victor 

Harbor 

37 No further retail it won’t work if developers doing residential then yes they can contribute to cost. 
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# COMMENTS FOR "A COMBINATION OF THE ABOVE OPTIONS (EXPLAIN YOUR PREFERRED OPTIONS IN THE COMMENTS SECTION)" 

1 I do not agree with additional multi-deck car parking proposal therefore this question is irrelevant 

2 Is Anchorage payed for the Council owned land? 

3 A sensible plan which does not impinge on the already compromised main street traders and on the local using PO, butcher, banks, shops in main street. 

4 There is no mandate for this project and no funds for it delivery. There are other immediate priorities such as the Causeway connection and tram line redirection. 

5 VH population growth predictions should be investigated before any additional public multi-level car parking development over and above the Anchorage is considered. Note SA 

gov planning projections predict a medium population increase of 17445 across the whole of Kangaroo Island and Fleurieu in the period 2016 to 2041 - what is the VH element 

of this projection, and does it warrant an extensive multi-level development? 

6 Initially i do not believe multi-level parking is required in McKinlay Street with the exception of the Anchorage proposal. 

7 Timed free parking for residents to go about business In Main Street precinct . Maybe discounted permits for long term staff parking and paid parking for tourist and bus users 

could be considered but honestly the precinct is competing with free parking in shopping centre for business. 

8 Keep it simple to encourage use. 

9 Should be worked into Council budget. 

10 Developers and users. Avoid admin and maintenance issues by not having charges for parking. Ratepayers should not pay for what they don't want. 

11 No Carpark, especially not paid! 

12 Any combination of paid parking will mean that most drivers will seek free parking in the street first which means that bowlers will be competing even more for street parking near 

the bowling club. Any paid parking should not apply to visitors to the bowling club. The club should have some means to validate a genuine visitor to the bowling club so that 

they do not have to pay. Secondly, they must be able to stay for up to 10 hours on full day tournaments. 

13 The Anchorage guests should be charged. Hotels in cities usually have an arrangement with a parking station where guests can park for a set fee per 24 hours. 

14 I strongly feel that rate payers who can not park there for free, would definitely not appreciate increased rates or car parking charges. You would need to put more facts before us, 

if you intend to convince us that this is a good idea. 

15 Ratepayers via Council rates five years. no charging for locals. 

16 no coucil owned car park building forcing all of the area to have parking meters or charges 

17 don't want customers to workers to have to pay to park to visit national pharmacy 

18 Developers FirstChoice but council may need to kick start the project 

19 Car parking is proposed to make this development profitable. 

20 free parking for local staff , free parking for first two hours 

21 If there is a commercial element they obviously need to contribute to the cost. Our business is the Victor Medical Centre. We can have up to 400 patients per day visiting us, the 

pathology collection centres and Specialist centres. Many of these use the current McKinlay st parks. Also we have up to 20 staff members who need nearby parking. We feel if 

the new car park is user pay, this will have a significant impact on our patients and may have a negative impact on out business. We would like to see a system where short term 

visitors to local businesses can have free parking for a period eg 2 hours. This may be either through making the first 2 hours free to all, or having a way that local business can 

endorse the car park ticket, preferably electronically with no input from staff required. We would also like to see long term parking made available to staff, preferably free or at a 

minimum cost. Given the lack of public transport in Victor Harbor and surrounds, most staff have no option but to drive to work. 

22 Perhaps there needs to be an area put aside for workers (eg all day parking) I think this area is too small and spread out to charge car parking fees- it would kill the main street. 

Locals would park else where - somewhere were it is free - eg central shopping cene new Coles Bunnings shopping centre 

23 This would be my preferred option 
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24 I do not think it is fair or reasonable to consider making all parking in the area paid parking - street parking should remain free in Victor Harbor. However, a combination of a 

limited fee for using the carpark ie max possible charge being capped at $10 for a whole day's parking, and developers paying for use of the site would be reasonable. 

25 Ideally car park would be owned by Council, with management of site sub-contracted. Car park should be able too generate income for Council after capital cost paid off, within 

a decade 

26 This will be a huge turn off for tourists. The paid carpark near tourist bureau is always empty 

27 Lets not burden the rate payer anymore 

28 Rate payers maybe have free 2 hour parking, encourage businesses like the doctors surgery to offer “paid for parking” for patients and use tickets? Commercial leasing 

depending on what includes, but I feel specialised needs would be best and keep commercial retail to Main Street. (Ie, real estate, dr, specialists, insurers etc) 

29 See my comment above. 

30 Carefully selected additional development would expand Victor’s appeal 

31 A combination of user pays to assist in maintaining the carpark with developers to contribute substantially to the construction and maintenance. No additional money grab from 

existing car parking as local businesses are struggling to survive at present without the fear of locals not coming to the Main St Precinct to shop if they are going to have to pay to 

park. This is a sleepy Coastal tourist town not Jetty Rd Glenelg or The Parade @ Norwood. Locals will not shop within the precinct if they are forced to pay for parking. This has 

been made painfully obvious to us by customers when discussing this issue. Let's promote not deter people from coming here. 

32 Free parking for a limited period eg 2 hrs , some reasonable charge for local workers eg option to purchase a weekly/monthly ticket. An option for a permanent free parking ticket 

for residents with mobility issues(not as strict as disabled parking and maybe automatic for older residents eg over 70s )/volunteering commitments 

33 Please understand how privileged and lucky the Council is that someone is paying for this. Greed and ignorance keeps being shown by some Councillors. nothing will happen if you want to 

charge, the carparks will be empty, along with an empty main street. The shop owners are very worried. Aren't you listening? Build another stage later if demand warrants it. This has been 

made complex, because of the councils inability to make a logical decision, and hiding behind all of the variables presented by administration. with it, or be sacked. 

