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Definitions 
Property types 

Item 

Class 

Short 

description 

Long description 

1 Personal item Small to medium sized item capable of ownership that can be ordinarily 

collected by one or two persons without the need for machinery to lift, 

tow or move them (e.g. baggage, personal equipment such as surfboards 

or kayaks that are not available for hire). 

2 Shared item Items available for use by the public at large, whether or not on payment 

of a fee or other benefit, including as part of a sharing service (e.g. 

share-bikes and shopping trolleys). 

3 Vehicle item Motor vehicles, including hire cars, caravans, trailers and boat trailers. 

Animal Animals except those that are excluded which are: companion animals 

(cats and dogs), feral animals not kept as a pet or for farming purposes 

(e.g. wild pigs), and native animals that are not ordinarily held in captivity 

or farmed (e.g. emus, kangaroos). 

 

ACRONYMS 

AILGR   Australian Institute of Local Government Rangers NSW  

LGA  Local Government Area 

LGNSW  Local Government NSW 

LLS  Local Land Services 

NCAT  NSW Civil and Administrative Tribunal 

NPWS  NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service 

OLG  Office of Local Government 

PINs  Penalty infringement notices (or ‘fines’) 

PSUP laws Public Spaces (Unattended Property) Act 2021 and Public Spaces (Unattended  

  Property) Regulation 2022  
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Executive Summary  
The Public Spaces (Unattended Property) Act 2021 and Public Spaces (Unattended Property) 

Regulation 2022 (PSUP laws) are designed to help keep public places safe, accessible, and 

enjoyable for the communities of NSW. Unlike the previous impounding laws, the new 

provisions shift the obligation for compliance on owners and operators. The laws give councils 

and other land managers powers to require owners, and other responsible persons, to remove 

the property they have left unattended in public spaces (such as shopping trolleys, vehicles, 

trailers, share bikes and stock animals), or face enforcement action.  

Where owners fail to comply, PINs (fines) may be issued for leaving property unattended 

beyond the regulated timeframe, failing to comply with a direction, or failing to collect 

property once it has been taken into possession by a council or regulator. Under the PSUP 

laws, councils have the discretion to tailor their enforcement activities based on local risk 

assessments. 

Commentary on the effectiveness of the laws indicates a need for more guidance for councils 

in implementation and for community in meeting obligations. 

This is the first evaluation of the PSUP laws and seeks to understand how rollout of the new 

provisions have progressed. The evaluation considered the effectiveness of the PSUP laws, 

both in terms of the adequacy of the legislative framework and how the laws have been 

enforced in practice. Stakeholders’ views were examined through 214 pieces of 

correspondence received by the Minister for Local Government or OLG and 141 survey 

submissions in response to an online public survey administered by OLG. Penalty infringement 

data from 7,956 PINs issued under the PSUP laws were also analysed to provide further 

insights into the application of the laws. 
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Consultation summary 
 

 

What we heard 

Overall, the review indicated that the PSUP laws have provided, or have the potential to 

provide, an effective framework to better manage unattended property left in public spaces.  

There was broad support for the increased powers that the laws provide regulators, as well as 

for offence penalties. However, members of the community are still raising concerns about 

private property in public spaces. In many cases, they expected councils to take swift 

enforcement action implying a lack of faith that owners of property (such as grocery chains) 

will take action to track and retrieve property.   

Suggestions for improvement were in the following three categories:  

• Regulatory framework amendments such as reduced and/or more consistent notice 

timeframes during which property may be left unattended prior to regulatory action, and 

clarifications of definitions such as “unattended” and “direct supervision and control”. 

• Support for regulators to better understand and apply the laws, including their use of 

discretion in response to local need.  

• Education material for community members to better understand the laws and how 

regulators can apply them and to assist councils to manage community expectations.  
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Stakeholder summary  

• Councils – Nearly half (68 responses, or 48%) of survey submissions and 44 pieces of 

correspondence (21%) were from councils. Over two-thirds of councils responding to the 

survey found the PSUP laws very effective or effective, particularly in relation to vehicles. 

Key concerns raised by councils in the survey and correspondence related to resourcing, 

community expectations that councils ‘must’ take regulatory action, and how to determine if 

property is ‘unattended’. Councils consider regulatory timeframes to establish if property is 

unattended and/or notice to collect property are too long and processes to compel 

collection are too complex, which has at times resulted in reluctance to use the available 

powers. Feedback indicated that some councils are hesitant to use discretion under the 

laws in a consistent and confident way.  

• Community – The 58 survey submissions (41%) and 144 pieces of correspondence (67%) 

from, or on behalf of, community members generally supported the increased 

accountability of persons and corporations responsible for property. Feedback called for 

stronger penalties, mandatory containment of shopping trolleys and identified an 

expectation that councils should always take regulatory action to issue fines and remove 

unattended property from public spaces quickly. Shopping trolleys, vehicles and trailers are 

of particular concern. Conversely, a smaller number of community members raised 

concerns about being asked to move their property from public spaces when they believed 

they have the right to leave it there indefinitely. 

• NSW agencies – The eight survey submissions (6%) and four pieces of correspondence 

(2%) from this group asked for legal and regulatory clarification and better interagency 

communication and coordination, particularly for stock animals. Some agencies advocated 

for the needs of homeless people and people with disabilities.  

• Industry – Four survey submissions (3%) were made by retailer peak bodies and retailers 

with shopping trolley services. They generally opposed mandatory containment measures 

for trolleys due to cost. Their preference is for voluntary compliance, with clearer 

notification and communication protocols from councils. They also call for longer 

regulatory timeframes to establish property is unattended and/or to give notice to collect 

property.  

• Advocacy groups – Three survey submissions (2%) from advocacy groups highlighted the 

need to manage risks to vulnerable homeless people in removing private property from 

public. Safety and obstruction risks that unattended trolleys and other items pose to 

people with disabilities were raised.  
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Insights from penalty notices 

Penalties for offences relating to leaving property unattended increased significantly when 

the impounding laws transitioned to the PSUP laws, with the aim to better incentivise owners 

to take responsibility for their property. Higher penalties were also introduced for corporations 

and for greater numbers of items and animals left unattended. 

Revenue NSW’s data shows that since the PSUP laws began, 7,956 fines have been issued, 

mostly for vehicle-related offences (80%), and most of those fines were issued by 

metropolitan councils (66%). 

While the total value of fines issued since the commencement of the PSUP laws is $7.2 million, 

the amount of financial payment received to date is ~$1.2 million. The NSW fines system is set 

out in law and fine processes are tightly controlled to ensure procedural fairness. Many fines 

are still progressing through various stages of the fines lifecycle and still have the potential 

for payment, including through individual payment plans. Alternatively, they may be finalised 

by other means, such as work and development orders, or a fine reduction or write-off due to 

hardship.  

It is important to note that non-payment of penalty notices does not reflect poor 

implementation, as all enforcement actions—whether financial or non-financial—contribute to 

positive compliance outcomes under the PSUP laws. 
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Key findings 

 

OLG’s analysis found that the existing legislative framework and policy settings for PSUP 

remain fit for purpose.  However, focus needs to be placed on increasing awareness of 

property owner obligations (including for vehicles, trailers and vans), improving public 

understanding of responsibility for shopping trolley management, strengthening retailer 

compliance with trolley management and collection requirements, and providing clearer 

guidance and education to support council compliance and enforcement activities. OLG will 

work with professional associations and industry stakeholders to progress these 

implementation-focused actions. 

Next steps 

In response to the key findings of the PSUP evaluation OLG will work with the local 

government sector, communities and key stakeholders to develop a range of supports focused 

on improving the implementation of the current PSUP laws before considering legislative or 

regulatory changes as part of the 5-year statutory review.  

These resources will help address community concerns and support councils to improve the 

consistent application of the PSUP laws and encourage those responsible to proactively 

manage their property left in public places, including shopping trolleys.   
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These supports will make it easier for the community to continue to access and enjoy public 

spaces including our roads and parks, freer from risks to safety, access problems and general 

clutter that infringe on local amenity, ensuring public places are safe, accessible and 

enjoyable for local communities. 

