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Tuesday, 3 March 2020
The PRESIDENT (Hon. SL Leane) took the chair at 12.04 pm and read the prayer.
Announcements
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY
The PRESIDENT (12:04): On behalf of the Victorian state Parliament I acknowledge the
Aboriginal peoples, the traditional custodians of this land which has served as a significant meeting
place of the First People of Victoria. I acknowledge and pay respect to the elders of the Aboriginal
nations in Victoria past, present and emerging and welcome any elders and members of the Aboriginal
communities who may visit or participate in the events or proceedings of the Parliament.
Members
MS WOOLDRIDGE
Resignation
The PRESIDENT (12:05): I bring to the attention of the house a resignation of a member of the
house. I have received a message from the Governor advising that she received a letter from the
Honourable Mary Wooldridge on Friday, 28 February 2020, her written resignation as a member of
the Victorian Legislative Council.
Joint sitting of Parliament
LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL VACANCY
The PRESIDENT (12:05): I have been informed by the state director of the Victorian division of
the Liberal Party of Australia that they have selected a person to be nominated to fill the seat in the
Legislative Council rendered vacant by the resignation of the Honourable Mary Wooldridge.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:05): I move, by leave:
That:
(1) this house meets the Legislative Assembly for the purpose of sitting and voting together to choose a
person to hold the seat in the Legislative Council rendered vacant by the resignation of the Honourable
Mary Wooldridge and proposes that the time and place of such a meeting be the Legislative Assembly
chamber on Wednesday, 4 March 2020, at 6.15 pm; and
(2) standing and sessional orders be suspended to the extent necessary to provide that on Wednesday,
4 March 2020, the order of business will be:
Messages
Formal Business
Members’ Statements (up to 15 Members)
General Business
At 12 noon Questions
Answers to Questions on Notice
General Business (continues)
At 5.15 p.m. Statements on reports, papers and petitions (30 minutes)
At 5.45 p.m. Adjournment (up to 20 members).

Motion agreed to.
The PRESIDENT: A message will be sent to the Assembly informing them of the Council’s
resolution and requesting their agreement.

BILLS
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Bills
BUILDING AND ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL
2019
ENERGY SAFETY LEGISLATION AMENDMENT (VICTORIAN ENERGY SAFETY
COMMISSION AND OTHER MATTERS) BILL 2019
GENDER EQUALITY BILL 2019
Royal assent
The PRESIDENT (12:07): I have a message from the Governor, dated 25 February:
The Governor informs the Legislative Council that she has, on this day, given the Royal Assent to the
undermentioned Acts of the present Session presented to her by the Clerk of the Parliaments:
3/2020

Building and Environment Protection Legislation Amendment Act 2020

4/2020

Energy Safety Legislation Amendment (Victorian Energy Safety Commission and Other Matters)
Act 2020

5/2020

Gender Equality Act 2020

Questions without notice and ministers statements
SUNSHINE HOSPITAL
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:08): My question is to the Minister for Health. Will
the minister explain how a patient caught fire after medical equipment malfunctioned at Sunshine
Hospital yesterday?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:08): I thank the member for her question. This is a very distressing case. Can I firstly say that my
thoughts are with the patient and her family at this difficult time. I am advised that the patient was
undergoing a procedure in theatre at Sunshine Hospital when a fire occurred at about 9.20 am on
Monday morning. I am advised that the patient who suffered burns injuries was treated immediately
at Sunshine Hospital before being transferred to a specialist burns unit at the Alfred hospital, and the
fire was contained by staff and the MFB.
The advice that I have received is that Western Health will complete a full and thorough investigation
to understand the cause of the fire, and this will be supported by WorkSafe and MFB reports into the
incident. I am also advised that support is being offered to staff involved in the incident as well. I think
it is important that people do not jump to conclusions about what has occurred here. I think it is
important that people wait for the findings of the investigation about what actually occurred and what
caused this fire.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:09): Minister, after your hospital cuts hospital
equipment has malfunctioned and broken down. Will the minister assure the house that the equipment
that malfunctioned at Sunshine Hospital was not beyond its schedule life and maintenance program,
as was the case at the Austin Hospital with malfunctioning and outdated instrument washers.
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:10): True to form, Ms Crozier has ignored my response to the substantive question that she asked
me, in that she has made assumptions about this. She has, true to form, made assumptions and
speculated. I think it is important that the experts are allowed to conduct a thorough investigation into
this matter that will point to the cause of the fire and will be able to make recommendations to
government if there is anything that needs to occur to address this.
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SPENT CONVICTIONS
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (12:11): My question is to the Attorney-General in the
other place. Has the government put a process in place for people to expunge historical criminal
records applied to Aboriginal children removed from their families? Prior to 1992 there was no clear
distinction between welfare and the criminal court proceedings. This meant that care and protection
applications were recorded alongside charges, convictions and sentences. This had a devastating
consequence for people of the stolen generation and other children taken into care. An amendment
passed the Legislative Council in 2018 to expunge historical criminal records related to care and
protection applications. It is unclear to those affected what process is in place for this to happen.
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:11): I thank Dr Cumming for her question. This is a question for the Attorney-General.
I will refer the matter to the Attorney-General, and she will respond within the standing order
requirements.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (12:12): Thank you, and I look forward to the AttorneyGeneral’s response. Uncle Larry Walsh, a respected elder, contacted me. He was taken away as a
toddler, and this was documented as a criminal conviction, for which he has been shamed by the legal
system ever since. The correction is welcome, but the process, if any, is not clear. Is the minister aware
if anyone has had their child criminal convictions expunged?
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:12): Again I thank Dr Cumming for her supplementary question, which will be
referred to the Attorney-General.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: COVID-19
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:12): I rise to advise the house of the Andrews Labor government’s continued efforts in responding
to COVID-19. I was very proud to stand with the Premier this morning at the world-leading Doherty
Institute, where the first replication of the COVID-19 virus took place. The Premier and I announced
$6 million in funding to extend both the Doherty and Burnett institutes’ work with the CSIRO and
researchers from across Victoria to improve testing, develop new treatment responses and develop a
vaccine. This funding will also enable the Victorian Infectious Diseases Reference Laboratory, based
at the Doherty, to meet increased demand for COVID-19 testing. Victoria’s health and medical
research sector are world leaders, and this funding will make potentially a world of difference in the
global efforts that researchers and scientists all around the world are making at the moment to respond
to this international challenge.
There have now been nine confirmed cases of COVID-19 in Victoria, and the good news is that seven
of those individuals have fully recovered and have been able to be released from isolation. One further
case is in hospital, and a ninth case was well enough to be discharged from hospital and is now
recovering at home and is in isolation there. With two cases of local transmission now confirmed in
New South Wales, it is only a matter of time until that occurs in Victoria. I want to assure the house
and the Victorian community that the Andrews Labor government is working very closely with all
other governments across Australia to respond to this likely pandemic. The Victorian government and
the Victorian health system are working around the clock to keep our community safe. Just today my
department is convening a meeting with the CEOs of our major hospitals to discuss our planning going
forward. We also want to ensure that the community is receiving reliable, up-to-date advice, and this
is why we have established a 24/7 public hotline staffed by registered nurses to provide support and
advice to the public, and we will continue to do that. We have a website, and we have evidence-based
information in other languages as well.
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COVID-19
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:15): My question is again to the Minister for Health.
Minister, will you assure the house that sufficient personal protective equipment is available to all
Victorian health services that will meet all possible contingencies in the event of a full-blown epidemic
of coronavirus hitting Victoria?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:15): I thank the member for her question. I had the opportunity to offer her and all MPs a briefing
on our response to COVID-19 back on 4 February, and I look forward to briefing MPs after question
time today on further developments.
As I have just referred to in my ministers statement, this is a global challenge and the situation relating
to this new virus has been evolving on a daily basis. Internationally we now have almost
90 000 confirmed cases of COVID-19 and unfortunately more than 3000 deaths, and there has been
evidence of human-to-human transmission in Australia for the first time, as I referred to just now, with
two cases in New South Wales. So as of the latest figures that I do have, we have had 33 cases of
COVID-19 confirmed in Australia, including the nine cases that I mentioned just before in Victoria.
As we have provided these briefings to members of Parliament—and I should point out that my office
is always available to provide briefings and advice to members—we do not ask our chief health officer
and our department to down tools—
Ms Crozier: On a point of order, President, I am asking a very specific question, which the minister
has failed to answer as yet. Now she is going off on a tangent about the briefings. For the minister’s
information, I have been in touch with her chief of staff, who has not been able to confirm a briefing
that I have requested, so I would ask her to come back to the serious nature of my question, because
this involves the protection of health personnel.
Ms MIKAKOS: You have gone and lied on radio, so—
The PRESIDENT: I believe the minister has been relevant to—
Ms Crozier: On a point of order, President, the minister is just saying that I have lied on radio. I
would ask for her to explain that or withdraw it.
Ms MIKAKOS: On the point of order, President, Ms Crozier has made public comments
suggesting she has not received a briefing. All MPs received a briefing on 4 February, and I think it is
important to correct the record because it is important that we have some bipartisanship around these
issues. There is significant community anxiety about these issues, and I do not see anyone playing
politics with this issue—
Members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT: Thank you, Minister. Members, I am on my feet. If the minister did call
Ms Crozier a liar, I would ask her to withdraw. Then I will move on to the previous point of order. Is
that the case, Minister?
Ms MIKAKOS: President, there is a transcript of a radio interview. I have seen transcripts of what
Ms Crozier—
Members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT: Minister, I did not hear. I was trying to acquit the previous point of order. I
have almost forgotten what it was now, I am happy to offer. But if you did call Ms Crozier a liar across
the chamber—I did not hear it, but if you did—I will ask you to please withdraw without qualification.
Ms MIKAKOS: Well, I did not. I referred to her lying on radio—
Members interjecting.
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The PRESIDENT: If you said she was lying, it is the same as calling her a liar. So if you did say
she was lying, I would please ask you to withdraw—if you did. As I stated, I did not hear across the
chamber. But if you did, could you please withdraw without qualification.
Ms MIKAKOS: To enable us to move on, I will withdraw, but the transcripts are there. So the
point that I am making—
Members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT: I still have not acquitted the previous point of order from Ms Crozier about
relevance. I think the minister was being relevant to part of the question, but I will ask her to
concentrate on the crux of what Ms Crozier asked.
Ms MIKAKOS: Sure. I realise some have forgotten they attended a briefing a few weeks ago. The
point that I am making is there is community anxiety here. We acknowledge that. It is important that
we are providing evidence-based advice and information to our community, and we will continue to
provide that advice to all members of Parliament to support their constituents going forward as we
deal with a likely pandemic.
We have been working with the commonwealth on PPE. They have a national stockpile. They manage
a national stockpile of masks. I discussed this issue with Minister Hunt on Friday, when we had a
COAG Health Council meeting. We had a very constructive discussion. We put politics aside. We are
working together on this issue. I would encourage the Victorian Liberals to do that as well. I do not
see Chris Bowen going out there or anyone from the opposition in Canberra playing politics on this
issue.
We are assessing these issues. I have spoken about how we are working with local manufacturers to
potentially produce masks in Victoria. There are significant impacts from manufacturing being
impacted in China. They produce a lot of this equipment. That has slowed down, of course, as they
have put in place very strict isolation measures in their own country, and obviously that will have an
impact on international supplies of this type of equipment and potentially other goods as well as we
go forward. So this is why we are taking steps to make sure we can assess the needs of our health
services going forward, and that includes primary carers and GPs as well. (Time expired)
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:22): It is clear that the minister cannot assure the
house that personal protective equipment will be available, based on her answer to the house just now.
So what advice has your department received regarding the supply of personal protective equipment
available to all public health services and those that work within them in the event that further supplies
are cut off or not available? And I ask: will you release that advice that you have received at your
department that you have been working on with your federal colleague?
Members interjecting.
Ms CROZIER: But you have been talking over me constantly, Minister. Maybe if you did not—
Members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT: I would actually like to hear the question again because I struggled to hear all
of it, so could you just go to the meaty bit.
Ms Mikakos interjected.
Ms CROZIER: Here we go again. Minister, it is clear that you cannot assure the house that
sufficient personal protective equipment is available from the answer you just—
Ms Mikakos interjected.
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Ms CROZIER: What advice has your department received regarding the supply available to public
health services and those that work within them in the event that further supplies are cut off or not
available? And I ask: will you release that advice?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:23): I have just advised the member that there is a national stockpile that is held by the
commonwealth government, and I explained that I have had these discussions with Minister Hunt. We
are seeking confirmation from them about what level of supplies they will be providing to Victoria.
We are assessing our needs and assessing our stock with our health services, and we will plan and
prepare accordingly. We are, as I said also before, making our own plans and preparations with local
manufacturers to ensure we can also have alternative sources based from Victoria.
NORTH-EAST RAIL LINE
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (12:24): My question is to the Leader of the Government,
Mr Jennings. On 18 February I addressed a constituency question to Minister Horne specifically about
the urgent need for action to fix the atrocious rail line and services between Wodonga and Melbourne.
That was just two days before the tragic Wallan derailment. As I am still awaiting her answer, I will
quote from her reply to another question of mine last year, which said:
There has been a significant improvement in performance on the North East corridor due to additional
investment by the Victorian Government.

Minister, in light of not only the Wallan disaster but also many other serious recent problems on this
line, is that comment of Minister Horne’s still an accurate reflection of the government’s thinking on
this subject, and if so, why?
The PRESIDENT: Ms Maxwell, can I suggest that, if you direct that question to the public
transport minister, we might be able to get a minister to respond.
Ms MAXWELL: Thank you, President. I would like to direct that previous question to
Mr Jennings to the transport minister.
The PRESIDENT: The minister representing public transport, I understand, is Minister Pulford,
so I call Minister Pulford.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:26): I thank Ms Maxwell for her question and her interest in this
matter, and I take the opportunity to express my deep condolences to the families of the two souls that
were lost in that shocking, horrible incident. On the question of the response to the adjournment matter,
I am confident that Minister Horne will be preparing a response. The context in which that is being
provided has obviously changed significantly. I will take the question on notice for Minister Horne to
provide a written response in accordance with our standing orders.
But I would simply make the observation that this is a matter that is currently under investigation, and
this is an unusual piece of infrastructure for Victoria because of the dual nature of the management
arrangements. It is part of the national rail network, but of course we have responsibilities that we
share with the commonwealth in terms of the way that that line operates, and we take those incredibly
seriously, as do, I am sure, the federal government. I know that Minister Horne visited the site of the
crash very shortly thereafter and was joined by her counterpart from the New South Wales government
and indeed the Deputy Prime Minister, Mr McCormack, as well. Again, we express our great
sympathies to those who have experienced this horrible, horrible loss and of course to people who
have had a very shocking experience and indeed to people who received injuries in that incident as
well.
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (12:28): Thank you, Minister. There have already been
countless accidents and near accidents on the line, including a previous freight train derailment in
2017, again at Wallan, and a freight and passenger train crash this January at Barnawartha. Moreover,

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE AND MINISTERS STATEMENTS
Tuesday, 3 March 2020

Legislative Council

607

many train drivers themselves have increasingly been expressing concerns, refusing to drive on certain
sections of it and even wearing body protection to avoid injury. Nonetheless, reduced speed V/Line
rail services are resuming on the line today, less than a fortnight after the Wallan tragedy and
notwithstanding the range of problems that continue to exist. Minister, I would like to ask: why is the
government not directing V/Line to put all rail services on this line on hold until safety for employees
and passengers, as well as the punctuality and reliability of the services, can actually be fully
guaranteed?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:29): Again I thank Ms Maxwell for her question. I will seek a
written response on these matters. Some of the questions that are implied in your commentary there
really do go to the questions that are subject to the current investigation, and so I do not want to preempt any of that in my response. But I do thank you for your advocacy for people who use this rail
line, and I am sure the minister will provide you with a timely response to those questions.
The PRESIDENT: Before I call the next ministers statement, can I bring to the attention of the
house that a former member of this chamber, Bill Forwood, is in the gallery.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: KEREKERE GREEN
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:30): I rise to update the house on a visit I recently made to KereKere Green, a
fantastic small business and social enterprise located in Fitzroy Gardens. KereKere Green was founded
by James Murphy, an entrepreneurial social worker, who began the business as a coffee cart at the
University of Melbourne in 2007. By 2011 it had evolved into a purpose-built kiosk and in 2014
opened in the Fitzroy Gardens visitor centre. KereKere has been recognised for its important
contribution to the employment of individuals with mental health issues by Wise Employment. It also
gives back to the local community through giving customers the opportunity to select local causes they
would like the business to get behind.
CASEY PLANNING
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:30): My question is for the
Minister for Local Government. Minister, the IBAC hearing heard yesterday that the Premier and other
senior ministers were closely acquainted with Mr Woodman. Have you ever met Mr Woodman, and
if so, for what reason?
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:31): I do not believe I have ever met Mr Woodman.
LAUNCHINGWAY
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:31): My question is for the Minister for Fishing
and Boating. As the minister would be aware, the Launchingway boating ramp at Patterson River is
facing an uncertain future as of 31 March; hence my recently sponsored petition. I recently also met
with Trevor and Lynette Hogan and the team operating Launchingway, and I was incredibly impressed
by the scale and efficiency of their operations. In peak season they can launch up to 900 boats a day,
as well as the other services they provide. This requires many years of knowledge and experience. It
is certainly not something that can be replaced overnight. My question to the minister is: where should
the Hogan family and Launchingway expect to see themselves a year from now?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:32): I thank Mr Limbrick for his question and for his interest in
the future of the Hogans’ business Launchingway and the Patterson River boat ramp. I also know the
member has a keen interest in all things fishing and boating.
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There are some interesting claims doing the rounds in relation to this situation, so if I could take the
opportunity before I specifically answer the question to provide some context, the land in question is
currently managed by Melbourne Water and at the end of this month will transfer to Department of
Environment, Land, Water and Planning management. The Hogans have had several leases with
Melbourne Water over many years. In recent years there was a lease that was set to expire in August
2018. This was subsequently extended for two years, commencing at the start of April 2018 at the
request of the Hogans. These arrangements are the arrangements that are ending at the end of this
month. Let me take the opportunity to say there is absolutely no doubt in my mind that the Hogans
have provided terrific support to fishers and boaters over many, many years. I have heard from anglers
who attest to this, and I have had several conversations about these issues also with the local member,
Sonya Kilkenny, who I also thank for her strong advocacy.
The government understands the importance of this very busy boat ramp and the high regard that the
Hogans are held in by their customers. As an aside, I can indicate to the house that the Hogans were
provided with compensation for the removal of boat ramp launching and parking fees, along with
21 other boat ramp managers. The Hogans have been offered a licence to operate the commercial
premises for a period starting at the beginning of April until the new tender process is concluded,
which is likely to be September, ahead of the next fishing season. The Hogans are also strongly
encouraged to submit an expression of interest for ongoing management at the Patterson River boat
ramp. So in response to Mr Limbrick’s specific question, this time next year there will be a completed
tender process for the boat ramp and the surrounding facilities that will have in place the same levels
of staffing that fishers and boaters are used to.
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:34): I thank the minister for her answer. I think
the core of the issue is that the lease extending to September and not into the peak season means that
they will run at a loss during that time, which is normal, but anyway. The boat ramp is the busiest in
the state. If the Hogan family is evicted, this fact will not change. What will change is the efficiency
with which the boats can be launched and retrieved from the ramp. Even if traffic management teams
are introduced, you cannot expect them to operate with the same level of efficiency that comes from
25 years of experience, and it would be expensive. So my next question is: what would be the financial
burden to the state by removing the Hogan family from this ramp?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:35): Mr Limbrick is right in that he recognises in his comments
that there is a very seasonal nature to how busy the boat ramp is, and that is understood. But it is an
important question. One of the reasons that a long-term lease is not being offered at the conclusion of
the current arrangement is to ensure for all users—indeed all taxpayers—that there is transparency and
value for money regarding the management of this government-owned facility. By calling for
expressions of interest, boaters and anglers can be assured that they are receiving a quality service and
the kind of quality service that they are used to, and also facilities, but at the right price. It is not just
the right thing to do in terms of value for taxpayers and for fishers and boaters, but it is also standard
government practice for the management of public land.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: NATIVE FOOD AND BOTANICALS INDUSTRY
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:36): I wish to use my ministers statement to update the house today on the
work our government is doing to support the development of a native food and botanicals industry in
Victoria. Aboriginal agricultural traditions have a long and proud history, which must be celebrated,
and I want people from around the world to share in the offerings of native ingredients and the great
contributions they are making to the future of food. Consumer interest in Australian native plants is
indeed on the rise, but traditionally native plants have only been grown in the bush and accessed on
an as-needs basis. Of the more than 6000 edible native plants species, fewer than 20 are currently
commercially harvested, and even fewer are farmed. Commercial cultivation of native plants is critical
to meet growing global consumer interest and demand and is something that we really want to support.
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Last week I had the pleasure of announcing a new partnership with the Federation of Victorian
Traditional Owner Corporations and launching the Djakitjuk Djanga program, a Dja Dja Wurrung
word for ‘country’s food’. Through the program Aboriginal businesses and organisations can apply
for grants of up to $200 000 to grow their native plant business and scale up commercial production.
This might involve purchasing new equipment or supplies, trialling a new cultivation system, hiring
staff or engaging technical expertise. For the authentic Victorian native food industry to flourish, it is
absolutely vital for Aboriginal people to be leading at every point along the way. That is why our
partnership with the federation is core to this program and grants are targeted at Aboriginal businesses
only. I am excited to see the growth of this program and will enjoy seeing more beautiful Victorian
products on our supermarket shelves and our restaurant menus. I am most excited to see how this
program can help Aboriginal Victorians to lead and shape this exciting new native food industry.
DUCK HUNTING
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:38): My question is to the Minister for Agriculture. Minister, was
advice provided by the Game Management Authority and Field & Game Australia overruled by the
Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Lily D’Ambrosio, in favour of the overly
restrictive duck hunting season that has been announced?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:38): I thank Ms Bath for her question. The simple, straightforward answer
is no. The advice that the Game Management Authority provided to me prior to the bushfires was a
preliminary step in the process. It is exactly the same as their advice that was provided to me after the
fires, is exactly the advice that has been adopted and is exactly how the season will unfold.
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:38): My supplementary question to the minister is: Field & Game
Australia have labelled it a ‘token season that’s a slap in the face for hunters’, while the anti-duckhunting movement also do not support the government’s decision. Does anybody support your
decision to severely restrict, but not quite cancel, the 2020 duck season?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:39): Thank you, Ms Bath, for your question, and indeed welcome to my
inbox. I know that people are not particularly happy with the decision if they are anti duck hunting or
if they are pro duck hunting. All I can say is that the advice that I received from the Game Management
Authority, who are the experts in this field, was to reduce the season from a full season, and that is
what has been implemented.
I COOK FOODS
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (12:39): My question is for the Minister for Health and
concerns the closure of the catering company I Cook Foods. Dr Brett Sutton, who was the acting chief
health officer at the time and ordered the closure, has stated that he was satisfied from the report of an
authorised officer of the department’s food safety unit that the food being prepared, sold or otherwise
handled at the premises was unsafe. However, I Cook Foods was never given a copy of that report. I
understand that FOI requests were refused in relation to obtaining these documents and that on
17 February the Supreme Court made an order for the report to be provided to the operators of I Cook
Foods. My question is: can the minister please confirm that she herself has viewed and read the report
and that she will table the document in Parliament?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:40): Thank you for that question. These are matters that I have spoken about in the house before,
and I do refer the member to what I have said about these matters before. This is a very serious matter.
We did have an elderly woman, an 86-year-old woman, who died from listeriosis, and what was found
was that the source of the listeria was linked to a food manufacturer, I Cook Foods. So this is why we
have made no apology for the department taking the action that it took that was necessary to keep
patients and vulnerable Victorians safe from the threat of deadly infectious diseases.
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I do point out to the member—I am not sure if she is aware—that the matter is now in court. I
understand that the company that she has referred to has commenced litigation in the Supreme Court.
As part of that process there is a process of discovery, by which documents get provided to other
parties. I think it is appropriate that those processes are allowed to follow through in accordance with
the normal legal processes, rather than any member seeking to insert themselves into the litigation.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (12:42): Thank you, Minister. Really the question was
specifically about the report that was relied upon to close down I Cook Foods. The court has ordered
that that report be provided to the owners of I Cook Foods. They have not received it. There is some
question as to whether it even exists. So I suppose, as a supplementary question, can you tell me: does
the report that you and your department relied on for the closure of I Cook Foods actually exist?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:43): The advice that I have is that I Cook Foods made an application for preliminary discovery for
documents of the Department of Health and Human Services in the Supreme Court. The department
had offered to provide the relevant documents to I Cook Foods on a confidential basis previously, but
that offer was rejected. The Supreme Court then decided that I Cook Foods should be given the
documents subject to confidentiality provisions.
It is important with public health incidents that there is direct and robust communication between
department employees, relevant authorities and authorised officers. It is important now that these
confidentiality provisions ensure the continued reporting of public health risks and informed decisionmaking by the department so that appropriate action can be taken to limit the impact on the community
of future public health incidents. So I do make the point to the member again that there is a legal
process now that is underway, and it is appropriate that we enable that to roll out without any member
seeking to interfere in that process.
Ms Patten: On a point of order, President, this is not about the legal process. In fact the court
actually ordered the report to be provided to I Cook Foods. That has not occurred. Freedom-ofinformation requests have been refused. So my simple question was: does the report actually exist?
The minister failed to respond to that.
The PRESIDENT: Ms Patten, I will take your point of order into account when I am asking for
written responses.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:45): I move:
That the minister’s answer be taken into consideration on the next day of meeting.