34 Please Not the RATE PAYERS 

35 Prefer free parking on less extravagant car park. 2 stories should be adequate. Business owners are the beneficiaries so could contribute. Also visitors. Ratepayers should 

show an exempt card or similar on their dash. 

36 As per mt comment re reside ts being issued a Pass ie free parking. 

37 Council needs to bring deficits under control not invest in this sort of project 

38 I would like to see free parking for 1st hour. Cheap 2nd hour to support shoppers to local businesses. More expensive for 3rd or longer term parking 

39 Council and developers work together to fund car park with low or no fees 

40 too much is as yet unexplained. 

41 No multi level Carpark. Only free ground level carpark 

42 Developers 

43 All of the above. 

44 Ocean St already suffers from low patronage. Charging for parking will make this worse. But some revenue must be raised somehow to pay for a carpark. one possibility is first 2 

(or 3) hours free (for shoppers - 1 hour is not sufficient), then pay at an hurly rate (for day trippers). 

45 I obviously would prefer not to have to pay for parking as I would only have minimal usage of it 

46 Either way which users pay and at what cost's is the issue. It is inherently different to seek payment versus what has been the norm in V H ..... basically for a 100 years. 

47 If the ground/first floor is activated with retail space (perhaps provision for medical centre), this could offset operational costs. 

48 Developers, council and the Anchorage owners 

49 No paid parking 



64 / 81  

50 Developers, Users. No more addition to Rates, they are already high. 

51 It really depends on the (not reported) quotas. In any case locals (ratepayers 5211) should NEVER pay parking, or be charged only a very SMALL amount, such as 50 cents per 

hour, max $4 per day, or, 75 cents/for $6 per day for COVERED car park- 

52 Partners and users and council too 

53 Developers pay for construction. Then user pays. 

54 NONE! 

55 If there are to be parking fees, then Victor Harbor council residents should have the option of buying into an annual pay-wave style charge card that will give discounted paid 

parking. 

56 if people do not want to pay for car parking then they do not use the multi complex. Should offer early bird parking for local works or the ability for people to purchase via strata if 

interest. Nothing is free these days. Much be maintained and kept clean and presentable at all times. Nice gardens or walled vegetation in parts would be nice . 

57 public land access = free 

58 I am sure it would be possible to come to an agreement with the interested parties that would keep parking costs low. 

59 My literal only concern is people having to pay to spend less than three hours in the area. The proposed development site is often used as parking for the chemist or medical 

centre. People shouldn’t have to pay to look after their health more than they already do. 

60 The carpark is mostly for the benefit of the Anchorage, they should pay most of it, if not all, they are getting the land for free. Any other developers who are interested in the 

ground floor. I dont think local residents should be penalized for commercial development. We are losing the existing carpark, which is adequate for locals. 

61 Accomodation winter patronage likely to be low and therefore combination required 

62 Free parking, funded by whichever clowns actually want this done. 

63 Developers should pay. Don't charge parking fees, it will deter people from shopping in the main street. 

64 The reality is that more parking in the centre of town is going to increase traffic and congestion, which is a negative that all residents will have to live with. I think that the parking 

should be paid parking, but residents must get some benefits - perhaps a cheaper parking card, or using some of the money made off of the parking to improve walking and 

cycling access in and around the town centre so people have options to avoid paying for parking. I would really like a free park further out of the town centre to try and attract 

visitors to park outside of the town centre and walk/cycle/bus into town like many european cities do. 

65 See above comments 

66 Council is already in enough debt. This monstrosity will not even pay for itself. Local Residents will not pay for parking. This can be easily seen by the fact the Causeway car 

park is always empty. I would guess that is already running at a loss. 

67 Developer should pay 

68 there should not be one. let the hotel have one and they can charge thier customers of the hotel. 

69 You have empty shops in ocean street already and lack of foot traffic this will just increase the lack of foot traffic as people won’t pay for parking. Further shop closures and 

people will go elsewhere. 

70 Should be free to anyone visiting victor harbour. I can tell you right now as a local I quite often use this car pack to go to the post office and I won’t use it if it’s not free 

71 Developers and users don’t think it should be financed by ratepayers 

72 As indicated 

73 It needs to be evenly spread. I think rate payers could contribute minimally, develops would be a good help and if it's paid parking,make it cheap. There should be a free 15 minute section, locals 
need to quickly visit the chemist, post office or doctors regularly. 

74 Developers should definitely contribute. Rather council outlay over paid parking 

75 it’s a bit silly the council has been offered a free car park with is a perfect size for victor harbor why waste money making an unnecessarily big car park 
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76 no multi story car park,no paid parking ,no council expense 

77 At this point I don't think Council should be funding additional parking facilities given the new multi-level car park will provide more parking than there is currently. Currently 

most of the time we have no difficulty getting a park near Ocean Street. 

78 My preferred option is not forcing people to use paid parking in a lackluster shopping district and I'm concerned there is not a need for an additional multi-storey carpark adjacent 

to the shared hotel one, and that it would be a poor investment that goes unused or deters people from going to the main street if paid parking 

79 I don't think ratepayers alone should pay for a facility that everyone will use. The developers should be paying for their share of the development and running cost for their 

allocated parks. The rest to be paid for by public users. 