OLG will: 

 

 

OLG will also continue to engage with Transport for NSW to implement the Government's 

commitment to reform shared and private micromobility vehicles, which includes bikes, e-bikes 

and e-scooters, to make these options safer and better integrated into vibrant communities 

and the transport system through the changes in the Road Transport and Other Legislation 

Amendment (Micromobility Vehicles and Smartcards) Act 2025 (the Micromobility Vehicles and 

Smartcards Act).  The Micromobility Vehicles and Smartcards Act establishes a statewide 

regulatory framework for bikes, e-bikes and e-scooters that will focus on clearing 

micromobility clutter on our footpaths and giving additional powers to regulate operators and 

recoup the associated costs.  
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Introduction 

Legislative reform background 
The PSUP laws commenced in November 2022, with the aim of keeping public places safe, 

accessible, and enjoyable for communities in NSW. The PSUP laws replaced the repealed 

Impounding Act 1993.  

The new PSUP Act modernised the laws for unattended items. People are accountable for 

their property and councils, public land managers and NSW Police now have stronger powers 

to act on unattended and abandoned property, with more flexible seizure powers and broader 

authority to deal with a wider range of items and animals. 

The PSUP laws provide a clear classification of property that can be regulated: personal items 

like bikes and surfboards (Class 1), shared service items like shared bikes and shopping 

trolleys (Class 2), and motor vehicles including caravans and trailers (Class 3). The definition of 

animals has been broadened from an exclusive list of stock animals (under the former 

Impounding laws) to a broader, inclusive definition to meet potential future need. It also 

includes more modernised and appropriate animal welfare management provisions, including 

how animals are managed in emergencies, such as rollovers of trucks carrying livestock.  

Councils and other public land management authorities now have powers under PSUP laws to 

direct owners to collect their property within risk-based timeframes, rather than rigid statutory 

periods. This enables faster removal of unsafe or obstructive items, such as vehicles blocking 

access or share bikes posing a public safety hazard.  

The PSUP laws provide for higher on-the-spot fines and court penalties to those responsible 

for unattended and abandoned property, to reinforce compliance as well as address 

immediate issues. The PSUP laws give authorities more flexible options to remove and 

temporarily store, relocate or dispose of unclaimed unattended property from public spaces, 

and support cost recovery by requiring owners to pay removal and storage costs.  

Evaluation approach 
This is the first evaluation since the commencement of the new PSUP laws. The objective was 

to understand if the laws are: 

• appropriate for effective management of unattended property in public spaces by 

councils, other land management authorities, property owners and the public; and  

• being implemented effectively to manage unattended property in public spaces. 
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To achieve this, the evaluation considered stakeholder feedback from public consultation on 

PSUP laws as well as stakeholder correspondence to the Minister for Local Government or 

OLG since PSUP laws commenced in November 2022.  

Offence data from Revenue NSW, including penalty notices and values, were analysed to 

inform how the laws are being used for enforcement. It is understood from discussions with 

councils that most, if not all, 128 NSW councils have entered into a contract with Revenue 

NSW to administer their fines.  

No case law was available for this review. A NSW Civil and Administrative Tribunal (NCAT) 

ruling from 2025, which considered key definitions in the PSUP Act and the lawfulness of the 

regulator’s actions, was analysed to provide further insights into how the laws are working in 

practice.  In the matter, NCAT upheld the Local Land Service’s (LLS) decision that it was lawful 

for LLS to reach a reasonable belief that cattle were ‘unattended’ and could be taken by LLS 

under the PSUP laws.  The case highlights that regulatory judgements are most likely to be 

based on the ‘reasonable belief’ of the relevant officers and a thorough consideration of the 

statutory meaning of ‘attended’. 

Key areas of review 
The broad objectives of the PSUP Act are to encourage persons responsible for property in 

public places to manage it responsibly and to ensure public spaces can be used, shared and 

enjoyed by the community as a whole. The purpose of this review is to understand the 

effectiveness of the PSUP laws.  

In this context, the term effectiveness considered if authorities are appropriately empowered, 

and are utilising the laws, to manage and take regulatory action for property left unattended; 

that costs associated with regulatory action can be recovered from the persons responsible; 

and whether there was a perceived improvement in issues associated with unattended 

property from improved personal responsibility and enforcement. These are consistent with 

the objectives of the PSUP laws (PSUP Act 2021, s 3).  

The evaluation report has been structured to understand whether the implementation of the 

PSUP laws is meeting its objectives in practice, using the following key focus areas: 

 

These are all matters that, in my opinion, allowed the Respondent’s officers to 

“reasonably believe” that the cattle were unattended at the relevant times, even if I were 

to accept the Applicant’s evidence that he was physically present at certain times. Mere 

physical presence cannot be “attendance” in the statutory sense for the reasons set out 

above.” – Excerpt from (Carter v LLS) 

https://www.caselaw.nsw.gov.au/decision/198a212189dc086b8e4a9272
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1. Scope of the laws and timeframes 

• Do the PSUP laws provide for the efficient and effective management of unattended 

and abandoned items? 

• Are the timeframes and notice periods appropriate? 

2. Detailed understanding of property type issues 

• How effective are the PSUP laws for the different property types? 

• For which property types are the PSUP laws working well and not so well? 

3. Powers, penalties and their impacts  

• How do stakeholders view the use of PSUP powers by authorities, including the use of 

enforcement actions? 

• How are penalties being applied to incentivise responsible management of unattended 

and abandoned property? 

• Are fines and penalties under the PSUP laws appropriate, and do they support 

regulatory cost recovery for councils? 

4. Animal management in public spaces 

• Have the PSUP laws helped to manage animals dealt with under the legislation 

consistent with community expectations and contemporary animal welfare laws? 

5. Stakeholder identified improvements  

• Are there challenges or unintended consequences with the legislation or its 

interpretation? 

• Is there a need to improve education materials and opportunities for authorities and/or 

communities? 
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Key Findings 

1. Scope of the PSUP laws and timeframes 

Effectiveness of the PSUP laws in managing unattended property in public spaces 

Survey respondents were divided on whether the PSUP laws are effective. Over 60% of the 68 

councils responding to this survey question found them to be effective/very effective, 16% 

ineffective/very ineffective and 15% neutral. By contrast, most of the 58 community 

respondents and relevant industry respondents (88%) found them to be ineffective/very 

ineffective (Figure 1). 

When considering these survey results in more detail, the concerns of councils were varied 

and nuanced – while generally supportive, some also had concerns about the uncertainty of 

regulatory definitions and powers. Almost all community respondents expressed concerns 

with property left unattended in public. Many raised concerns with council enforcement 

response times. 

Council 

• Councils that believed the laws are effective stated that they require owners to take 

greater responsibility for their property. These councils also believed the laws are fair 

and provide adequate fines and penalties for offences. They also feel the guidance and 

community education materials are useful. 

• Councils that believed the laws are ineffective are uncertain about how and in what 

circumstances they can regulate. They seek less subjective definitions, simpler 

processes and better guidance. 

Community 

• Community submissions tended to express frustration with property left unattended 

and with councils not acting quickly to have shopping trolleys and trailers removed. 

Some did not understand that the councils have discretion to regulate under PSUP laws 

based on council priorities and resources. 

Industry 

• Industry submissions were from retailers and peak bodies for retailers with shopping 

trolleys. They generally opposed mandatory containment measures for trolleys due to 

cost. Their preference is for voluntary compliance, with clearer notification and 

communication protocols from councils. They also call for longer compliance 

timeframes within which to collect unattended trolleys. 
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Figure 1. Survey responses - effectiveness of PSUP laws by respondent type 

Effectiveness of timeframes and notice periods 

Some councils reported that the risk-based timeframes and processes are too long and 

complex when determining that property is unattended and giving notice to property owners 

that regulatory action may be taken. Correspondence sent from councils to the Minister for 

Local Government or OLG reiterated this sentiment. 

When the legislation was developed, timeframes and notice periods were put in place to 

reflect risk and give owners the opportunity to take responsibility for their property before 

regulatory action was taken. For example, under the PSUP laws retailers are not required to 

adopt perimeter fencing, wheel lock devices, coin deposit schemes or use GPS technology to 

track their shopping trolleys. Instead, as long as retailers meet risk -based timeframes for 

collecting their unattended trolleys from public places, they can choose how they can best 

meet the timeframes based on local circumstances. 