Motion agreed to.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: WODONGA TAFE
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:45): I rise to share that Wodonga TAFE was recently awarded the Australian Defence
Force driver machinery and plant training services contract at the army school of transport at
Puckapunyal. This is an outstanding achievement for a TAFE. The contract spans up to nine years,
cementing Wodonga TAFE as a leading defence training provider across Australia. Wodonga TAFE
has a proud history of delivering training for the Australian Defence Force at the army school of health,
the army school of logistics and the army school of transport. As of last year, the TAFE commenced
delivery of training at the army school of electrical and mechanical engineering.
I did have the opportunity to visit the Australian Defence Force Bandiana barracks last year, and I
heard firsthand how valued Wodonga TAFE is by the Australian Defence Force. Wodonga TAFE is
not just delivering training to the Australian Defence Force; they are delivering world-class training.
This was also recognised with the TAFE being awarded the 2019 Academic Institution of the Year at
the Australian Defence Industry Awards.
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This contract is good for Victoria, and it is great for Wodonga. As a result of the partnership, Wodonga
TAFE are investing significantly in their capacity, their workforce and their community. The TAFE
is focused on ensuring that the benefits of this contract are invested in the local community, with the
supply of goods and services sourced from the local area. This contract also enhances education and
training opportunities for the region, including upgraded facilities. This is why we invest in TAFE,
because that investment leads to innovation. It leads to opportunities that support local communities
all across Victoria. Congratulations to all involved in achieving this outstanding outcome.
WRITTEN RESPONSES
The PRESIDENT (12:47): I thank Minister Tierney, who will get written responses in line with
the standing orders for both of Dr Cumming’s questions to the Attorney-General. Minister Pulford
will do the same for both of Ms Maxwell’s questions to the Minister for Public Transport. And I ask
Minister Mikakos to supply written responses to Ms Patten’s substantive and supplementary questions.
Questions on notice
ANSWERS
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:47): There are 101 responses
to questions on notice: 1155–1252, 1453, 1622, 1767.
Constituency questions
NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (12:48): My question is to the minister for transport,
and it concerns residents and employees of Richmond and Cremorne in my electorate of Northern
Metropolitan Region. Last Thursday I was invited to walk Swan Street with local advocate Kate Drake
to talk to residents about how we can make Richmond a better place to live. I want to thank Kate for
all of the work that she does locally. One of the overwhelming responses I got from residents in the
area was the fact that Cremorne and Richmond are now busy places, with businesses and trade—
Members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT: Order! Can members come to order. Sorry, Mr Ondarchie. If you would like
to start again, Mr Ondarchie, I am happy for you to.
Mr ONDARCHIE: Thank you, President. My constituency question is to the minister for
transport, and it concerns residents and employees in the Richmond and Cremorne area in my
electorate of Northern Metropolitan Region. Last Thursday I was invited to walk Swan Street with
local advocate Kate Drake to talk to residents about how we can make Richmond an even better place
to live. I want to thank Kate for all of the work that she does in that local area. One of the key issues
that I got from residents and employees in the area was the issue around East Richmond station and
how trains skip that station. What has happened is that because Cremorne and its surrounds are
growing into a large business area the trains are stopping at Richmond and the people getting off at
Richmond station are generally flooding the streets and it is hard for residents to find their way around.
My constituency question to the minister is: will the government allow for trains to stop more regularly
at East Richmond station so that residents and employees can find it easier to get home and to get to
work?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (12:49): My constituency question is directed to the
Minister for Health and Minister for Ambulance Services, the Honourable Jenny Mikakos. My
question relates to the minister’s portfolio responsibilities for health. People who work in health care
and aged care risk catching diseases that are preventable through vaccination from infected patients
and other contacts. Vulnerable people in their care, such as young children and older people, can
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become exposed to these diseases. Through immunisation the risk will be reduced. Therefore the
Andrews Labor government is stepping up the fight against flu and making vaccinations compulsory
for frontline doctors and nurses in our hospitals and paramedics caring for Victoria’s most vulnerable
patients. In 2019 the Labor government set a target for an 84 per cent flu vaccination rate amongst
healthcare workers, which was well exceeded, reaching 88 per cent across the state. My question to
the minister is: can the minister provide an update on how the Andrews Labor government’s new
mandatory vaccination policy will benefit and protect the healthcare workers in my electorate?
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (12:50): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Agriculture and comes from Ruth. Ruth lives next to Lake Connewarre, a Ramsar wetland of
international significance. She loves to visit the wetlands and see the magnificent wildlife. She is
absolutely disgusted that the Andrews government called a duck shooting season, especially while we
are in drought. Now Ruth and her neighbours, as well as the many other locals who utilise the wetlands
for recreation and leisure time, feel unsafe, especially when there still appear to have been no
repercussions for shooters who shot within the Lake Connewarre area that is closed to shooting due to
human safety concerns—an area very close to Ruth’s house—during the 2019 season. What is the
government’s plan to keep residents living near wetlands safe this duck shooting seasons?
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (12:51): My constituency question is for the Minister for Roads
and Minister for Road Safety and the TAC. Numurkah Road is part of the Goulburn Valley Highway
that runs through the centre of Shepparton. I was recently contacted by a constituent who expressed
concern regarding safety at the intersection of Numurkah Road and Graham Street, a T-intersection
controlled by a single give way sign applicable to west-bound vehicles in Graham Street. As a part of
the Goulburn Valley Highway this intersection obviously carries a large volume of traffic each day,
and Graham Street is also the location of Goulburn Valley Health, which is currently undergoing a
major redevelopment. The completed redevelopment will see a dramatic increase in hospital
visitations and even larger traffic flows through the intersection in the future. The Numurkah RoadGraham Street intersection needs greater control than the present give way sign and the installation of
traffic lights is required. Will the minister provide a commitment to fund the installation of traffic
lights at the intersection of Numurkah Road and Graham Street to improve safety for motorists in
Shepparton?
EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:52): My constituency question is addressed to the
Minister for Transport Infrastructure, who is represented by Minister Pulford. The North East Link is
an enormous project and one that Melbourne absolutely needs. In his response to the independent
advisory group’s environment effects statement recommendations, the Minister for Planning
supported recommendation 6, that alternative project designs developed by the North East Link
Project team be considered in preference to the reference design and that community-developed
alternatives from Ms Hilary Marshall, Mr Fred Buono and Mr Andrew O’Brien be provided to
tenderers for consideration. Local councils have been afforded time to present to project bidders and I
would assume the NELP design team have had a good opportunity to present their alternatives to the
bidders. I ask the minister: will she make provision for these alternative community designs to be
afforded the same courtesy and allocate time for them to present to bidders?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (12:53): My constituency question is to the Minister for Health.
Minister, Western Health has a real gem in its midst. Professor Tissa Wijeratne is a world-recognised
expert—
A member interjected.
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Mr FINN: yes, he is a Sri Lankan indeed—on the workings of the human brain. Despite constant
attempts to poach him by hospitals in Melbourne, interstate and internationally, we can give thanks
that Professor Wijeratne has decided to keep his work based in Sunshine. Ongoing cuts to the health
budget are now threatening this world-leading research into migraines and diseases such as
Parkinson’s. Will the minister ensure $4 million is provided in this budget to ensure Professor
Wijeratne and his team are able to continue his work that is potentially life changing for many millions
of people?
NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (12:54): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Transport Infrastructure, Jacinta Allan. An active community group in my electorate called the Upfield
Corridor Coalition have been widely supportive of the Level Crossing Removal Project in their area;
however, they do have some concerns. These concerns are centred around the design for the new
Coburg station. The current design has no access on the northern side of the station, meaning that half
of the commuters will have to cross busy Bell Street for access, which means that the level crossing
itself is very much underutilised. This is particularly concerning for those with a disability. So I ask
the minister: will the government ensure that disability access is made available on both sides of Bell
Street at the new Coburg station?
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:55): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Transport Infrastructure. After the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change refused to
answer my question about the Environment Protection Authority’s 2017 submission to the West Gate
Tunnel Project environment effects statement, which recommended that the project address the
management, treatment and disposal of PFAS-contaminated material on groundwater and land,
Maddingley Brown Coal has been flagged as a potential site for a toxic soil dump. It sits beside Parwan
Creek, which flows into the Werribee River, which provides irrigation water for Bacchus Marsh and
Werribee. Bacchus Marsh Grammar is within 500 metres of the site. I ask the minister to explain why
the West Gate Tunnel Project went ahead without addressing the recommendation by the Environment
Protection Authority which now could have disastrous consequences for the Bacchus Marsh
community, the agricultural production in the area and the neighbouring households and schools?
SOUTH EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:56): My question is for the Minister for Fishing
and Boating. I recently met with a constituent who has serious concerns about the administrative
capacity and efficiency of VicRoads. However, this issue is not about cars and road use but rather a
marine vessel. My constituent explained an incredibly tedious and inconsistent process he had endured
simply to obtain a five-letter code for his small boat. He was told one thing on the VicRoads website,
advised to follow a different avenue by staff on the phone and then led on a wild-goose chase for
almost a month to recover the money that had been lost in the application. My question for the minister
is: what is being done to streamline the administrative process of boat registration to allow more
vessels to access our waterways and bay?
SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:57): My constituency
question is for the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, and it concerns the Ashburton police
station. Prior to 2010 the government had stripped the station of 10 of its 11 police. In the period of
government that we were in, between 2010 and 2014, we refurbished the police station and restored
the police. They have been stripped successively from the station to the extent now that only 19 per
cent of the time is the Ashburton police station actually a station that has police present, so you can
knock on the door and there is no-one there. I suppose the government wants the criminals to arrange
their crimes in that 19 per cent of time to make it easier for the stripped station to be able to do what
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is required. What I ask the Minister for Police and Emergency Services is: when will you restore full
policing at Ashburton police station, after your government has stripped the police from the station?
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:58): My question is for the Minister for Health. A few weeks
ago I visited the town of Walwa, in Towong shire, whose residents recently endured being surrounded
by the bushfires followed by an extended period of isolation thanks to roadblocks, no phones and no
power. Despite that, the first issue I found myself listening to was that of healthcare funding. The
Walwa Bush Nursing Centre—‘bloody Walwa’ as it is known in the department, apparently—was the
centre of the otherwise abandoned community during the fires. The fires caused extra costs of
$230 000 that are not in their budget—loose change in Melbourne but a serious impact on operations
in Walwa. Nurses at Walwa Bush Nursing Centre recently received a pay bump to achieve parity with
public hospitals, but not enough funds were allocated to Walwa to cover the pay increase. Walwa’s
catchment spans two states. That means the bean counters do not get the full picture of how many
residents Walwa’s nursing centre is helping. Minister, how will you ensure the Walwa Bush Nursing
Centre has the funding it needs to carry out its work?
EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr ATKINSON (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:59): My constituency question is to the Minister for
Health. I note the back to the future nature of a proposal to build a health precinct in Wantirna South
in the City of Knox, which actually revisits a promise that the Liberal Party made 20 years ago at the
1999 election. This proposal involves a significant integrated health services concept which would be
of great advantage to citizens of the eastern suburbs, but I wonder if the minister could in fact advise
what is the actual time frame and budget for this project and whether or not she has applied for any
funding in the May state budget.
EASTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (13:00): I raise a matter for the Minister for Roads and
Minister for Road Safety and the TAC, and it relates to the condition of roads in the Dandenong Ranges
and signage associated with some of those roads. As we all know, the Dandenong Ranges has many
steep and windy roads. Regrettably there has been a recent fatality on Belgrave-Ferny Creek Road,
and I have been advised by constituents there have been a number of near misses and truck incidents
as a result of the steep grade and the lack of signage in and around that area. So the question I have for
the minister is: will she ask her department to do a full audit of signage in and around the Dandenong
Ranges, noting in particular the lack of signage to identify steep grades and sharp corners?
EASTERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (13:01): My constituency question is for the Minister for Regional
Development. The Latrobe Valley Authority’s own community report released late last year is a
ringing endorsement of its own achievements, but many Latrobe Valley constituents have a very
different point of view. The Latrobe Valley Authority was in part established to coordinate a worker
transition scheme, but this could hardly be classified as a success with only 90 jobs created from a
$20 million scheme, at approximately $220 000 per job of taxpayer money. In addition Minister
Symes has failed to adequately respond to the question that I asked on 30 October in relation to the
Latrobe Valley Authority’s transition plan. Workers in the valley need jobs and they need to transition
to new industries, but so far we have seen spin and not substance from the Andrews government. So
my question is: what is the Andrews government’s plan for the future of the Latrobe Valley Authority?
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (13:02): My question is to the Minister for Transport
Infrastructure. It follows Andrew Miller’s 17 February report in Stock and Land that Rail Projects
Victoria is now undertaking a review on the stalled Murray Basin rail project to determine the most
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cost-effective outcomes of any future spending on it. This project is obviously critical to my electorate.
The prospect that work may restart is therefore welcome news for the many of us inside and outside
this Parliament who have been calling for a long time for this to happen. However, I ask the minister
if she can clarify whether the government is now only contemplating delivering a significantly
modified and abbreviated model rather than the full original version of the project, given there are now
widespread and growing concerns to this effect.
Petitions
Following petition presented to house:
DUCK HUNTING
Legislative Council Electronic Petition
The Petition of certain citizens of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council that
the Government has taken far too long to declare the 2020 duck hunting season.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council calls on the Government to declare the 2020
duck hunting season based on the Game Management Authority’s advice.

By Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (4059 signatures).
Laid on table.
Bills
FAMILY VIOLENCE REFORM IMPLEMENTATION MONITOR AMENDMENT BILL
2020
Introduction and first reading
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (13:03): I move to introduce a bill for an act to amend the
Family Violence Reform Implementation Monitor Act 2016 to enhance the independence and role of
the family violence reform implementation monitor and for other purposes, and I move:
That the bill be now read a first time.

Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (13:03): Can I ask for a brief explanation of the bill, please?
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (13:04): As I indicated in my remarks, the bill is an act to
make the family violence reform implementation monitor more independent, to extend her period of
operation and for other purposes.
Motion agreed to.
Read first time.
Committees
SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS COMMITTEE
Alert Digest No. 3
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (13:04): Pursuant to section 35 of the Parliamentary
Committees Act 2003, I lay on the table Alert Digest No. 3 of 2020 from the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee, including appendices. I move:
That the report be published.

Motion agreed to.
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Papers
OMBUDSMAN
Investigation into Three Councils’ Outsourcing of Parking Fine Internal Reviews
The Clerk: Pursuant to section 25AA(4)(c) of the Ombudsman Act 1973, I lay on the table a copy
of the Ombudsman’s report Investigation into Three Councils’ Outsourcing of Parking Fine Internal
Reviews: February 2020.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (13:05): I move:
That the Council take note of the report on the next day of meeting.

Motion agreed to.
Committees
LEGAL AND SOCIAL ISSUES COMMITTEE
Inquiry into a Legislated Spent Convictions Scheme
The Clerk: Pursuant to standing order 23.30(2)(b), I lay on the table a copy of the government
response to the Legal and Social Issues Committee’s report Inquiry into a Legislated Spent
Convictions Scheme.
Papers
PAPERS
Tabled by Clerk:
Duties Act 2000—Treasurer’s Report of Foreign Purchaser Additional Duty Exemptions for 1 July 2019 to
31 December 2019, under section 3E(3) of the Act.
Gambling Regulation Act 2003—Amendment to the Public Lottery Licence issued to Tattersall’s Sweeps
Pty Ltd making changes to the game “Set for Life” on 11 February 2020, under section 5.3.19(4) of the Act.
Interpretation of Legislation Act 1984—Notice pursuant to section 32(3) in relation to Statutory Rule
No. 133/2019.
Planning and Environment Act 1987—Notices of Approval of the following amendments to planning schemes—
Bayside Planning Scheme—Amendment C167.
Casey Planning Scheme—Amendment C264.
Frankston Planning Scheme—Amendment C135.
Kingston Planning Scheme—Amendment C184.
Knox Planning Scheme—Amendment C179.
Manningham Planning Scheme—Amendment C129.
Maroondah Planning Scheme—Amendment C133.
Monash Planning Scheme—Amendment C154.
Victoria Planning Provisions—Amendment VC 166.
Whitehorse Planning Scheme—Amendment C218.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts of Parliament—
Child Wellbeing and Safety Act 2005—No. 12.
Family Violence Protection Act 2008—Personal Safety Intervention Orders Act 2010—No. 10.
Guardianship and Administration Act 2019—No. 11.
Mental Health Act 2014—No. 9.
National Parks Act 1975—No. 8.
Sale of Land Act 1962—No. 13.
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Tobacco Act 1987—No. 14.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994—
Documents under section 15 in relation to an Order under the Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004
approving the Managing exposure to crystalline silica: Engineered stone compliance code.
Documents under section 15 in respect of Statutory Rule Nos. 8 to 10 and 12.
Legislative instruments and related documents under section 16B in respect of—
Determination of Specifications for Wheelchair Accessible Commercial Passenger Vehicles of
11 February 2020 under the Commercial Passenger Vehicle Industry Act 2017.
Notice of Approval of Victorian Commercial Passenger Vehicle Code of Practice Part 2: Meeting
your safety duties of 11 February 2020 under the Commercial Passenger Vehicle Industry
Act 2017.

Proclamations of the Governor in Council fixing operative dates in respect of the following acts:
Consumer Legislation Amendment Act 2019—Remaining provisions of Division 1 of Part 5—2 March 2020
(Gazette No. S91, 25 February 2020).
Guardianship and Administration Act 2019—Part 1 and section 195—28 February 2020 (Gazette No. S91,
25 February 2020).

Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Notices given.
NOTICES OF INTENTION TO MAKE STATEMENTS
Notices given.
GENERAL BUSINESS
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (13:15): I move, by leave:
That precedence be given to the following general business on Wednesday, 4 March 2020:
(1) order of the day 1, second reading of the Family Violence Reform Implementation Monitor Amendment
Bill 2020;
(2) the notice of motion given this day by Mr Finn in relation to soil contamination from the West Gate
Tunnel Project;
(3) notice of motion 243 standing in the name of Dr Ratnam referring a matter to the Environment and
Planning Committee relating to the 2019–20 bushfires;
(4) the notice of motion given this day by Dr Ratnam in relation to council land rezoning;
(5) the notice of motion given this day by Mr Davis in relation to the production of documents relating to
the Melbourne Airport rail link strategic business case; and
(6) the notice of motion given this day by Mr Ondarchie in relation to landfill levy charges.

Motion agreed to.
Joint sitting of Parliament
LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL VACANCY
The PRESIDENT (13:16): Before we move on to the rest of the program, we have got a message
from the Assembly:
The Legislative Assembly informs the Legislative Council that the Assembly has agreed to the Council’s
proposal for a joint sitting on Wednesday 4 March 2020 at 6.15 pm in the Legislative Assembly Chamber for
the purpose of sitting and voting together to choose a person to hold the seat in the Legislative Council
rendered vacant by the resignation of the Hon Mary Wooldridge.
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Members statements
CREATIVE VICTORIA GRANTS
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (13:17): I rise today to congratulate two organisations that are doing a fantastic job in
extending creative opportunities in south-west Victoria.
Red Rock Regional Theatre and Gallery at Cororooke has received $75 000 to create a space for
workshops, rehearsals and performance plus a cafe and food preparation area. This space will
incorporate a decommissioned W-class tram from VicTrack. The funding will enhance their vision of
developing a state-of-the-art small theatre and gallery that will continue to showcase the work of local
artists as well as those from further afield. Red Rock Regional Theatre and Gallery is a volunteer-run,
community-based, not-for-profit organisation that aims for diversity in its productions and exhibitions.
I was really pleased to see that their most recent gallery display featured South West TAFE visual arts
diploma graduates.
One Day Studios in Warrnambool encourages skills in filmmaking and animation, and they received
nearly $75 000 to offer mentorship and training in digital technology. One Day Studios targets young
people, beginning with late primary school students through to young adults. Their most recent courses
cover filmmaking and acting, 2D animation and illustration, and hand-drawn animation.
Creative Victoria’s regional co-working spaces and creative places program is proving to be really
helpful for regional Victorians, giving people a chance to develop a range of creative skills at a local
level—at a community level. Across Victoria the pilot program has shared over $830 000 between
13 regional organisations. I congratulate all recipients on the fantastic work they do in their
community. Great work!
FARMER OF THE YEAR AWARDS
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (13:19): It gives me great pleasure to congratulate three of my
constituents in Northern Victoria who won awards at the Weekly Times Coles 2019 Farmer of the Year
Awards held recently at the MCG. Whilst it has always been obvious that Northern Victoria Region
is home to the very best Victorian farmers, I am proud of these residents from my electorate who won
in two of the six categories awarded on the night.
Firstly, I would like to acknowledge Shepparton’s Jason Shields from Plunkett Orchards in Ardmona,
who took out the Horticulture Farmer of the Year award. In his position as orchard manager, Jason
oversees the ongoing innovation in fruit production and harvesting across 150 hectares of orchards
and ensures his team is committed to continuous improvement in all that they do. Jason’s work
contributes to producing the very best fruit, which is transported to markets in Adelaide, Brisbane,
Melbourne and Sydney and exported to Canada, South-East Asia and the Asia-Pacific region.
I would also like to congratulate Jess and Duncan Barber from Metcalfe on winning the Sheep Farmer
of the Year award. Duncan and Jess run Saxon merino sheep, with Duncan’s great-grandparents
purchasing the main property, Coliban Park, in 1915. Now a fourth-generation operation, Duncan took
over management of the farm in 2005, and since that time production has doubled. I congratulate
Jason, Jess and Duncan on winning these prestigious awards and wish them all the very best for the
future.
LATROBE VALLEY MALTESE MUSEUM
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (13:20): I rise today to congratulate everyone associated with the
creation of Australia’s first Maltese Museum in Morwell. The day before the highly successful Maltese
Festa in Morwell, we saw the official opening of brand-new facilities, which have been created from
a very well used and well-loved pigeon club in Morwell. Thanks to the allocation of a $56 270 grant
through the Latrobe Valley Authority, we have seen a range of local service providers and contractors
come together to create the most enormously touching, dedicated and passionate love letter to Malta,
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which consists of miniatures, of artefacts and of told history, photographs and the stories of so many
of the families who came to the Latrobe Valley to contribute their labour, culture, music, stories and
of course food. What a wonderful outcome. Thank you so much to Mario Sammut, who has worked
so hard to bring this museum to reality, along with the very wonderful Consul General Mario Farrugia
Borg, who attended on the night to officially open the museum.
MORWELL SYNTHETIC OVAL
Ms SHING: On another matter, it was wonderful to open a brand-new synthetic oval at Morwell.
Thanks to a combination of state and federal efforts, we now have a synthetic pitch, which will mean
that the Morwell Tigers will not be up to their shins in mud. What a wonderful investment of
infrastructure funding and equality in sporting opportunity.
WARRACKNABEAL EDUCATION PRECINCT
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (13:22): I wish to dedicate my members statement to talking
about the urgent need for the funding for stage 2 of the Warracknabeal education precinct. The project
involves locating Warracknabeal primary, secondary and special developmental schools on the one
site, with a central consolidated administration area, gym and function room. It is a much-needed
project for the local community and surrounds. The first stage of this project is complete, and the next
stage is subject to future funding. The Yarriambiack Shire Council in my electorate first brought this
to my attention when I visited them at their office early last year and again when I saw them here at
Parliament only a couple of weeks ago. They are asking for the $60 million needed in the next state
budget so that the next stage can be completed, and I fully support their ask.
Victoria is experiencing massive population growth, and regional Victoria is not immune from this
influx. It is important that our schools are ready to cope not just from the staffing perspective but from
a physical structure perspective too. Victorian students deserve the best education possible no matter
where they live, and I hope the government can see the importance of this project and allocate it the
necessary funding in the upcoming state budget.
WEST GATE TUNNEL
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (13:23): There is anger growing in Melbourne’s west. Wherever
I have gone over the past couple of weeks, the question has been the same: ‘Why is this mongrel
government dumping its toxic soil on us?’—and let me assure the house, I cleaned that up
significantly. Despite voting Labor constantly for generations, locals in the west are bewildered by
their treatment at the hands of the Andrews government. ‘What have we ever done to them?’, they ask
me. Particular anger is directed at the member for Werribee, after he apparently volunteered Wyndham
as an ideal spot for toxic soil alleged to contain carcinogens and asbestos—the man must have a
political death wish.
Sadly, it is not just the people of Wyndham feeling the pressure. Every day for the past week I have
been contacted by constituents living near Ravenhall tip and in Bulla expressing concern that their
area will be dumped upon by Daniel Andrews. This is an appalling situation. On behalf of the people
of Melbourne’s west, my message to Labor is this: we have had a gutful. We are not—we are not—
your dumping ground. Leave our schools, our homes and our river alone.
MELBOURNE SHWETAMBAR JAIN SANGH
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (13:25): On Sunday, 1 March, I attended a bhoomi poojan,
which is a ground-breaking ceremony, an official religious event, for a Jain temple to be built at the
Melbourne Shwetambar Jain Sangh centre. They are also going to construct a community centre, and
a commercial kitchen is well underway. In January 2019 the organisation was the successful recipient
of a $230 000 grant under the Multicultural Community Infrastructure Fund. It has received $138 000
to date, which is going towards this beautiful kitchen, and I will speak to that in a moment.
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I should also acknowledge that Kaushaliya Vaghela, MP, member for Western Metro, attended with
me as well as Cr Tamsin Bearsley, councillor for City of Kingston, and Nitin Doshi, president of the
Melbourne Shwetambar Jain Sangh centre. It was an honour to represent Richard Wynne, Minister
for Multicultural Affairs. It was a truly beautiful and sanctimonious ceremony. They literally got me
to dig in the ground because they are fostering and imbuing that space with a beautiful positive energy
and vision for the future. I should emphasise that strong principles underpin the Jain faith, and they
are based around supporting community and the practice of non-violence, which can only be a good
thing.
May I say that sometimes you think, ‘I’ve cooked a good meal today and I’m proud of the flavour that
I’ve been able to instil in that food’. No, I was shown up. I tell you what: the beautiful delicacies that
the volunteers prepared and what they could do with coriander, with not one ounce of garlic et cetera,
were exquisite.
TIMBER INDUSTRY
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (13:27): I wish to express my solidarity with timber workers
from East Gippsland and acknowledge the efforts they made in meeting with the cabinet and Premier
when the caucus were down in East Gippsland. Daniel Andrews’s decision to shut down the timber
industry was wrong when it was made, and in light of the fires and the work of the timber industry
harvesters and contractors that helped to clear trees and improve public safety, his decision should be
reviewed, and I call on him to reconsider that decision.
PORTSEA BEACH
Mr O’DONOHUE: On a different matter, I call on the government to fund the proposed
environment effects statement (EES) for the fixing of Portsea beach. Portsea front beach, since the bay
dredging, has been basically closed, and the beach has been washed away. Mornington Peninsula Shire
Council has worked very hard with the local community and experts to identify a potential solution,
and I call on the state government to fund the EES to examine what the council and others have
proposed.
GOVERNMENT ADVERTISING
Mr O’DONOHUE: Finally, a constituent of mine received in the mail correspondence from the
Level Crossing Removal Project, and my constituent was outraged at the similarity between the Level
Crossing Removal Project summary and Labor’s political language. Clearly these materials are being
used for a political purpose, and that is a misuse of taxpayers funds.
CHRISTIAN EMERGENCY FOOD CENTRE
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (13:28): I rise today to speak to the invaluable work of those
at the Christian Emergency Food Centre in Horsham. Last week I had the pleasure of touring the
bustling centre in the heart of Horsham, which relies on the generosity of local churches and its
amazing volunteers in order to help those in need. I would also like to briefly acknowledge the
generosity of Aldi in Horsham, Bakers Delight, Cafe Jas and Foodbank Victoria, who also partner
with the emergency food centre.
Throughout my electorate of Western Victoria I am always impressed by the generosity of those in
country Victoria who give a lot and expect nothing in return. The emergency food centre began out of
a small window in Horsham and was so popular it moved into a standalone property where people
from around the Wimmera region visit in order to get food packages, fuel vouchers and essential
supplies. But perhaps most importantly for those who visit the centre, it is an opportunity to engage in
a sense of community, with many people who rely on the service suffering from loneliness. For many
vulnerable members of the community this is the first point of contact that they make for support. I
would like to especially thank chairperson Ian Walter, manager Jill Cramer and committee member
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Anne Mahony for the time they spent showing me the work that they do. I wish them every success
in the future, and I hope that next time I visit they will have expanded into the shopfront next door.
POPULATION GROWTH
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (13:30): Australia’s poverty rate is higher than most other
wealthy countries. A recent Australian Council of Social Service report says that one in eight—that is
3 million Australians—are living below the poverty line, including nearly 800 000 children. At the
same time, Australia has the highest population growth of any major country in the developed world.
Australia’s population has skyrocketed by 40 per cent in just 20 years. Are Australia’s high poverty
rate and its high population growth linked? I believe so. First, rapid population growth leads to rising
land values and rising housing costs. Report after report have noted that housing unaffordability in
Australia has been rising for the past 15 years. This fuels poverty. Second, there are now fewer entrylevel jobs at a time when one in 10 people in Australia’s labour force are here on temporary work
visas. The report cites fewer entry-level jobs, rising housing costs and inadequate welfare rates.
One immediate action we could take to reduce poverty is to establish a sustainable rate of population
growth. We could take the pressure off our most vulnerable people in the housing sector and increase
the availability of entry-level jobs to our neediest. This would be a much more effective step in tackling
poverty than the unsuccessful strategies we have been employing.
MELBOURNE AIRPORT RAIL LINK
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (13:31): I want to draw the
chamber’s attention today to the risks that are faced by the state if the state government makes the
wrong decision and indeed drags the federal government to a decision on the Melbourne Airport rail
link that is not the right decision. The right decision is a decision that will see a dedicated fast rail to
the airport, that will see dedicated tunnels and that will not entangle both airport rail and regional rail
in the suburban network. It is the wrong decision to try and steal capacity from the Melbourne Metro 1
project when it completes in 2025–26.
With the huge growth of population in the west and in the north, there is no doubt that the capacity of
MM1 will be well exceeded from day one, so to steal capacity from MM1 is the wrong step. To have
a dedicated route to the airport—an airport route that is fast, sub-20 minutes and not entangled with
the suburban system—is the right way to go. The state government has been difficult on this over a
long period in the sense that it seems to want to use the Melbourne Airport rail link as a way to backfill
its financial problems with the Metro Tunnel, and if that is what occurs, that will be a very poor
outcome. We need fast rail to our regions, to Geelong, Ballarat and Bendigo, to support a proper policy
of decentralisation. Along with other major cities we need a fast rail to the airport. Please get it right,
Daniel Andrews. Please get it right, Jacinta Allan. (Time expired)
INTERNATIONAL WOMEN’S DAY
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (13:33): In a few days time we will mark International
Women’s Day (IWD). It is a day to remember the remarkable achievements of women across the
world, celebrate our strength and acknowledge the work that remains to achieve true gender equality.
We have made some big gains, and to those firebrand women who paved the way by marching in the
streets, pushing for reform, knocking down those doors and breaking those glass ceilings, I say thank
you. I also say thank you to the women who created fundamental change in often unseen ways,
challenging prejudice and discrimination, often through firsthand experiences and hardship. We may
never know all your names, but we would not be here without you.
As we approach International Women’s Day, I want to reflect on the next generation of women who
are creating momentous change. We are seeing young people leading their communities, leading
climate strikes across the world, advancing the rights of girls to be educated and leading the charge
against racism. The potential for women’s leadership to change the world truly inspires me. Yet more
work remains to be done. On the eve of another IWD, we count the toll once again of women’s lives
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that have been taken by family violence. Nine women have already been killed this year. We must end
violence against women. The fastest growing group of people facing homelessness are older women,
and here in Victoria we have an absolutely horrendous record of incarcerating women for minor
offences. We must and can do better. This International Women’s Day let us recommit to achieving
economic justice and pay parity, representation in leadership and an end to violence, harassment and
discrimination against women across the world. Let us leave the next generation of women with a
more equal and safer world.
Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (13:35): I move:
That the consideration of notices of motion, government business, 196 to 207, be postponed until later this day.