80 Developer and ratepayers. Residents some free time 
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Q7 If the Council was to fund additional car parking on the Council-owned land in McKinlay Street, 

what should the pay-back period be? 
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# OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) 

1 Not considered a genuine question as basic questions re: any need for additional car parking not included in consultation 

2 I do not agree with the additional multi deck car park proposal therefore the question is irrelevant 

3 We have been told nothing of research which realistically supports this idea. The additional car park on top of the anchorage development. 

4 20 years. 

5 There is no proof that this is the most cost effective means of delivering additional parking to the CBD. Full unit costings of all alternatives should be presented to us. 

6 I consider this a superfluous question as the answers can be statistically reported and construed as validation to support additional multi-level car parking over and above the 

Anchorage development. 

7 Save money. Let the Anchorage develop their 3.5 storey car park and use the rest of the Council owned land in McKinlay street for open space car parking until there is a need 

to develop further multi-level car parking. 

8 This whole process is brought forward so long term and interest rates are currently low. 

9 Again, more info needed i.e. current commitments. 

10 Whichever works best with Council expenditure. 

11 No answer 

12 Hard to comment unless more information available on costs to residents/businesses etc 

13 No paid parking at all. It is not needed or wanted. There is already a large paid parking area that goes unused most days and it is not what this town needs! 

14 The life of the structure. 

15 As I strongly believe that paid parking would be the death of the main st no pay back period is applicable 

16 Surely this would depend on the costs involved, and also on the councils other financial commitments. You must give figures to get a reliable feed back. 

17 Anchorage build their complex first, then fill remaining park and extend as required. Multi storage. 

18 no council owned parking station 

19 Cannot comment 

20 Infrastructure? 

21 the most cost effective option 

22 What if you leave it how it is? 

23 Dont provide car parking - use the land to develop something that will generate an economic use long term 

24 As long as possible if rate payers are involved so increased rates are extrapolated over a longer period 

25 Somewhere between 5 to 10 would be reasonable. Perhaps some incentive to repay earlier might be worthwhile. 

26 Depends on costs per year 

27 The local ratepayer should not have to finance such a venture in any form!!!! 

28 Do not build. The cost to build is not worth additional parking at this point in time. 

29 Not council experience keep out or we will have a swimming pool disaster on our hands 

30 With the aquatic centre still being paid through rates please place NO extra burden on ratepayers, many of whom are on Centrelink pensions. Nor should we, the residents be 

required to pay to park. The number of parks which should be provided free of charge in the Anchorage car park Council has no need to build any more on the remaining land there 
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31 length of time should depend on what (if any) interest charges are involved in any loan required 

32 No idea 

33 What ever the best interest rate you can get that want adversely affect our rates 

34 How is it being funded now? I don’t want a rate hike thanks. 

35 Rate payers CAN NOT AFFORD THIS. We should not be paying for a development that the Hotel owners will make their money from. 

36 There should be no payment back to the developers. They should be privileged to be able to build their development on Council owned land. Paying for the build should make 

up for the Developers not having to buy land to do this. 

37 ??? Depends on the cost. 

38 This should not occur in conjunction with private development. 

39 council not to fund 

40 A rather vague question to be asked to comment on - I would like to be made aware of the potential costings and the amount proposed to be contributed by the developer. If the 

parking is purely to house those using the Anchorage development why is there a need for the City of Victor Harbor to go into debt over this? 

41 Can not comment as not enough knowledge about possible costs and council finances 

42 As long as commercially possible given current interest rates. But a second model shouldn't be built yet anyway. If you decide to charge, where the capex costs are huge, you 

will get crucified by public response. What happened to the village atmosphere ideal. 

43 Not the Rate Payers -- rates Too high already 

44 depends on overall council budget and other priorities no simple random answers 

45 No comment 

46 Paid parking area opposite Victor Hotel is under utilised now except for a few months of the year. I think income/expenditure figures from this source should be used as a guide to 

any debt to be incurred and what repayment term would be applicable. 

47 Council should have been budgeting for this already. 

48 Do not believe this car park is necessary 

49 surely up to council finance dept to work out - then see what increase in rates would be. Then put options to ratepayers. 

50 Free to use or DON'T build it 

51 Do we need more parking funded by council? 

52 Wait and see how the first build goes . Plans should allow for future expansion if future needs require extra parking 

53 This asset will last many years. A 10-year payback will provide a revenue source in the project's mature years. 

54 If this is to be paid for by rate payers, the additional cost to them over 3, 5 or 10 years would be substantial. 

55 the best outcome for repayment to interest costs to minimise rate increase 

56 I would leave that decision to the wisdom of the council! 

57 council should provide free parking at no cost to ratepayers 

58 Twenty (20) years. 

59 I have no idea of the time. Sooner the better 

60 Never 

61 Don't build it 
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62 would depend on the cost and the sourcing of funds 

63 free for ever 

64 Unfortunately I don’t understand this question. 

65 Shouldn't have to find anything, there is enough parking spaces in the area already 

66 can't agree with the proposition to start with 

67 Should be user pays system not resident paying through rates 

68 Make Anchorage fund it. 

69 If stretching out the payback period allowed funding of better walking and cycling in and around town, that would be great. 

70 None 

71 none 

72 Up to you but not happy for you to increase Rates which no doubt will occur anyway becoming too expensive to live. 

73 None it’s a bit silly the council has been offered a free car park with is a perfect size for victor harbor why waste money making an unnecessarily big car park 

74 no council funded car park,let the developers pay for there own within there building footprint 

75 Dont need additional parking so council wont need to fund it 

76 It’s public infrastructure not a corporate transaction 

77 The need for further parking in addition to that funded by The Anchorage developers should be assessed once their car parking facility is up and running. Alternatively a 

developer can fund it as part of a project. 