Councils can take immediate action to move an item to a safer location where unattended 

property presents a safety risk, such as blocking access or posing hazards. 

Councils expressed frustration in the survey response and in correspondence at the 

expectation of some community members that action be taken immediately. This was 

supported by correspondence from community members expressing frustration with their 

council at their perceived lack of action on vehicles, trolleys and shared e-bikes. 
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Effectiveness of laws in addressing different unattended property types 

There was an overall perception from survey respondents (61%) that the PSUP laws are more 

effective at managing animals, vehicles and small, personal items (including signage) than at 

managing shared e-bikes and shopping trolleys. Nearly two-thirds of survey respondents 

consider their local council to be ineffective in addressing these sharing service items. 

 

2. Overview of issues by property item classes 1-3 
A detailed breakdown of issues by property type is in Appendix 1.  

This section provides an overview of the property item issues for classes 1, 2 and 3 (Table 1).  

Table 1. Perception of effectiveness of local council in relation to specific property types 

Perception Effectiveness 

Property more likely to be considered 
effectively managed 

• Signs and other small, personal items (61% effective) 
• Vehicles (60% effective) 

Property less likely to be considered 
effectively managed 

• Shared e-bikes (64% ineffective) 
• Shopping trolleys (63% ineffective) 

Small Personal Items (Class 1) 

The PSUP framework was viewed as ‘effective’ in dealing with these items by 61% of 

respondents. 

A significant number of councils, LGNSW and the NSW branch of the AILGR reported that 

while the laws are effective, the regulatory process is burdensome for small personal items of 

low value, particularly signage. They propose regulatory change to enable immediate seizure 

of small unattended items posing a safety risk or obstruction and/or to reduce the other 

regulatory timeframes from 7 days to 48 hours.  

Shared Items – Shopping Trolleys (Class 2) 

Shopping trolleys are considered to be ineffectively dealt with by 63% of respondents to the 

survey, mostly councils and the community. Just over half (55%) found trolley timeframes are 

too long, while three submissions from industry retailers with shopping trolleys oppose shorter 

“I think the overall legislation is good and has given [Council] the opportunity and powers to 
clean up many areas [  ] and it for the most part is making people accountable for their 
property." – Council (name withheld)  

“We need a cultural shift so people aren't so entitled at dumping things.” – Community 
Member 

“[The PSUP Act] is certainly stronger in its application than the old Impounding Act. 
However, there is still certainly some teething issues […] to work through." – Council 
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notice timeframes and mandatory containment. These industry submissions raise concerns 

about excessive penalty amounts and that councils are not communicating effectively, in 

particular, about where unattended trolleys are located. Correspondence confirmed that 

shopping trolleys remain a major concern to the community members making a submission or 

writing to the Minister for Local Government or OLG.  

Shared Items - E-bikes and E-Scooters (Class 2) 

Nearly two-thirds (64%) of survey respondents indicated that the PSUP laws were ‘ineffective’ 

in dealing with shared e-bikes. Correspondence received on shared micromobility vehicles 

raised strongly expressed concerns about inappropriate parking, which align with the survey 

findings. 

Several council, community and advocacy submissions asked for the regulatory minimum 3-

hour notice timeframe for sharing service operators of share-bikes or shopping trolley services 

to be replaced with immediate issuing of penalties for these items posing a safety risk and or 

obstruction. This is despite the fact that it is usually a customer, rather than the operator, who 

leaves these items unattended. A few council and community submissions also called for 

designated storage zones for e-micromobility devices.  

Many councils over several years have advised Transport for NSW and OLG that the PSUP 

laws were inadequate to regulate these businesses. Dedicated e-micromobility sharing 

scheme licensing laws were passed by the NSW Parliament in 2025 and will address these 

concerns.  It is understood the new licensing laws will commence shortly following 

consultation on the regulations. 

Vehicles, including Trailers and Caravans - (Class 3) 

There was clear general support in feedback for councils to be able to use the PSUP laws in 

relation to unattended vehicles. The interpretation and application of the laws vary between 

councils, especially in relation to registered versus unregistered vehicles, and the notice 

periods for different types of vehicles. Difficulties with interpreting definitions in the PSUP 

Act, such as ‘unattended’ and ‘under direct control and supervision’, are most often raised in 

relation to vehicles. Council concerns with applying legislative definitions will take time, 

guidance and (potentially) case law based on court determinations to improve. 

The PSUP framework was viewed as ‘effective’ at managing vehicles, including trailers and 

caravans, by 60% of the 141 survey respondents and the majority (78%) support councils 

having enforcement powers in relation to these vehicles, even those safely parked but 

unattended for 28 days or more. Comments varied on which vehicles are an issue and whether 

and how they should be treated differently (e.g. boat trailers, caravans), as well as what an 

appropriate unattended timeframe should be for safely parked, registered vehicles. 
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Councils responding to the survey generally found the PSUP laws useful in dealing with 

unregistered parked vehicles but have mixed views about how well they apply to registered 

vehicles. Many councils would like the unattended period for safely parked registered vehicles 

to be reduced from 28 days to 14 days - particularly for trailers and caravans to deal with 

these more quickly. This was because the parking of private vehicles in public spaces is hotly 

contested in densely populated LGAs where many households have multiple passenger and 

other types of vehicles they want to park on the street.  

Some councils, particularly in less densely populated areas, believed vehicles parked long 

term on the street are not an issue for their community. However, they are concerned that the 

PSUP laws create an expectation that councils will take regulatory action in relation to every 

vehicle when there was no need. This was also evident in some community members’ feedback. 

Most community members wanted vehicles moved on from their street, but a few wanted 

councils to cease enforcement action believing they have the right to park their vehicle in 

public for as long as they like. These survey responses were supported by correspondence 

received by OLG, with many letters complaining about their perceived lack of action by the 

council, while a handful of letters complained about ‘overzealous’ councils towing or issuing 

notice on their vehicle.  

Other comments from councils about challenges dealing with vehicles included: 

• Difficulty interpreting and acting on key definitions and concepts in the PSUP laws 

• Dissatisfaction with, and confusion about, ‘unattended’ and ‘notice’ timeframes 

• Vehicles parked and regularly rotated e.g. outside smash repairer businesses; and 

• Difficulty accessing owner information – particularly for interstate vehicles. 

Oversized and miscellaneous items 

Some councils identified ongoing challenges dealing with specific types of property that may 

not be covered by the PSUP laws, including business and election signage and corflutes, as 

well as large items such as skip bins, shipping containers, charity clothing bins, large vessels 

not on trailers, and heavy plant and equipment. Most of these issues can be managed under 

other legislation. 

3. Powers, penalties and their impacts 
Introducing offences and strong penalties in the PSUP laws specific to a broader range of 

property types, and significantly increasing fines, had the objective of incentivising personal 

and corporate responsibility for property left unattended in public. This measure reduced 

costs and the administrative burden on councils and, subsequently, their communities by 

encouraging compliance and limiting the need for repeated enforcement action.  
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Stakeholder perspectives on use of PSUP enforcement powers by authorities 

Councils’ discretion applying their powers, based on risk and resourcing, is a source of conflict 

between councils and community members. 

All of the 68 councils who responded to the survey believed that they are taking appropriate 

enforcement action and note that the community mistakenly believed councils must take 

regulatory action under PSUP laws for all unattended property. They asked for further 

communication material from OLG about the discretionary nature of the laws that they can 

provide to their local communities. 

Approximately three-quarters (74%) of the 58 community members who responded to the 

survey believed that their council was not taking appropriate enforcement action for 

unattended property. 

Stakeholder perspectives on fines and penalty amounts 

Approximately two-thirds of survey respondents thought the fines and penalties are ‘about 

right’ (68), including most councils but excluding respondents unsure of the penalty amounts 

(Figure 2). Of the 29 responses stating that fines and penalties are too low, 70% were from the 

community seeking greater regulatory action, mostly in relation to trolleys and vehicles. Six 

councils thought fines are too low for repeat offenders, multiple unattended items, and/or 

unregistered vehicles. 