Motion agreed to.
Bills
LOCAL GOVERNMENT BILL 2019
Second reading
Debate resumed on motion of Mr JENNINGS:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (13:35): Let us start with a definition of ‘gerrymander’:
verb, to manipulate the boundaries of an electoral constituency so as to favour one party. Make no
mistake, this is what we are debating here today. What we should be debating is a bill to introduce
genuine improvements to the Local Government Act 1989, a bill that the previous minister took a
genuine interest in and went out to a wideranging community consultation on. But instead what we
now have before us is a bill that the new Minister for Local Government is using to advance his own
political agenda—to advantage his own political party at the expense of Independents, smaller parties,
women and candidates from diverse communities. Let me repeat that definition again for you:
‘gerrymander’, verb, to manipulate the boundaries of an electoral constituency so as to favour one
party.
What perhaps we need now is a new word to describe what the minister is trying to do with this bill,
because not only is he giving himself more unchecked power to determine electoral boundaries, but
he is changing the way we vote in these boundaries to advance his interests. This bill is about stacking
the numbers; it is about stacking our councils. That is the agenda driving the current iteration of this
bill. This is the focus the Minister for Local Government has in his first bill as minister in this portfolio.
To every member of the government, to every minister who has said nothing about how destructive
this agenda is for local democracy: you are now complicit in this blatant act of gerrymandering.
With this bill Labor is seeking to rig our local council elections to favour themselves and the Liberal
Party, keeping out minor parties and Independents. It is the old parties stifling the voices of smaller
parties and Independents, and reducing diversity. It is an attack on our local government sector and on
local democracy, and it comes at a time when this government has already shown its lack of care about
local government constituencies being democratically represented.
Last sitting week we were tasked with contemplating dismissing a democratically elected body, Casey
council. While the crossbench—the Independent and minor parties—united in raising concerns that
the people of Casey would be denied democratic representation until 2024, the old parties went ahead
and refused to support an amendment that would move the council’s next election forward instead of
leaving an administrator in place for almost five years.
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Today we are debating another local government bill, but this time it is one that threatens not just the
democracy of one council but our entire local government sector. It is incredibly disappointing to
watch this government capitalise on an existing bill, which was a result of the consultation with the
sector and contained many long-awaited reforms, to try on this blatant reorganising of councils in their
favour. I know that many in local government participated in the consultation process in good faith
and have been waiting for some of the important reforms in the bill to become law since 2018. The
Greens are disappointed that at the last minute the gerrymandering provision has been tacked onto the
bill to completely transform our councils for the worse.
The Greens have grave concerns about this bill for a range of reasons, and I will discuss each of them
accordingly. This bill also represents a missed opportunity in many areas where reform is long
overdue. With the corruption scandal being uncovered by IBAC it is more clear now than ever before
that we need urgent reforms to donations laws to local councillors and candidates. The opportunity for
genuine reform does not come along very often. With this bill we have a chance to genuinely engage
young people in our democratic system by lowering the voting age. I want to thank all the young
people watching the debate today, as I know many of you are tuning in to watch this, especially as you
have been campaigning for your voices to be heard by allowing 16- and 17-year-old young people to
vote in elections. I will be moving several amendments to this bill that propose to delete the worst
parts of the bill being proposed and to add new parts that would improve the bill, like lowering the
voting age. I will speak to each of these aspects of the bill before formally circulating my amendments
in the committee stage.
Firstly, to one of the most destructive elements of the bill—the proposal for mandatory single-member
wards. I would like to read some quotes from a government media release back in 2017, following the
passage of the City of Greater Geelong Amendment Bill 2017. The release states, and I quote:
The multi-member ward structure also means better representation of local needs, increased accessibility of
voters to Councillors and greater collaboration between Councillors.

And that:
… the ward structure will create a more cooperative council that delivers for the community’s priorities.

Speaking in the other place on the Geelong bill, the then Minister for Local Government noted that,
and I quote:
We have seen time and time again that there is no ‘silver bullet’ for a council structure for Geelong that
provides for both good governance and democratic representation.

No ‘silver bullet’ for a council structure, the minister said—no ‘silver bullet’ for both good governance
and democratic representation. But now in 2020 we have the current local government minister saying
the exact opposite. So in the space of two years the government has gone from acknowledging that
there needs to be flexibility in ward structures for council and agreeing that multimember wards are
more democratic to suddenly demanding that almost every council in the state shift ward models.
What changed, I ask you? I will tell you what changed: the minister.
I must say it still surprises me that the cabinet signed off on this, going ahead with a proposal that in
almost all cases is not recommended by the Victorian Electoral Commission because the VEC in fact
consistently recommends against single-member wards. It has consistently recommended that
councils retain or move to multimember wards or a subdivided system, and in the last nine reviews it
has never recommended a change to a single-member ward system. So here we are seeing direct
governmental interference in the structure of an electoral system, dismissing the VEC’s expertise as
an independent electoral body. While there is a provision in the bill that may allow some councils to
remain subdivided, this would be at the minister’s discretion, and the minister has made it clear it will
only apply to certain rural shires.
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Single-member wards make it harder for diverse candidates to be elected. I have spoken before in this
place about the fact that multimember wards have a significantly higher proportion of female
councillors than single-member wards—41.4 per cent compared to 33.9 per cent. And the VEC
agrees, acknowledging that:
… proportional representation … provides a better chance that a more diverse selection of candidates will
stand for election and that significant minorities will have a greater opportunity of being elected and
represented.

This is a quote from their recent report on the Boroondara City Council review, where they also
commented that:
… larger wards will provide for more varied views and interests to be represented in the one ward and … this
will likely improve the representation of non-geographical communities of interest.

How can the minister stand here and deny the expertise of the VEC and instead explicitly seek to
minimise the chances of women and diverse voices to win seats on council?
This proposal will also encourage councils to go back to parochialism, where councillors are
encouraged to focus on their own patch over the good of the whole area. This has been the experience
of many councils who have had single-member wards, including Greater Geelong City Council. The
2016 Commission of Inquiry into Greater Geelong City Council found that:
Single Councillor wards have had the effect of undermining good governance, compromising decisionmaking by trading off decisions for the common good in favour of ward interests and distorting resource
allocation and rational priorities.

When I was on council at Moreland, I was proud to serve alongside councillors from a mix of parties
and Independents—a true cross-section of our community’s interests. This plurality of voices
delivered some of the best outcomes for Moreland, where the need to negotiate and collaborate meant
that only the most considered and effective proposals were likely to succeed.
I have heard hollow arguments from both Labor and Liberal MPs who want to justify this grab for
power as somehow being about increasing accountability, who say that by having a single-member
ward for an electorate a lazy councillor cannot hide behind other councillors that represent that area.
Well, let me tell you: having multimember wards actually exposes those who are not pulling their
weight because the community at least has a comparison. In the meantime, the communities being
represented by the other councillors, instead of being completely unrepresented—which may be the
result if the bill is passed—are being represented by councillors that are working for them. That is
what you get with the multimember structure, but you do not get that with the single-member structure.
But this is actually a straw man argument if you really think about it. This is not about accountability,
like the minister wants us to believe. These are just justifications, rationalisations for a much more
cynical agenda.
I have been contacted by councillors and CEOs from a range of areas, from the inner city to the outer
suburbs to the country, all of whom are very anxious about the change to their council structure. They
know that the structure they currently have, the one recommended by the VEC, is the one that works
best for the residents of their community, and when the minister consulted briefly on these reforms the
response to single-member wards was overwhelmingly negative. The minister knows that this reform
is unwelcome and unwanted, and that is why he will not publish even a summary of the responses he
received—that is because most people opposed it. We have heard vague excuse after vague excuse
uttered by those representing the government, spinning the excuses that the minister thinks we are
gullible enough to believe. But, minister, you undermine the intelligence of our community. It is utterly
clear that this reform is entirely about gerrymandering our local government system to favour the old
parties—to favour yourselves. Nobody wants it, and nobody recommends it.
I now want to take a look at one thing that is conspicuously absent in this bill: any kind of donations
reform. Last year when the minister decided to put his own personal stamp on the existing Local
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Government Act with his six proposed reforms, one of the better ones was extending the recent
donations reforms to local council elections. But when the bill was brought before this Parliament in
November last year, these provisions were nowhere to be found. It is inexplicable that this government
has chosen to abandon this reform, especially given we have just seen a perfect example of the
corrupting influence of big money in local politics in the evidence coming out of IBAC’s investigation
into Casey council. The excuse that the government use, that they are waiting for the IBAC
investigation to be finished, is nonsense. Your government did not need an IBAC investigation to
introduce donations reform for state elections, and you do not need this one to finish before you
introduce similar reforms for local government elections.
The problems are obvious and have been around for far too long. The problem of money corrupting
outcomes is the reason we have an IBAC investigation into Casey council in the first place, so what
more compelling reason do you need to act now? The failure to act is allowing corruption to fester
under your watch. Let us put the handbrake on money flowing to local councillors in exchange for
influence in time for the local elections later this year. If the government is intent on pushing ahead
with this bill so that the anti-democratic bits are entrenched for the 2020 election, then we should also
do it for the elements that protect democracy. If further reform is needed after the inquiry, we can do
that then. I think it is fair to assume that the recommendations from IBAC will cover more than just
political donations, so it is likely we will be back debating further reforms in any case.
Our local councils are able to make decisions that can deliver huge profits to corporations and
individuals, such as granting planning permits, rezoning land and managing poker machines, which
means our local government sector is a perfect ground for corruption and exploitation where big
business and the gambling industry can use their significant wealth and influence to bribe councillors,
manipulate decision-making and distort outcomes to benefit themselves over our communities.
The IBAC hearings into Casey council have heard allegations concerning property developers seeking
to buy off councillors in exchange for favourable planning decisions, and we will continue to see this
again and again unless we finally implement long-overdue donations reform to the local government
sector. There is absolutely no excuse for donations reform being left out of this bill. Abandoning this
aspect of the bill shows that the government has prioritised rigging the electoral system and delivering
big profits to their mates in the development industry over good outcomes for local communities.
Now turning to the missed opportunities, we hopefully will have an opportunity to talk about how we
can improve this bill—by talking about young people and voting. A key element of democracy is
about who gets to vote and why. Our democracy is stronger when more people are able to participate
in decision-making. That is why the Greens want to give 16- and 17-year-olds the option and right to
vote in elections. The future belongs to our youth. They will inherit the world we make, in whatever
shape or form we leave it in. The majority of decisions we make here affect the lives of young people
disproportionately, from the public transport system that our young people rely on to move around
their communities, to the quality of education they receive in schools, to the environment they live in
and will inherit.
I would argue that this is just as important for decisions that our local governments make. Think about
it. The footpaths we build, the bicycle paths we create, the trees we plant, the parks we construct, the
libraries, the pools, the youth centres only our local councils provide—these are all the things that
affect the lives of young people in a local community the most. They are the people that use all these
facilities, that rely on these facilities, the most. So why are they not allowed to exercise their voice by
choosing the representatives that will actually deliver on the services that affect their lives? Instead of
being included, they are routinely left out of the public discussion we have on these issues and they
are formally excluded from the system where they would get to exercise their voice, one of the most
important of those being the power to vote.
We will hear arguments from others in this chamber that young people are somehow not capable of
exercising the maturity to cast a vote. That argument is based on seeing young people in deficit, rather
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than recognising their strengths and capabilities. If we want to strengthen our democracy, we should
be giving young people every opportunity to engage with our political system, not continue to exclude
them—but that is exactly what our system does. Many who argue against young people being allowed
to vote are actually afraid, afraid that those young people will respond to the fact that they are being
let down by the people who claim to represent them. Perhaps, if young people were allowed to vote,
our political leaders would actually listen to them and represent them, rather than ignore them, as they
do now.
Young people are now more than ever concerned about their future. Climate change, mental health,
education and the cost of living are just some of the issues that young people are raising. They are
engaging in our democracy and demanding change. They are working, volunteering, leading in their
communities and contributing to their local areas. Yet our leaders often let them down and do not
represent their interests. Many young people are already politically active, taking to the streets in
protests about the future that they see us creating for them and demanding a better one. They should,
as many of us do, have a voice in choosing the representatives who make the decisions that will shape
their communities. And what better place to start this reform than in the local government sector?
Lowering the voting age for local government elections gives young people the perfect opportunity to
truly think global and act local. Ultimately, young people should have the opportunity to vote in their
elections at all levels, and local government is a sensible place to start this reform.
I would like to briefly address some other aspects of this bill. In a further blow to local democracy, the
bill mandates one form of electoral method across all councils, to be chosen by the minister. While
most councils have already chosen postal voting as their preferred method, some councils still believe
attendance voting is best for their council areas. The centralisation and ministerial prerogative inherent
in the bill undermine local decision-making. We believe councils are in the best position to determine
the most appropriate voting method for themselves.
Further on the electoral system, we have heard concerns that the wording of this bill might allow the
minister to introduce electronic voting for local council elections at some point in the future. We only
have to look at the absolute mess that has just occurred in Iowa during the Democratic primaries, when
the app that the caucuses were using to report results on crashed, causing chaos. We would urge serious
caution in attempting to use the provisions of this bill to introduce electronic voting for local council
elections without proper consideration of security risks. The use of electronic voting in any election
should not be left to the will of a minister. Such a significant change should come before the whole
Parliament. I understand the Liberals are considering an amendment to remove this possibility, an
amendment that we will be supporting.
The bill also makes changes to how the franchise is determined for council elections, by requiring nonresident owners to enrol to vote in that municipality’s elections in order to vote, rather than having
automatic enrolment. Removing automatic enrolment for non-residents is a good step. However, it
still retains their right to vote and it also retains the grossly unfair system in place at the City of
Melbourne, where businesses get two votes but residents get one. The Greens firmly believe that
democracy must respect the principle of one resident, one vote, one value. Any other system is simply
favouring wealth over the best interests of the community.
We are also disappointed that this bill removes the language in the current act that entrenches the
advocacy role of local councils. Our councils are not simply or just administrators; they are elected
bodies that play a role in progressing the values of the communities they serve. They are often the first
to show leadership on the issues that matter to their community, like acknowledging the lasting trauma
from Invasion Day or pushing for marriage equality. The Greens want to see this important function
of councils protected by this legislation.
Finally, while this bill is an extensive reform of the Local Government Act, it is still incomplete. It is
silent on the rating system, as the government is still awaiting the completion of the rating system
review, which will require further amendments once complete. We are also still awaiting
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recommendations from the IBAC inquiry into Casey council, and it is likely that those too could
require further amendments. To sum up, the Greens are extremely disappointed with this legislation
in its current form. What we have before us is a bill that contains an overdue overhaul of our local
government system, long awaited by councillors and communities, but at the last minute distorted by
Labor Party electoral interests—legislation that prioritises gerrymandering over much-needed
donations reform. We are ready to see the good parts of the bill made into law. We were ready in the
last term of Parliament to support the previous iteration of the bill, but we cannot support this bill in
its current form, which is why I will be moving a reasoned amendment to delay the passage of this bill
until the worst elements are resolved and it is complete. I now circulate this reasoned amendment.
The reasoned amendment that I have just circulated seeks to delay the bill until the anti-democratic
mandating of single-member wards provisions are removed; donations reform change is included;
potential IBAC recommendations are able to be considered; the ratings review is complete; and given
the enormous amount of detail left to regulations concentrating power with the minister, that the draft
regulations are made public. As I mentioned earlier, I have a range of substantive amendments to this
bill, which will be circulated at the beginning of the committee stage.
I would like to move the reasoned amendment at this stage:
That all the words after ‘That’ be omitted and replaced with the words ‘this house refuses to read this bill a
second time until the government has addressed the significant concerns about the incomplete nature of the
bill, including:
(1) the potential recommendations from the current IBAC investigation into allegations of corrupt conduct
in the City of Casey;
(2) the anti-democratic mandating of single-member wards and removal of multimember ward options for
councils;
(3) the lack of political donations reform for local councils, such as donation caps, greater transparency of
donations and a ban on donations from property developers and the gambling industry;
(4) the ongoing ratings system review, which once complete will require further amendments to the
legislation governing local councils; and
(5) making the draft regulations publicly available, given the enormous amount of detail left to the
regulations.’.

Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (13:59): I rise this afternoon to speak on the Local Government
Bill 2019. At the outset I would like to concentrate on four aspects of the bill. It is a very weighty bill
of almost 400 pages, but I would like to keep my comments to four areas. On the whole it is important
to have legislation that increases the integrity, governance and transparency of local government.
Certainly coming from the Eastern Victoria electorate, we have an understanding that there has been
a chequered career in terms of some of our councils. In particular the South Gippsland council has had
to go—to have its councillors removed and have administrators placed in there for a number of years.
Now, that has divided the community, but at least the important thing at the moment is that the
community has some consolidation and some direction from those administrators. Indeed there are
now projects starting to flow where there had not necessarily been in the past. Nevertheless, this is not
something that either governments or ratepayers want to see happen on the whole.
In terms of my contribution this afternoon, I would like to talk about single-councillor wards, to reflect
on how this bill in its current form will impact rural and regional councils and indeed to flag the fact
that the Liberals and Nationals will be putting up considerable amendments in relation to singlecouncillor wards and multicouncillor wards in country Victoria. I would also like to talk about
transparency and the transparency of our waste charges. We note that the government have just
launched their fourth bin system and also their next round of bin taxes and the taxing of our rural and
regional people. I would also like to comment on volunteers and about how this bill can have a negative
impact on them and the need for clarity in relation to our fantastic volunteers that make up so many
community organisations and community committees. I would also like to touch on the importance of
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and concern around this legislation and the mandating of the appointment of deputy mayors, rather
than giving councils the option to appoint deputy mayors.
In relation to single-councillor wards, I note that the model of single-councillor wards has been quite
divisive, even in this conversation that we have had so far this afternoon. The government is very
committed to them, we can see the Greens are very committed against them and the Liberals and
Nationals take that middle ground of noting that they can be most useful in metropolitan Melbourne
and also within the larger regional centres but that they can have a very detrimental effect if
implemented in country Victoria.
Indeed when you look at the status quo of how people exist in metropolitan Melbourne, they are in
denser population areas, and these things can be seen to give better coverage for ratepayers, better
connections to single councillors and better representation. I am assuming that is the impetus for the
government putting through the single-councillor wards in metropolitan Melbourne. Indeed making
them more accountable is the great theme we have heard of so far in the lower house as well. But it is
important to note that this view is not held widely in regional centres and regional councils, and we
need to recognise that most of our rural councils are not densely possible populated but often have one
or two larger economic centres and then many other smaller towns and even hamlets where ratepayers
still want to have good representation and good value for their rate dollar. It seems that whenever I
move about in my electorate often people do not understand whether you are a federal member of
Parliament, a state member of Parliament or a councillor, but they will very happily come and speak
to you about what is happening in the local council, and you just take it on board in good faith and try
to address their concerns or redirect them as required.
Ms Symes interjected.
Ms BATH: Yes. I will take up Ms Symes’s interjection. We just cope with our anonymity or
otherwise sometimes. But country councils are very important in terms of our production and their
importance to Victoria as a whole. Our regional centres are where we have huge input from our
agricultural interests and our mining in terms of the Latrobe Valley and elsewhere. They are very much
economic drivers for the state of Victoria, and ratepayers still need to have good representation.
This bill provides for ministerial discretion in relation to the exemptions of councils, but we want to
see them actually exempted in the act rather than through ministerial powers. We will soon, through
Mr Davis I believe, move amendments to exclude a whole raft of rural and regional councils from the
bill so they will not become single-member ward councils.
Backing up my commentary on this, I have had conversations with a number of councillors throughout
my time, but certainly the Wellington shire has made it very clear that they are not interested in this
form. They have often related the fact that there has been a lack of consultation with the government
about their views on this legislation. If there is one thing that this government does exceedingly well,
it is its lack of consultation in rural and regional areas. I can speak to the CFA bill, I can speak to the
timber industry that is closing and I can speak to many other aspects about that lack of consultation
and the under-representation that many feel in the government’s communication with our country
people.
Currently, for example, the Wellington shire is divided into three wards with nine councillors, so three
in each ward. But it was previously an undivided municipality—many years ago—and this led to it
being split for better representation. One of the key advantages of the current structure, Wellington
shire feels—and I had a conversation recently with Cr Malcolm Hole, who is a very connected and
well-respected councillor in that region—is that they can actually get about their ward much better, be
more accountable and also share views and get a better grasp of local issues. Indeed Darren Howe
from Latrobe City Council said that if one councillor cannot make a particular meeting, then it is really
important that the other ward councillors share. I have seen—I guess you would call it—councillor
rotation at Glengarry community meetings that I often go to. Those councillors share that meeting
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because it provides fresh eyes and fresh ears for councillors on a regular basis, but it also means if
somebody cannot come, for whatever reason, there is backfill and there is still good representation.
Darren’s view is that the multicouncillor ward approach makes each councillor accountable. He often
talks about it being different across different communities and says that cutting back to singlecouncillor wards will limit the amount of involvement across a range of issues. In effect it means that
you end up having to be not a jack of all trades and having your finger on many issues but focusing
down. Indeed if we look to some of the concerns that the Municipal Association of Victoria have in
relation to single-councillor wards, they say that councillors may be elected on minor or parochial
issues, so that will mean, certainly in country councils, that people will get very focused on their issue
or their particular range of issues rather than being across all issues. Hence we will be putting up those
amendments to have exemptions from single-councillor wards and to have multicouncillor wards as
required. The Municipal Association of Victoria raised some other concerns that I am sure will be
addressed. I look forward to some of those questions being addressed in the committee of the whole
that is coming up where a raft of amendments will come through.
The next discussion I would like to have is in relation to the importance of transparency within the
government. The Liberals and Nationals will today put up transparency clauses in relation to rate
notices. We know that the government has put out the billions of bins tax—billions of bins, probably,
and billions of tax—over the many years, and we want to see a heightened level of transparency about
this. So today we will look at councils being required to disclose the total waste levy paid by the
council in the previous financial year, estimates of waste charges to be paid by the council, the size of
landfill levy payments estimated to be made, the amount per tonne of landfill levy to be paid, the
amount in tonnes by waste stream estimated to be collected, the name of the authority which will levy
the landfill levy, the name of the authority to which the payment of the levy will be made and the total
municipal cost and the average cost for each rateable property—in effect creating far stronger clarity
around where ratepayers money is going and certainly the costs incurred by councils and where they
are going. What we did see, certainly in terms of last year’s Victorian Auditor-General’s Office report
and indeed the report from the Environment and Planning Committee, which I was a member of, on
waste and recycling, was that the government should have done a great deal more in terms of the China
project and what was happening there and a lack of leadership in regard to what should have happened
prior to the gate closing. Time and time again we heard that through the submissions to our
Environment and Planning Committee.
Finally, there are a couple more features that I would like to cover off on. We know in rural and
regional councils that our volunteers are absolutely gold. We know that many of our wonderful
community members wear multiple hats. They lead from the front and really support their community
committees and grassroot committees—for example, hall committees or recreation reserve
committees. They often put up their hands to really go in and support and make those localised
decisions work with councils, work with governments, work for grants and work for the betterment
and inclusion of our country people. There is concern that in this bill the indemnity for volunteers will
be challenged and that in effect volunteers will be discouraged from taking up these activities and
these roles because there will not be that cover, so there needs to be some clarity around indemnity for
volunteers and there needs to be provision for them. That needs to be drawn out in the committee of
the whole.
The other point I would like to make about this bill is in terms of the formation and election of a deputy
mayor. This bill requires councils to have a deputy mayor, and I think that that mandatory requirement
again poses another impost on rural councils and indeed a cost impost on them as well. Some councils
elect not to have a deputy mayor and need that fluidity. Most do, but again you are stipulating that in
this legislation, and I have heard commentary that it is not required and is not supported. I note that
councils do an amazing job. I have got to know a number of council workers, particularly with the
East Gippsland bushfires, and the staff have really worked together across Gippsland to support
Wellington shire councillors and do the best for their ratepayers. But they often struggle to raise
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revenue and to do the basics that everybody who talked to me want. They want good roads, they want
rubbish removal, they want potholes fixed and also very regularly they say they would like to see a
return of the country roads and bridges program to support those rural and regional councils to provide
safe travel for both passengers and community members but also for our agricultural transports into
markets.
With those few words, I am looking forward to the committee of the whole. I am looking forward to
people backing the very sensible amendments that the Liberals and the Nationals are putting up today.
I know this bill will take some time, but it is worthwhile to have those amendments embedded into
this legislation.
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (14:14): While I acknowledge that the government has
created an excellent distraction and certainly set the cat among the pigeons with its proposal to bring
back single-member wards, at the end of the day this bill is more notable for what it leaves out rather
than what it changes. The biggest issue with local government today is the power wielded by property
developers and the corruption of the planning process by political and personal donations. Beside it,
all others fade into insignificance. The government initially said it was going to do something about
donations in this bill, but it has not. Once again Victoria’s reputation will suffer from this inaction.
Last sitting week I moved a motion in this house to ban property developers’ donations at state and
local level—sorry, that was two sitting weeks ago. I took the house in some detail through the mindboggling extent of the donations revealed by the IBAC inquiry into Casey council. The response of
both government and opposition was disappointing in the extreme. Neither of them supported my
motion, but they could not come up with substantive reasons for not doing so. The opposition did not
mention the issue of campaign donations at all. The government pointed out its actions to limit
campaign donations at the state level; as I acknowledged at the time, this action is welcome. And yes,
campaign donations at the local level must be disclosed, but there is no limit or cap on local
government donations. A property developer, say, can donate $1 million to a council campaign and it
is not illegal.
As I said concerning my private members motion, New South Wales and Queensland, which have
experienced scandals just like the one at Casey, have passed legislation to ban donations altogether.
So the government and the opposition now have another opportunity to do something about this blight
on Victoria’s integrity. The City of Yarra indicated in its response to the bill that it supported a cap on
political donations to council candidates and a ban on donations from property developers. The Greens
have indicated to me that they plan to move amendments which would ban donations from both
property developers and the gambling industry to local government candidates based on similar
provisions in New South Wales and Queensland, and I will support such amendments. I share the
concern of many Victorians about the number and the size of political donations which have been
made to the state Labor Party by the gambling industry, including the Australian Hotels Association.
It is clear that such donations are corrupting gambling policy in Victoria and standing in the way of
sensible measures to reduce gambling harm.
Now, going back to 1994 the Labor Party had a fundraising code of conduct which prohibited Labor
MPs and candidates from receiving more than $3000 from any one source. I mentioned in my private
members motion a few weeks ago that Labor Party members and candidates had received lucrative
donations from John Woodman and related entities, and more revelations have come out today and
last week about funding coming from Mr Woodman and Megan Schutz’s role in supplying sitting
politicians with money. It is no wonder that major parties, both the government and the opposition,
voted down my bill. This is a very lucrative source of fundraising coming from developers like
Mr Woodman.
Mr Woodman paid $8500 for tickets to a dinner with Premier Andrews at the Hellenic Museum.
Minister Martin Pakula admits to receiving $3300, but counsel for IBAC appears to believe he got
more. Deputy Premier Merlino received $4000. Macedon MP Mary-Anne Thomas received $10 000.
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Several others received more than $3000. Now, if that fundraising code of conduct was still in effect,
those Labor MPs—Premier, Deputy Premier and the rest—would be in breach of it. But I looked at
the 2018 Labor Party code of conduct for fundraising, and now there is no limit.
Let me make my position clear: our big issue in local government—and state government for that
matter—is corruption and undue influence in planning. And I challenge the government to do
something about it by agreeing to amend this bill when those amendments are moved later today. But
if it does not address campaign donations, I will not be voting for this bill. I will not assist the
government to engage in window-dressing and pious waffle about local government while it turns a
blind eye to the corruption of our planning process by property developer donations—and gambling
industry donations, for that matter.
Let me turn now to some other questions raised by the bill. First, single-member wards—this is an
interesting U-turn from the Labor Party. For many years it has advocated for multimember wards. I
do not think we have really heard an explanation as to why they have suddenly changed their tune on
this. That said, I have a background as a councillor myself and have experienced both single-member
wards and multimember wards, and I found single-member wards worked quite well in my
municipality. Single-member wards are small wards. Multimember wards are big wards.
The Sustainable Australia party slogan is ‘Better, not bigger’. One of the many disadvantages of
population growth is that the voting power of ordinary citizens diminishes as the population numbers
grow. This tends to fuel voter disconnect and outright cynicism with elected representatives,
particularly when councillors or even state MPs find their electorates becoming too big to cover
effectively in person. The temptation then is to resort to advertising, funded by campaign donations.
It has also been my experience that councillors in a single-member wards can be more cooperative
than those in a multimember ward council—a single-member ward council as opposed to a
multimember ward council. In the latter there can be bad blood between ward councillors competing
against each other at elections. In a single-member ward you do not have the same element of personal
competition and contest. Having said that, I am aware that others have had quite a different experience.
I am happy to listen to different voices on this question.
I can understand that the situation varies from council to council and that it is not necessarily a case of
one size fits all, as Ms Bath has indicated. Actually I support moves or amendments that would put
the power to decide whether to be a single-member or multimember ward council into the hands of
the council itself. Let the council decide. That would be consistent with local democracy, which
Sustainable Australia supports. Why not let the councils make up their own minds about their method
of election?
There are other provisions in the bill which make sense to me. Joint council meetings could be useful
where there are issues which cross over municipalities. I also support the decision to have an
independent remuneration tribunal set allowances for mayors, deputy mayors and councillors. This
may lead to pay rises for councillors, but I do not personally think that would be a bad thing. What I
do think has happened in local government is that councillors are underpaid for the amount of work
they do, and vital consultation and collective decision-making has been taken over by highly paid
consultants and bureaucrats.
There are other provisions that I am less supportive of. There is a provision which gives mayors the
power to appoint chairs of delegated committees and that these appointments would override
appointments made by the full council. I do not see this as a step forward. I think councils are much
better off when they are democratic institutions rather than all about the mayor, and I support
decentralising rather than centralising power and decentralising this sort of decision-making.
There is a provision which would allow mayors and deputy mayors to be removed from their positions
by three-quarters of the councillors at a special council meeting. This is an odd inclusion. While I
accept that it only applies to mayors and deputy mayors elected for a two-year term, I see it as a recipe
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for mischief-making and instability, with councillors able to threaten to call special council meetings
for this purpose, which would be a destabilising thing.
I have received quite a bit of feedback from residents and residents groups about the bill, and I
appreciate their thoughts and suggestions. Tanya Tescher, the president of the Whitehorse Ratepayers
and Residents Association, has—
Mr Davis: A very good woman, that one. She is a very smart cookie.
Mr HAYES: Thanks, Mr Davis. She has expressed concerns about the removal of the hardship
provisions which were contained in the Local Government Act 1989. Section 171A of the act provided
the ability for the council to give a full or partial waiver of rates to a person suffering financial hardship.
The Whitehorse Ratepayers say this waiver has been removed in the Local Government Bill 2019,
and I would appreciate a response from the minister to this concern. The Whitehorse Ratepayers have
also expressed the view that there should be a single complaints policy across all councils, and that it
should not be up to each council to decide how to handle complaints. Ms Tescher expresses concern
about the value of having complaints about council officers dealt with by their immediate superiors
and prefers a much more independent approach. They have also expressed concern about the sale of
council land. They say four weeks notice for the sale or exchange of public land is ridiculous, and I
agree. This is a huge issue, and there should be at least three months notice given of intention to sell
publicly owned land.
Quite a number of organisations and correspondents have suggested that the bill be postponed until
after the IBAC inquiry into Casey council reports. The Macedon Ranges Residents Association was
just one of those. It is a reasonable argument. Last week the government said my motion to sack Casey
council was premature and that we should await the findings of the IBAC inquiry. Yet here they are
bringing a local government bill without taking into account the changes that might be recommended
by the inquiry. They cannot have it both ways. I do think we need more time to consider a lot of the
inputs that have been made by community groups to this bill.
Clauses 55 and 56 deal with community engagement policy and principles. We get the fine words
about the importance of community engagement. The reality in planning is that many of my
constituents find it absolutely impossible to have their views on planning issues respected. They find
themselves constantly overridden by the state government and at VCAT, if their council has not
already capitulated to the state government’s agenda.
I will support the Greens amendment to make clear the advocacy roles of councils and requiring
changes to governance rules to be exhibited for at least 28 days before being made. I will support their
amendments to allow councils to impose harsher penalties for large-scale development projects
breaching permits. I will also support their amendments to enable councils to choose their own method
of election.
I will support the opposition amendments re indemnifying community asset and audit and risk
committees, and enabling rural councils to choose whether or not to have single-member or
multimember wards. I will not support their amendments which would give council CEOs an
unfettered capacity to stamp council documents as confidential. More transparency rather than less
transparency is our view—less secrecy in general.
One local government issue which I think deserves more attention is the decline in the rate rebate for
pensioners. Back in the 1970s it was 50 per cent of their rates. If older people are forced to sell their
homes and move out of their community due to rising rates, this is not a sign that they are better off
from rising land values, as some might think. In reality they are much worse off. The major parties
and the Greens should pay more attention to this issue. The Ratepayers of Port Phillip expressed
concern that the rating system was no longer fit for purpose, with the link between property values and
the capacity to pay often missing, causing particular hardship to retirees. I have heard the same concern
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from Australian Pensioners Voice. As I mentioned in my statement earlier, this is caused by rapid
population growth forcing up the price of properties.
In the Sustainable Australia party’s ideal world, there would be a really important and fundamental
role for local government. It is vital. It would be the vehicle by which ordinary people had the most
say in what was happening in their community and their neighbourhood. It would be a powerful
avenue for them to build and strengthen their communities and protect their neighbourhoods and their
open spaces. But when I see what is happening now, I am reminded of the famous words of the French
philosopher Rousseau, ‘Man is born free, but everywhere he is in chains’. Everywhere in the
metropolitan area local government is in chains, weighed down with the increasingly huge challenges
of dealing with Melbourne’s rapid population growth, a problem of our own policymaking, and
increasingly hamstrung by state governments that display barely concealed contempt for local
councils, while failing to deal with the underlying drivers of local government’s inability to meet their
constituents’ expectations.
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (14:30): I rise to speak on the Local Government Bill 2019
and will be supporting amendments that the coalition will put forward. As a former councillor, I am a
big supporter of effective local government. For me, politics works best where accountability is
greatest. The link between the people and their representatives is what determines the quality of local
democracy, enhances the legitimacy of decisions taken and wins the support and trust of the
community itself. It is important then that the legislation that underpins local government is fit for
purpose. While I support what this bill will do for good governance, I share a number of reservations
with my colleagues, which I will come to address.
I want to bring the perspective of regional Victoria to this debate, for while urban and rural councils
may have much in common there are significant differences, which require recognition in the law.
Since my election, I have had briefings with the mayor, councillors and CEOs of 23 of the
24 municipalities across Western Victoria Region, and I will be visiting the remaining councils soon.
I have made a point of discussing with them not simply local priorities but their views on the operation
of local councils and the interaction of the three levels of government which make up our system,
which in recent times has become very blurred. Almost without exception they have shared my
concern on the confusion of overlapping responsibilities, cost-shifting by the state government and the
inequality between metropolitan and rural councils. This goes to Mr Hayes’s point about rates: the
inequity of the rate in the dollar in a rural council compared to a metropolitan urban council is extreme,
and it is important that the legislation makes improvements where appropriate and does not create new
problems or exacerbate existing ones.
My first point then is on the legislation’s default assumption that single-member wards be adopted
across Victoria. While this may work acceptably in urban councils with high population density, it is
poorly suited to smaller regional councils. Even in metropolitan areas single-councillor wards risk
compromising good governance by replacing decisions taken from the area’s common good with
those made for members’ narrower ward interests. Two-thirds of Victorian councils support the
multimember model not just for this reason but for practical reasons too—sometimes as simple as
there still being someone for residents to contact should a member be away or otherwise unavailable.
Time and again this concern has been raised with me by small local councils, and I have to say the
minister’s proposed answer has been treated with uncertainty and in some cases suspicion. The
solution is apparently that councils can apply to the minister to retain multimember wards by specific
exemption. This surely cannot be the best way. If the system is to change at all, I am supportive of an
amendment that small regional councils which do not want single-member wards should be
specifically exempted in the act, not just on ministerial discretion at some later date.
The second argument I make is related and concerns clause 27 of the bill—namely, the mandating of
the appointment of a deputy mayor for all councils. I simply cannot understand the purpose of making
this mandatory. Surely it should be up to local councillors to decide. What I do understand and can
foresee is the extra expense and the potential waste of ratepayers money. I am strongly supportive of
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an amendment to make the appointment to this role at councils’ discretion. It is extraordinary, frankly,
that anything else is being proposed, and I suspect it is a symptom of legislation based on the
experience of—and interests of—larger metropolitan councils.
On the subject of efficiency, I think it is important to recognise the incredible work done by so many
councillors across country Victoria. They work hard in most cases to keep down the costs of their
councils, to cut waste and to reduce the burden on their ratepayers, many of whom are farmers. When
I was a Corangamite councillor, soon after my election we voted on the budget. I was amazed to find
that that council was in debt, but we changed things and that next budget was in surplus—millions in
surplus. We spent more on roads than ever before. We ended spending on services that should be
funded by state government—services like education and health. They are a state government
responsibility; they should not be the burden of ratepayers. But these councils are increasingly
burdened by cost-shifting nonsense, especially compliance issues that they have to endure and
ratepayers have to fund. It costs millions of dollars in small local councils to fund the compliance
regime that is imposed on them by state government. I have always said to local councils that they
have got to learn to say no as well—no to state government policy implementation proposals that they
did not stand for or propagate but that the state government imposes on them.
Many councillors serve for little reward. They take less than they are entitled to by way of expenses
because they understand better than any other layer of government the strain that paying the rates can
place on their hard-pressed neighbours. They see it firsthand. For them it is utterly alien for a council
to spend a dollar more than it needs to, and I salute them for their thrift. Others could learn from it. I
will therefore be pleased to support an amendment which would prohibit councillors using ratepayers
money to campaign on areas over which they have no responsibility or jurisdiction. It is an absurdity
for local government to spend money lobbying government. Local councils are elected by the people
to perform a specific role, and for the council to take it upon itself to go beyond this is quite wrong.
We have seen in recent months a number of mainly urban councils financing campaigns of a distinctly
political flavour in areas completely unrelated to the services they are meant to provide.
Republicanism, the green movement, climate change—these are just some of the ideological causes
adopted by councils and advanced by ratepayers cash. This bill provides the perfect opportunity to
restrict that behaviour, and I would urge members to support it.
I would like to move to clause 43, which concerns the indemnities provided for volunteers serving on
committees. The concern here addressed with a potential amendment is that the wide provision of
indemnity to volunteers present at section 76 of the current 1989 act is not mirrored by the legislation
before us today. Those who serve on committees to manage community assets—a hall or a sporting
facility or any other council-owned property—must continue to be protected. I think we can all agree
that the dedicated efforts of local volunteers keep our communities going—whether they are on hall
committees, pool committees, sporting clubs or whatever. I particularly mention Mary and Peter Hay,
who have helped for years to run the Weerite hall committee. It would be nonsensical to discourage
the efforts of people like these, and I hope that this is just a discrepancy which can be rectified.
I would like to draw attention also to another fundamental proposed change in clauses 241 and 242.
Here, the effect of the new legislation would be to remove the automatic registration of ratepayers on
the electoral roll in the area of their property. While residents would continue to be automatically
enrolled, other rate-paying owners would not, breaking the fundamental historic democratic link
between taxation and representation. It is clear that there is no technical requirement for this change;
it is simply a deliberate political choice on the part of the minister. In some parts of Western Victoria
Region the numbers affected could be substantial. For the reason I have outlined, I consider it
unnecessary and damaging to democracy and to proper inclusive government in the communities
involved.
Finally, I want to raise another issue, which some colleagues may have heard me mention once or
twice before. It is the fact that in important ways this bill fails to distinguish between rural councils
with low populations and limited resources and larger, often metropolitan, councils with more
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residents and more rates. The bill makes a number of bureaucratic demands on councils without
providing any resources to meet them. It is the latest in a seemingly endless list of demands on local
councils. Some of these may seem slight to officials in Melbourne with endless resources, but their
cumulative effect is extremely damaging to smaller councils, which do not have access to the same
revenue stream as their larger equivalents.
Clause 55, for example, demands councils adopt and maintain a community engagement policy, which
must involve the extensive exercise of ‘deliberative engagement practices’ with the community,
addressing ‘any matters prescribed by the regulations’. Leaving aside the failure to define deliberative
engagement and the lack of any detail here on what the regulations may end up being, which is another
significant and concerning flaw in many sections of this bill, even the most basic implementation will
be difficult for smaller councils.
Clauses 88, 90, 91 and 92 also require a community vision, a council plan, a financial plan and an asset
plan and now a gender equality provision—all to be developed within the same potentially onerous
consultation requirements. While every new small demand made of local councils may seem trivial in
itself, each one could be the straw which breaks the camel’s back for small local councils in regional
areas. And where is the consideration for these councils? The Borough of Queenscliff with some
2660 electors is treated in the same way as the City of Greater Geelong, with more than
195 000 electors.
I would like to end my contribution here with this plea, yet again, to all those involved to consider the
impact not just of cost-shifting but of regulation and reporting requirements on the small rural councils
of Western Victoria Region and the squeezed ratepayers who ultimately pay for it. A one-size-fits-all
solution simply does not work, and this legislation is just the latest in a long line of bills which does
far too little to recognise that. I have certainly been contacted by councils who are very horrified at the
fact that they have had basically no consultation on many aspects of this bill and the fact that
regulations will be imposed which nobody knows about. I finish here by saying that we will be moving
amendments, which hopefully will make a slight difference to this bill and make it better to some
degree.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (14:42): I will be brief. It is always suspect when the government
initiates electoral reform—it is the fox reorganising the security arrangements on the henhouse—and
when the change gets support from both Labor and Liberal, you know the fix is in. Unsurprisingly,
when those in power change our electoral systems, they are usually making it better for themselves.
We saw this with the 2013 federal electoral reforms. The advisory report from the Joint Standing
Committee on Electoral Matters noted that the electoral reform was ‘driven not by the democratic
interests of the Australian people, but, rather, the political self-interest of the Liberal Party and the
Greens’.
These changes are no different. The change to the voting method in the bill is that it forces more
councils to use single-member wards in place of multimember wards. To understand this change, look
at the numbers in this place. The lower house uses single-member electorates and 7 per cent of the
seats are held by minor parties. The upper house uses multimember electorates and almost 30 per cent
of the seats are held by minor parties. These changes are aimed straight at the Greens. While it is hard
to think of a target I hold less sympathy for, what you are doing is wrong. Multimember proportional
systems deliver what the community want, even when that is not what the big party duopoly wants.
The government thinks this is an improvement in representation. The Liberal Democrats disagree.
Councils are the level of government closest to the people. They are the place where the concerned
citizen can get involved and can make changes. Now, we think that councils should not be involved
in advocacy; they should not be spending ratepayers money on political campaigns. Ultimately that
change should be down to the ratepayers—to the voters. If they want to elect people who will waste
money on those campaigns, it is up to them.