78 It should not be funded by council. There is no need for it. 

79 Unsure 

80 Dear Council don't be so foolish as to spend money that you don't have in the hope that ratepayers will give you money so you can pay it back. I will be moving out of the area. 

This infuriates me. 

81 However long it takes for council to pay it back without making residents pay for it via rates OR upfront. 

82 0 leave it alone 

83 Asking this shows little managerial confidence? 

84 which ever is most beneficial 

85 Not sure. Depends on financing arrangements 

86 Whatever best works for sustainability accross all considered parties 

87 Residents should not pay as you are building it for tourists mainly 
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Q8 To what extent do you agree/disagree with the following statement: 
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Q9 When should paid parking apply in the proposed McKinlay Street multi-level car park? 

Answered: 233 Skipped: 2 
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# A COMBINATION OF THE ABOVE / OR OTHER ALTERNATE OPTION (PLEASE SPECIFY IN THE COMMENTS) 

1 Only applicable to Anchorage provided public parking. Initial 2/3 hours free, payment there after for all. 

2 II only agree with the Anchorage development and the developer's intention to gift the car park to the community to provide free parking to compensate for the parking spaces 

lost due to the car park development. 

3 All year round with the first hour free. On your agree disagree question you left not room for comment so I’m doing it here. There are many poor communities that come to victor as a 

place for a picnic using the lawns especially along flinders parade and to start charging for the car parks on the parade would burden these communities. So I would not like all 

parking facilities that already exist as free to be made user pay. 

4 Any proposition for payed parking beyond that which currently exists should go to voters to consider at the next council elections with all of the alternatives provided. 

5 Free parking available for volunteers and employees in the immediate and surrounding area. ie parking permits made available. Visitors and residents first three hours free then 

a staggered payment arrangement. 

6 Only applicable to the Anchorage development, with the public spaces being free for the initial 2/3 hours and payment for all visitors thereafter. 

7 Currently there is not a need for paid multi-level parking. However it is not to say that in the future it maybe required. Council could develop the former Cannan home into offstreet 

parking in line with the other car park not proposal by the Anchorage. 

8 Parking is an issue off peak almost.( Traffic flow is failing) I feel it has to be competitive to free parking in shopping complex if the precinct is to encourage business activity 

thereby generating tourist interest. Timed may be an option. Keep top floors for hotel patrons? 

9 Blanket paid parking creates problems e.g. Byron Bay have this and different parts of community have suffered. e.g. surf lifesaving nippers program as parents wouldn't bring kids 

and stay as required. Medical and pharmacy access!! 

10 While I do not think residents should have to pay for parking however I understand this would help defray cost of building, so perhaps after first hour. 

11 All year round for parking for more than one hour 

12 Only when parking for more than 2 hours. 

13 Paid Parking to non residents - a large majority of residents are retired/pensioners. Additional expenses for parking are not necessary or required. 

14 The Victor Harbor Bowling Club asks that we be able to negotiate a system with the VHCC to allow free, unlimited time parking for bona fide visitors and members attending a 

tournament or function at the bowling club. We would therefore argue the option of never for members and visitors to the club. 

15 As there is no space to give any other comment I will use this. Council should be extremely cautious of this entire proposal. There must be plans to protect council when this 

development either fails to start or gets into financial difficulties. I have watched these fanciful projects come and go in VH for over fifty years . Remember Greater Granite ,the 

proposed ten story building behind the Cong Church,the demolition and replacement of The Crown Hotel, and there were others. Make sure that we are protected every step of the 

way. 

 16 Parking for extended period only. (over Three hours)All year round. 
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17 parking should be free for locals 

18 over an extended period only during summer months 

19 During peak season and for an extended period MORE THAN THREE HOURS 

20 Paid parking to apply to all visitors, and tourists all year round. Should also apply to residents for periods of time, say longer than two hours. Other combinations of parking fees can 

be applied at differing rates and different times of different days of week 

21 Even at West Lakes/Marion you don't have to pay to go there and spend money 

22 No cost to ratepayers unless parking for more than 3 hours 

23 Any paid parking will discourage use within the area, and would seem to be at odds with encouraging visitors. 

24 I would prefer never, for the reasons mentioned above. However, I think areas should be reserved for limited time parking. Limited paid parking could be available for extended 

periods for those requiring it. To have paid parking in the summer (or, indeed, all the year round) would drive tourists away, rather than attract them to the town centre. 

25 Summer and other high demand times, maybe an option for local businesses to rent allocated spaces on higher levels for a lower than casual occupancy rate. I have never paid 

for oarking in Victor, willing to walk furthet rather than pay for parkng. 

26 More than 2 hours is more standard. 

27 1 1/2 hrs would be better. Old people & parents with prams shouldn't be rushed 

28 For visitors only 

29 Should not be built 

30 Low fee paid parking may be inevitable in multi-storey car park to pay for construction and investment but never throughout the town. 

31 And separate fee for Hotel patrons 

32 When parking for more than 2 hours, similar to Glenelg. 

33 1A) For residents/locals/ratepayers (5211) never; or 1B) Only during peak season, and only when parking for more than one hour; 2) All year round (a fair fee) for all the rest. Parking 

investment and management should never be for the profit. It should be a shopping complimentary SERVICE to shopping precincts (see Malls). In fact, it should be free or very low 

cost to facilitate shopping, not to discourage it or for other business profit at the detriment of real essential services. 