Seven respondents believed fines are too high. These were industry organisations 

representing shopping trolley operators and several community members. An individual from 

the community corresponded with OLG complaining of the excessive costs of recovering their 

vehicle and the financial stress this had caused. 

 

Figure 2. Appropriateness of Penalties and Fines 
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Use of penalties by type and reason 

Data provided by Revenue NSW shows that, since commencement of the PSUP laws, 7,956 

fines have been issued. 

Class 3 items, relating to vehicles, trailers and caravans make up the most penalties issued by 

item type with 6,311 (79%) compared to the next type, sharing service items at 1,070 (13%) 

(Figure 3). 

 

Figure 3. Number of penalties issued by item type 

There are three key offences for which fines may be issued under the PSUP laws: the 

responsible person left their property unattended, they failed to comply with a section 28 

written notice or ‘direction’ to move property or prevent it from becoming unattended again; or 

they failed to collect their property from where it was held by the council or other authorised 

person. In total, 5,165 (65%) of penalties were issued to owners or other people responsible for 

property for the primary offence of leaving their property unattended beyond the legislated 

risk-based time limit (Figure 4). 

Twenty-five percent of penalties were issued to owners or others responsible for property for 

failing to comply with a ‘direction’. This offence carries a higher fine amount and may be more 

likely to be issued to change the behaviour of a repeat offender. For example, this fine may be 

issued to a person that allows cattle to escape from their property because they have failed to 

comply with a written direction to repair a fence to contain the cattle. Alternatively, it may also 

be issued to a supermarket operator that fails to comply with a shopping trolley plan of 

management that they have been directed to follow to prevent shopping trolleys becoming 

unattended. This higher order penalty was not available under the impounding legislation. 
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Figure 4. Number of penalty infringement notices issued for key offences 

Penalties issued by council  

Of the 128 councils in NSW, 98 have issued at least one penalty notice under the PSUP laws. 

Metropolitan councils have issued two-thirds of all fines (66%). Regional City/Town are the 

next highest with 21% (Figure 5). 

The 30 councils that have never issued a fine under PSUP are mostly rural. Inactivity may 

indicate unattended property was not an issue in that LGA, that matters are dealt with 

informally, and/or that regulatory action under PSUP laws was not a priority for the council or 

community. 

 

Figure 5. Penalties issued by council classification 

To date, the total value of penalties issued under the PSUP laws is $7,203,306. Penalties 

relating to vehicles contribute to 80% of the value of all penalties issued (Figure 6). 
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Figure 6. Value of penalties issued by item type 

Over one-quarter (28%) of all council issued penalties have been issued by two councils; The 

Council of the City of Sydney and Willoughby City Council (Table 2). 

Table 2. Councils that have issued the most penalties (top 10) 

Rank Council Penalties issued % of all council issued 
penalties  

1 The Council of the City of Sydney 1226 15.4% 

2 Willoughby City Council 985 12.4% 

3 Inner West Council 703 8.9% 

4 City of Newcastle 409 5.1% 

5 Georges River Council 272 3.4% 

6 Campbelltown City Council 237 3.0% 

7 Sutherland Shire Council 223 2.8% 

8 Northern Beaches Council 216 2.7% 

8 Lake Macquarie City Council 205 2.6% 

10 Bayside Council 200 2.5% 

Regulatory cost recovery  

By increasing owner responsibility for the removal of their items, costs previously associated 

with the collection and storage of property by councils was intended to be mitigated in part 

under the PSUP laws. In addition, fines were increased, to support cost recovery for councils 

as well as incentivising owner compliance. 

Revenue NSW offers various payment options and assistance, such as payment plans, 

Centrelink payment deductions, work and development orders or a fine reduction or write-off 

due to hardship. As at March 2026, ~$1.2 million had been paid to councils, and ~$4.5 million 
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was progressing through various stages of the fines lifecycle. All enforcement actions, 

including those that require the recipient to pay off the fine, to carry out a work and 

development order, and/or to lodge a hardship claim to have their fine reduced or written off, 

help to build future positive compliance outcomes under the PSUP laws. It is notable that of 

the 7,956 fines issued, only 30 were closed or not actioned by Revenue NSW due to 

insufficient information by the issuing authority. 

Revenue NSW remits paid fines to issuing agencies monthly and advises that the full cycle of 

payments can be a long process, sometimes taking years. Councils have not raised this as a 

concern with OLG. 

4. Animal management in public spaces 

Effectiveness of the PSUP laws and framework in managing animals 

The survey results indicate that the PSUP laws and their implementation is viewed as 

‘effective’ by 61% of respondents. 

However, several regional and rural councils, LGNSW, LLS and NPWS highlighted the 

following issues: 

• poor communication and cooperation between authorities, including LLS and NSW 

Police (e.g. in relation to emergencies such as stock truck rollovers on roads) 

• difficulties finding facilities nearby for the appropriate care of unattended animals 

• significant costs for animal transport and care for potentially lengthy holding times, for 

example, when matters are being heard by NCAT 

• broad definition of ‘animal’ covers livestock and small pets (except for dogs and cats) 

• difficulties identifying animal owners due to livestock database access restrictions; and 

• neighbourhood disputes regarding stray stock. 

Survey respondents made several suggestions for amendments to the regulatory framework 

to limit the definition of animal, to reduce animal holding times and for additional guidance to 

be provided for authorities. 

In rural communities, issues with wandering stock animals are often resolved informally and it 

may be appropriate for an authorised officer to help reach an informal resolution with the 

owner of, or other person responsible for, the animals. However, OLG did receive several 

complaints directly about stock animals on public land which were redirected to the 

appropriate council, and an individual complaint that council was not taking sufficient action 

about cattle in a public space.  
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NSW Civil and Administrative Tribunal (NCAT) 

A recent matter was heard by NCAT in 2025 considering a cattle owner’s appeal against a 

decision by the LLS to take the owner’s cattle into possession under the PSUP Act. 

NCAT upheld LLS’s decision, finding it was lawful for LLS to reach a reasonable belief that the 

cattle were ‘unattended’ and could be taken by LLS under PSUP laws. The deliberations 

hinged on NCAT’s consideration of the terms ‘unattended’ ‘direct control’ and ‘supervision’: 

54. These are all matters that, in my opinion, allowed the Respondent’s officers to “reasonably believe” 

that the cattle were unattended at the relevant times, even if I were to accept the Applicant’s 

evidence that he was physically present at certain times. Mere physical presence cannot be 

“attendance” in the statutory sense for the reasons set out above.” – Excerpt from Carter v LLS - 

NSW Caselaw 

The outcome of this case in relation to cattle may provide regulators with confidence to apply 

the PSUP laws in relation to unattended animals as well as other types of property. The case 

highlights that these judgements are most likely to be based on the ‘reasonable belief’ of the 

relevant regulatory officers and a thorough consideration of the statutory meaning of 

‘attended’, which NCAT found to be more than the physical presence/proximity of the owner. 

5. Stakeholder identified improvements 

Legislation and interpretation (definitions and key concepts) 

Councils reported challenges with interpreting and applying several complex and situation-

based definitions and key concepts in the PSUP Act including: 

• ‘Unattended’ (s16) - not ‘under the direct control or supervision’ of a responsible person 

• Interfering with ‘public amenity’ (s25) 

• ‘In the same or substantially the same place’ (s25). 

“LLS is not appropriately resourced to take possession of large numbers of animals…Ensure 

the LLS [is] only legislated for use of powers on lands managed by the LLS, i.e. Travelling 

Stock Routes. This would negate any business risks for LLS Authorised Officers enacting 

powers…in high public spaces (like main roads etc) or on private land.” – Western Local 

Land Services 

"It is extremely difficult if not nearly impossible to organise to take unattended animals to "a 

place of care" due to the fact that Weddin has no large animal holding yard or portable 

holding equipment. The nearest saleyard is 60km away and farmers baulk at best if asked to 

temporarily hold strays. Biosecurity is a huge issue." - Weddin Shire Council 

“Exclude small pets such as rabbits and chickens from council regulation under the Act.” – 

LGNSW 

https://www.caselaw.nsw.gov.au/decision/198a212189dc086b8e4a9272
https://www.caselaw.nsw.gov.au/decision/198a212189dc086b8e4a9272
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The PSUP laws provide broad definitions and flexibility, designed to suit needs and 

circumstances that may change over time. This requires authorised officers to ‘form a 

reasonable belief’ that property is unattended, and to determine action based on the 

circumstances as well as the authority’s own local policies, resources and community needs. 