BILLS
636

Legislative Council

Tuesday, 3 March 2020

There are other issues. The bill scraps the non-resident rolls and makes everyone re-enrol to vote.
There is no problem this is trying to fix. It is just an attempt to suppress a non-resident vote in the
upcoming election, presumably on the grounds that they are less likely to vote for Labor.
The bill introduces mandatory training for candidates before they can stand. Now, clearly many people
think that is a good idea, but it is not on at least two counts. Firstly, any training given is going to be a
box-ticking rubbish exercise conducted at great expense to ratepayers with absolutely no discernible
results—a typical government program, in other words. But, secondly, it is a hurdle to democracy.
People with real jobs or running businesses will find it harder to take time out to do the training, while
they only have the prospect of being elected. It is another barrier aimed at blocking those who are not
part of the system from standing to make changes. Now, I have no problem with training councillors
once they are elected, but there is no need to force everyone who wants to be a candidate to train before
they are elected.
Councils are one of the major sources of corruption in this state. I do not think anyone in this place has
any illusions on that front. But this bill does not do anything really to address that. Transparency and
accountability and reforms to the planning system are the solution. Concentrating power in the hands
of the incumbents will not do that. Mandatory codes of conduct that tie councillors’ hands and
compulsory confidentiality binding councillors’ mouths will guarantee we get more corruption, not
less. Nobody doubts that local government needs reform, but this bill is just one long missed
opportunity. We will not support this anti-democratic legislation.
Mr ATKINSON (Eastern Metropolitan) (14:46): This is a significant bill but a bill that has not
been subject to the level of consultation that it ought to have had, given the far-reaching provisions
that a single minister has sought to introduce. This bill essentially is based on legislation that was
promulgated in 2018 by the previous Minister for Local Government and was subject to extensive
consultation with the local government sector. That was appropriate. Unfortunately we had an election
which resulted in a change in the Minister for Local Government, and the new Minister for Local
Government has shown scant regard for consultation on significant matters that he has sought to
change in this legislation—that he has sought to add to the 2018 bill that was put out for consultation
with local government and indeed with the community. As a result, we have a range of proposals
which have not been properly examined and which, in some cases I think, will cause significant
problems in the local government sector and will certainly not deliver the confidence and trust that the
community is seeking from local government.
Like a number of members in this place, I also have a local government background, and I have a great
admiration for what local government does and achieves and for those people who are involved in the
decision-making processes of their local communities. Over many years I think local government has
distinguished itself in terms of responding to community needs, very often not just on an advocacy
basis but also actually in showing some leadership to the other levels of government, even in areas
such as infrastructure, town planning and some of the areas of service delivery to their communities.
It is unfortunate, therefore, to see in this legislation that there are themes that run through it that are
actually very much about almost a nanny state mentality, imposing conditions on local government
and forcing them to make decisions that are not necessarily what their local communities would want
and the response that those local communities would want. A simple one is the proposition that
everyone needs to have a deputy mayor. I mean, why? There is no rhyme or reason why we should
impose that condition on every council.
Local government is not one size fits all. We have some very small rural councils right through to
some of the large metropolitan councils and indeed a capital city council—and if you like, a number
two regional capital city in terms of Geelong. But there are other councils right throughout Victoria—
regional councils, major regional cities and, as I said, some fairly small shires. The imposition of a
one-size-fits-all attitude by this minister on the local government sector is really disingenuous to the
sector.
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I am very much opposed personally to the move towards imposing single-member wards for all
councils. I note what has been said about the rural councils and the need for them to have multimember
wards. I think the same arguments apply to the metropolitan area. My experience of local government
is that the multimember wards have worked better than the single-member wards, overwhelmingly.
Whilst there are some good examples of single-member wards that have been referred to in this debate,
I note that in fact a number of councils that have had single-member wards over the years have actually
changed their minds and moved to multimember wards because they have recognised the
shortcomings of the other alternative.
What really worries me about this particular provision at this time in this legislation imposed by this
minister is the fact that the Victorian Electoral Commission (VEC) has done reviews of councils at the
behest of the state government and has come back and said, ‘Yes, multimember wards are the most
appropriate wards for these councils’—and it includes councils in areas that I represent. The minister
says, ‘Don’t you waste your time with that. Don’t you bother about that. I’m the minister’. We had
that played out very much in the last sitting week: ‘I’m the minister. I’ll make the decision. They’ll all
be single-member wards’. And, yes, I believe that from his point of view there is a political purpose
to that.
But what concerns me, apart from anything else, is if he achieves that aim in this house today, then
what sorts of problems are we going to have given that the next local government elections are in
November of this year, 2020, and given the process they will need to go through for those councils to
actually bring in single-member wards and to have the VEC, or perhaps some other instrument that
the minister envisages, look at the redivision of those municipalities and allow time for consultation
with the public to come back to ensure that the boundaries that are arrived at are the ones that ought to
be contested as part of that November 2020 election? I do not think anybody else has raised this issue
except, of course, the councils themselves, who are concerned about the process and are already, as is
the Victorian Electoral Commission, well advanced in their planning for the elections on the current
set of ground rules. I guess it will be achievable, because if we leave it in the hands of this minister,
why would we need the consultation phase? There is not much enthusiasm, not much appetite, from
this minister for consultation. I think that we are headed for a very difficult time if this house does
maintain the minister’s proposition of single-member wards in councils.
Can I also indicate that I am concerned about other aspects of the lack of consultation of this minister
and indeed this government with local government. In 2014 there was an agreement struck between
local government and state government, an intergovernmental relationship agreement, and that has
been trampled all over by this government in terms of the lack of consultation. It has played out in
things like the North East Link proposal, which is now being contested in the courts by four
municipalities from my electorate. The contest in the Supreme Court is because of a lack of
consultation on the issues surrounding a particular project. Whilst the government talks a good game
on consultation, in fact when it actually comes down to it, it does not deliver.
There have been some good speeches and some good contributions to this debate, and I am encouraged
by the opportunities that are available for local government if we spend the right amount of time
consulting on some of these new provisions that have been proposed by the minister, and indeed some
of those proposed by members. I note Dr Ratnam talked about the possibility of introducing votes for
16- and 17-year-olds for local government. I personally have some concern about bringing that in at
this point in time, on two levels. One of them is that I do not like bringing it in for only one level of
government. I think if we are going to do it, it should be for everyone—local, state and federal
government. We should not just be doing it for one level.
The second thing is that whilst I am chastising the minister for bringing in provisions at the last
moment and not having consultation on those proposals, I think the 16- and 17-year-old vote is in the
same boat. It is a concept that we should be discussing; it is something where we should be looking at
opportunities to engage young people more in the political process. Perhaps the very proposition of
even introducing voting for young people in local government rather than the other two at this time
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might well be a good proposition, but it in my view needs to be tested by public consultation rather
than proceeded with at this stage—
Ms Patten: The Electoral Matters Committee.
Mr ATKINSON: The Electoral Matters Committee could well consider that matter. In fact I have
met with the youth affairs group and suggested that they make such a submission to the Electoral
Matters Committee so that we might take that on board and consider it.
I do note the suggestion by Dr Ratnam that the rating review implications for local government mean
that this bill is going to have to be revisited, in all likelihood, to ensure that those rating provisions are
incorporated in the Local Government Act 1989 as much as in any other legislative instrument. So
there is that opportunity to actually test some of these other proposals with wider consultation.
I am attracted to Ms Bath’s comments about the indemnity for volunteers, because volunteers play
such an important role in our communities. Indeed they have had an indemnity under the Local
Government Act at this stage, where they work on committees of management making all kinds of
contributions to the advancement of their communities and to the decision-making—putting into the
decisions that their elected representatives make. There is no doubt in the way this legislation has now
been drafted that that indemnity is lost, and that imperils the possibility of people actually coming
forward as volunteers in the future.
Just in terms of the consultation factor with local government, and it has been referred to by a couple
of other members, and in terms of decisions that the government has made on waste collection as
well—its multiplicity of bins and a tax that goes with it for the landfill levy increase—I note that that
decision was made without any reference to local government initially. It was an announcement that
was made, and most of local government was actually reading about it in the media rather than being
consulted about it when in fact they are the level of government that actually deal with the collection
of that waste. They are the major stakeholder. They deliver that service and have the experience of
what may or may not work logistically. I think they have been done a disservice by not having been
consulted at all by the state government in that respect.
In terms of the donations proposals, I hear the debate on that, and I think that those comments that
have been made are significant, particularly given that at the moment there is an inconsistency between
the donations disclosure provisions for members of Parliament and those for local government. That
has come about, as has been indicated, because in November, when the legislation came forward, the
suggested amendments that were to carry through for local government disclosure of donations did
not eventuate. They were not part of the legislation. So that is a matter of concern. I must say the
coalition will actually not be supporting that at this time on the basis that the wisdom that has prevailed
in the coalition is that we ought to wait for the IBAC outcome.
Can I just very quickly say that I have got some amendments that Mr Davis will propose in the
committee stage, and I will do the house the courtesy of having those circulated now.
Opposition amendments circulated by Mr ATKINSON pursuant to standing orders.
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (15:03): I would like to briefly contribute to the debate on the
Local Government Bill 2019. Shortly after being elected, which seems so long ago, I started receiving
emails about this bill, and they have continued ever since. I knew very little about it. Many emails and
meetings later, here we are finally debating the merits of the Local Government Bill. This bill aims to
make many changes to the operation and functioning of local councils. Given debate in recent weeks
in this chamber about local councils, understandably there is growing public concern about the
independence and integrity of some of our Victorian councils.
The Local Government Bill proposes a handful of changes, some of which I believe will improve and
modernise the way our councils and shires function. Proposed reforms such as the development of
standards of conduct in local government and the creation of a streamlined dispute resolution process
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are worthwhile reforms that are in obvious need. Currently each council’s code of conduct varies in
size, content and scope. The aim of this proposed reform is to provide more assistance to councils
when developing and enforcing their codes of conduct. In addition to the above, most of the councils
throughout my region of Western Victoria support the retention of the current voting arrangements,
which afford a right to non-resident property owners to be included on the voting roll without being
required to nominate. Councils believe any changes to the voting process would require proper
notification to non-resident landowners regarding the requirements needed to apply for enrolment.
On donation reform, the majority of councils I have spoken to support the need for consistency
between state and local governments regarding donations. However, they state the need for further
consultation about the thresholds for donations before they are enforced.
Other proposals include the enforcement of mandatory training for both candidates and elected
councillors. Given recent events at the City of Casey, these changes are in obvious need. While
candidates for both federal and state Parliaments are subject to rigorous background checks and partyspecific training, there is little to no scrutiny of candidates for local councils prior to elections. The
notion that all candidates for council elections will be required to undertake mandatory training to
better understand the role of a councillor and the commitment required to fulfil that role seems
perfectly reasonable to me. Induction training for elected councillors will be mandated and must be
completed within six months of election. Derryn Hinch’s Justice Party strongly supports this.
One fundamental problem we have with this legislation has been the process of consultation which
has been undertaken in the drafting phase of this bill—a seemingly common theme throughout many
of the bills that have come before this house. There are two groups of stakeholders for this bill:
ratepayers and councils. While they often disagree due to competing interests, both parties feel as
though the consultation undertaken for this bill has simply been a box-ticking exercise. That said, I do
note that this bill was a feature of the last Parliament, and therefore there has been more than enough
time for non-government parties to form a position on the bill.
That part of the consultation phase did see the omission of one reform regarding the petition proposal.
Like many, I am glad that a commission of inquiry cannot simply be established when a portion of
ratepayers decide that one councillor has shown poor judgement and then draft a public petition. The
truth is that councils are already politically fragmented entities, and this proposed reform would have
only given the green light to allow for undue reputational damage to regional and metropolitan
councils. All forms of government, regardless of how big or small, need to make hard decisions in
order to safeguard the long-term interest of their constituents. Councillors should not be afraid of
making hard decisions for fear of being hauled before an ad hoc committee process.
I would like to also address the elephant in the room. Single-member wards are opposed by the
majority of western Victorian councils. Mayors that I have met with believe that the retention of
unsubdivided municipalities support a whole council approach to strategic planning, representation
and overall decision-making. So strong has local opposition to the single-member ward proposal been
that I actually drafted an amendment to allow for the retention of unsubdivided and multimember
wards. I have since dropped this amendment as the government has indicated that single-member
wards for rural and regional councils will now only be prioritised rather than mandated after the
passage of the bill. Allowing for unsubdivided wards means that all nine members cover the whole
council area. This structure is used by rural shires in particular where there is a dispersed population.
In addition to this, the retention of multimember wards would, for example, mean that the council is
divided into three wards with three councillors per ward.
Given the difference between metropolitan, regional and rural towns, there is no particular ward
structure that suits every single council. I am grateful that the government has taken the varying needs
of different localities into account. After all, different communities have different needs due to their
geographical, economic and social factors. Flexibility should be enshrined within the Local
Government Act, not diluted.
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Finally, this bill sets out to achieve a handful of good things, but we are debating this bill shortly before
a series of local government elections, and too many questions remain unaddressed. Derryn Hinch’s
Justice Party will support this bill with a few questions in the committee phase still to come.
While touring around western Victoria last week, I did get some feedback from all four councils that
I met with. Each explained, ‘This bill isn’t perfect, but we just want it out of the way so we can start
planning for the next round of elections’. I agree with these mayors and CEOs that this bill should pass
and give councils the opportunity to start implementing some of the regulatory changes that need to
occur before October.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (15:09): I am pleased to rise to speak to the Local
Government Bill 2019, having had many conversations in the last term about the Local Government
Bill 2018. By all accounts, in 2019 and 2020, the 2018 bill won. In fact most people who came to
speak to me said, ‘I wish we could just have the old one’. However, as Mr Grimley said, so many
people just want this to happen. They want to see some of these reforms, but every time they see a
new iteration they feel that they have lost some of the positive reforms, that they have been removed
or that some other change to the 1989 act has been put in place without any consultation. The
government was actually congratulated by many organisations for the consultation that took place on
the 2018 bill. I am not seeing the same plaudits and bouquets being offered this time round. In fact it
feels like there has been very little consultation, particularly considering the changes that have been
made, and no-one really understands why those changes have been made.
It is a bill that is said to make councils more accountable to their communities and improve councillor
standards. I think this is a very reasonable objective and something that obviously we all here support.
We understand that local government has changed since 1989. It has changed considerably. We have
gone from 210 small councils to now, where we have got 79 larger councils. Our populations have
boomed. Councils are now managing infrastructure and delivering services that were probably never
contemplated when the 1989 piece of legislation was implemented. Councils are dealing with billions
of dollars each year, which means that they must be accountable, so I think certainly the reforms in
this bill are necessary. I am supportive of the themes that underpin this bill, which are around
autonomy, community confidence, improved conduct, improved service delivery and strong local
democracy. But I have to say I do not think this bill as it stands will achieve any of those objectives,
honourable objectives that they are.
As will have many of you, we have heard comments from multiple councils, councillors, council
officers, community groups, peak bodies and concerned citizens, and most of them—and I will make
most of my comments about this—were directed at single-member ward structures. We have already
heard that the Victorian Electoral Commission opposed vehemently this single-member ward
structure. In fact they absolutely recommended that we have multimember ward structures. Two-thirds
of the local councils also want to see multimember ward structures. I do not even understand why we
are changing this, except that it would be for some political advantage.
I look at my ward in Yarra, which is a multimember ward, and I have two Independents and a Socialist.
I find that having three representatives for me is actually really effective, and when I have attended
actual community meetings just for my ward, I have found that having the variety of councillors there
has been very positive to the voice of those constituents being heard.
In contrast, when we look at the first past the post of single-member wards—the winner takes all—we
see something quite different. We see incumbency, we see that winner-takes-all approach. I can look
at Boroondara, where all nine wards have Liberal Party members. That is not how the constituents of
that council voted. Ninety-nine per cent of them did not vote for the Liberal Party councillors.
However, that is what they have got. It is not proportional, and it is not representative.
I take Mr Hayes’s point that these are growing councils with growing levels of constituents but also
growing levels of responsibility. As one of the people who wrote to me said, the councils are almost
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like a company director, and they have got to be able to have a big view. Councils are looking at
multibillion-dollar budgets these days, so maybe we do need to pay our councillors more—because it
is a big job. It is a part-time job, but it is not a small task, and it is something that we need to respect
and also probably compensate for to achieve the best representation that we can at this very important
level of government.
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Ms PATTEN: I would say that I would like to see my local government operating very well. I
would like to see my local government operating to the best of its ability, given, I would say, the very
increased responsibilities that local government has. In fact even some of the increased responsibilities
that local government will have as a result of this bill mean that we want the best. That probably goes
to another point of the bill, which is around education, and I am very supportive of some training and
education for people going in.
I remember someone telling me at the last council election that they asked the candidates in their ward
if they had ever attended a local council meeting. None of them had actually attended a local council
meeting. So I think if we want to encourage greater democracy—the reason we sacked Casey council
was that we said there was not enough democracy in Casey—if we want to see increased engagement
with our community, if we want to see increased engagement by our community with our local
government and by our local councillors, then I agree that training should be a component of people
running for local government. I am very supportive of that part of this legislation.
It is interesting that the donation reform that was in the 2018 bill that was advocated for and
supported—and that we saw changes to donation reform at the state level in this chamber—is not
being adopted and is not being transferred on to local government. Again, everyone is scratching their
head as to why that is not happening and why we are pushing forward with this bill prior to the IBAC
report. We have been considering this bill and I have been receiving submissions and representations
about local government reform for at least two years. We are rushing this bill forward now for some
again unknown reason, when everyone who has spoken to us, everyone who has made representations,
has said, ‘Why is this happening now?’.
What we do not see in this bill, which I think is a missed opportunity, are ways for ratepayers and
electors to have more say in how their councils operate. This was an opportunity to do this. This was
an opportunity to set up systems. This was an opportunity to set up better ways for constituents in our
community to advocate to their councils and for complaint handling to be improved. That does not
occur in this bill.
The simplified franchise, again, I think is a solution looking for a problem. We never had any problem
with ratepayers just being added to the electoral roll for the purposes of elections, but now we are
saying, ‘No, they have to opt in; they have to actually fill in the form and do it themselves’. Again I
am scratching my head as to why these changes are being made. There are so many parts of this
legislation that do not seem to be fixing anything, because it was not broken in the first place. I
understand that there are significant problems and that is largely due to the considerable growth of the
budgets of local councils, which gives rise to corruption and gives rise to mismanagement. I do
commend the bill in that it is addressing some of those issues. But in so many other areas I think it is
completely missing the point.
I would just like to flag some of the amendments. Some have been circulated, some have not, and we
are not certain what is going to happen. We have heard the government may have a tranche of house
amendments, but we have not actually seen them yet.
Dr Cumming interjected.
Ms PATTEN: I look forward to Dr Cumming’s contribution. She may be able to enlighten us as
to what the government is planning in its house amendments.
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For the purpose of the coalition amendments, I have to say it was very kind and generous of Mr Smith
from the other place to visit us at our cross-party business meeting yesterday afternoon to speak to his
amendments—to give us a bill briefing. I would like to note that at no point did he provide us with a
soft copy of those amendments. We were given effectively a draft page of amendments yesterday
afternoon at 4.30, and it was said, ‘Here are the opposition’s amendments’. Again, really it was unclear
as to what they wanted to achieve. In fact Mr Smith himself did not actually understand what one of
the amendments on the page was, and he was going to get back to us about it. We are still waiting to
hear from them.
In fact the Greens distributed their amendments some time ago. The Greens have been providing
briefings on their amendments, and I would like to thank them for that. I am very much inclined to
support the vast majority of those amendments and those proposals. They actually go back to the 2018
bill in a lot of ways; they go back to what we are hearing from the Victorian Local Governance
Association, what we are hearing from the Municipal Association of Victoria, what we are hearing
from the Victorian Electoral Commission, what we are hearing from all of my local councils. That is
what we are hearing.
I would also like to just mention—and I appreciate Mr Atkinson also speaking to this amendment from
the Greens—encouraging 16- and 17-year-olds and for them to be allowed to vote in local government
elections. I support this. I think this is a wonderful way to engage our young people in the political
process. We know that our young people are not engaged anymore. We know that our young people
walk past this building and do not even know what it is. They do not understand the three levels of
government. There is very little engagement amongst young people with our political system. In fact
in 2017 the Electoral Matters Committee investigated this exact question.
Mr Somyurek interjected.
Ms PATTEN: I distinctly remember that the minister was on that committee at the time, and he
agreed that political engagement amongst young people was declining and was failing us. Encouraging
people to start getting involved—encouraging people to take an interest in what is happening in their
local area by getting involved in local government—I think has great merit, and I will certainly be
supporting this.
I look forward to listening to the rest of the contributions. I have enjoyed listening to all of the
contributions today. I think it has been really interesting hearing from all of the different parties that
largely we all want the same thing. We want better run local government; we want better
representation. I am just not sure that all the components of this bill are going to achieve that.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (15:23): I just wanted to read firstly:
The purpose of this Act is to give effect to section 74A(1) of the Constitution Act 1975 which provides that
local government is a distinct and essential tier of government consisting of democratically elected Councils
having the functions and powers that the Parliament considers are necessary to ensure the peace, order and
good government of each municipal district.