34 I do not consider one hour to be extended parking! 3 hours is extended parking. What about the cinema or having lunch at one of the hotels? You need more than an hour. If the 

parking rates go up during peak season, it affects residents as well as visitors. Discount vouchers for extended parking from the cinema or hotel?? There needs to be an element of 

free parking - first 60/90 mins free for example. 

35 Only during summer and after customer has been there more than an hour. 

   36 Peak season and all rate paying residents should have access to a permit which permits free parking. Residents will not benefit greatly from this and should not be financially responsible for it. 

37 Holiday periods only but locals, especially concession card holders shouldn’t have to pay for under 2 hours 

38 All year around, with exemptions for residents. Make the tourists pay. 

39 Only over 2 hours 
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40 Combination peak season and length of stay 

41 I don't expect, as a resident and rate payer, to have to pay for parking. 

42 Charging locals to shop in their own town when business is very low is just bad. An argument could be made for tourist periods such as weekends only and/or holidays only but I 

don't think extended periods is fair because it will discourage people from staying and having lunch, or staying to walk to the next shop. 

43 Free for first 2 hours. This is plenty of time for shopping and a quick bite to eat. 
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Q10 Who should pay for parking in the proposed McKinlay Street multi-level car park? 
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# A COMBINATION OF THE ABOVE / OR OTHER ALTERNATE OPTION (PLEASE SPECIFY IN THE COMMENTS) 

1 Refer above 

2 I do not agree with paid parking so the question is irrelevant.. However of the business owners are in favour of an extension to the Anchorage car park development then they 

should pay for an allocated number of parking spaces in there, possibly in lieu of the present car parking contribution levy. 

3 No one. Bring business into Ocean Street no. 1 priority. 

4 Let's encourage everyone to come into the town centre to patronise all businesses plus for use of business owners - without paying. 

5 Users of extended parking. Please consider all possible users including local, many of whom are older and have compromised mobility. 

6 Funding for parking should come from an annual levy on those businesses who have not provided their own. Grants should be sought from Federal & State Govt. 

7 See previous question response. 

8 Only applicable to the Anchorage development, with the public spaces being free for the initial 2/3 hours and payment for all visitors thereafter. 

9 Any paid parking in the Mainstreet Precinct would push customers and visitors away from the area and further assist the big supermarkets, coles, woolworths, drakes 

who all offer free parking to shop. 

10 I am thinking possibly the southern end should be only two storey high to break the visual mass and let sunlight reach the old ANZ building. That side of Coral Street is very 

cold/dark and would impact McKinley St. Access from narrow piece of land by railway line off Eyre Tce. could alleviate some congestion. Cleaning and lighting cost is not 

mentioned. 

11 Yes visitors and residents. No business owners/employees in adjacent areas. 

12 Everyone, however residents should be given free parking vouchers for say 20 days per year. 

13 Nobody should pay - not visitors, not residents, not business owners / employees. 

14 perhaps first hour or two free then a reduced rate for residents, workers could have reduced fees eg a monthly charge 

15 Noone 

16 Visitors to the town that are not here for bowls or a function at the club. 

17 I am not in favour of any paid parking amendments, you are now trying to charge employees to park their cars, this is not a good idea, you need to promote this place, not turn 

people away. It hints of money grabbing to change all parking in Victor Harbor to paid parking. Why does the council have to spend our money on this project in any case. You 

should check the percentage of residents who are receiving pensions etc ie those on fixed incomes will express their opinions on voting day. 

18 long term parking only, NEEDS to be 2 hours free parking 

19 see above answers. 

20 no car park owned building this questionnaire is biased against staying as we are without the coucil running a car park building and meters 

21 the developers should pay 

22 no one 

23 No one should! Our rates are to high now ! Let’s screw us over for more money this council really has no idea ! 

24 see previous statement 

25 However, the many commercially owned car parks, Drakes, Woolworths etc are all free of charge and imposing a fee for car parking will likely mean that users go elsewhere 

thus disadvantaging the town centre 

26 Developer should pay for all and maintain and pay lease to council 

27 No one 
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28 User pay only!!! 

29 This is just another nail in the coffin for people coming to victor 

30 Visitors, and users should pay. Ratepayer costs should be minimal, especially for those who don’t have cars. Car park would have sme benefits to all as a public transport hub, 

and if the asset generates income for the city then either rate increases could be minimised, or extra funds used to provide more services. 

31 Not residents 

32 Guests of the Anchorage 

33 No one. 

34 People using the Achorage and those that elect to use this park. I don't want to pay $5 for a park just to pick up 6 bbq chops 

35 I just said no to paid parking in question 9. ThebAnchorage and developers will benefit, so ask them to pay! 

36 All users of the car park. There should be a deal for local businesses/employees, ie paying a month in advance (or some such scheme). 

37 Should be free 

38 I am suggesting residents as previously mentioned through an increase in rates. Definitely not visitors as we need tourists to come here. Parking fees are off-putting for most 

tourists. To suggest business owners/employees should pay is putting another obstacle in the way of already struggling businesses, and discouraging any new ventures. 

39 No change should be made 

40 developers 

41 Pay as your park 

   42 See earlier comments. It us realistic to havd some charges especially for visitors in busy periods like school holidays and special events. 