Appropriate actions vary, not least because priorities in relation to unattended property for 

communities in metropolitan areas are different to those in regional and rural areas. 

A significant volume of correspondence received by OLG about the PSUP laws sought 

clarification on terms and interpretation of enforcement powers, both from council 

representatives and community members. Some councils provided suggestions for regulatory 

changes. 

The case heard by NCAT in 2025, referenced above, hinged on the determination by NCAT of 

the meaning of the terms ‘unattended’ ‘direct control’ and ‘supervision.’ It provides a useful 

precedent for future cases. 

Council training and education opportunities 

Survey feedback indicated a limited understanding and, at times, a misunderstanding about 

the PSUP laws and the powers that authorities have under the PSUP laws. For example, some 

members of the community are unaware that the PSUP laws are discretionary and that 

councils are not obligated to take regulatory action in response to all property left unattended 

in public. Further, some councils appear to be advising community members that the laws do 

not enable them to act, for example, if a vehicle was registered. Other councils are unaware 

that they have the ability to overlap regulatory timeframes to take more rapid action. These 

survey findings were supported by the correspondence. 

This and other feedback highlighted the value of updating the existing resources available to 

educate the community about the PSUP laws, as well as opportunities to support councils 

more through the development of templates, case studies, updated guidance, model policies, 

workshops, and training. 

“While contested parking is an issue in some urban areas, not all suburban or city streets 

face the same problem. Applying the Act uniformly risks unnecessary enforcement where 

long-term parking is common and practical.” – Council (name withheld) 
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“Many members of the public do not understand that the provision is discretionary, and 

council must apply a ‘common sense’ risk based approach.” - Georges River Council 

"There are numerous boats, caravans, campervans and trailers parked along Ryde Road 

Gladesville, Monash Road Gladesville and aligning streets. These vehicles have been there 

for years. Council said they can only move them or take action if they are unregistered.” – 
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PSUP Analysis 

Policy base 
The PSUP legislation, has as its policy base, an obligation to take responsibility for property so 

it is not left unattended in public.  The PSUP laws also complement welfare, safety and land 

management legislation.  This translates to (Table 3): 

Table 3. Property type and property owner obligations 

Property type Obligations for responsible ownership 

Vehicles, trailers and 

vans 

• Respect the expectations of local communities to safely use and 

to equitably access parking in local streets 

• Maintain vehicles and trailers in a safe working condition both 

when in use and when parked in public 

General property • Do not clutter parks and public spaces 

• Recognise community expectations to be able to safely access, 

use and enjoy public spaces 

Shopping Trolleys • Track and collect trolleys from public places 

• Contain and/or reduce ability for trolleys to be taken from the 

premise 

Animals • Maintain appropriate fencing to prevent stock from wandering 

• Ensure use of travelling stock routes is done so in accordance 

with a valid stock permit 

• Maintain awareness of the size and location of stock and ensure 

stock welfare 

The PSUP laws are being criticised where those expectations about responsible property 

ownership are not being met and there is considered to be an unnecessary delay between the 

recognition of unattended property and either its collection by the owner or regulatory action 

to compel collection. 
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The clear tension points are: 

1. Communities expect prompt removal of property, particularly shopping trolleys and 

vehicles/trailers/vans 

2. Industry groups, particularly retailers, want more effective cooperation from councils in the 

identification and notification of shopping trolleys.   

3. Councils want simpler and faster regulatory powers to require owners to collect their 

property but do not want to have to resort to collection of goods themselves.  It is 

understood council enforcement officers struggle with the level of discretion that is 

available.  Proactive councils tend to have less community concern as their retail outlets 

better manage identification and collection. 

OLG’s analysis is therefore that the underlying legislative controls and policy principles for 

PSUP remain sound.  However, there is more work to be done on implementation, specifically: 

• raising awareness of owner obligations, including for vehicles, trailers and vans 

• raising community awareness that retailers have primary responsibility to manage 

shopping trolleys 

• improved corporate awareness of responsibilities and compliance from retailers on 

collection and management of shopping trolleys 

• providing clearer guidance and education for councils to assist in the enforcement, 

compliance and exercise of discretion. 

OLG will develop or engage with professional associations and industry groups around these 4 

areas of action. 
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Next steps 
 

In response to the key findings of the PSUP evaluation, OLG will work with the local 

government sector, communities and key stakeholders to develop a range of supports focused 

on improving awareness and the implementation of the current PSUP laws before considering 

legislative or regulatory changes as part of the 5-year statutory review. 

OLG will: 

Improve regulatory guidance materials 

• Review and improve current operational guidance for councils and other land managers, 
using insights from the evaluation. 

• Expand guidance to include a model PSUP policy, share case studies, and develop new 
tools and templates. 

Community education program 

• Develop a public awareness strategy and communication materials to improve community 

understanding of PSUP laws and the role of councils. 

Work with councils to build regulatory capability 

• Work with rural, regional and metropolitan councils to support and build regulatory 

governance and operational capability. 

4 key actions 
1. Educate the community on their responsible owner obligations, focussed on vehicles, 

trailers and vans 

2. Educate the community on the shopping trolley obligations of retailers 

3. Work with retailers on improved corporate compliance 

4. Improved guidance and decision-making support tools for councils.  
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Appendix 1 – Detailed issues by 
property type 

Small Personal Items (Class 1) 

While public land managers may deal with small personal property found in public using 

informal ‘lost and found’ policies, the PSUP laws enable more formal regulation of unattended 

small personal items able to be moved by one to two people. These may include personal 

bikes, surfboards, kayaks, banners and signage left unattended in public. 

Enforcement timeframes for unattended small personal items are:  

• 3 hours - if obstructing access or posing a safety risk 

• 7 days notice – if causing an amenity issue or left unattended in the same place or 

substantially the same place for 7 days (unattended period). 

A significant number of councils, LGNSW and the NSW branch of the AILGR have reported in 

survey feedback that, while the PSUP laws are generally considered effective, the regulatory 

process was burdensome for small personal items of low value, particularly signage. They 

propose regulatory change to enable immediate seizure of small unattended items posing a 

safety risk or obstruction and/or to reduce the other regulatory timeframes from 7 days to 

48 hours. 

Shared Items – Shopping Trolleys (Class 2) 

When it comes to managing shopping trolleys, the survey responses indicated that the PSUP 

framework was viewed as ‘ineffective’ by 63% of respondents to the survey, mostly the 

community and councils. 

“Class 1 [small personal] items…[should] be taken into possession and removed from public 

land immediately without the need to issue a notice to the owner prior. Notice of items taken 

into possession could be issued subsequently.” – Georges River Council 

“We are very proactive but are now completely unable to impound the extensive illegal temp 

signage that litters our Shire - e.g. for events, markets etc… [signage] needs its own 

category with ability for officers to remove and impound more quickly and simply” – Byron 

Shire Council 

“Clearer enforcement is needed for particular articles …real estate signage and election 

signage should be worked in clearly to PSUP, as the alternative to using the EP&A Act as it 

is overkill with $3,000 and $6,000 fines.” – Bega Valley Shire Council 
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The survey also asked if the timeframes for operators to collect shopping trolleys before 

regulatory action can commence are too long, too short or effective. 

Currently, councils must notify and allow shopping trolley operators to collect their trolley(s) 

within the following timeframes before taking enforcement action: 

• 3 hours - if the trolley is obstructing access or posing a safety risk 

• 4 days - if the trolley is interfering with public amenity 

• 4 days - if the trolley is left unattended for 7 days. 