That is the Constitution Act 1975, and I was born in 1972. In 1988, the year before the current Local
Government Act 1989, when I was 16 years old, my local council issued me a letter from a lawyer
wanting to compulsorily acquire my home, and that was the day before Christmas in 1988. In 1989
obviously we had the Local Government Act, and in that year I was in year 11 at high school. I began
the start of 1989 with my father passing away due to a heart attack—I was only 16 years old—and that
was due to his worries and concerns about our home being compulsorily acquired for a failed dream
development that the council at that time wanted, which was the Quay West project. So I understand
very deeply how a council’s compulsory acquisition can really disrupt a family. A really bad deal
occurred at that time, which virtually meant my community was in debt to the tune of almost
$50 million at that particular time. At that time as a 16-year-old I really did not have very many kind
thoughts about my local council.
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Fast-forward to 1990: I did my VCE, I travelled around and I actually started my studies in Chinese
medicine, but still at that time I was not thinking about running for local council. But then in 1993 I
returned, and I decided to go back to uni. At that time I also bought a shop in Yarraville. I was 22 at
the time. I bought a shop in Yarraville, and I became a ratepayer. Yarraville was very different at that
time. There were a lot of vacant shops, and it was quite rough and ready. I actually remember being
invited to the local council to meet my local member—that was Steve Bracks at the time—as a
Yarraville trader. I was all of 22 years old. I completed my studies, and during that time my brothers
were on council at the City of Footscray. During that period too the councils were abolished and then
they were redrawn, and obviously the City of Maribyrnong came about.
When the City of Maribyrnong came about I was in my final year of uni. I was 24 years old, and I had
a bar job in Williamstown. I had sold my business in Yarraville—my cafe, which was Gloves Cafe at
that time—and I decided to run for council. When I decided to run for council at that particular time,
I was upset about the recycling service that I had. We had calico bags, but the Williamstown council,
or the Hobsons Bay council, had a black crate. I was envious because I had my bar job in Williamstown
and I wanted to improve things for my area in Footscray. I also in that year purchased my first home,
in Whitehall Street. I guess with the smell of fresh paint in my nose after renovating my home, I ran
for the local council elections in 1997. I doorknocked my whole area, and when I doorknocked, I
would say, ‘Hi. My name is Catherine Cumming, and I am wanting to run for local council. What is
concerning you?’. At that time I was given a long list of what the community wanted. I put that into a
brochure, and I leafleted that around. I was elected on 15 March 1997, so that was 23 years ago.
Mr Barton interjected.
Dr CUMMING: Yes, 23 years ago, Mr Barton. On 15 March this year it will be 23 years ago that
I was first elected onto the Maribyrnong City Council. Interestingly, at that same time I still had no
real interest in politics. My CEO at that time wanted to know if I was left or right, and I had to ask
him, ‘What is left or right?’. I did not understand. I had probably voted once before. I was purely in
my mind an individual who grew up in the area and who had concerns about their recycling service,
about the look of the parks and at that time about the big trucks and the pollution in my particular area.
In that year of 1997 I also had the Western Bulldogs change their name from Footscray to the Western
Bulldogs. They moved from Whitten Oval, and they played their last game in August 1997. I, as a
newly elected councillor, was looking down the barrel of having Whitten Oval as an empty facility. It
was a big job for someone who was 25 years old to have a big chunk of my area, being Whitten Oval
and West Footscray, looking down the barrel of having such a major contribution by the club
disappearing.
We actually had trucks going down Barkly street at that time, and I pretty much had little to no street
trees at that time. The street trees that we had in Footscray and West Footscray were donated to us by
Melbourne City Council. Melbourne City Council donated old trees that should have been planted
along the coastline, but we seem to have had them planted throughout our streets due to my council,
or the City of Footscray, being pretty much broke and accepting anything they could to put in the
ground.
If you look at West Footscray now, if you look at Maribyrnong now, you will see a very different
place. Trucks are not going down Barkly Street and trees have been planted. I think it was in 1998 that
I had a street tree strategy, and those trees were planted over that time and my city looks very different.
When I first got onto council I think my allowance was $9000—an allowance; like you were a child.
You were given an allowance and then you were given the tools to enable you to be a councillor such
as a phone or a fax machine and a computer. At that particular time I was sent letters, nice handwritten
letters, and the internet was dial-up. It was a very different place.
In my time on council I was elected seven times, and five of those times it was in single-member
wards. I was elected five times under a single-member ward base. The majority of the seven councils
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that I sat on were female dominated—out of seven councillors, there were five if not four—and we
also had a very diverse range of councillors: multicultural, young and old, with very different
backgrounds. Of those councils that I sat on every council was different. Every time you had an
election you would have new councillors elected, and it made for a very different council.
I remember reading the 1989 Local Government Act. I almost committed it to memory for the reasons
that it was vitally important to understand confidentiality and it was vitally important to understand
the rules and laws that you had to adhere to as a councillor. I probably knew the 1989 Local
Government Act better than most CEOs and most executive managers, and I would almost quote it
each time they got it wrong.
The years that I was on council I had different councils. On my first council I think there were two
Independents and five from the ALP. On the second council there was one Independent, four did not
go through an election at all and there were six ALP, not even opposed. At the next election I think
there were two Greens, me and four ALP. Then on another council there were three Independents,
three ALP and a Green. As you can see, there were always different mixes in the group, and I believe
that that gave good governance. That gave good governance in the way that during council elections
people would come forward. They would put their hand up, and it gave the community a choice of
picking a local resident from their particular area.
I was still on council when this current local government bill was mooted. The Municipal Association
of Victoria, the Victorian Local Governance Association and all of the local councils really looked
forward to reform of the 1989 Local Government Act. Yes, it had become tired, because the 90s were
very different from this year, 2020, and over those years the role of a councillor has become very
different. As I said, when I was first elected I had handwritten letters, I had a fax machine and I was
paid $9000. It went up to a whopping $12 000, and I think when I left council I was paid just over
$20 000 for my role.
There are no provisions in the act for councillors to actually be paid, and I look forward to the
committee looking at that. I have heard from many previous local government ministers that it was an
honour to be on council and many years ago, yes, it was. Currently it is still the case, but the vast
majority of councillors have to hold down a full-time job and do council part time. The majority of
residents do not realise that that is the case. They actually believe when they elect a councillor that that
is their full-time job. They feel that if they turned up to the council, as a councillor you would be there
or the mayor would be there. Most residents would not realise that virtually due to the allowance that
a councillor is given, all councillors hold down full-time jobs and being a councillor is a part-time
position. I do look forward to the new act. Things have changed.
As some of the other contributions I have heard today have said, councillors deal with millions of
dollars in massive budgets. Maribyrnong council’s budget was about $70 million. They need to have
some kind of understanding of finance, some understanding of budgets and some understanding of
how to actually run a council to be an effective councillor.
I understand the government’s wishes and wants, because they are the community’s wishes and wants.
The community wishes to be consulted. They wish to be consulted on multiple levels, especially when
it comes to their local area. One thing with council rates is most ratepayers do not understand why
they are charged the way they are charged local rates, and that is due to other acts that are in this house
that are 800 years old, and someone needs to fix them. Someone needs to modernise the council rating
system and the way that council rates are charged, because currently the system that we have does not
actually take into consideration a person’s personal circumstances. Currently we hear they are looking
at the hardship provisions. Hardship provisions need to be looked at in a serious manner. The current
state government provisions are far too low when it comes to pensioner rebates, and most local
councils do not really have the ability to increase the pensioner rebates. When that committee sits, I
do look forward to them actually looking at the hardship provisions, to them looking at pensioner
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rebates and to them looking at people’s personal circumstances as well as looking at the possibility of
actually changing the way that council rates are charged. If I could only have more time—
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Dr CUMMING: I know. When we talk about council rates, yes, they are fantastic, but that tax is
the only tax that anyone will ever see spent in their immediate area. That is the one good thing about
council rates. That is the only good thing about council rates, because every other rate or levy that you
are charged will not necessarily be spent—you do not have any control. At least with council rates
they are spent in that immediate area. The money that is collected is spent immediately in that area,
and you can see it. And the community can actually come and challenge a budget, can actually put in
submissions and can actually contribute to that budget, change a budget and actually do that in ways.
I find it interesting that when we are here in a state budget cycle—the state government is elected; they
feel that they have a mandate for those four years—there is no real community contribution or
community ability to actually put in a submission about the budget to actually get things in or get
things out. You could argue that that is political lobbying. I think a lot of the debate that we have been
hearing in the federal Parliament when it comes to distributing funds—our taxes—is about the
community wanting transparency around how our taxes are actually distributed.
Our gaming machine, pokie machine, revenue that the state government collects—the community
wants more say in where that money goes, and especially when it is coming out of particular areas,
such as the western region of Melbourne. There is a lot of gaming revenue that comes out of there, but
it is not actually ploughed back into those areas that you take it out of. I know that feels a bit off topic
from the Local Government Bill, but it is all relative when it comes to the community’s expectations
around rates and land taxes. They want to have that ability to actually contribute and have a say as to
where their taxes and where their funds go. And I do understand currently with the Local Government
Act that the community can contribute to a budget, but they want to have more say in and around the
CEO and in and around the audit committee. They want to actually contribute in ways, and I do believe
that that is a valid concern of the community—to actually have access and to be able to be part of
budgets, audits, CEOs and all other business that normally councils do.
Other points have been raised, and I will speak to them. It was disappointing to actually hear Tim
Smith yesterday saying that multimember wards create lazy councillors, and then other councillors
hide behind them. It was really disappointing to hear the Shadow Minister for Local Government say
such things about councils knowing that—and listening to other contributions today—the Victorian
Electoral Commission (VEC) has always reviewed municipal areas and made recommendations
around having either multimember wards or single-member wards. They do it with the community’s
consultation. They do it with the council’s consultation. And it normally comes out, what the VEC has
recommended. It is normally a marrying of the council’s and the community’s wants. And to say that
you do not have that flexibility of single-member wards or multimember wards—and to hear what
Mr Smith said yesterday—was a shock to my system.
And then obviously there was Dr Ratnam’s earlier contribution about so many examples of this
government and other governments talking about the reasons why many councils should not have
single-member wards. I think Brimbank is a great example, Geelong is a great example, and there are
others with single-member wards. You do have that aspect that undermines good governance where
you have people just worrying about their own patch and then actually punishing other wards because
they might not be of the same political persuasion as themselves, so to allow the VEC at arm’s length
to be able to make those recommendations around multimember wards or single-member wards is
really a very important part.
Now, I have only got 6 minutes, and there are plenty of other things that I wish to say.
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
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Dr CUMMING: Yes, give me some of the Liberals’ time, seeing that you did not really contribute
as much as you should have. We as a crossbench have actually pulled the weight, again, in challenging
the government.
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Dr CUMMING: There we go. I am sorry I am picking on you, Craig, being the only Liberal
member in this house at this time, but I would like to see a quorum of you, like us. At least four of
you, maybe, at any given time—just saying! All right, so when we come to the mayoral vote—
Members interjecting.
Dr CUMMING: You are just running down my time, Craig. So when it comes to mayoral votes,
the mayoralty is something that really divides a council. I should know; it took me 16 years to become
the mayor. Why did that occur? Because I sat on multiple councils that were Labor dominated, with
flimsy excuses of why I could not become the mayor. It was things like: ‘Didn’t you just have a baby?’,
‘You’ve got five kids’, or three kids, or one kid at one particular time. You name the excuse—I have
heard it. And it was really sad that my area of Bluestone, in all those years, was not given the
opportunity of having a mayor. Now, in saying that, it is not about me. It is really about the running of
the city, and I sucked it up and I did not really care. I knew that I did not have the numbers and that I
was not going to be mayor, and I did not run for council to become the mayor—so really, whoopy-do
at those 16 years.
But I have watched other councils where it rips the council apart. I could name millions of them,
especially inner-city and interface councils, but not necessarily country councils or rural councils,
because really they are a lot more practical and they do not normally have politics involved in their
council. But the mayoral vote can be poison to a particular council—who did not get mayor, who did
not become deputy and the like. How do you solve that situation? I really do not know, but this bill
does not even touch on it. It actually just gives the mayor more power. It virtually says in this bill that
these councillors have to actually respect the mayor and the decisions of the mayor, when really you
are just saying within this bill that if a councillor has their own individual opinion then the mayor is
going to be able to run roughshod over them, which should never be the case.
Mayoralties: who knows? Do you rotate them? Do you allow the community to vote for the mayor?
Most residents do not understand that the councillors actually choose the mayor—that it is the
councillors’ vote. They would love a system where the community would actually have a say in
picking the mayor, or a fairer system—that it would actually rotate around to the wards, single-member
wards, multimember wards, and virtually all of those areas in a particular municipality would actually
get the chance to have a mayor at some time. Otherwise you do have the situation like my area of West
Footscray, which did not have a mayor for 16 years. The mayoralty is normally considered a bit more
of an honorary position, the spokesperson of the council, and that I do believe the community should
have some say in—100 per cent.
There are so many other things. I thank Mr Somyurek, the local government minister, for jokingly
offering for me to become the local government secretary.
Ms Patten: Accept.
Dr CUMMING: Ms Patten continually says I should accept that position, but I am not quite sure.
I would accept the position if it meant that I actually had more of a say in amending this current Local
Government Act, because I know that the Municipal Association of Victoria, the Victorian Local
Government Authority, all the ratepayers groups and a lot of my residents do not like this current Local
Government Bill for many reasons, which I will get to and expand upon when we go through all the
clauses.
As well, I guess in my final minutes I will say: local government is a wonderful layer of government,
and I would encourage a lot of the residents in my community and other communities across Victoria
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to run for council. The next local council elections are on 24 October—my birthday, everybody! I
would hope people get involved. I do encourage and I have mentored people in the past to run. It is a
wonderful experience. I had a wonderful time, even though it was tough, rough, nasty, personal and
all of those things, but I actually look back and reflect on what my area looks like 20 years on—with
trees, no trucks going down Barkly Street. I wish I had saved the Footscray pool, but I am very happy
that I built the library in Braybrook—the many wonderful things and what my area now looks like due
to my contribution and other councillors’ contributions over the years. I do encourage others to do it.
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (15:54): I rise today to speak on the Local Government
Bill 2019. There is no doubt that change and accountability are needed at the local government level.
Our communities are growing rapidly, and the challenges faced by council grow with them. Councils
are constrained by an act which was originally set in 1989, with amendment upon amendment creating
a mountain of red tape.
Councils have a direct line to the community. They need to be able to listen and take on board the
needs of their communities to advocate for them at a state level. They need to be nimble to deal with
new challenges as they arise. In most regards this bill delivers what councils have been asking for. It
will strengthen communication with the community and make councils more accountable. Proper
planning with community input is a feature of the bill, as is the ability for councils to work together,
which may see some streamlining of services and better collaboration on local issues. It will provide
education and training for councillors, teaching them how to advocate for their constituents, how local
government should work and what the expectations are in terms of their behaviour and conduct as
representatives of their community. Almost every professional industry has a continuous professional
development requirement, and local government—and indeed state and federal government—should
be no different. How else do we grow and change if we are not aware of new ways of doing things?
The bill attempts to revive our local council environment, but it is not without controversy. I have met
with ratepayers associations, and without fail they are very unhappy with the performance of their
local councils. In fact they do not think the bill is tough enough on holding councils and councillors
accountable. While we agree with them in principle, it is the state government’s responsibility to hold
councils to account, but ratepayers should not be feeling they are consistently ignored. They want this
bill to be tougher and the penalties for bad behaviour to be stronger. They want councils that work for
the ratepayers—and to be fair, you cannot ignore that.
So 85 per cent of this bill is not controversial. It is a little bit soft, but it is a good start. However, the
other 15 per cent is controversial. When meeting with councils in the Eastern Metro Region, they were
divided, with different views between and even within councils. The only consistency is the
inconsistency. Without fail, the sticking point on this piece of legislation is the move to single-member
wards for all councils. The exception is councils with large geographical areas and small populations,
such as some rural councils where it makes more sense that councillors overlap. Those that already
have single wards in place will be unaffected, but multimember wards are generally not happy. Singlemember wards give residents direct representation, and councillors will be more accountable to their
local communities. They will also need to campaign well and understand the community they
represent. It will not be enough to just put your hand up and align yourself to a party. Candidates will
need to be active and involved in their communities and put some skin in the game.
As an advocate for fairness and someone who has been elected with a mission in mind, I understand
the effort that goes into fighting for fairness and being a voice for a particular community. There is no
room for lazy candidates. If you are elected to represent a community, then you must know that
community. You must fight for them, advocate for them and not share that responsibility, and too
many councillors have complained that they are carrying an unfair share of the load in their
multimember ward.
It is disappointing that we have not dealt with the serious issue of donations for influence to councils.
We understand the government is doing some work in this area, and we look forward to dealing with
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this at another time. I will support this bill, and I think it makes an effort at cleaning up the act, which
I am led to believe is almost four times the size of the original 1989 bill due to the number of
amendments over the last 30 years. It is time we modernised local councils and made them more
efficient and accountable. Is the bill perfect? No, but it is a starting point. I commend this bill to the
house.
Ms TERPSTRA (Eastern Metropolitan) (15:58): I rise to make a contribution in regard to the
Local Government Bill 2019. This is an important bill that proposes a number of significant reforms
that are necessary to ensure the continued and efficient operation of local government. I can say that
the bill is based on approximately four years of consultations that have occurred within the local
government sector and the community, and indeed there has been a range of community organisations
and individuals who have made contributions in regard to the bill. All those contributions are greatly
appreciated, and it just goes to show how invested various sections of the community are in local
government. I am sure like other members in this chamber, we have received numerous emails and
submissions from a variety of people indicating their views about this bill. So it is good to see that the
community do indeed wish to have a vibrant local government sector and want to see some reform.
Some are in favour of those reforms, and some are not.
As always there is a multitude of different opinions within the community about some of the proposed
reforms. Some of the reasons for this bill include that this is delivering on the Andrews Labor
government’s 2014 election commitment, which was also confirmed in the 2015 ministerial statement
on local government, to create a modern local government act. The previous iteration of this act was
a piece of legislation in 1989. That was enacted obviously some time ago, and so the need for reform
and a revision of the act is well overdue. Certainly with the changes that are being proposed over
100 amendments will be necessary. The new laws will improve democracy, accountability and service
delivery in Victoria’s 79 councils.
The 2019 bill retains the substance of and builds on the previously prepared 2018 bill by incorporating
additional reforms to simplify elections and strengthen community engagement and councillor
conduct. This is something that is critically important. We want to make sure that local government
remains accountable to the community and to the electors—those people that are electing their
representatives—and also make amendments and improvements to councillor conduct. We have seen
some unfortunate instances of conduct that is far unbecoming of councillors and something that is not
acceptable by modern standards. Feedback through the consultation period highlighted concerns from
the sector and the community about community-initiated commissions on inquiry, and this reform has
not been incorporated into the bill at this time.
By way of overview, there are five key themes that the bill centres around, and I will just touch on
them briefly. One of the themes will be that it allows councils to improve services that they deliver for
communities through better financial management and engagement with the community, which is
always critically important. We want to make sure that local government is responsive to and responds
to the concerns and requirements of their own community.
Another theme that is provided for in the bill will be to provide stronger local democracy and direct
accountability to the community. It is critically important to ensure that those representatives that are
ultimately elected to council—if they are a ward representative, for example—are directly
accountable. It is critically important to make sure that all councillors remain directly accountable to
their electors. Also another theme is to improve councillor conduct with clear standards of behaviour
and stronger mechanisms to address poor conduct. As I touched on before, we have indeed seen some
examples of very poor behaviour and conduct, and of course community expectations now are much
clearer about the sorts of behaviour and the standards of behaviour. Clearly some of the examples that
we have seen in the media are inappropriate and will always remain inappropriate. It is good to see
that there will be stronger mechanisms to in fact deal with those sets of behaviours.
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The fourth theme will be to give the community confidence by making reforms to election processes
and candidate requirements—again more transparency and more accountability to make sure that
community can have confidence electing candidates that they see before them and to ensure that there
is more transparency required about that and about their backgrounds. The fifth theme will be to
provide a new relationship between the state and local government and the community. So there are
some significant themes there. Again, over the four years of feedback that was gathered in community
consultation, these are some of the themes and issues that have emerged as important to the
community.
There are a multitude of amendments that are being made to this bill. Rather than go through all of
those, I thought in my speech today I might just focus on a few of them and certainly some that are of
interest to me and no doubt of interest to other members of the community. I would have to say that
one of the areas proposed in this bill that I received the most feedback on from people in my own
region would have been in regard to single-member wards. There is obviously a lot of consternation
from some people about that. I note that some councils still continue to have single-member wards—
some did not change—and other councils have multimember wards. In effect the 2020 bill will make
single-member wards the default structure for council so that voters know who their local councillor
is. Rural councils with unevenly dispersed populations will be able to remain unsubdivided. So that is
pretty clear. Most councils should move to single-member wards.
Now, again, a range of feedback has been collected in regard to that. I have heard all of the different
arguments for and against. Some people say that with a single-member ward it gives greater
accountability and transparency and that a person as a councillor in a single-member ward would not
be able to perhaps obfuscate from their responsibility as easily as perhaps somebody in a multimember
ward. Various other levels of feedback have included things like if there are personality conflicts
within multimember wards, perhaps the functioning of that system amongst councillors and how they
allocate work or undertake work might break down. Conversely people have also said the same about
single-member wards and how everyone needs to work with each other on council anyway to deliver
reforms for their communities. So regardless of which position you look at, people can put forward
various arguments for and against. But effectively what this bill strives to achieve is that we want to
make sure that single-member wards become more conducive to deliberative democracy through a
number of ways. For example, accountability: as I touched on before, single-member wards would
enhance accountability of councillors to their communities, and the lines of responsibility and
therefore accountability are made clearer by having one councillor for each ward. As I said earlier,
there is nowhere to hide when you are that representative.
On equity, smaller wards mean that fewer financial resources are required to run a council election
campaign, thus allowing community members without financial means or political party backing to
contest on a level playing field. That is certainly very important from a democracy standpoint—that
people who are not financed or do not have financial means to run a large-style campaign can in fact
have an opportunity to run. So that is critically important. We cannot allow financial resourcing to be
the sole determinant of how somebody wins in an election campaign.
Another aspect is to enhance grassroots democracy. So, again, smaller wards are more conducive to
grassroots deliberative democracy. This will make it possible for councillors to have ongoing
engagement with their community. The level of personal interaction is not possible with multimember
wards due to their size. Again, it is about making sure that elected representatives have a smaller
constituency and have more meaningful, frequent and better engagement at all levels. It is all aimed
towards enhancing and improving deliberative democracy in those ways.
Now, whether electoral structures themselves discriminate against or support women some say is
debatable, and the data on this can potentially be skewed to support either argument. Again, like the
previous point I just spoke about, there are differing opinions on this and people can mount arguments
either way. But what is obvious is that our social structures do discriminate against women and we
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need to encourage more women to run for council. Single-member wards make it easier to do so by
reducing the financial barrier to participation.
The current legislation provides little guidance about what structure is the most appropriate, and in the
absence of guidance the Victorian Electoral Commission has essentially determined to move councils
away from single-member ward structures through its representation review recommendations to the
minister. There has also been an increase in non-uniform multimember ward councils, which require
different quotas and different numbers of votes to secure office in the same election. This compounds
the perception that voters are being treated inconsistently and creates uncertainty for voters. That lack
of consistency across local government can be confusing to voters, particularly if they have come from
another municipality, and they may not be aware that there are these differences across different
councils. Sometimes this can lead to confusion. Prior to 2003 councils and not the Victorian Electoral
Commission were responsible for conducting electoral representation reviews and single-member
wards were the predominant structure for councils.
Another important aspect I would just like to mention, and it sort of flows on and feeds on from the
last point I was making around women’s representation in local government, is that of gender equality.
I will expand on that previous point now in discussing this topic. The Andrews Labor government is
committed to achieving 50 per cent women councillors and 50 per cent women mayors by 2025. This
is critically important to make sure that women’s voices are adequately represented in our democratic
processes, because currently they are not. There are still barriers to women’s participation in getting
elected to councils, and this needs to change. It is critically important to ensure that change happens
and we need to have targets to make that happen. Some of these changes that are being proposed will
assist in achieving gender equity in terms of representation on councils. Currently only 37.9 per cent
of councillors are women and 41.6 per cent are mayors, and that is not good enough.
Ms Garrett: How much of the population are we? Fifty-one per cent.
Ms TERPSTRA: Absolutely right. We need to make sure that women are more easily able to be
elected to council, become mayors and then are at the table when it comes to decisions that are being
made within local government. Just as an example, with some of the services that councils provide in
terms of families and children—kindergartens, maternal and child health—it is really important that
women are able to represent the needs of their constituencies, particularly for such important services
like those. It is important to ensure that those services can actually represent the needs of the
community and people who are using them, and increasing women’s participation in local government
is one way of ensuring that.
It was always a mystery to me when I looked around the municipality that I live in that, for example,
our kinders in the area very infrequently received any upgrades or improvements. It was always a
mystery to me. It did occur to me that perhaps it was because most of the councillors were male. I
think in the area that I live in only one councillor is a female. I have always wondered why kindergarten
infrastructure or upgrades to those kinders were always low on the priority list and these things never
seemed to happen. Football clubs always seemed to get a lot of money and a look-in, but the kinders,
the preschools and those sorts of things always seemed to get no love at all. So I hope that these reforms
will also mean that some of these important services that women use will receive more upgrades and
support.
Of course the bill also contains a number of measures to encourage more women to stand for council
and to support them when they get elected. This bill works in partnership with the Gender Equality
Act 2020 by requiring councils to have in place workforce plans that set out measures to ensure gender
equality, diversity and inclusiveness in relation to council staff. This includes the setting of targets.
The bill provides extended leave for councillors with parenting responsibilities and puts the
responsibility on council CEOs to ensure councillors have the support they need to perform their role.
The bill defines sexual harassment as ‘serious misconduct’, which now has a maximum penalty of
12 months suspension, and strengthens the standdown provisions to remove councillors under
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investigation who pose a risk to other councillors or staff. We have seen some very distasteful and
notable examples of where this sort of behaviour has occurred, and it is unacceptable.
The challenges for gender equality in local government are not confined to the elected representatives.
Only 22.8 per cent of council CEOs are women, and these numbers are reflected in council senior
roles. You can see the importance of these reforms that are going to be put through. There are other
reforms that I would have liked to have spoken on but, given that I have 36 seconds on the clock
remaining, I might conclude my contribution there and pass over to another colleague who will
continue contributions on this bill.
Ms GARRETT (Eastern Victoria) (16:13): We have got 15 minutes to go, so let us strap ourselves
in right there. I am really delighted to speak and make a contribution on this bill as a former councillor
and a former mayor in an area where Acting President Patten is firmly within the zone. I know there
are many others here on the crossbenches and on the other side of the chamber who have had
experience in local government and have treasured that experience, and who have an overwhelming
respect for the role that local government plays in our community. There is no level of government
that has a more direct relationship with the people. I certainly think there is no level of government
that people engage with more on a day-to-day basis, so I am delighted to make this contribution.
While sometimes we may disagree in the debates around a lot of these issues, including with
colleagues on the crossbenches who have raised important motions throughout their time, I think that
the debate has always been of a particularly high standard and driven with a lot of passion because
people believe it. I am really pleased the minister is here in the house. Minister Somyurek has guided
this legislation before the house.
Mr O’Donohue: He is a busy man.
Ms GARRETT: He is a busy man with a full agenda. Listening to the minister speak on the radio,
listening to him speak in our party rooms and in this house about these issues, he has absolutely been
driven with an intellectual rigour and a passion for this area. This bill that is before the house, which
of course has been endorsed through our cabinet and party processes, is a fine example of very good
legislation that is going to make a significant contribution to this very, very important sector in all of
our lives.
It is a large piece of work and the result of many, many years of consultation. Previous local
government ministers on both sides of the house have really grappled with how we make this the best
sector it can be. This piece of legislation is a result of years of work and years of consultation, and it
addresses five major themes that will see, I believe, a much better performance in our local government
area, a much better performance for the people who it elects to represent them. I am going to touch on
some of those issues.
More importantly it is about, if we look at the first key theme, not only improving the services that
councils deliver for communities through better financial management and engagement with the
community but also providing stronger local democracy with direct accountability to the community.
These are ambitious reforms designed to do those very things. We know that councils, ratepayer
groups and local government peak organisations have been asking for a rewrite of the act for years, so
this is the product of that work, as I previously said.
An area that has attracted a lot of attention is the transition that the bill outlines and proposes to singlemember wards. I know that has been a point of discussion and debate, and I am really pleased to be
able to make my contribution to that discussion and debate, because the most important thing for a
councillor is that you are representative of your community and you are responsive to your
community’s needs. As I said at the opening and as I have said in this house on numerous occasions,
what happens to your local road or your local roundabout—or your kindergarten, as the previous
speaker spoke so eloquently about—what happens to your football club, your sporting club, the trees
in your street, the parkland and the open space, the cleanliness of where you live, who is collecting the
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rubbish and how they are doing it, these are things that impact every householder’s life on a day-today basis. Really significant decisions are made by councillors about how we live, and it is absolutely
critical that those councillors—including of course at the apex of that tree, the mayors—are actually
fully in touch with and representative of what their communities are calling for.
This is particularly the case when we have large councils that cover significant population areas, and
different population areas within the one council area. So to have the councillors who are representing
the pockets of those larger local government areas be directly accountable to people has never, ever,
ever been more important. The single-member wards create, in my firm view and in the view of many
in this chamber, a line of responsibility and accountability to that councillor; their role is clear and
defined. At the moment, when you have multicouncillor wards, I think it is far too easy for things to
slip through the cracks or for things to become unnecessarily political footballs or to go unheralded
than it is if there is a clear person, a clear point of contact and a clear method of accountability.
This also means fewer financial resources are required to run election campaigns, which opens the
field up, I think, to more people getting involved. The whole concept of local government being about
grassroots democracy—about taking the concerns, the thoughts, the ideas, the aspirations of the
community, taking those very key issues and then translating that through a council deliberation
process into concrete outcomes for the community—I believe will be greatly enhanced by having
those single-member wards. I am very proud that this bill makes that a reality.
It is also really important that we ensure that we have not only an engaged council pool, not only a
council pool that is accountable and responsive to the community, but a highly professional and skilled
group of people who get the training that they require. Again, as we know, councils are multi-multimulti-multimillion-dollar operations. They have very large budgets, and they also have a huge role, as
I have said before, in working out how the community is going to function and operate—not only
where the resources are going to go in any given community but also where the policy settings are
going to go, where the overall planning is going to go, where our streetscapes are going to end up. So
for people to walk in off the street to become councillors, having been there myself, it was absolutely
critical that proper training was provided as to how the council operated, what the expectations were
of you as a councillor and whatever training was required around budgets and budget considerations,
around the highest professional and ethical standards, and around codes of conduct. We have seen,
unfortunately, in a small minority of cases councillor behaviour and council officer behaviour
dragging the entire sector into great disrepute.
Aside from mayors, because they are not full-time jobs—because often people have to have a fulltime job and do this on top—it is an area where things have been at times allowed to, I think, fall
through the cracks. It is absolutely of great significance that there is proper training and proper
understanding of standards and codes of conduct to ensure that councillors, when they take these really
significant roles, are doing so to the absolute best of their ability.
Some of the other changes that the bill makes to ensure that this is the case are requirements that
councillors have to be more transparent about their business, only closing meetings and deeming
information as confidential in limited circumstances. Across the chamber we know how often things
could have been dragged behind closed doors. The one thing that is absolutely crucial about democracy
and public accountability is that as much of it happens with the sun firmly shining on it as possible, so
I think this is a really significant reform.
The requirement that councils will have to work closely with their communities in developing plans
and policies that guide activities and spending priorities through deliberative community engagement
processes is a very significant discipline. We have all been—certainly I have been—on councils where
some councillors thought their work was very firmly in the United Nations and not for the people of
the area which they had been elected to represent. I am all for significant advocacy in areas that matter,
but I am not for basic services and basic requirements for the community being left languishing or not
being dealt with with the significance they deserve. When council meetings are totally waylaid in areas
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which the council has absolutely no responsibility for, when really important issues that ratepayers are
struggling with, including where resources are allocated in often disparate economic situations of
ratepayers, it is something that does a great disservice to the view of councils generally and also to the
ratepayers who have elected the councillors.
Importantly I think where there are serious breaches of codes of conduct, and repeat breaches, then
councillors will be disqualified from continuing to serve. While there were really significant steps
made in having the local government inspectorate and the like and codes of conduct that were
instituted by previous governments, this I think takes that to the next stage, ensuring that when
councillors put their hands up to be elected and then get elected, they treat that solemn responsibility
with the respect that it requires. That I think will result in a much better service being delivered to
constituents.
What we are seeing in this legislation, members of this chamber, is the result of a comprehensive
review that has led to this very significant piece of legislation, and I believe that it is clearly going to
ensure that a much better service is delivered to this community.
I want to touch on, as I conclude, and follow up from the previous speaker, Ms Terpstra, around the
gender equality issue. I do not think there is anyone in this state, indeed in this nation, who can question
the Andrews Labor government’s commitment to gender equality targets in everything that we are
able to do. It is reflected now in our own caucus and cabinet. When we say we are determined to see
50 per cent of women on councils and 50 per cent of women as mayors, well, that is a commitment
that I think people can absolutely bank on. We know that unless women hold half of these positions—
and we are absolutely entitled to do so given we are more than half of the population—then not only
are the voices of women not heard during decision-making processes, but it is much harder for young
women and girls to see what is possible if all they are seeing are men in suits. So I think a key part of
this legislation is once again an unwavering and bold commitment to ensuring that we put our money
where our mouth is on gender equity.
One of the proudest moments for a lot of us in this place was the passing of the Gender Equality
Bill 2019 in the previous week, and here we are again. Once again, front and centre of the legislation
that we are putting forward to this place is a very real component around making sure that we achieve
gender equity at every level that is possible. That is indeed a significant reform. I do commend this
bill to the house. I do respect the debate. Again, it is always an interesting and passion-driven one on
these issues. But as a former councillor and as a former mayor I believe this is an outstanding package
of reforms that will make local governments more accountable and see much better services
delivered.
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (16:28): In summing up, if I could just take up a figure that Ms Garrett put out there,
she said 24 per cent of all CEOs are women. That figure has gone up to 28.5 per cent. It was 19 per
cent when I came into office. There you go. There have been a lot of people unhappy about my
contribution to this bill, but that is something I can take credit for, I think.
In summing up, I would like to advise the house that the government will move a series of amendments
designed to address some technical matters and also reach a balance between some of the views of the
opposition and crossbenchers. Can I please ask for the amendments to be now circulated.
Government amendments circulated by Mr Somyurek pursuant to standing orders.
Mr SOMYUREK: I would now like to briefly address each of them. Firstly, there are amendments
to the environment upgrade agreements—the process to remove two requirements of establishing
EUAs. The owner of the rateable land must lodge a statutory declaration at least 28 days before the
agreement verifying financial information pertaining to the land and that all existing mortgagees have
been notified and that council chief executive officers cannot further delegate their power to enter into
an EUA.
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Secondly, there are some incorrect cross-citations that currently sit within the bill. This house
amendment will make these technical corrections. This includes the interaction between the Local
Government Bill 2019 and both the Local Government (Casey City Council) Bill 2020 and the Local
Government (South Gippsland Shire Council) Act 2019 in relation to the timing of elections. It also
rectifies an issue that has been identified with the power to make regulations relating to electoral
matters, which is that it is not broad enough to allow the fixing of fees for nominating as a candidate
for council elections.
Thirdly, we are seeking to remove the power of the minister to determine that the voting system be by
means other than postal voting or attendance voting. It is apparent that there is no other system of
voting that could legitimately be used, so it is better that this option does not exist for the time being.
On the other matter of deputy mayors, the amendment addresses concerns raised by some councils
that they do not have the need nor resources to fund the separate office of deputy mayor. This
amendment will make deputy mayors optional, so it will not be a legislative requirement, but it will
obviously give legislative recognition to the mayors.
In relation to single-member wards, under the Local Government Bill 2019 a possible exemption to
the single-member ward model will apply to councils specified by the minister, such as councils where
single-member wards would not be appropriate. The amendment allows for the application of uniform
multimember wards along with an unsubdivided structure for councils specified by the minister. It
remains the government’s preference that, excepting the City of Melbourne, single-member wards
will be in place in the metropolitan councils and in the 10 regional cities.
Additionally, under the proposed Local Government Bill 2019, on the recommendation of the
minister, the Governor in Council may, by order of council, stand down a councillor under certain
conditions. The amendment removes the condition that complaints are to be made to the minister in
addition to the advice from an integrity agency or advisory body.
House divided on amendment:

Ayes, 7
Cumming, Dr
Hayes, Mr (Teller)
Limbrick, Mr

Meddick, Mr (Teller)
Patten, Ms

Quilty, Mr
Ratnam, Dr

Noes, 31
Atkinson, Mr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr (Teller)
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Finn, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Grimley, Mr

Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
Melhem, Mr (Teller)
Mikakos, Ms
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr

Pulford, Ms
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms

Amendment negatived.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 29
Atkinson, Mr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Davis, Mr

Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs (Teller)

Rich-Phillips, Mr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
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Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms

Noes, 7
Cumming, Dr
Hayes, Mr
Limbrick, Mr (Teller)

Meddick, Mr
Patten, Ms (Teller)

Quilty, Mr
Ratnam, Dr

Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.
Committee
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Before we start on the questions on clause 1, I would like to ask if
members who have not yet circulated their amendments would like to circulate their amendments now.
Mr QUILTY: I would like to circulate my amendment.
Dr RATNAM: I would like to circulate my four sets of amendments now, please.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: In order to have a smooth progression of the bill and to allow some
deliberations on some of these amendments, I am going to vacate the chair for 15 minutes. The bell
will ring at approximately 5.10 pm.
Sitting suspended 4.55 pm until 5.13 pm.
Clause 1 (17:13)
Mr ONDARCHIE: I have had approaches from a number of constituents, but mainly councillors
in Northern Metropolitan Region, about the construct of this bill. I can say across the board some of
them have some deep concerns with this bill, others not so much, but what was a common theme
amongst all of them is that they saw this as the commencement of some other agenda. So I ask you,
Minister: is 79 councils the right number of councils for Victoria?
Mr SOMYUREK: If the member’s question is about amalgamations or de-amalgamations, they
are not on the agenda of this government.
Mr ONDARCHIE: That was not my question. My question was: is 79 councils the right number
of councils for Victoria?
Mr SOMYUREK: Given what I have just said, I think 79 is right.
Mr DAVIS: With the indulgence of the committee, I have given a copy of some of the questions
the opposition has to the minister. I am going to read these now, but he will make some comments
about them. I will just read them in.
One, how much is currently in the Sustainability Fund? Two, how often will local government areas
(LGAs) be required to pass on the municipal and industrial landfill levy? Three, where is the municipal
and industrial landfill levy to be paid to—what entity? Four, how much of the municipal and industrial
landfill levy was paid to the Sustainability Fund last year? Five, how much of the municipal and
industrial landfill levy was retained by the Environment Protection Authority Victoria last financial
year? Six, what did the EPA use that money for? Seven, how did Sustainability Victoria, Parks Victoria
and the commissioner for environmental sustainability use the funds they received from the municipal
and industrial landfill levy last financial year? Eight, what accounting or reconciliation has the
municipal and industrial landfill levy provided back to LGAs? Nine, what guidelines or procedures
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exist that LGAs comply with in relation to the municipal and industrial landfill levy? Ten, can LGAs
determine for themselves how much of the municipal and industrial landfill levy is passed back to
households and businesses?
Eleven, can LGAs charge businesses and households a levy on their rates to cover the municipal and
industrial landfill levy? Twelve, how many applications have there been by LGAs to access the
Sustainability Fund over the past five years? Thirteen, how many successful applications have there
been by LGAs to access the Sustainability Fund over the same period? Fourteen, please list all the
successful applications by LGAs to the Sustainability Fund over the past two years, the amounts and
the names of the projects funded. Fifteen, please list all unsuccessful applications by LGAs to the
Sustainability Fund over the past two years, the amounts sought and the names of the projects. Sixteen,
who determines what LGA-originated projects are funded by the Sustainability Fund? Seventeen,
what accounting of the Sustainability Fund is provided back to LGAs? Eighteen, and finally, are the
payments by LGAs of the municipal and industrial landfill levy counted within the rates cap? I
understand the minister will not have the detail of that with him, but I just put those on the record so
he knows.
Mr SOMYUREK: From 1 to 17, I understand why the member opposite is asking those questions,
and some of those are pretty good questions. I will pass this on to the Minister for Energy, Environment
and Climate Change, from 1 to 17, and I will request that the minister in the other house, the minister
for environment, get back to you with the answers, perhaps through me.
On 18, about the LGAs and the municipal and industrial land levy being counted within the rate cap,
there are about four councils that include in their rate cap, in their general rates, waste charges.
Obviously they can perhaps decouple, but that might be a little bit of a complicated situation given the
circumstances. But it is always available to them to go to the Essential Services Commission and seek
an increase in the cap. Councils can do that based on compelling and extenuating circumstances, and
obviously this is something that is new.
Dr CUMMING: In rising to speak on clause 1, I wish to make a statement first around the actual
bill, and my statement starts like this: Dr Ratnam’s contribution earlier I do believe is true. Going
down the path of where the minister will be allowed, at his discretion, or local government ministers
in the future will be able to choose a single-member ward or a multimember ward at their discretion
will fly in the face of allowing the diversity of councillors in the future. It is a one-way ticket to making
sure that locals who run for council as Independents will be stitched up. For the Liberal Party to jump
into bed with the ALP with the amendments that are proposed—and I can almost predict at the end of
tonight that they will vote with the government to allow this local government bill to be passed—it
will actually affect people who run as Independents.
Yes, the Liberals will say that they do not run candidates in local government elections, but—
respectfully—there is nothing in this bill to make anyone disclose if they are a member of a party. The
community, people who vote in local government elections, want to know—and candidates should
declare—if they have been a member of a political party in the past. If they are currently a member of
a political party, they should have to declare it as a candidate. There is nowhere in this Local
Government Bill that actually states that, so yes, people voting in local government elections get
confused. If they are an endorsed candidate from the ALP—because we know that the Liberal Party
does not endorse candidates, but there are Liberal members who are running as Independents—or
Labor Party people are running as Independents or others have been part of other political parties, they
should actually have that declared when they are candidates in council elections, for transparency’s
sake, so that when people do go out and vote they know if candidates have ever been a member of a
political party in the past or if they currently are. They should also declare if they are running partners
of people who are endorsed or members of political parties. There is nowhere in this bill that will allow
that transparency for the voting public out there.
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There are many sections in this local government bill. There have been many submissions made by
local governments and many submissions made by ratepayers. There are many submissions from the
Municipal Association of Victoria (MAV), the Victorian Local Governance Association (VLGA) and
others that have not been heard or are not actually added into this new local government bill. So it
would seem that the government has picked and chosen what suits them, and I do say to the Liberal
Party that if you think that crawling into bed with the ALP on this Local Government Bill and voting
for this at the end of the night will not affect you in the future, it will. It will affect you in lots of ways,
being that this bill is actually heavily loaded towards the major parties. Currently the Liberal Party has
not got as many numbers on the ground, but this bill will enshrine that the Labor Party will become a
bigger force in respect to using local governments as the kindergartens for state candidates in the
future. It will be used as a kindergarten for the ALP and members of other political parties, and it will
always be the case in the future if we do not actually have that arms-length approach where the
Victorian Electoral Commission (VEC) can choose single-member wards or multimember wards and
the community actually has a say if they want a single-member ward or a multinumber ward.
When you leave it in the hands of the local government minister, yes, at the moment the local minister
is ALP, but in the future it might be a Liberal Party local government minister. I dare say that it would
be an ALP local government minister for a long time. Respectfully, if this is going to be the case,
where the ratepayers, the voting public, do not know if the people who are running are members of
political parties, endorsed or not endorsed, that transparency is not in the bill. It is not declared. From
now and forevermore the voting public will always be duped by not knowing who they are really
voting for.
Yes, you can require a candidate to do a level of training, but you are going to restrict them by only
having a particular evening or by saying that if you do not attend the training you cannot run. It will
actually hinder people who work full-time and people who have got children if they do not attend that
actual candidates forum. That is not a measure to show the voting public the transparency that they
need to be able to make that informed decision when they are voting for a particular person.
If the government is wanting a certain level of councillor candidate, they should make sure that there
are multiple opportunities for people who are wanting to run to have that education. Currently the
MAV and the VLGA do a very good job of trying to make sure that there are a lot of female candidates
and encouraging that participation. I do not see anywhere in the bill where the level of what the MAV
and the VLGA currently do in the way of getting good governance, getting good candidates coming
forward, is particularly enshrined with just having it that a candidate must attend one evening seminar.
I will leave it at that.
Mr SOMYUREK: ‘Are you now or have you ever been a member of the Labor Party, the Liberal
Party, The National Party, the Greens party’, whatever you guys are—what are you guys?—‘the
Liberal Democratic Party, the Hinch party, Catherine Cumming’s party or the Transport party?’. It
sounds okay when you are in opposition or when you are not a minister of the day, but there are
constitutional issues that we need to take note of when we are making legislation. And I think you will
find that we will probably fall foul of the constitution if we try to do something like that in a bill. It is
a big thing to get people to declare if they have ever been a member of a political party.
In terms of the member urging caution, whilst I am the minister now—a Labor minister—it might be
the opposition that has the minister at one point, it might be the Greens who have the local government
minister at another point. I take your caution, and I have got say that when I do electoral reform—and
that is not my job; I am local government minister—I believe in principles. When you are doing reform
such as electoral reform you have to not seek to advantage your side. I do not believe in trying to do
over the opposition when you are doing electoral reform. I think everyone needs to have a stake in it.
Where I am going with this is this: I can actually sit in my office at 121 Exhibition Street, level 16,
and just say ‘single member, single member, single member, single member’ without bringing this to
Parliament—without putting it in a bill and without getting the scrutiny of the state on this reform. I
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could have done this myself. I did not have to bring this to Parliament. I have got to get some points
for that, surely. So right now, according to the 1989 act, I could just sit there and declare all these
councils to be whatever electoral structure I want them to be. But what I am doing, because I believe
in the institution of Parliament, is actually bringing this reform here. I have put it out there. We have
debated it.
I have had responses from a couple of hundred people, from council CEOs to councillors themselves
to mayors. I have sat there with the sector and I have had a debate. I have said that if you can convince
me otherwise, particularly on single-member wards, I am not obstinately stuck on this. But I believe
this is good public policy. I have said that if you can find a flaw in my logic, I will backflip. There
were some good points made, and I am sure you will make them today, but the fact of the matter is I
still walked away from there thinking, ‘No, this is the right way to go’. Why? There are three levels:
accountability, equity and community democracy. They are the three big reasons why we are doing
this. This is good public policy. That is why we are doing it.
One other thing is I am not a believer in party participation on council. I think it should be a candidatefocused system not a party-focused system, and I have really strong views on that. I understand the
Greens have a history in this state of routinely endorsing across the state. That is their choice. Our
party is starting to endorse more—much more than I would like. And if I could just go in to bat for the
Liberal Party, they do not. I do not know where they endorse at all, so they are very clean as far as that
is concerned.
I believe there is a fundamental conflict of interest between political party participation and the
grassroots democracy that this bill is putting in. Grassroots democracy should be all about councillors
being responsible and accountable to their communities—not accountable to their parties. There is a
fundamental conflict of interest there. Are you accountable solely to your party, solely to your
community, or are you are accountable to your party bosses, whoever they may be?
My party has gone down the path of endorsing more in council, and I do not like it. I do not like it at
all. That is the organisation. I will try to take steps as much as I can—whatever weight I have in the
organisation—to reverse that. I start from the position that it is a conflict of interest for parties to be
endorsing on council. So this is not about doing over any other political party. This is good public
policy.
Dr CUMMING: Thank you, Minister, for your—
Mr Somyurek interjected.
Dr CUMMING: Do not worry, I will give you the chance to say a bit more to that because I am
going to add to it. Minister, I thank you for your contribution and I do understand that your personal
position is that you believe that your party should not endorse. I am summarising—
Mr SOMYUREK: I do not believe political parties should across the board—Liberal, Labor,
Greens, National, Hinch, Transport, Liberal Democratic—
Dr CUMMING: So from your contribution, Minister, why hasn’t there been provision in this act
to actually allow the community to know if people who are running in local government elections are
members of political parties? I go back to my very first point. I understand that the community does
not understand—the majority—about endorsed or not endorsed, but they do understand if somebody
has to declare that they are a member of a political party or were a member of a political party. That
will actually achieve your wishes and wants.
Respectfully, Minister, currently we have a system where, yes, your party says that they are going to
endorse and the Liberal Party says they are not going to endorse. It is a confusion out there in the
community that they do not need. They want to know if people are members of political parties when
they vote—previous members or current members. They want to know. They do not want to find out
after these people have been elected, when they declare, ‘Oh, that’s right; I ran as an Independent, but
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I am a member of a particular party’. It is unfair, and they do not get outed. The minister does not
come along and say, ‘Well, you lied while you were running, and therefore you should be off that
council’. It does not seem to be an issue, but it is an issue for the community. They want to know.
And, respectfully, you will not get 101 candidates, which is what you are trying to achieve with singlemember wards and the like, if you have that single issue actually put into the act somewhere—
somewhere that they have to declare if they have got a membership or otherwise, and people can make
an informed decision when they vote. Currently they do not have that. It would absolutely go to the
heart of what you are saying: that the vast majority of the community do not want political parties
represented in local government. But there is nothing in this bill that will help a voter to decide yes or
no around actually voting for a member because it is not declared, they do not have to, nobody will
know. Yes, but some people are endorsed; others take the view of not endorsing.
In respect of the Greens that you have just mentioned, good on them for actually declaring that they
are a member of a political party—good on them—because the Liberal Party should too, absolutely.
Or the ALP or their running partners—they should declare they have been a member of a political
party. Any candidate should be saying, ‘I was a member of Clive Palmer’, ‘I was a member of One
Nation’, ‘I was a member of Derryn Hinch; now I am a member of the Liberal Party’—whatever. But
allow the voting public to actually have that information in their hand. Currently there is no way for
the voting public in local government elections to actually know that. They do know that in state
elections, they do know that in federal elections, but in local government elections people can hide
that information. I would actually encourage the minister that in the future when he is looking at
amendments that this one is actually taken on board.
Mr SOMYUREK: I take you up on the point that they do in state and federal elections. Well, that
is not necessarily the case. If you run as an Independent, you do not have to declare whether you are a
member of a political party or not.
Dr Cumming: But you are not part of a party.
Mr SOMYUREK: Well, they might have been. The problem is this: it is called the constitution. I
have had some advice that this might fall foul of the constitution. I explored various options in trying
to take parties out of it. That is not discriminating against the Greens or Labor, because like you said,
my party does routinely endorse, and as I said, much to my disappointment it will be endorsing more
this time around. I do not agree with it. I think there is a fundamental conflict of interest. I am violently
against it. I am against my party as well for doing it.
Now, I sought advice in trying to make sure that political parties cannot endorse on council, including
my party. That would have been falling foul of the constitution again. So we do need to look at
constitutional issues when we make legislation. Look, there are ways of perhaps getting people to
declare, like in a 100-word statement or whatever councillors get. If they are going to opt into that,
maybe they have to declare whether they are a member of a party. But what I am going to do is not
make an executive decision on that in regulations. I am happy to take further guidance from the sector
on that issue.
Dr CUMMING: I thank the minister for his response, and I do hope that in the future there is
something that could be done.
Mr Somyurek: I am not promising.
Dr CUMMING: I obviously do not want to go against the constitution.
Mr Somyurek: A small thing, the constitution.
Dr CUMMING: I would hope that it would maybe be part of a code for candidates or something
that is declared in the way of their candidacy statements. But, respectfully, for me, when I was elected
I only needed to be on the electoral roll because I was not an employee of the council. I was an elected
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representative. As an employee, you normally would give your tax file number, some proof—a drivers
licence or something—but currently there are none of those provisions, apart from saying that you are
on the electoral roll. The council did not even know my date of birth for I do not know how many
years, because I did not have to actually prove it. I just had to be on the electoral roll.
So I believe that the community should have a certain level of identification, not just that you are on
an electoral roll. There should be certain pieces of information about a particular candidate that
everyone should actually know and see for them to actually run for council. As I have said, if they are
a member of a political party—I think that is an important piece of information. When people go out
and vote, that should be front and centre. You know, it would be a local paper that would actually have
questions of candidates: ‘What suburb do you live in? What is your employment?’. Those kinds of
details would actually be given to a reporter on a local paper. But that information was not actually
available to the CEO or others, and there were no forms for any councillor to actually fill out to say
otherwise.
Mr SOMYUREK: Well, let us be careful. Are you talking about running for office or are you just
talking about being on the roll as a voter? Deputy President, is that okay to seek clarification?
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Yes.
Dr CUMMING: I am saying information that the community should have from a candidate.
Mr SOMYUREK: You are talking about ID.
Dr Cumming: Identification?
Mr SOMYUREK: Yes.
Dr Cumming: I thought you said IT. ID—okay.
Mr SOMYUREK: Let me just answer that, because I think there are a couple of possible questions
you are asking. But let me stick to this principle: my principle on these things in terms of engaging
with the democratic process is that barriers should be minimal. We should not be putting up artificial
barriers in the way of getting involved or participating in the democratic process. That is the position
I stand by. So this business they carry on with in America and some parts of Australian politics of
wanting photo ID to vote, I think it is totally abhorrent. That is about suppressing voter turnout. Voter
turnout is a key barometer for the health of our democracy. So anything that suppresses voter turnout,
I believe in principle is wrong. That goes for standing for office too, by the way. We cannot put up too
many barriers to democratic participation, which includes running for office.
Now, in terms of ID—identification—well, if you are on the electoral roll, the principle is you have
proven that you are a genuine person. However, what is required is to prove that you are the person
that is on the roll when you nominate for council elections.
Dr CUMMING: Thank you, Minister, for your contribution. So part of your answer—making sure
that people could be part of the roll—obviously this Local Government Bill is virtually saying that
you have to opt in onto a roll. Why isn’t it the current situation where the state roll, which is the VEC
roll, becomes normally the local government roll? Now we are going to have a situation where people
are opting in or off from the roll, rather than having a VEC, not very different to the AEC or the
Victorian government—
Mr Somyurek interjected.
Dr CUMMING: Yes, we are on clause 1, so I can ask anything.
Mr Somyurek: There are other clauses that deal with this.
Dr CUMMING: I understand that.
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Mr Somyurek: I am happy to have a discussion.
Dr CUMMING: This is a run-on from the answer that you gave, Minister. So, Minister, do you
feel that this current legislation and the way that people will actually have to make sure they are on
that roll—and therefore can actually run or even vote—is an additional barrier that normally most
people do not have because they normally are on the roll from the AEC or the VEC? Now, we are
actually making it more difficult. I can assure you that every time that I ran for local government, six
months beforehand, three months beforehand, I always double-checked that my name somehow did
not fall off the roll because I wanted to run. I used to see so many people so disappointed when they
would turn up to polling booths originally—now you do not get to see that disappointment because
they get it sent out to them—because they were not on the roll. They had probably just voted in the
state election maybe a year before, but then they turned up to a local government election and their
name had somehow mysteriously dropped off. I have watched that over my 20 years—people filling
in forms at election booths, sometimes given a ballot paper, sometimes turned away, even though they
have lived in their house for 40-odd years. Looking at this local government bill, I can see this
occurring more often due to the provisions that are in this current local government bill.
Mr SOMYUREK: There are a number of things there, and I will address each of them. You are
going back 30 or 40 years, or to when you started on council.
Dr Cumming: Twenty-three years.
Mr SOMYUREK: Twenty-three years. So you are talking about all elections—state, federal and
council. Now, what we have got in Victoria at the moment is automatic enrolment. The theory or the
principle behind that is that when the VEC or the AEC knows where you are, knows who you are,
rather than leaving the onus on you to opt in, they will put you on the roll. So that has cleared up the
roll. That has been a real success in getting more people on the roll and therefore ensuring that more
people are actually on the roll to vote. So automatic enrolment and also election day registration is
something that we have introduced in this state—about 10 years ago, I think it was. So from that
perspective, being on the VEC roll will solve some of your problems.
Now, if we talk about the opt-in provisions that we are introducing here, that is about bringing Victoria
into line with the rest of the country except for Queensland. Queensland has an identical roll for council
and state elections. They use the one roll.
Dr Cumming: Should be.
Mr SOMYUREK: Well, that is the way it should be, but what you are misunderstanding, then, is
if you are using the one roll—if we just use the VEC roll—we have got non-resident property owners
who do not get a vote. So we have not gone that far. I think that is probably a good reform, and the
Greens, I think, are moving that amendment. That is eventually where I would like us to end up, but
that is a bit too radical for this sector at the moment.
So what we have done is we have taken a step in the right direction. We have said if you are a nonresident property owner outside of Melbourne City Council, you have to opt in. Yes, you are right,
that is a barrier, but I think in this instance that is a fair barrier. But we are going to make sure that that
tick-a-box exercise is not overly onerous so that we do not disenfranchise people that actually want to
vote. That is a property franchise, right? We have taken a step towards the Queensland model, which
you said you agree with because it is the one roll, but you cannot do that if you allow non-resident
property owners to vote, because they do not get to vote in state elections where their property address
is.
So non-resident property owners opt in, but I will make sure that that is not an onerous exercise. It is
not about a dictation test or filling in volumes of paperwork. It should be as simple as possible. What
we have got at the moment is that for non-resident property owners, typically the turnout rate for them
is about 46 per cent or something. What that does is suppress the turnout rate for council elections
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compared to state and federal elections, which are in the 90s—hover around the 90 per cent mark. It
really suppresses council election turnout rates. So by getting the people that actually do not want to
vote in an election out, it will actually help with finding what a truer figure for turnout is in this state.
Like I said, the Queensland model is good, but I do not think the sector is ready for the Queensland
model at the moment. They just have one roll for municipal and state elections. However, with this
reform we are now in line with the rest of the states.
Dr CUMMING: Minister, thank you for your contribution again, but I do believe the state of
Victoria is wanting what Queensland have, which is if you are enrolled with the VEC, or the state roll,
that is automatically obviously your place of residence, so therefore you should be on the local
government roll, respectfully. I remember 23 years back, yes, if you were a multiple property owner
you would actually have a vote possibly in each of the wards, depending where the properties you
owned were in a particular ward, and then you would have a vote even in another municipality if you
had property in those municipalities. Years ago there was a reform to make it that you only had one
vote in your municipality, or one vote per ward, respectfully. That is there currently. And also it has
been for a while now that with a lot of councils if you are a non-resident property owner, you actually
would have to opt in to be on that roll. You would have to contact that council prior to that election
and make sure that if you wanted to have a vote you would say, ‘I own a property in Hobsons Bay and
I wish to have a vote in that election’—
Mr Davis: Currently CEOs are required to produce that roll.
Dr CUMMING: That is right. Currently you write to the CEO and you put your name down, but
they also make sure that you have not got multiple votes—so if you were lucky enough to own six
properties in Yarraville, you do not get six votes. So that has been there for a while. But I really wish,
Minister, seeing that this is a long time in the making, that we actually had, not dissimilar to
Queensland, the state roll and the local government roll as one and the same. It makes it easier for
residents, because that is their enrolled address. They also have that option of voting in those local
government elections, but they are not going to have to check if they are on the roll.
Mr SOMYUREK: I think I have answered that question in my previous two answers.
Dr RATNAM: Minister, I want to follow up on a line of questioning that Dr Cumming began at
the start of her questioning on clause 1, getting back to the issue of mandating single-member wards
across the state for local council elections. You indicated that you had talked to local councils. I think
you went out to consultation and asked for feedback on the six extra provisions that you announced
last year. Can you tell the chamber what the result of this consultation was—what percentage of
responses supported the blanket single-member wards that you proposed?
Mr SOMYUREK: I would like to thank the member for her question. My idea of consultation is
not people writing in letters, be they proforma or not, or an organised campaign. My idea of
consultation—why you do consultation in part, especially when you are doing legislation, especially
when you have got a mandate to introduce legislation, such as in a state or federal Parliament, where
we are not delegates of the electorate—is that we are actually trustees. We are out there to go. For the
next four years we are out there to implement our policies. My idea of consultation—this framework—
I think that is different for a council, where they are closer to the delegates and where there really
should be constant deliberative democracy where councillors can go back to their communities. My
idea of consultation in this framework is that I have gone out, and what I was interested in was getting
views back that showed that I was wrong, that there were gaps in my arguments, that there were gaps
in my knowledge. And I have got to say—and I do not mean to be arrogant about this—it is the values
you hold as a person that is introducing those reforms. It is accountability, equity and grassroots
democracy. They are the three things that as a party we value the most. That is what I think this does.
So I went out to consultation wanting to road-test it and see whether it was workable, not workable or
it disadvantaged people.
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The Greens talk about gender. If I had any evidence that this electoral structure—single-member
wards—disadvantaged women, I would have taken a backflip, but I do not; or if this reform
disadvantaged other minorities, I might have taken a back step, but I do not. I do not believe it is
electoral structures that hold back women in terms of democratically elected office; I think it is things
like political parties and maybe patriarchy within political parties, perhaps, if that is a term you want
to use. That is why our party has affirmative action. I do not think it is electoral structures. I am
confident that if you or I contested a single-member ward election, you would smash it against me. I
think you would do a much better job than I would do. I do not think that people would vote for me
because I am male; I believe that the electorate would weigh up the attributes of the various candidates,
and I do not think gender is a part of that. That is what single-member wards do. I think they would
vote for the candidate that has the most appropriate attributes to represent them on council.
Dr RATNAM: I will follow up on the second part of your response talking about gender in just a
moment, but just coming back to my question, which was quite a simple question in terms that you
asked people to make submissions on your proposed reforms. I understand that you got several
hundred responses and the majority of them were against the mandated single-member wards. Why
won’t you reveal what those numbers were—how many? You have come back and talked about
another definition of consultation, but you asked people to write to you to provide their views. That is
one form of consultation. You cannot then just say, ‘Sorry, you didn’t write the right way’, and, ‘I
actually wanted a complicated argument, so that is not consultation anymore and so I won’t take that
into account’. So can you reveal how many responses you got and what was the proportion of those
who supported your proposal for single-member wards?
Mr SOMYUREK: Look, I do not have the numbers at my fingertips but unquestionably,
overwhelmingly, against. Do you know why? Because people tend to cling to the electoral structures
in which they got elected. Now, every time we have a redistribution there is immense panic amongst
MPs because Council MPs are worried that their boundaries are going to change. What people do if
they get elected to electoral office is they cling to the electoral structures which got them into either a
council, a state Parliament or the federal Parliament. So I went into this understanding that the
incumbents, of whom the majority are in multimember wards, would be absolutely against singlemember wards. I had no doubt about that at all. But this is not a popularity contest. You should not be
doing public policy based on what is popular. I think you need to go to consultation. Why you need to
go to consultation when you are in a parliamentary democracy, a state or federal government, is that
you need to be able to test those ideas, test those reforms, because it could be that there is some
groupthink, that you have not thought of things from different angles. That is why I went and I travelled
far and wide and spoke to as many people as I could. I invited hundreds of people to 121, at a forum
full of mayors, councillors and CEOs, and I sat there for a couple of hours and took questions from
the sector. They were good questions from very smart people, highly intelligent people, the local
government sector, and they had some good questions, but I still walked out of there believing the
reforms that I put up.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister. In your response you just provided to me now what I heard
is, ‘I had a view on what the ward voting structure should be for local councils. I then asked the
community to provide their views on whether they agreed or disagreed with this proposal, and then
although I received hundreds of submissions with the majority against mandating single-member
wards, I still held my view because their thinking was wrong’. That is what I heard. It did not matter
what argument they put. It was ‘groupthink’. They got fixated on—what did you mention?—the way
they—
Mr SOMYUREK: On a point of order, the member misrepresented what I had to say. I did not at
any point say that the people that were opposing my view were using groupthink. I think that is very
important to get on record. I think that is disrespectful to the people that did provide consultation. I
said that I was not going to be captured by groupthink myself, in terms of government. I did not want
people around me to say that I was doing the right thing; I actually wanted to go out there, to the sector,
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to people that had other views, and I wanted to hear those views, and I invited them to pick holes in
my arguments. So when I talk about groupthink I talk about that in the context of perhaps I did not
want to be a part of introducing reform with a government with that groupthink or people that just said
‘yes’ to me. I was not in any way referring to the people that I consulted as engaging in groupthink.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Thank you. And whilst it is not really a point of order, it is probably
more a point of clarification, the minister would have had time to respond and could have made his
views clear there. But Dr Ratnam, I just remind you: I think it is really important that the minister does
clarify that because the committee stage of the bill can be read in conjunction with the bill for legal
proceedings, so it is very important that whatever the minister says is what is recorded in Hansard, so
if we can just stick to not trying to repeat what the minister said but asking your questions, it might
help.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Deputy President. I totally concur; hence why I wanted to actually seek
the clarification, because I was trying to decipher how you were categorising the feedback that you
had received. What I heard, which is what I wanted to clarify—and correct me if I am wrong—is that
despite hundreds of submissions and the majority of people saying they did not want this mandatory
single-member ward structure, that you had somehow discounted it because of what you thought was
people set in a way of thinking and you wanted to be convinced in a more convincing way. That is
what I heard from your response.
In response to that, that has very serious consequences for future consultations. There are different
forms of consultation. I agree that there are some consultations that receive cursory feedback. There
are some consultations that require much more ongoing dialogue. But it is really important when you
go to the public to say ‘I really want to hear your views’ that you actually are genuine about it so that
people are not wasting their time and they are actually providing genuine responses. I think that is an
important point for the public to know: that despite the majority of feedback being against what you
had proposed, what I have heard from you is that you have discounted that because it was not
convincing enough.
Related to that question: Minister, you have previously indicated to the chamber that when making
any of these decisions you want to look at expert advice. So given that the Victorian Electoral
Commission has consistently over a number of years advised against single-member wards, given
your predecessor, the former minister, agreed with the VEC and given what we have just heard about
the consultation—the majority of submissions from the local government sector and the general public
alike were against your proposal—what advice did you actually rely on in developing this proposal
for mandatory single-member wards?
Mr SOMYUREK: If I can deal with the first part of it before I speak to the VEC component of
the question, my idea of a consultation is not a tick-a-box exercise, right? That is not my idea of
consultation. People can run campaigns; I am not interested in campaigns. What I was interested in
was the opinions and the logic behind the opposition. That was what I was most interested in. It did
not have to be hundreds; it could have been a few sort of views that totally stumped me. When we talk
about consultation—and that is going to be clear in this book too—we are not interested in tick-a-box
exercises. We need to move away from tick-a-box exercises. That is not true consultation. That is what
I was referring to.
In terms of: did I take the feedback and was I just humouring the sector by going to the sector? No, I
was not. Let us not forget: with this particular reform I had the ability to institute reform anyway. I
could have done this by stealth. I did not have to ventilate this reform publicly. It could have been
done by stealth, right? I did not do that. I wanted to put this out there, along with other reforms, and
invite the public to pick holes in my arguments, in my reforms. Like I said, there were some very
eloquent, very articulate, very intelligent sorts of debate and contributions made that made me think
along the way. But I did not walk away from those consultations thinking, ‘Jeez, I did not think of this
consequence, and therefore it’s wrong’.
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In terms of the other reforms, let me just go to the community petition reform. That was my idea. I
love it. The rest was sort of sector driven. The community petition model—that has not made the bill.
We took that out because there was a backlash against that as well. We took that out, at the end of the
day. I actually still reserve the right to be able to bring that back. That was my idea. In Casey, rather
than sacking the whole council that would have meant that a couple of councillors that were clearly,
allegedly, compromised could have been removed. I remove a democratic mandate with a heavy heart.
I do not like doing that. The purpose for me formulating that community petition model was to give
back to the people, the community, that gave the councillors the mandate in the first place the ability
to in part withdraw that mandate. I was really rusted onto that reform, but there was a backlash. I took
a step back on that reform. That needed to come through Parliament. The other reform, the singlemember ward reform, did not even have to come into Parliament, but I chose to publicly ventilate that.
As far as the VEC are concerned, what we are talking about is electoral theory, democratic theory—
they are not well versed in that. They are not experts on that.
Dr Cumming interjected.
Mr SOMYUREK: No, they are not. They are number-crunchers.
Dr Cumming interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Dr Cumming, the minister has the call, please.
Mr SOMYUREK: They are not well versed in democratic theory, electoral theory, at all.
Dr Cumming interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Dr Cumming, the minister has the call.
Mr SOMYUREK: That is not their job. It is the Parliament of Victoria that does represent the will
of the Victorian public on what type of electoral structures we should have. These are value
judgements. The VEC are not there to make value judgements. They are there to crunch the numbers.
That is why they are the VEC. They are not experts as far as that is concerned. I do not accept the
VEC’s expertise in making value judgements in terms of the electoral structures.
Dr CUMMING: I thank the minister. No, I do not agree that the VEC are there to give value
judgements. But you are right: they are there as an arms-length authority in elections, seeing that we
give them the responsibility to run state elections and councils choose to give them the responsibility
to help run council elections. So I would believe that their ability to consult the community to see if
they wish to have a single-member ward or a multimember ward and, you are right, to crunch the
numbers to make sure that people are elected under a proportion of that municipality and that that
councillor is elected under the right proportion of votes—of course that is the VEC’s responsibility.
So, Minister, with the statement that you have just made to Dr Ratnam’s contribution, I have all of the
submissions from my local councils—from Hume, from Maribyrnong, from Brimbank, from
Werribee, from Wyndham—have I missed one?—from Hobsons Bay and from Moonee Valley, I
should say, but I also have in my hand the MAV submission to you. In this submission it actually
states:
This submission—