43 I assume you are talking about the extension, as the Anchorage is giving you the privilege of paying for the first part. Without their initiative, nothing would be happening, as is 

typical of this council. Residents and business owners need to be free. How do you charge visitors without making them angry, and sectionalising them. You are assuming that 

the second stage is being done, which it shouldn't be at this stage. Wait, and don't be greedy and stop putting residents rates up. 

44 The Victor main street is already dying; to put paid parking in is just even more pain for those local businesses struggling after years of other developments. How many empty 

shops already? No one will come there if they have to pay every single time they park nearby. What about the patients attending the medical centre; many are pensioners and 

can't afford to pay for parking to visit the doctor. PLEASE listen to local businesses and help, not hinder them to remain. AND please consider where all this traffic will go when 

they exit the car park. On the existing one-way street to turn onto Eyre Terrace at busy times is impossible because traffic has been banked up because of the round-about. It will 

be a nightmare. Victor Harbor is not Glenelg or Henley Beach or the Gold Coast - to put an impost on visitors and locals to come to the centre of town in the form of paid parking 

will just see people not bothering to visit there so apart from the occasional festival in the main street you are likely to waste all your money. All these upgrades notwithstanding; 

there will be no businesses left. The Anchorage Development is already providing enough parking with their proposal so just leave things as they are and not add more pain to 

both local businesses but all your ratepayers. 

45 Nobody the introduction of paid parking would be a huge backward step for Victor 

46 Paid parking for more than 3 hours except outside 8am - 5pm when it should be free. Anchorage should pay a determined amount for their users 

47 same as Q 6. 

48 Business owners & visitors. Not employees or ratepayers 

49 as a resident and rate payer I would object to paying for parking in the general area of McKinlay/ocean street areas which I frequently use. 

50 No One. We need to encourage as many locals and tourists to the town centre. Paid parking in a small town can be a big turn off, whioch will only discourage visitors 

51 Disagree with proposal 

52 sounds as though Council/s mind already made up so why bother with survey? 

53 Nobody should have to pay we don't need this eyesore. 
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54 rate payers if they fund and business owners should be free 

55 Everyone - except there could be exceptions with permit for nearby residents with no off-street parking. Businesses and individuals may want to take out reserved parking. 

56 not business or employees, they should have permits, and possibly pension residents could have permits. 

57 No comment 

58 no one - this should be a public amenity to support the residents & local business - not a money making enterprise or give residents/ business parking permits 

59 Business owners and employees within CBD have a permit for free parking. First 2 hours free parking for all others. 

60 Council and Developers 

61 If monies collected are used to the increase or improve community development 

62 Concession rate for business workers. 

63 All but residents 

64 Business owners and residents could have a monthly or annual fee 

65 Developers 

66 No one 

67 No one 

68 It should be paid with the council rates and some small parking fee during peak season. Otherwise parking should be free, otherwise the already struggling businesses on Ocean 

Street will suffer even more. Most people during the year just spend a bit on toasted sandwhiches and cake and a coffee and will not do that if they additionally have to pay for 

parking there. And it would be ridiculous having to pay for parking in a little town like Victor, it's not frigging Manhattan or CBD Sydney! 

69 Developer 

70 Don’t make people pay to come to work. That’s ridiculous 

71 no one should have to pay for parking. Free parking will encourage visitors and residents to spend more time in Victor Harbor shopping, engaging in tourism activities, 

and supporting small businesses. 

72 see above 

73 no-one 

74 The developers should pay the bulk, and ratepayers the balance over a long term period. 

75 Residents must have access to cheap or free parking. Workers in the town centre may also get free parking permits and/or an equivalent incentive if they opt to give the 

permit back and walk or cycle to work. 

76 Developers and Visitors 

77 No one. 

78 Developef 

79 I don't feel parking should be paid parking I feel it will not encourage visitors to the area & unfortunately just ends up with locals paying addition parcking fees or more Council 

rates. Yes the new hotel will hopefully be beneficial to the town & require parking just not sure on how best to fund that. 

80 if you make people pay to park in this proposed carpark, then you must remove the paid parking at the seafront on the Esplanade. Local businesses are finding it hard enough 
without their customers being driven away by exorbitant car park fees. You will end upwith a dead centre, as no one likes paying to park and they will simply go elsewhere. 

81 Businesses could rent spaces for their employees. 

82 No one 

83 No one 
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84 Visitors Employees 

85 Everyone providing there's free short term parks and the fees are kept quite low. 

86 Nobody should be free to encourage tourists to come to Victor 

87 Think workers could have permits 

88 No one Should be free we want to attract people Look at how empty they other paid parking lot is normally Just stupid puts we want people to come and stay for a long as they 

want to without worrying about fines 

89 Nobody should pay because it should not be built 

90 No one 

91 Whoever uses the parking most likely visitors 

92 No one 

93 No one 

94 The developers of the new hotel. They want the car park. They pay for its construction. 

95 I think everyone should pay during peak seasons 

96 business owners and employees deserve free parking. how would you determine who is a resident and who is a visitor? 

97 there should be no paid parking, having to pay for using ones car to come to the area is a deterrent 

98 Everyone after first two hours. Permits given to business owners and their employees. 

99 Anchorage should be restricted to 50 spaces and NO money should come from council for the entire project. 
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Community Workshop, Thursday 20th February 

What should the design of the McKinlay Street car park include? 