Of the 126 responses to this survey question about timeframes, just over half (55%) of 

responses indicated that trolley timeframes are too long – particularly when the four days 

‘notice’ period is added to a potential seven days ‘unattended’ period (up to 11 days before 

enforcement) (Figure 7). This view was expressed mostly by the community and a significant 

proportion of councils, LGNSW, and AILGR. Some councils also stated that the regulatory 

process for shopping trolleys was burdensome. While the PSUP laws enable unattended and 

notice timeframes to overlap to streamline regulatory timeframes, and this was explained in 

the guidelines for councils, the lack of awareness of this indicate the need to explain more 

clearly that regulatory timeframes may overlap. 

“I'm sick of shopping trolleys” - Community member 

“Abandoned shopping trolleys remain a persistent issue, with councils calling for clearer 

responsibility from businesses.” – LGNSW 

“To ensure fair and effective enforcement, I recommend the Office of Local Government to… 

Implement standardised guidelines for location details, notification procedures, and 

identification requirements” – Trolley collection operator 

"Council has engaged with the local major supermarkets in the LGA and are working with 

them to effectively manage unattended trolleys.  The major supermarkets have opted into 

the electronic notifications using trolley tracker etc and have assisted trolley management 

by adding coin locks to their trolleys." – Council (name withheld) 

“Solve the problem at the root rather than treat the resulting impact. Shopping trolleys 

belong in shopping centres, not dragged out onto the streets and abandoned. There are lots 

of ways for people to get their shopping.” – Community Member 

“Trolleys, share e-bikes and motor vehicles blocking footpaths, doorways and access to 

buildings are an ongoing problem for people with disability and nothing is corrected in a 

safe or timely manner. A 3-hour response time is woefully inadequate.” People with 

Disability Australia 

“The current notice requirements when removing share bikes and shopping trolleys are 

onerous and cumbersome.” - City of Sydney 
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Shopping trolleys accounted for the second highest volume of correspondence (15%) to the 

Minister for Local Government or OLG. The nature of the complaint was generally either a 

member of the public reporting abandoned shopping trolleys directly to OLG rather than their 

appropriate council, or a member of the public wishing to escalate their complaint about their 

council not undertaking timely or adequate enforcement of the issue. 

 

Figure 7. Support for Shopping Trolley Timeframes 

The current PSUP framework has an ‘outcomes’ focus. This enables supermarkets and other 

shopping trolley owners to choose how they manage their trolleys. The only requirements are 

for them to prevent their trolleys from being left unattended and, if their trolleys become 

unattended, to collect them from public places, once notified, within risk-based timeframes. 

The laws also give councils strong powers to issue directions to shopping trolley owners to 

remove unattended trolleys and to prevent them from becoming unattended again. However, 

given ongoing community concerns, the survey also asked if additional shopping trolley 

reforms would be beneficial. 

Most (83%) respondents to this question supported mandating additional controls such as 

wheel-locks and coin-deposit devices, although there were divergent views on the 

effectiveness of different controls. However, some submissions (including several supporting 

reforms in this area) indicated that mandatory shopping trolley containment reforms are 

expensive, may not work and may disadvantages consumers. 

Many councils, LGNSW and AILGR would like to ensure trolleys are more clearly labelled. 

While the mandatory Code of Practice already requires trolleys to be clearly branded, marked 

or otherwise display the operator contact details, many councils appear to be unaware of this, 

or that non-compliance with the branding requirements under the Code of Practice was an 

offence under the PSUP laws with a fine attached. This indicated a potential need for a 

revision to the Code of Practice and for further guidance. 
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Submissions from industry representatives of retailers with shopping trolleys oppose shorter 

notice timeframes and mandatory containment. They raise concerns about excessive penalty 

amounts and that councils are not communicating with them well, in particular, about where 

unattended trolleys are located. 

Shared Items - E-bikes and E-Scooters (Class 2) 

Over half (64%) of survey respondents indicated that the PSUP laws were ‘ineffective’ in 

dealing with shared e-bikes. A council submission noted that the PSUP laws are inadequate to 

regulate these businesses, and that a dedicated regulatory approvals framework under 

transport laws was required. A few council and community submissions called for designated 

e-micromobility devices storage zones. 

The NSW Government is implementing the the Micromobility Vehicles and Smartcards Act to 

require NSW Government approval to operate e-micromobility schemes (e.g. for share e-bike 

and share e-scooter schemes) in NSW, as well as to require operators to additionally obtain 

council authorisation to operate in their individual LGAs. Consequential additional standards to 

the Code of Practice for Class 2 Items - Shopping Trolleys and other Sharing Service Items (the 

PSUP Code of Practice) are proposed to enable local authorities to strengthen the existing 

PSUP enforcement framework for devices not meeting the prescribed standards. 

Regulatory timeframes for shared e-bikes are the same as for shopping trolleys. Several 

council, community and advocacy submissions asked for regulatory timeframes to be reduced 

or removed for items posing a safety risk and or obstruction, and for processes to be 

streamlined. In the case of shared services, council immediate action was limited to moving the 

share bike or trolley to a safer location and a minimum 3 hours’ notice is required to give 

operators time to respond. 

Vehicles, including Trailers and Caravans - (Class 3) 

When it comes to managing vehicles, the PSUP framework was viewed as ‘effective’ by 60% of 

respondents to the survey, mostly councils and the public (Figure 8). 

The survey asked whether current enforcement timeframes for unattended, registered 

vehicles (including cars, caravans and trailers) were supported.  

Vehicle enforcement timeframes for unattended cars, trailers, caravans are:  

• No notice - if obstructing access or posing a safety risk 

• 15 days notice – if an amenity issue 

• 3 days notice - if unregistered and/or inoperable, plus left unattended in the same or 

substantially the same place for 15 days (unattended period)* 

• 15 days notice - if registered and roadworthy but left unattended in the same or 

substantially the same place for 28 days (unattended period)*. 
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*Powers to deal with vehicles left too long in one place (after an ‘unattended period’) are in place because the 

parking of private vehicles in public spaces was a major issue in some places.  

Of the 129 survey responses about enforcement timeframes, most (78%) support councils 

having enforcement powers in relation to these vehicles, even those safely parked but 

unattended for 28 days or more (Figure 8). 

 

Figure 8. Support for Private Vehicle Enforcement Powers 

Survey comments from community members were divided between a larger majority who 

wanted vehicles moved on from their street and a minority who wanted councils to cease 

enforcement action as they believed they have the right to park their vehicle in public for as 

long as they like. These survey responses were supported by correspondence received by 

OLG, with many letters complaining about their perceived lack of action by the council, while a 

handful of letters complained about ‘overzealous’ councils towing or issuing notice on their 

vehicle. Vehicles accounted for the highest volume of correspondence (76%). 

Survey comments also varied on which vehicles are an issue and should be treated differently 

(e.g. boat trailers, caravans) and what an appropriate unattended timeframe should be for 

safely parked, registered vehicles. 

Commenting councils generally found the PSUP laws are useful in dealing with unregistered 

parked vehicles but have mixed views about how well they apply to registered vehicles. Many 

councils would like the unattended period for safely parked registered vehicles to be reduced 

from 28 days to 14 days. In particular, both the community and councils wanted ‘ancillary’ 

vehicles, such as trailers (including boat trailers) and caravans to be able to be seized more 

quickly when they are left unattended. The parking of private motor vehicles and ancillary 

vehicles in public spaces was hotly contested in densely populated LGAs where many 

households have multiple passenger and other types of vehicles they wanted to park on the 

street.  
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Some councils, particularly in less densely populated areas, believed vehicles parked long 

term on the street are not an issue for their community. However, they are concerned that the 

PSUP laws create an expectation that councils will take regulatory action in relation to every 

vehicle when there was no need. This was also evident in some community members’ feedback. 

One item of correspondence from a rural council area thought the notice period for abandoned 

vehicles was too long given a known history of car dumping and burning in remote areas.  