which is the MAV’s submission—
addresses both the State’s arguments for mandated single member wards and the letter to the MAV, dated
12 July 2019, in which the Minister wrote:
I understand that the councillors who make up the MAV’s Board and membership will have concerns about
changing to a different electoral structure. Councillors and other publicly elected officials, including
Members of Parliament, will always support a structure they were elected under. I ask that MAV as a peak
body for the local government sector focus on the public policy reasons for single member wards and provide
evidence as to why it does not achieve greater accountability, equity and grassroots democracy.
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Minister, you are requesting the MAV specifically to talk about single-member wards, and the MAV
actually wrote back in this submission to say:
In relation to the Minister’s letter, neither councils nor councillors choose their electoral structure. This is the
jurisdiction of the Minister on the recommendation—

on the recommendation—
of the VEC. MAV’s submission is not advocating for one single electoral structure that suits particular
councils but is seeking to preserve a range of structures.
The onus for evidence to support a new model must also be on the agent of change; in this case, the State.
Local Government Act 1989—Victorian Electoral Commission
Firstly, while Members of Parliament determine the electoral structure under which they are elected that is
not the case for councillors. The electoral structure of each council is approved by the Minister following a
comprehensive review process by an independent and expert body, that being the … (VEC).

In other words, Minister, you should be listening to the VEC, and what they, the MAV, are saying is
that for you to actually say, ‘These particular councils should be single-member wards, and these ones
should be multi and those ones should have no structures’, you are not the expert. The minister is not
the expert. Why in this bill are we saying that the minister can actually just pick and choose which
ward? Why are you not agreeing that you should continue—which is the status quo in the 1989 act—
to actually have to listen to the VEC recommendation?
You are shaking your head, saying, ‘No, I don’t’. Why should you have the power? Why are you not
allowing the community, which normally actually puts in submissions to the VEC, when there are
currently those electoral representation reviews? That is where the community actually partakes, that
is when the council partakes, to actually say, ‘Yes, I want single-member wards’, ‘No, we need
multimember wards’ or ‘No, we don’t need any structure at all’.
Mr SOMYUREK: I am not sure how many times I am going to say this or how many different
ways I am going to say this: I have the power now to be able to totally disregard the recommendations
of the VEC and choose the structure I want, right? So I am not sure where you are going with that line
of argument. If I could just say one thing about the VEC and holding that particular organisation up as
being able to decide on the values of our democracy, one of the reasons why the VEC is against singlemember wards is that it believes—
Dr Cumming interjected.
Mr SOMYUREK: I did not interrupt you. It is that the VEC believes that single-member wards
will cause by-elections, which are too costly. Well, my question to the VEC is: what is too costly?
What price democracy? That is a value judgement. They have no right to be in that space. They are
not democratically elected people in this Parliament. They do not represent the will of the people; we
do. You do, we do, in this place. The VEC do not. They do not. They are getting themselves involved
in things that they have got no place to be involved in. They have just unilaterally declared that it is
not good because a by-election is going to cost money but countbacks are better. They completely do
not tell us how much weighting they give to the situation when a councillor resigns and a person gets
up on 1 per cent or 2 per cent of the votes. How much value do you place on people getting up—I am
asking the wrong people this question—into elected office with a very, very low primary vote? So
these are value judgements, and the VEC are not charged with the responsibility of making those value
judgements. They are there, an expert body, to conduct the elections, to run the elections and then to
do some redistributions. But this place represents the will of the people. We will determine what type
of electoral structure that is appropriate, not the VEC.
Mr HAYES: I just wanted to ask the minister, if I could: you say that these sorts of decisions about
how councils are elected should be made by a democratic body and you have taken submissions from
many, many councils—probably from all the councils—about what electoral method they would
prefer. Minister, have you given any consideration to allowing councils to make that decision for
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themselves as to the way they are elected or the method—whether they be single-member,
multimember or undivided? What are your ideas on letting a council make that decision for
themselves? They are a democratically elected body, like us, and they know their circumstances and
the spread of their electorate better than we do—or any minister could, for that matter.
Mr SOMYUREK: That would be more consistent with my philosophy than having the VEC make
value judgements.
Mrs McARTHUR: Minister, I am encouraged by your view about your opposition to your party’s
endorsing of candidates, so I am wondering if I can ask for a commitment from you that you will be
trying to stop the Labor Party endorsing candidates in the Ballarat City Council, given that they have
already announced that they are going to endorse candidates.
Mr SOMYUREK: That horse has bolted, I am afraid. There was a decision made by the
organisation of the party. I am not sure that I need to answer this as it relates to the organisation of the
ALP, but that was done well and truly before I became the Minister for Local Government.
A member interjected.
Mr SOMYUREK: Yes. I do intend to revisit that but not as the Minister for Local Government.
That is a matter for the party.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Thank you, Minister. Yes, I think you were very generous in
answering that. It is within the scope of political parties, not the bill.
Mrs McARTHUR: Thank you, Minister, for your answer. On another matter, you have indicated
that you believe local government candidates will effectively be elected, or should be, on merit and
not gender or some other diversity criteria. So how then do you justify that local government
employment will be subject to all forms of identity criteria?
Mr SOMYUREK: Look, yes, we do talk about merit and we do talk about gender equality. Let us
not forget that some people do have unconscious bias. I think there are a lot of women who, even
though they were meritorious of a position, have missed out because people have had an unconscious
or subconscious bias against them, so we need to make sure that that bias is removed. So although on
the face or surface of it the two look contradictory, I think you can marry the two.
Mrs McARTHUR: Minister, would you accept that in smaller rural councils especially this is one
of the areas that will add considerably to the ratepayer burden, let alone the ability of some rural
councils to find even one candidate for specific roles, let alone the costs involved in that compliance?
Mr SOMYUREK: I would like to thank the member for her question. Look, I understand that. I
have visited all of the small rural councils. I have got to say that there are massive sustainability issues
for those councils. They have fixed costs but decreasing populations; therefore they have decreasing
sources of revenue, and yet they have got assets and they have got infrastructure to uphold—so I get
that. They really are doing the best they can in order to stay financially sustainable. I do understand
that there is a skills shortage, and they do find it difficult to get things like planners, engineers and all
the rest of it. That has certainly been the key message coming back to me on my journey. They will
have to do the best they can, and I do think that there needs to be some common sense with this. But
equally I think the bottom line when people are talking about meritocracy is that unfortunately when
some people do judge what merit is there might be some subconscious bias contaminating their
decisions.
Mrs McARTHUR: Thank you, Minister, for your answer. So therefore I wonder, Minister, are
these councils going to be compensated for the extra burden that they will endure for complying with
the extra-prescriptive engagement practices, the deliberative engagement practices, that you have
included in this bill, which will be prescribed by regulation? They will include things like community
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vision, council plans, financial plans and asset plans. How will they meet the cost of this compliance
that is included in this legislation?
Mr SOMYUREK: I would like to thank the member for her question. Again I understand, and I
have a lot of empathy for those small councils, as does the Andrews government and the cabinet; there
are a number of us in there that are very aware of this issue, and we are trying to do our best to make
sure that we rectify the sustainability issue. We will be making sure that they receive all of the help
that they can through guidance materials and the like so that this is not an unfair burden on them. There
will be a lot of assistance provided to those small rural councils.
Mrs McARTHUR: Minister, therefore do I take it that these implications of the legislation will be
cost neutral to local government?
Mr SOMYUREK: That is a big call to give that commitment, but I can assure the member that we
are very aware of the cost pressures on those small rural councils, and we will be doing our best to
assist because we do know that even a little bit of money can be a lot of money for those councils. We
are aware of that, and we will do our best to make sure that they get some extra help with implementing
these reforms.
Mrs McARTHUR: Thank you, Minister, for your answer. I am warmed and encouraged by your
commitment that you will be caring about them, but I am sure that they actually just want a
commitment that you will fund these extra costs. But moving on to the time implementation issues,
and this has been raised with me by a number of councils, the first expenses policy under clause 41
has to be complied with by 1 September 2020, the audit and risk committee charter has to be complied
with by 1 September 2020 and the public transparency policy also has to be complied with by
1 September 2020. These time implications represent serious problems for many councils. How will
you rectify that?
Mr SOMYUREK: I thank the member for her question. Those are time lines that were discussed
with the sector and with Local Government Victoria, so those time lines were landed with the sector
themselves on what is a realistic time line. Again, we have got some councils that are going through
bushfires. They have just gone through those horrendous bushfires, so again we will be more than
flexible with those councils.
Mrs McARTHUR: Minister, what about councils that have not been going through a bushfire and
that find this considerably onerous and time imperative? What considerations will be given to them?
Mr SOMYUREK: Again, I thank the member for her question. These are time lines that we did
not just impose on councils; they were workshopped and worked through with the sector, and these
are the time lines that are in the bill as a consequence. However, when you are making legislation, you
need to be cognisant of the fact that there are extenuating and compelling circumstances that can come
up. Obviously we will give due regard to those, but the sector has informed my department in
consultation that those time lines are reasonable.
Mrs McARTHUR: Thank you, Minister. In clauses 88, 90, 91 and 92 we talk about the community
vision, the council plan, the financial plan and the asset plan. It will be developed ‘with its municipal
community in accordance with its deliberative engagement practices’. Can you clarify what
‘deliberative engagement’ means?
Mr SOMYUREK: I would like to thank the member for her question. The philosophy behind this
deliberative engagement is not a citizens jury type of thing. I think someone famously said, ‘We have
one of those; it is called a Parliament’. This is not about a tick-a-box exercise. We do not like tick-abox exercises. We want to move away from tick-a-box exercises. What we are moving to is devolving
a bit of power from the executive down to the community. This is all part of that philosophy. In fact
single-member wards, condensed 9000 to 10 000-member wards, are also consistent with this
philosophy. That is why I mentioned it as one of the three reasons: accountability, equity and
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grassroots democracy. It is conducive to deliberative engagement where the constituency or the
ratepayers or the electors know who their councillor is, because the councillor—because there is only
a certain amount of them—or the candidate can personally canvass the voters, and that is a key part of
local democracy. I would contend, when you have got 40 000 to 50 000 electors, like you do have in
multimember wards, that you are moving away from grassroots democracy. You are moving away to
electorates that are more comparable to state electorates.
Then let us talk about the costs of that too. When you talk about finance reform, campaigning to
50 000 people costs a lot of money. One mail-out will cost $30 000. What this does—what singlemember wards do—is actually take the demand side out of council. You can ban developer donations,
you can set really stringent campaign donation limits or you can ban campaign donations altogether,
but the fact of the matter is if you do not sap the demand side people will walk around with suitcases
of money. They just will not declare it. But if you do not need to do that, if you do not need to take the
risk because you can telephone your constituents, you can doorknock 9000 or 10 000 people, what
better way to persuade the electorate than to actually speak to them yourself. That beats a direct mail
or any other mass campaigning exercise—speaking to your constituents.
I have digressed, and I do apologise, but I was kind enough to answer your questions about the party,
so I am sure you will cut me a bit of slack there. Now, what was your question? I did digress.
Sitting suspended 6.30 pm until 7.32 pm.
Dr CUMMING: On the point the minister made earlier around elections and the process—
obviously the purpose of the electoral representation reviews, which are the ERRs, is to provide for
independent reviews of the electoral representation by councils on a regular basis to provide for fair
and equitable representation, and that is currently under section 219A of the Local Government
Act 1989. Obviously the state local government electoral review panel, chaired by Petro Georgiou,
after a thorough consultative process, commencing in September 2013 with a discussion paper and
concluding in July 2014 with the stage 2 report, included the following recommendations:
The discontinuation of the current practice of having ‘mixed wards’, where municipalities contain a mix of
single-member wards and multi-member-wards or a mix of non-uniform multi-member wards …
Under this recommendation, the fairness and consistency of the system would be strengthened by ensuring
the candidates in each council election in the one municipality would require the same quota to be elected.
Furthermore, each elected councillor would come to council having secured the same minimum level of
community support.
That to inform the evaluation of which electoral structure provides the best fit for a municipality, the review
authority should consistently apply the following considerations:
•

communities of interest

•

municipality’s population, growth and geographic dispersal

•

accessibility of councillors to the community.