• Toilets 

• No development, no car parking 

• Easy access 

• Employee parking 

• Disability access 

• A sustainable building (water catchment, solar and vehicle charging points) 

• Attractive but cost effective building 

• No use that takes customers away from the main street 

• Wall climbing, bowling centre, waterslide 

• Activity space with entertainment 

• Bus terminal with local and Adelaide bound included 

• Public transport terminal 

• Congestion on Seaview road? Already clogged up at the top of Main Street 

• Large clumps of car parking as opposed to well spread parking as it is not necessarily conducive to 
pedestrian traffic flow, especially at such a large distance from Warland Reserve area 

• Can it be deferred? Decision required now? What if Anchorage plan does not proceed? 

• On figured quotes it equates to 3,000 visitors per day (is this correct?) 

• No retail 

• Kids activities e.g. bowling 

• 2 storeys maximum 

• Stick with original proposal, allowing for future expansion 

• Designed for future expansion  

• Comply with NCC Australian Build Code for disability etc. 

• Solar panels if there is a roof 

• Visually appealing (art inclusion) 

• Charging station for electric vehicles 

• Public transport – bus depot 

• Public convenience such as toilets 

• Solar panels 

• Consistent in design with Anchorage proposal  

• Murals 

• Just carparking to maximise number of car parks 

• Basic design and low cost cladding to keep cost down 

• Interconnect with Anchorage park 
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• Capacity to expand in the future 

• Landscaping 

• Water collection 

• Underground parking 

• Open parking at top level 

• Future, function and form 

• No retail 

• Kids activities – bowling 

• 2 storeys maximum 

• Design for future expansion 

• Stick with original proposal allowing for future expansion 

• Bus terminal (local and Adelaide) 

• Can it be deferred? Decision required now? What if the Anchorage plan does not proceed? 

• Large clumps of car parking as opposed to well spread street parking is not necessarily conducive to 
pedestrian traffic flow. Especially at such a large distance from Warland Reserve Area. 

• Already clogged at the top of Main Street 

• Congestion issues 

• No development. No car park 

• Employee parking 

• Disability access 

• Attractive but cost effective building 

• Bowling centre 

• Wall climbing 

• Waterslide 

• No use that takes away from customers of main street 

• Activity space/entertainment 

Who should pay for the McKinlay Street car park and why/why not? 

• Ratepayers should be free parking 

• Payed for longer term parkers (town main street shorter timed parking) 

• Tourists/visitors should pay 

• Discount for employees to use 

• Monthly passes for locals at discounted rates 

• Electric vehicles charging should pay 

• Rate payers should not be burneded with cost of construction/upkeep 

• Free for all users – timed. Couple of hours free 

• Reserved spaces leased by local businesses for income 

• Residential rate payers should not pay beyond rates and rate capping 

• State gov grants and federal govt grants 

• Levies on businesses that benefit 

• Who pays might depend on timing of when it proceeds (when sufficient demand via development) 
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• Value added commercial uses 

• Seaview Apartments 

• Metered paid parking beyond 2 hours free 

• Sell to private developer, ie Wilson parking 

• Not ratepayers 

• Parking charge for visitors – users pay 

• Subsidised – permit system 

• Business through different rate subsidy 

• Does new business car park fee apply 

• Locals should not pay 

• People purchasing goods/services from businesses get scanned for free hour 

• Anchorage development should be responsible for ongoing costs 

• The proposal is unaffordable to current rate payers 

• Can CVA afford to pay for it? 

• We as rate payers cannot afford it 

• Two hours free 

• No fee parking – must be free and unlimited 

• Mainstreet employees park free all day 

• It will discourage tourists from coming if they have to pay 

• If you charge for parking it will kill the mains street. No one will shop there. Council have spent 
millions on upgrade if charge for parking it is a waste of effort 

If council is to fund/part fund, what should the payback be? 

• Maintenance / operating costs a concern 

• Medium/long term (interest rates staying low) 

• About 5 years (interest rates will likely go up) 

• Council and ratepayers can’t afford long term dept 

• Council should not commit to a project that may put them in financial difficulties 

• Long term but should not over commit 

• The one that has the least impact on Council 

• Is Council already over-committed to other projects (many worthwhile) 

• How long is a piece of string? 

• Strange question 

• Lack of detail – cost/budget/options/interest rates – all unknown 

What does this mean for paid parking elsewhere in the Town Centre? 

• Free parking 

• More studies required to justify this 

• What is the impact from the causeway upgrades? 

• Where can you park for 4-6 hours in the Town Centre? Is it needed? Where is it paid? 

• Possible impact on businesses 
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• 10-20 min free parking for short drop 

• Still need groups of street parking spread throughout the town for short business visits by customers 

• If you live in a regional town – your main street is used for errands, daily weekly shopping services, 
not day trips, not family outings, not wandering aimlessly. As is more the case in main city centres. 

• If street parking charges are introduced people will use shopping centre car park. This impacts on 
persons wanting to shop. 

• Why spend millions on Main Street upgrade on the charge of locals 

• Free parking in town centre 

• Cannot charge any parks in main street precinct 

• All angle parking in carpark and streets (easier, safer, easier to get in and out, forced one-way traffic) 

• Inevitable (in a positive way) 

• Make payment methods and monitoring simple 

• Perhaps some short term parking for free 

• No paid parking – metred or otherwise 

• Fear of paid street parking is causing immense anxiety for traders 

• External paid parking will kill businesses in the town centre 

• Incorporating the possibility of paid street parking is having a negative impact on the car park 
discussion 

• Businesses are being scared away from trading in the main street precinct for fear of paid parking 

• Huge impact on Victor tourism 

• Current employees of existing businesses scared of losing jobs due to paid street parking 

• Format of the questionnaire to include ? of paid street parking sparked immence fear. 