  

“Powers to move registered vehicles that have been unattended for more than 28 days 

provide councils with additional options for managing their local streets, preventing 

residents from using public roads as storage facilities for their unused or non-frequently 

used vehicles, trailers and caravans.” – City of Sydney 

"Council uses the PSUP Act often. The main issue it is utilised for is unattended vehicles and 

it addresses it well." – Port Stephens Council 

"... the 28-day period for vehicles is too long, as the majority of vehicles left on the roadside 

presumed unattended are either stripped or burnt out within the week." – Weddin Shire 
Council  

“The inclusion of currently registered and legally parked vehicles (e.g. sedans) is 

inappropriate and resource intensive. There are legitimate circumstances for long-term 

parking (e.g. medical reasons), and the law should instead focus on non-motorised trailers 

and caravans.” – Randwick Council 

“Vehicle repair businesses exploit loopholes by rotating unregistered vehicles to gain free 

on-road parking. This draws a lot of council time investigating, with little action able to be 

taken as vehicle owners cannot be identified and the vehicles may not be considered 

unattended.” – LGNSW 
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Appendix 2 – Survey results 

Survey of stakeholders 
On 16 April 2025, OLG released an online survey seeking feedback about the effectiveness of 

the PSUP laws (Attachment 1). The survey was placed on the OLG website, distributed through 

OLG communication channels and exhibited on the NSW Government’s – ‘Have Your Say’ 

website. 

Information was sought about the specific property types of unattended vehicles, caravans 

and trailers, shopping trolleys, shared e-bikes and scooters, small personal items, and animals. 

Ideas to improve the laws were also sought. The survey was informed by prior research and 

stakeholder feedback which identified issues of ongoing concern. 

The survey asked stakeholders whether, and to what extent, the PSUP laws are working 

effectively. It also asked for feedback on any concerns with the laws and what could be done 

to support more effective implementation of the laws into the future. 

To facilitate a thematic analysis, the survey questions also asked about: 

• specific types of property such as shopping trolleys and vehicles (including trailers) 

• timeframes and definitions 

• powers available to authorities and their use; and 

• offences and penalties. 

Consultation closed on 13 June 2025. 

Survey submissions 
In total, 141 submissions were received from stakeholder groups including 68 (48% councils 

and their advocacy groups (LGNSW, NSW branch of the AILGR)), 58 (41%) community 

members, four (3%) industry representing retailers with shopping trolleys, three (2%) peak 

disability or homelessness advocacy bodies and 8 (6%) NSW Government agencies. 

Figure 9 below shows that almost half (48%) originated from councils and a significant 

proportion (41%) were from the community. See submission list at Attachment 2. 
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Figure 9. Total submission received by respondent type 

Table 4 below summarises key survey feedback from different stakeholder groups. Most 

(82%) of the 68 local government submissions were evenly split between metropolitan and 

regional councils, with fewer (13%) submissions from rural councils. LGNSW and the AILGR 

also made submissions on behalf of their members. 

Table 4. Submissions and key themes by stakeholder groups 

Stakeholder No. Subs % Subs Key feedback themes 

Councils 
 
- Metropolitan 

- Regional 

- Rural 

- Peak bodies/ 

unspecified 

council 

68 

 
28 

28 

9 

3 

48% 

 
41% 

41% 

13% 

5% 

• Most councils (45 or 67%) support the PSUP laws as largely 

effective. 

• Detailed operational insights: 

o Suggest shorter timeframes for unattended property being 

in public before regulatory action may occur. 

o Suggest streamlined processes as investigating 

complaints takes time. 

o Lack of willingness/confidence in applying the laws. 

o Support current fines and penalties as largely appropriate. 

o Need for further guidance and tools to apply the laws. 

o Need for better community awareness of council 

obligations/discretion. 

• Metropolitan and regional councils - focused on vehicle and 

shopping trolleys issues (e.g. notice timeframes too long, 

community expectations, definitions). 

• Rural councils - focused on unattended animal issues (e.g. 

timeframes and the cost of holding animals, interaction with 

LLS and NSW Police and vehicle issues (e.g. risks associated 

with unattended vehicles burnt out during notice period). 

48%

41%

6%
3% 2%

Survey responses by stakeholders

Council Community NSW Agency Business Advocacy Body
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Stakeholder No. Subs % Subs Key feedback themes 

Community 
Members 
(41%) 

58 41% • Most submissions expressed frustration with clutter and 

obstruction from shopping trolleys and vehicles*: 

o unattended shopping trolleys cause safety, access and 

amenity issues. 

o suggested mandatory containment measures, shorter 

timeframes before regulatory action and increased fines and 

penalties for trolleys. 

o owners should be prevented from leaving vehicles parked 

unattended long-term causing safety, access, amenity and 

parking issues. 

o seek shorter timeframes before regulatory action on 

vehicles. 

o opposing viewpoint – owners should be able to park 

registered vehicles on streets for as long as they like, 

particularly in vicinity of home. 

• Frustration with lack of enforcement by councils. 

• Expectation for owners to be more responsible for their 

property in public to create liveable communities. 
*Commentary indicated that trailers and other non-passenger vehicles are 

the biggest issue 

NSW 
Government 
Agencies 

8 6% • Operational insights including need for better interagency 

communication and coordination, particularly for stock animals. 

• Suggest developing information sharing and enforcement 

protocols. 

• Suggest minor legal and regulatory clarifications. 

• Advocacy for people with disability and homeless people. 

Industry  
(Retailers 
with shopping 
trolleys)  

4 3% • Oppose mandatory containment measures due to cost. 

• Prefer voluntary compliance and non-regulatory cooperation 

with councils, wanted clearer notification/communication from 

councils about trolley location. 

• Seek greater consistency in enforcement by councils. 

• Believed fines and penalties for shopping trolleys are too high. 

• Wanted longer timeframes for collection of unattended 

trolleys. 

Advocacy 
Bodies 

3 2% • Concern that homeless people may be impacted by PSUP laws 

and highlight the need to manage risks of authorities taking 

their belongings. 

• Support swifter action to remove shopping trolleys and other 

property that compromises the safety of, and obstructs access 

for, people with disability. 

Total 141 100%  
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Appendix 3 –Correspondence review 

Correspondence Analysis 
Stakeholder correspondence received by the Minister for Local Government or OLG in relation 

to unattended vehicles, shopping trolleys, shared e-bikes/scooters and animals was reviewed 

for the period from October 2022 to February 2026. This analysis provides further stakeholder 

insights to those received from survey submissions.  

A total of 214 items of correspondence were received from across the sector and the 

community during this period. Correspondence was classified by council area, the specific 

property type, (e.g. vehicles, trolleys and share bikes) and the purpose of the correspondence. 

Analysis was undertaken to understand yearly trends in correspondence numbers and the 

issues of concern. Where multiple or duplicate items of correspondence were received from 

the same author on a single issue, these were combined and only counted once so as not to 

skew the data.  

A total of 38 local councils were represented in the correspondence, with 25 being from 

metropolitan areas, 12 being from regional areas and one from a rural council area. Most 

council areas had four or less items of correspondence, while five council areas had five or 

more items of correspondence over the evaluation period. There were 11 pieces of 

correspondence that did not identify a council. 

Where a property type was identified, correspondence relating to unattended vehicles, 

caravans, and trailers accounted for 76% of all correspondence received. This was followed by 

correspondence concerning trolleys (15%), share bikes and scooters (6%) and animals (3%) 

(Figure 10). 

 

Figure 10. Correspondence received for each property type 

3% 6%

15%

76%

Correspondence by property type

Animal Share bike/scooter Shopping trolley Vehicle / caravan / trailer etc
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A simple count of the numbers of correspondence received over time shows a notable trend. 

The highest volume of correspondence occurred in 2023, the year following the introduction of 

the PSUP laws. This volume declined in 2024, most likely because councils and the public 

became more familiar with the new laws, before rising again in 2025, which recorded the 

second-highest number (Figure 11). The reason for this second surge in correspondence is 

unknown. The release of the PSUP evaluation survey may have increased interest in the laws.  

 
* multiple or duplicate correspondence was only counted once.  

** the years 2022 and 2026 are partial years only, including two months each - November and December 2022, and, January and 

February 2026.  

Figure 11. Total correspondence received related to the PSUP laws from October 2022 to February 2026. 
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Correspondence issues and themes 
The key issues and concerns from the different stakeholder groups have been analysed and 

summarised in Table 5 below.  

Table 5. Correspondence issues and feedback themes 

Stakeholder No. 

Corro 

% Corro Key issues and feedback themes 

Councils 44 21% • Seeking guidance or clarification on legislative 

interpretation, e.g. 

o Notice period timeframes. 

o Definitions and interpretation of terms, esp. 

‘unattended’, ‘same or substantially same 

place’, ‘removal’. 

o Safety issues, esp. blocking parking, 

obstructing walkways. 

o Dumped companion animals on public land. 

• Legislative improvements, e.g. 

o Include signage / political signs. 

o Greater discretion to impound vehicles at risk 

of being set on fire. 

• Interaction with other legislation, e.g. Road Transport 

Act. 

• Improvements to website, templates, Code of 

Practice. 

• Expressing concerns with council being overwhelmed 

by number of complaints, timeframes and public 

expectation of enforcement. 

Members of 

Parliament 

18 8% • Expressing concerns with council being overwhelmed 

by number of complaints, timeframes and public 

expectation of enforcement. 

• Forwarding a complaint or enquiry on behalf of a 

community member, generally about an unattended 

vehicle or retailers not managing shopping trolleys. 
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Stakeholder No. 

Corro 

% Corro Key issues and feedback themes 

Community 

members 

144 67% • Complaints that relate to a specific vehicle, caravan or 

trailer. Often accompanied with photos and 

registration details. General response was to refer the 

community member to make their complaint directly 

to their local council. 

• Complaints where members were not satisfied that 

the local council has sufficiently acted on their 

complaint about an abandoned vehicle, trolley or 

share e-bike/scooter. Writing to the Minister, MP or 

OLG as a way of escalating their complaint. 

• Complaints made about ‘over-zealous’ council towing 

or issuing notices on their vehicles. 

• Enquiry about how to report unattended stock 

animals, or complaint of council not taking 

appropriate action for stock animals. 

NSW Agencies 4 2% • Seeking advice about the application of PSUP laws in 

Hospital grounds. 

• Seeking advice about beehives on public land. 

• Seeking advice about NSW Police powers. 

Industry / other 4 2% • Seeking advice or legal interpretation with respect to 

council direction or penalty notice for trolleys. 

Total 214 100%  
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Attachment 1 – Stakeholder Survey 

Survey questions 
1. Are you aware of the PSUP laws resources published on the OLG website? 

a. Yes 
b. No 

2. Does your council take appropriate enforcement action for unattended property?  
a. Yes 
b. No 
c. Not applicable to me 

3. Please explain your answer to the previous question: 
a. [Free text] 

2. How effective are the PSUP laws in addressing unattended property in your area? (Further 
questions will provide an opportunity for feedback on your response.)  

a. Very effective 
b. Effective 
c. Neutral 
d. Ineffective 
e. Very ineffective 
f. Not sure 

3. Which types of property do the PSUP laws effectively address? (select all that apply) 
a. animals 
b. vehicles 
c. shared e-bikes 
d. trolleys 
e. signs and other small items 
f. none of the above 

4. Are the penalties (fines) for unattended property under the PSUP laws appropriate?  
a. Too low 
b. Too high 
c. About right 
d. Not sure what the penalties are 

5. If you answered “too high” or “too low” in the previous question, please describe which penalties 
you are referring to and any changes you would suggest to make the penalties appropriate. 

a. [Free text] 

  

https://www.olg.nsw.gov.au/public/about-councils/laws-and-regulations/public-spaces-unattended-property-act-2021/
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6. Authorised officers must notify operators of unattended trolleys and allow them to collect the 
trolley(s) within the following timeframes before taking enforcement action.  

Circumstance in which trolley is unattended Minimum notice period 

Trolley is obstructing access or posing a 

safety risk 

3 hours 

Trolley is interfering with public amenity 4 days 

Trolley belongs to an operator that owns 

fewer than 25 trolleys (and is unattended in 

one of the circumstances above)  

4 days 

Trolley has been unattended in the same 

place 

4 days (trolley must be unattended for 7 

days total prior to any enforcement action) 

Are these timeframes: 

a. too short 
b. too long  
c. effective as is 

7. Please explain your answer to the previous question:  
a. [free text] 

8. Are additional reforms needed to improve problems with unattended trolleys, e.g. mandatory 
management strategies such as wheel locks or coin-deposits to prevent trolleys from being 
taken off retailer premises? 

a. Yes 
b. No 

9. Please explain your answer to the previous question: 
a. [Free text] 

10. Should authorised officers should be able to take enforcement action (e.g. fines, or impounding) 
for unattended, registered vehicles that are parked safely on the street in areas without parking 
restrictions? 

a. Yes 
b. No 

11. Please explain your answer to the previous question:  
a. [Free text] 

For the following six questions, consider:  

- powers available to authorised officers 
- timeframes for enforcement action 
- councils’ and other authorities’ approach to using the PSUP laws  
- definitions and key concepts under the PSUP Act 
- types of items, land, and circumstances in which PSUP laws apply 
- interactions with other legislation (e.g. environmental laws or parking laws)  
- guidance materials for authorities and community regarding the PSUP laws  



 

Report on the Public Spaces (Unattended Property) Laws Evaluation | 46 

OFFICIAL 

OFFICIAL 

 

12. How are the PSUP laws working well? In which circumstances are the PSUP laws working well?  
a. [Free text] 

13. What challenges, if any, are you aware of with compliance or enforcement of the PSUP laws? 
a. [Free text] 

14. What changes would you suggest to the PSUP laws to make them more effective?  
a. [Free text] 

15. Are there other types of support that OLG could provide to councils, industry, or community for 
managing unattended property that you would make the PSUP laws more effective? 

a. [Free text] 
16. Do you have any other comments about the PSUP laws? 

a. [Free text] 
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Attachment 2 – Survey Submissions 

List of Submissions 

Councils (68) 

Local Government NSW 

Australian Institute of Local 
Government Rangers 

Ballina Shire Council 

Bega Valley Shire Council 

Bellingen Shire Council 

Blacktown City Council 

Broken Hill City Council (2) 

Bourke Shire Council 

Burwood Council 

Byron Shire Council 

Camden Council 

Campbelltown City Council 

Canterbury Bankstown Council 

Central Coast Council 

Cessnock City Council 

City of Canada Bay 

City of Coffs Harbour Council 

Cootamundra Gundagai Regional 
Council (2) 

Eurobodalla Shire Council 

Fairfield City Council 

Georges River Council 

Greater Hume Shire Council 

Goulburn Mulwaree Council 

The Hills Shire Council 

Hornsby Shire Council (2) 

Inverell Shire Council 

Kiama Municipal Council 

Ku-ring-gai Council 

Councils (continued) 

Lake Macquarie City Council 

Lane Cove Council 

Lismore City Council Mosman 
Council  

Murray River Council 

Muswellbrook Shire Council 

Nambucca Valley Council 

City of Newcastle 

North Sydney Council (2) 

Northern Beaches Council (2) 

Oberon Council 

City of Parramatta (2) 

Penrith City Council 

Port Macquarie-Hastings Council (2) 

Port Stephens Council 

Queanbeyan-Palerang Regional 
Council (2) 

Randwick City Council (2) 

Shoalhaven City Council 

Singleton Council (2) 

Sutherland Shire Council 

The Council of the City of Sydney 

Warrumbungle Shire Council 

Weddin Shire Council 

Wingecarribee Shire Council (2) 

Woollahra Municipal Council (2) 

Wollondilly Shire Council 

Wollongong Council 

Unidentified Council 

Community Members (58) 

58 submissions 

 

Industry/ Business (4) 

Australian Retailers Association 

Officeworks 

Trolley Services Australia 

Woolworths Group 

 

NSW Government Agencies 

(8) 

The Royal Botanic Gardens and 

Domain Trust (2) 

Local Land Services 

Local Land Services (Western) 

Homes NSW 

National Parks and Wildlife  

Small Business Commission 

Water NSW (State owned 
corporation) 

 

Advocacy Bodies (3) 

Disability Council NSW 

Justice and Equity Centre  

People with Disabilities Australia  
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