• Current street parking to 70% vacant to 70% vacant of the year. Why paid parking on the street? 



 

 www.urps.com.au 

Appendix C  
Key Stakeholder/Businesses Workshop Results 

URPS 
Community Engagement Summary Report 
Community Engagement Summary Report 

McKinlay Street Car Parking Precinct 

Appendix C  
Key Stakeholder/Businesses Workshop Results 

Stakeholder Workshop, Wednesday, 19 February 2020 

What should the design of the McKinlay Street Car park include? 

• Entirely just a carpark 

• Shelter access points for pedestrians 

• Needs to look good (murals, public art, unique) 

• Lifts 

• Community use of the top floor 

• Sustainable, green building 

• Solar array system on the roof 

• Electric car charging point 

• Design has to fit into the current environment 

• Bus station 

• Commercial ground floor 

• Five storey carpark 

• Apartments top floor 

• Bus station 

• Taxi rank 

• Toilets 

• Disability access beyond building code 

• Rooftop garden with shelter and maybe even a small playground 

• 2 hours free then paid parking 

• Battery chargers (coin operated) 

• Experience operated businesses, tourism, gym, medical 

• Adaptable ground level tenancies to allow flexibility of uses 

• Retail at ground floor 

• Multiple pedestrian access points to foreshore and town centre 

• Clearly defined public walkways to promote linkages 

• Community bus linkages to greater town centre area 

• Electric vehicle charging points 

• Clearly linked to the rest of the town centre 

• Bus access for ease of access ‘shuttle bus’ to causeway 

• Design for staging and future expansion 

• Capacity – nett increase of carparks 

• Not retail, eg healthcare by Service SA 
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• Provision for future community needs – mixed use 

• Future needs – 5 storey? 

• Toilets 

• No loading zone 

• Size of carkpark – think Coles 

• Transport hub – bus depot? 

• Can fit transit van on ground floor, utes, roof rack 

• Architectural beauty – no concrete monolith 

• Cladding – wind and solar – energy efficient 

• 12 years – put penthouse on top to lease 

Who should pay for the McKinlay Street Car Park and why/why not? 

• Differentiate users (main street business owners and employees, all bus owners, residents, 
Anchorage Hotel employees (how many?), guests) 

• Number plate recognition 

• Businesses to lease some carparks? Charge annually? 

• Combination of users and ratepayers to share the cost of the burden 

• First 2 hours of parking is free 

• Seek private partnerships to pay for the build to share the cost 

• Short term levy on rate payers until paid for, in combination to paid parking 

• 2 to 3 hours free then paid parking for all users 

• 2 hours free then pay with number plate recognition 

• Make Main Street a mall and then car parks would be used 

• Convenience for residents and locals – charge for long term stays 

• Income from commercial (non-retail) tenants 

• If users pay, pressure applied to other free/non-council car parking should be considered 

• Medical centre attracts approximately 400 people per day – making people pay would be bad. 
Therefore, have the first 2 hours free parking so that only long term users pay. Staff should not have 
to pay.  

• Some businesses have already paid via a parking fund 

If council is to fund/part fund, what should the payback be? 

• Short as possible so that it becomes an asset 

• No debt to pay for this 

• 10 years at least, up to 15 years due to low interest rates at current time 

• What are nett operating expenses? 

• 10 to 20 years. Medium term to pay off in a reasonable timeframe. Sooner if possible 

• Rate payer levy + paid parking + commercial lease = 10-15 years 
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At what point do you think it would be reasonable for Victor Harbour residents to 
pay for parking in the proposed McKinlay Street multi-level car park and why? 

• If charging everyone should pay the same. 

• Not sure 

• $1 per hour to encourage parking 

• First 2 hours free everywhere 

• No parking inspectors – number plate recognition 

What does this mean for paid parking elsewhere in the Town Centre? 

• Fear of paid parking is causing immense anxiety for traders 

• External paid parking will kill business in the town centre 

• Current street parking is 70% vacant for 70% of the year. Why introduce paid parking on the street? 

• No paid parking, metered or otherwise 

• Incorporating the possibility of paid street parking is having a negative impact on the carpark 
discussion 

• Current employees of existing businesses are scared of losing jobs due to paid street parking 

• Format of questionnaire to include paid street parking sparked immense fear 

• Huge impact on Victor tourism 

• Businesses are being scared away from trading in the main street precinct in fear of paid parking 

• Why spend millions on Main Street upgrade on the charge of locals 

• Free parking in town centre 

• Cannot charge any parks in main street precinct 

• All angle parking in carpark and streets (easier, safer, easier to get in and out, forced one-way traffic) 

• Possible impact on business 

• 10-20 minute free parking for short drop (Rhonda has to leave – her parking is up!) 

• Still need groups of on-street parking spread throughout the town for short business visits by 
customers  

• If you live in a regional town, your main street is used for errands, daily shopping and services, NOT 
day trips, not family outings and not wandering aimlessly, as is the case in main city centres 

• If street parking charges are introduced, people will use shopping centre car parks. This impacts on 
persons wanting to shop.  

• Free parking 

• More studies required to justify this 

• Where can you park for 4-6 hours in the town centre? 

• What is the impact from the causeway upgrades? 

• Shouldn’t charge for parking in a regional area before 3 hours 

• Difficult for residents to pay 

• Government should not play developer 

• Need higher parking space turnover at Main Street (one hour limit) 

• Be uniform time limits between Main Street and McKinlay 

• 2 hours time limit only = 4 customers per day per carparking space 
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