That was the MAV’s emphasis. Respectfully, Minister, with this current Local Government Act 2019,
you only put it out for three weeks. You added an additional one week, which made it four weeks.
Most councils meet on a monthly basis. Yes, I have received—and they have really bent over
backwards to make sure that there were submissions, but your earlier answer was around making sure
that there was sufficient time for reviews, sufficient time to consult the community, when you,
Minister, only last year gave a four-week period to have those submissions come forward. Is there a
reason why there were only four weeks to consult on such a lengthy bill?
Mr SOMYUREK: The consultation in fact has been going for four and a half years. When I came
into this portfolio in December 2018 the Local Government Bill 2018 had gone through the lower
house. In fact it did not quite make it to the upper house before Parliament had been prorogued in late
2018, just on the election. At that stage, when I came in, I could have been a rubber stamp for the bill.
I could have gone in and said, ‘Right, we’ve finished this bill. It’s gone into the lower house. Let’s just
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take this bill through to the upper house and off we go’, but I had a responsibility, being a minister of
the Crown, and I take my responsibility seriously. So I did say to everyone, including the sector, ‘Look,
I’m not from the local government sector, so I’m here to be, you know, persuaded by rational
argument—right? And I’m all ears. I’m not from the sector; I come with a clean slate’.
There is some good in that and there is some bad. The bad is obviously there is a lot of learning, a
steep learning curve, but the good is I came in with a clean slate.
What I did not want to do is to go in there—because I was going to have carriage over it—and just be
a rubber stamp on the work that was done. So what I wanted to do is go out there, listen to the sector,
meet the sector and see how we could value-add to the bill, and that is what I proceeded to do for the
next six months. It was not ideal, because the process had been going on for four years prior to that,
but I do take my responsibilities seriously. So I thought the right thing to do was to go out there, if I
was going to put my name to this, and speak with the sector and see if there was any way of adding
value to the bill. And that is exactly what I did. We came back with six areas of reform, but two of
those did not appear. One was donations. I suspect we will talk about donations a little bit later, so I
will not go into donations right now, but certainly one of those six reforms was donations which we
shelved because of IBAC. We actually had it in the draft bill that went to cabinet, but we had to take
it out because of IBAC. So we had to take out donations reform. We came back with a comprehensive
donations scheme. The other one was a community petition, which I discussed. I was proud of that
because it was my idea, my IP on that, but it did not make it. The rest of the reforms were sector driven.
When we came back, by June—I think that is not unreasonable—I was ready to come back with what
I thought were reforms that value-added to the bill.
The message we were receiving from the sector, rightly so, was, ‘Hey, guys, can you get on with this?
These are good reforms, but can you get on with this?’. Let us be frank, they were not happy with
single-member wards, but the rest of the reforms had widespread sector support. So the message was:
‘Please, just get on with it. We want some certainty’. So under that sort of milieu we provided—five
plus one—six weeks of consultation, of putting out the proposed reforms in the bill to the public and
to the sector.
Ms PATTEN: Thank you, Minister. I have been obviously listening to this with interest. I was just
over the dinner break reading the submission to you from Dr Amy Nethery and Dr Evan Joseph from
Deakin University. They put forward I think a very compelling argument that multimember wards
create greater diversity, great representation, and this was obviously echoed by the Victorian branch
of the Australian Local Government Women’s Association.
Everyone is saying that it creates greater diversity. We saw from one of the links that they also gave
us, which was looking at the change in voting in Wyoming that went from multimember wards to
single-member wards, a 30 to 40 per cent decline in the representation of women in elected positions.
I have been listening, but I have had not heard any evidence that tells me that single-member wards—
and even if we look at the existing councils in Victoria—will lead to this greater gender equity that
you have been proposing this evening. I am just wondering if you could direct me to some information
that could make me understand that more clearly.
Mr SOMYUREK: I would like to thank the member for her question. Through the Chair,
Ms Patten, this government is a reforming government with respect to equality and gender equality,
but we have not been selling this. It has not been a key part of our narrative. We have not been making
that grandiose claim that this is going to improve gender representation or women’s representation on
council. We believe that electoral structures are gender blind, if you will. We do not think that electoral
structures disadvantage women, but we have not gone out there saying that this is going to improve
the lot of women. We just do not think this is a factor. We would think it is misleading to say it will.
Certainly there is some evidence to say that it will in terms that currently 62 per cent of all councillors
are male.
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What this clearly does is bring about more equity, which means that barriers to entry are lowered. So
if you are lowering the barriers to entry, then when you have got 62 per cent of councillors—a clear
majority—male councillors, to me you could extrapolate from that that you are probably keeping out
women. But we are not making that grand claim. All we are saying with the gender balance is this: we
have also crunched the numbers, and the numbers that I have come up with are actually the other way,
that it will bring about more gender balance, but I am not making that claim publicly. I am actually
not making that claim publicly, because there are a lot of variables at play.
It is very difficult to hold the variables constant when you are comparing over time, and that is what
we will be doing—comparing over time. How much weighting do you give to the fact that there is
more women participation in the workforce, more women participation in the democratic process in
politics? How much weighting do you give that? That is why it is very difficult to make those claims
either way. So what we are actually saying is: we do not think this is about gender. We do not have
any evidence at all that this is going to disadvantage women. That is what I was looking for, but I have
not been presented with any. You just quoted one electorate. Can I just quote a couple back to you?
Ms PATTEN: Yes.
Mr SOMYUREK: Just a couple that we have compared. In 2005, the last time the City of
Dandenong had single-member wards—and I have compared that with 2016, the last election—
45.45 per cent of the City of Dandenong were female; now it is only 27.27 per cent. Add weighting to
that with greater women participation in the workforce, in the political process.
Let us go to Monash. It was 37.5 per cent in 2003, 17 years ago—17 years ago, 37.5 per cent of
Monash council were women; it is down to 18.8 per cent now—18.8 per cent. That was 17 years ago.
So again there needs to be a weighting for the fact that governments have been going out there with a
deliberate policy to attract women into parliaments, into council, into the political process.
Let us go to Wyndham council. In 2003, 42.85 per cent of Wyndham council were women—in 2003,
17 years ago; in 2016, 27.27 per cent.
Let us go to Bayside council. In 2005, 15 years ago, 22 per cent—that is not great—of Bayside council
were women last time they had single-member wards; now it is down to 14.28 per cent. So you cannot
say multimembers helped there.
Let us go to Frankston: 57.14 per cent of Frankston City Council in 2003, the last time they had singlemember wards, were women; now, in 2016, that is down to 33.33 per cent.
Let us go to Cardinia. In 2003—again, 17 years ago—42.85 per cent of Cardinia council were women;
now, in 2016, 33.33 per cent of Cardinia council are women.
Port Phillip council in 2012—this is a more recent comparison—71.43 per cent were women. In 2016,
that is when they stopped being single-member wards, they became multimember wards—
Dr Ratnam interjected.
Mr SOMYUREK: Dr Ratnam, this is highly relevant. In Port Phillip in 2012, last time it had
single-member wards, 71.43 per cent were women; in 2016 it went down to 33.33 per cent. Even based
on that, I am not making the grand claim that single-member wards help with women representation
on council. I am not making that claim. I merely say to you that there are statistics the other way.
In Hume council you had no women on council. You had absolutely no women councillors on Hume
council. But what I say to you is the statistics are not conclusive. In fact with the numbers I crunched
I gave weighting to certain factors. Without weighting, the statistics I crunched were that it was
actually going to help women representation, but I am not making that claim. I do not think you can
make that claim at all. That is my point. When you are talking about women representation on elected
bodies like council or like Parliament, state and federal, let us look at the party structures. Let us look
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at party structures and let us make sure that you have things like affirmative action within parties. It is
not the electoral structures. I will just leave it at that.
Ms PATTEN: Thank you, Minister. You certainly have not made the assertion that this would be
better for gender equality, but I can tell you that members of your party, in the second-reading debate,
most definitely did. But as we know, with the proposed reforms that we have here the three goals are
accountability, equity and local representation—three goals.
What the research tells us is that multimember electorates have been shown to increase the quality of
descriptive representation. Deceptive representation is where the members share the identity
characteristics, whether that is language, ethnicity, religion, gender or sexuality. You have given me
many examples of where gender has not remained equal, where there has been no increase when there
has been a change to multimember wards, but would you support that your position is that singlemember wards will provide greater diversity and greater equity across all of those characteristics and
across the multicultural nature and diversity of our community, that single-member wards will achieve
that? Because that is one of the goals of the bill.
Mr SOMYUREK: I would like to thank the member for her question. I think what the member is
talking about here is something that I believe in, and that is proportional representation (PR).
Members interjecting.
Mr SOMYUREK: No, that is what we are talking about. I am a believer in proportional
representation. Absolutely I am. But I am a believer of proportional representation in party-focused
systems, not in candidate-focused systems, because at the end of the day the bottom line is what social
cleavage are we seeking to proportionally represent? That is a big dilemma in a candidate-focused
system, as council is.
Now, when you talk about proportional representation across the parliamentary system, which is a
party-based system, having a bicameral legislature based not on a proportional representation system
is an elected dictatorship—you are basically mirroring the numbers in the lower house with the upper
house. That is an elected dictatorship, right? That is not democratic. I believe in this house being a
proportional representation house. It has to be, otherwise it is a rubber stamp for the government. In a
unicameral system you have just got to have some form of PR, and that is what they have done in New
Zealand. We do not want to go there; it is a very complicated mixed-member proportional system
which is too complicated to work out. But the point is this: unless you have proportional representation
in a party system such as our parliamentary democracy is, you have got an elected dictatorship. It will
be the executive without your parliamentary scrutiny dictating in the true sense of the word what
happens.
I get that. I am a believer in proportional representation, but my contention is that it does not work if
it is a candidate-based system. If you look at the social cleavage of the political parties we have here,
you have got capital versus labour, you have got regionalism versus the centre—you know, Labor,
Liberal, National—and then you have got the Greens’ sort of post-modern whatever social cleavage
they represent, but the fact of the matter is that what we are talking about is, yes, I believe in
proportional representation.
Ms Patten: Just not in this.
Mr SOMYUREK: No, not in a candidate-focused system where there is no systematic history in
Victoria of political parties endorsing candidates on council. The Greens routinely do, but the other
political parties do not. The Libs hardly ever do; I do not know any instance where the Liberal Party
does. The National Party does not.
Ms Patten: On a point of order, Deputy President, my question was fairly specific. Can you tell
me about how single-member wards will achieve greater equity and, in that, achieve what I was saying,
which is greater descriptive representation so councils and the candidates would better mirror the
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community? We know that multimember wards create that—ethnicity, religion, gender, sexuality,
language. We know that multimember wards actually achieve—
Mr SOMYUREK: No, they do not.
Ms Patten: Well, I am sorry, Minister, but there is just ample evidence here. I am citing Deakin
University. I can cite Picton 1967 and James 2004. I could go on and cite many. All I am seeking is
reassurance from the minister that single-member wards will achieve the equality and the diversity
that I would argue is achieved through multimember wards but he would argue is not being achieved
through multimember wards.
Mr SOMYUREK: The reason why I have to go off on the explanation that I have gone off on at
the moment is that I do not have the ability to ask you questions. I am the minister so I have to debunk
what you are saying and then sort of explain where I am going. If it was a sort of genuine, free-flowing
debate, I would ask you questions and then I would ask you to explain, but I cannot do that. I do not
have the luxury of doing that, so I will have to go and debunk what you are saying.
What you are talking about is social cleavage. What you are talking about is parties having a cohesive
set of values, principles and ideologies. So in a party system when a party votes for the Greens, votes
for the Liberals, votes for The Nationals, votes for the Labor Party, they are voting for a coherent set
of ideologies, set of values, set of principles. They know what they are voting for. But when you have
got a random group of candidates, what are you proportionally representing?
If we can take a scenario like, say, the Broadmeadows electorate, in that area—I am not sure if the
figures are right—I think about 30 per cent are Muslim. So if you are saying that what we ought to be
saying is that, rather than concentrating on the community, we think that 30 per cent of those Muslims
ought to have representatives on council—that is why multimembers are good, because at least those
30 per cent of Muslims in Hume get a voice on council—well, I do not agree with you. I do not think
that is the spirit of our multiculturalism, if that is what you are arguing. Yes, you have a point, but that
is not my vision of democracy. That is not my vision of our multicultural society. I do not agree with
you on that.
So, again, it gets back to, yes, there are positives with proportional representation. As far as I am
concerned, for a parliamentary system to be democratic you have to have proportional representation
to guard against the tyranny of dictatorship. But there are also disadvantages with proportional
representation. All we are getting, it seems to me, with multimember wards are the disadvantages of
proportional representation without the advantages. I mean, what type of system is that? You are not
getting the advantages; you are just getting the disadvantages. For example, what you do get with
proportional representation, or multimember wards, which is proportional representation, is a very low
primary vote. Candidates typically get up with a very low primary vote. And what happens with that
is that people get up on council that are ideologically extreme—stop the mosque people, kick the
whatever people. Some really nasty people can get up because you do not require much of a vote. That
is from the right and the left as well; I am not playing on the left-right spectrum here. That is a definite
example. That is conceded by the most ardent supporters of proportional representation. They will tell
you, yes, there are disadvantages, but overall the advantages are more favourable because we normally
discuss this in the context of a party democracy.
Another disadvantage is, again with the number of votes, if you have got a very popular candidate—
we are looking at a candidate that was a rock star in the city of Moreland, with 50 per cent of the
primary votes. There you go. You cannot design an electoral system that would have kept Dr Ratnam
out of council. However, Dr Ratnam’s votes went straight through to a white middle-aged gentleman
with 2 per cent of the votes. He got up on council. He was elected with 2 per cent of the primary votes.
Because you are a rock star, you got him up as well. There were women missing out. The women that
missed out had actually five times more votes than that particular gentleman at 2 per cent. He might
be a very good councillor; I am not having a go at him. He might be a very effective, very good
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councillor. That is not what I am talking about. I am talking about the principle here. There were two
women that missed out, and one of them, I know, had at least five times more votes than he had. So
you can see the disadvantages of proportional representation, or multimember wards, as I talked to
you about them.
Now, let us go through another disadvantage. Because of our compulsory preferential voting system,
the larger the number of candidates in the field—this is prudent; research shows this—the more chance
there is of informal voting. The VEC, the august body that you guys love to quote, did some research
that showed that after 25 candidates, informality went up from 6.29 per cent to 14.65 per cent. In one
ward in a municipality in the western suburbs there was 17 per cent informality. Now, earlier in the
debate I said that turnout was a key barometer of the health of a democracy. Well, I have got to tell
you another just as important barometer of the health of a democracy is formal voting. If people are
voting informally, that means there is something wrong.
So these are the disadvantages. I agree with the advantages, but I am saying we are not getting the
advantages of proportional representation because it is a candidate-focused system not a party-focused
system. You might not like them, but these are the values that this party holds dear: accountability,
equity and grassroots politics. But we are as a party very supportive of proportional representation.
We brought proportional representation into the upper house in Victoria.
Ms BATH: I have been listening with interest, Minister, to your well-formed debates tonight. Still
on consultation, still on wards and—no surprise to you—I want to move to the country, because we
have been spending quite a bit of time talking in general terms about city councils. So my questions
relate to consultation in rural councils and specifically in Eastern Victoria Region. What have the
government and you as minister in taking over 12-plus months ago done in terms of those sorts of
consultations? What has been the feedback? And how has the government responded to those Eastern
Victoria councils as representative of other rural councils?
Mr SOMYUREK: I would like to thank the member for her question. One of the first things I did
when I did become Minister for Local Government was read the report on the joint parliamentary
investigative committee’s investigation into the operational and sustainability challenges of rural and
regional councils. I also read the report by the Auditor-General which showed that there were at least
17 councils with huge sustainability issues. So I wanted to go there. The first thing I did was go to
those rural councils. I visited all of the rural councils. That was my target, and that is what we did. On
that journey obviously I was sort of trying to get an understanding of their issues, but part of that was
talking about the Local Government Bill too. So I have been consulting with those rural councils, and
I think what we have got here, what we have landed on, is that they do want a little bit more flexibility.
I think the opposition was very keen to have those rural councils included—for all three options to
remain on the table for those rural councils.
Ms BATH: Thank you, Minister. In relation to the amendments that the Liberals and Nationals are
putting forward in relation to act exemptions rather than ministerial discretions, I am interested to
know your comments on that. And also, if the bill stays with the status quo, how will the minister look
at exemptions? What will the process be around that? I guess it is a twofold question.
Mr SOMYUREK: Even if rural councils at the moment have gone through an electoral
representation review, we will be maintaining the status quo going into the October general council
elections. Thereafter the electoral representation advisory panel will be doing representation reviews.
ERAP is a new body we are forming, and that will be comprised of the VEC commissioner but also
other expert advice, more in line with an electoral boundaries commission, if you will, which is a
specialist body that does federal and state redistribution. Federal and state redistributions are not done
by the VEC or the AEC. They are done by a specialist body. That is what we are moving towards.
They will be doing some work. Now they have all three options to deal with.
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Ms BATH: Thank you. I guess finally on that topic, for many of the councils that I have spoken
to, because of the tyranny of distance in country communities where you quite often have a large town
within, say, a council, or a number of larger centres and then smaller towns and then hamlets, it is
really important again for there to be representation—equal representation as best as possible. I have
got various councils, Wellington et cetera, that certainly still have those multimember wards and feel
that there is great collegiality between them. It is really important that, because of distances, on many
occasions multimember wards do work very well in the country. So that is a point that I am raising.
The minister needs to be very cognisant of that and of the importance of having country representation,
because quite often very much the feeling in country Victoria is that the city is overshadowing and
outshouting representation.
Mr SOMYUREK: I would like to thank the member for her question. I understand that—the
tyranny of distance, the large geographical spreads—having travelled through all of those areas, and
the shadow minister has been very forceful in putting that case to me. The councils have been as well.
But I think that there are special circumstances for the country. That is why we are providing a carveout for the country areas—for those rural areas.
Dr RATNAM: I want to come back to a question that I asked earlier in the committee stage. I do
not believe the minister answered me, so I want to ask it again. Just to remind the minister, this is a
question once again on mandating single-member wards. The minister had previously indicated in this
chamber that when making such decisions he does look at expert advice. We have now heard many
submissions that the VEC has consistently advised against single-member wards. His predecessor, the
previous minister, agreed with the VEC. We have heard the minister admit that the majority of the
hundreds of submissions he received opposed single-member wards, and we have heard other advice
provided through other members’ contributions about the evidence against single-member wards, and
how multimember wards are a much greater representative structure than single-member wards. So
my question once again—because, Minister, you did not answer this question previously—is: what
advice did you actually rely on in developing the single-member ward mandate preference? You have
told us all the evidence and advice that you disregarded, so what advice did you actually rely on when
making this decision?
Mr SOMYUREK: If I can just tackle the VEC issue again, the VEC does not have a mandate to
decide whether a by-election is desirable or a countback is desirable. The VEC, in their opposition to
single-member wards, is making a value judgement. What they are saying to us is that multimember
wards are desirable because otherwise there will be a by-election and not countbacks, and it will be
too costly. Well, excuse me, who is the VEC to decide? Who is the VEC to decide that?
Members interjecting.
Mr SOMYUREK: Who elected them? We in this place decide those questions. We in this place
decide those questions, not the VEC. We are elected representatives, not the VEC. The VEC has gone
beyond—
Dr Ratnam: On a point of order, Deputy President, I just want to bring the minister back to the
question that I have asked. This is the third time. What advice did you rely on when developing this
proposal for single-member wards? I know about the advice that you disregarded, including the
community submissions, then maybe the VLGA and the majority of councils out there in Victoria, but
can you tell us what advice you did rely on, not the advice that you disregarded?
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: That is not a point of order, that is a debating point. I call the
minister to answer the original question.
Mr SOMYUREK: I would be happy to debate the VEC all day, every day. The VEC have gone
beyond their brief. We represent the will of the Victorian people, not the VEC. They are not an expert
body on this—they are not. The body we are setting up will be an expert body because we are actually
putting experts on it. That is why you have an electoral boundaries commission. That is why the VEC
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do not do state boundaries. That is why the AEC do not do federal boundaries. So let us not put up
these people as experts. In terms of relying on expert advice, I am a parliamentarian, I am a minister,
I am formulating public policy. I do not need expert advice on that. This is about the values of
accountability, equity, grassroots democracy. They are our values. You might not like them. We have
to agree to disagree. But they are the values. They are what is driving this bill. That is good public
policy. As far as we are concerned, they are our values. You might not like it. There is no expert body
that is going to advise me on what values I should be adopting.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister. Minister, I have asked the question now three times. Given
that you are not responding to the question, am I to presume that you are telling the chamber that you
did not rely on any external advice in making the decision to propose mandatory single-member
wards?
Mr SOMYUREK: I am not sure how many times I am going to answer this question. It was pretty
clear. If you read Hansard, you will find that my answer was very clear.
Dr CUMMING: Minister, earlier you said that you, as the minister, have made some changes, so
it would seem from the submissions that I have read in the last six months that this came from you—
the single-member wards structure. So, respectfully, I understand the line of questioning, and it would
seem that the minister is not understanding where the crossbenchers come from. But I might just add
that my earlier contribution, and this is around the MAV submission, was that the state’s local
government electoral review panel—so this is the state government’s local government electoral
review panel; this is not the VEC—actually said in the local government electoral review stage 2 final
report:
… that multi-member wards with equal numbers of councillors provide a viable structure for council
governance that can meet the conditions for good representation under a wide range of challenging geographic
and growth conditions.

That is taking on what one of The Nationals said earlier around rural councils and the reason why you
actually go down a path of having multimember wards. You made the changes to actually mandate
single-member wards, and I do see the amendments that are being proposed to give a little bit of
flexibility around that. But respectfully, Minister, it would seem that given the vast diversity in
municipal structures there would be no single electoral structure that could cater to the representation
needs across Victorian municipalities. In other words, there is not one size that fits all, and that is why
you need flexibility in the structure. It is not the VEC dictating, it is allowing for individual
communities’ needs to be heard and having either single-member or multimember wards, or no
structure in rural areas, so that communities can have a say in that structure, not just the minister
deciding in a piece of legislation six months out that single-member wards are the way to go and if
you want something different, you have to talk to the minister about it and maybe the minister will act.
I will go on about that panel. This is not the VEC, it is the panel. The process undertaken by the panel
included the release of a discussion paper, public hearings held in 13 locations across Victoria,
transcripts of public hearings being made available on the department’s website, email surveys to
council CEOs, and a submission process that resulted in 164 submissions. The MAV says:
We are unaware if the proposed reform to mandate single-member wards has considered the thorough work
of the Panel which also heard anecdotal evidence regarding the advantages of each of the types of structures.

Then the MAV goes into—this was part of all of the earlier debate that was heard—the commission
of inquiry into the Greater Geelong City Council. It goes into Port Phillip City Council, Glen Eira City
Council and also Northern Grampians Shire Council and why 79 councils need 79 different ways for
their communities to be able to vote to get the proper representation that they individually require due
to their different demographics and their different ideas.
I am not here and I have not once had a gender debate about this because I take what the minister has
said. Respectfully, he might want to bring up how I was elected to my council. Seven times I was
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elected. Five of those councils were female-dominated, and respectfully I was elected five times under
single-member wards. My argument is that you need a multitude of ways, a variety, across all
79 different councils. The one-size-fits-all structure that the minister is suggesting does not fit—the
shoe does not fit.
Mr SOMYUREK: I tip my hat to your experience. You have got much more experience than I
have on local government. I admit that.
Dr Cumming interjected.
Mr SOMYUREK: I admit that. But if I can just say: the piece of work that you are referring to is
from Petro Georgiou seven years ago.
Dr Cumming: That is correct. But you’re ignoring that. You were talking about—
Mr SOMYUREK: Petro Georgiou might be a good guy. He might be a very competent, erstwhile
member of Parliament and all the rest of it, but I do not get my advice from Petro Georgiou in my
ministerial duties, if I can just also put that out there. You can go on about the Petro Georgiou review
all day and all night, but you are not going to convince me.
Dr RATNAM: Minister, I would like to go back to the issue of gender diversity on councils and
the points that Ms Patten was raising earlier. I have got some follow-up questions. It also goes back to
a point earlier in the debate. You said, ‘If I had seen evidence that it disadvantages women—I want to
see that evidence’. I believe Ms Patten has provided ample evidence. If you look at the data—if we
think of data as evidence, actual numbers as evidence—you just have to look at the current situation.
We have some single-member ward councils and we have multimember ward councils. If you look at
the comparison between who is elected to single-member ward councils and who is elected to
multimember ward councils, the numbers tells us the story. In multimember wards just over 41 per
cent of councillors are women. In single-member wards it is 33 per cent.
You have presented to us a list of individual councils taken at moments in time to apparently give us
an analysis of what it was like at one point in time for this particular council which had single-member
wards versus that council that then went to multimember wards. I would argue that statistics do not
work that way. You have to look at averages; you have to look at the full picture. You cannot just take
an example that suits your argument at the time. There might have been 20 other councils at that time
that had multimember wards and had a majority of females but you did not quote us those numbers.
You just quoted the one council that had less women on it than men and you took two points of time.
That is not how statistics and aggregates and averages work. We actually have to look at the evidence
and data, and the evidence that we have before us now is that where we have multimember wards,
41 per cent are women. Where we have single-member wards, on average—we are looking at the full
picture here—33 per cent are women, so it is nearly 10 per cent lower. Look at the state Parliament.
In the lower house, where you have single-member constituencies—the lower house is a singlemember type of system—versus the upper house, which has a multimember proportional system, the
lower house has under 40 per cent women and the upper house has 50 per cent women.
I could keep quoting evidence, but I fear that the evidence does not matter to you, Minister. Aren’t
you just refusing evidence that does not fit with your predetermined view? Isn’t that what we are
hearing tonight?
Mr SOMYUREK: One thing that was missing from that comparison between the lower house and
the upper house is the affirmative action policies that we have in the Australian Labor Party. That is
the truth. It is not electoral structures; it is the blokes in the parties that keep the women out—and we
have taken steps to fix that. We have got affirmative action. That is why our numbers are so big here.
I mean, you have got a PhD. You know how this works. You know to isolate variables; you know full
well. I presume the PhD part of you is saying, ‘Sam, you’re not the politician’.
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Dr Ratnam interjected.
Mr SOMYUREK: I think it is. I think you know you are being disingenuous with statistics, and I
am sure you know how this works. The numbers I quoted you were across time. I am not going to go
through it all again; I am not going to torture you with that. But I quoted about eight different councils.
I compared 2005—the last time a council, Dandenong, was single member—with 2016, the last
election. That is comparing it over time. I compared 2003 with 2016, 2005 with 2016—because at that
time most of those councils were single-member councils. You need to be able to compare across
time, not just across space, not just across councils; the comparison needs to be across time as well.
When you make that comparison, you need to be able to isolate the variables, and one of the key
variables that you need to isolate is the degree of work, from society and from various governments,
that has gone into trying to get women participating in politics and the political process—there has
been a lot of work that has gone into that—and the movement of social attitudes over those 17 years
or so, depending on what you are comparing.
There is no conclusive evidence that you can send me, because I am sure if there was I would have
had a look at it. I actually read the stuff that people put out. I am a fair-minded person. If I had come
across that evidence, I would have backflipped, because there is no use obstinately standing by a
flawed policy. What is the use of that? There is absolutely none.
Despite what you might think, we are genuinely motivated by accountability, equity and grassroots
democracy. We are not about trying to wipe the Greens out, but I sort of got that impression after there
was such a massive reaction by the Greens to this reform. I actually did not think about the Greens at
the time, but now that you are sort of coming out with such a big—
Dr Ratnam interjected.
Mr SOMYUREK: Dr Ratnam, you would have got up in any electoral structure. You have over
50 per cent of the votes. You are a rock star in Moreland.
Ms PATTEN: I am not going to dwell on this longer.
Mr SOMYUREK: Just give me evidence and you will win the case; you will win the argument.
Ms PATTEN: Okay. The Australian Local Government Women’s Association Victorian branch
says:
We are also aware when one compares the gender breakdown between single-member wards and
multimember wards there is a higher percentage of women in multimember ward structure.

Maybe they are not telling the truth or maybe they have not placed the right variables in the right
space-time continuum here, but what the evidence does show us around the country, around the world,
is that when you have multi—
Mr SOMYUREK: Around the world?
Ms PATTEN: Yes, around the world. I would use Wyoming as just one example where there was
absolute evidence that when they changed from multimember to single member they saw an absolute
decline in the number of women represented in—
Mr SOMYUREK: That is one council.
Ms PATTEN: One state.
Mr SOMYUREK: One state, sorry.
Ms PATTEN: Yes, it is one state. But again, it does not always—
Mr SOMYUREK: So were parties involved?
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Ms PATTEN: Minister, it does not matter what evidence we show you. You are saying that it is
not good enough.
Mr SOMYUREK: But were there political parties involved? It does make a difference.
Ms PATTEN: Look, in my seat of Yarra I have three women in my ward representing me; two are
Independents and one is from the Socialists. We have lots of Independents. I just do not understand
your fixation with the idea that parties are important in this—
Mr SOMYUREK: They are—absolutely they are.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Minister!
Ms PATTEN: Sorry. I am dwelling on this, and it is not taking us anywhere, so I am happy to
move on.
Mr SOMYUREK: If I can respond to that, provide me with the evidence, and Wyoming is not the
evidence.
Ms PATTEN: Minister, I have quoted from the Australian Local Government Women’s
Association. Now, I am assuming that they are fairly interested in the evidence around female
representation in local government, given that that is what their objective is. You are disputing the
assertions that they are making, saying that their evidence is not—
Mr SOMYUREK: What is their evidence?
Ms PATTEN: I would say that their evidence is looking at the representation in local councils
around Australia and comparing single-member wards with multimember wards, as they say in their
submission to you.
Mr SOMYUREK: I think I have answered this question quite comprehensively.
Dr RATNAM: Just one follow-up question from that. It is quite clear that the minister does not
accept the evidence that has been presented, and when you actually have data, averages and
aggregates, it seems to be very easily dismissed. Minister, can I ask you: should the bill pass and you
introduce mandatory single-member wards and we see over the next few years the proportion of
women elected to local councils in this state decline, isolating all other variables, and I am sure there
are some good statisticians out there that will be able to do that, to have conclusive evidence that it
actually does lead to a reduction in women—it will also lead to a reduction of Independents, minor
party candidates and diverse voices, as Ms Patten has prosecuted previously—will you reconsider this
decision and reinstitute multimember wards across the state once the data proves that the proportion
of women has reduced under your reforms?
Mr SOMYUREK: I think now we are coming closer to a position where we will be looking at
empirical evidence. I am happy to relook at things post an election and to see what happens with
women’s representation on councils. Let us have a look at that when that time comes. As I said, I am
not doing these reforms based on being obstinate. There are three principles or areas of public policy,
things that we value as a political party: accountability, equity, grassroots democracy. They are the
three areas of public policy that we are most interested in. We do not have a negative agenda. We are
not out to do over the Greens; we are not out to do over any other grouping. That is not the way to do
electoral matters. We are there because these are the values we hold dear, and that is our vision for
democracy in local government.
Dr CUMMING: Seeing that we are gaining some ground here now, will the minister actually, if
this bill gets through—and it looks like it probably will—take on some guidelines not dissimilar to the
guidelines that the VEC currently use for when they are looking at single-member wards,
multimember wards or undivided wards? What the VEC currently does is undertake internal research
specifically relating to the council under review, including an analysis of the statistics collected by the
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Australian Bureau of Statistics. Will you actually consult the VEC? Obviously they do have the
experience of conducting previous electoral representation reviews of those councils, they obviously
continue to contribute to the redivisions of those councils and they also look at the distribution of the
state electoral boundaries.
Will you actually take into consideration—careful consideration—all of the input from the public
written submissions and verbal submissions during a review process? Or, Minister, are you just going
to be ticking things off in your office across the road? Will you also consult constituents and have
advice from consultants with extensive experience in local government administration?
Mr SOMYUREK: Is Petro Georgiou available?
Dr CUMMING: No, Minister, that is not the point. I am trying to get some ground here. I got a
glimpse just earlier, Minister, that you understand that this bill is not going to be perfect and it might
make mistakes, in that somebody with a pen stroke could make single-member wards and really
damage a particular municipality. I do take the point that you made earlier, Minister, about even the
members of this Parliament. Obviously the members of this Parliament in the lower house are currently
elected under a preferential voting system, and the upper house is actually elected under a proportional
representation system. You did make the point that these different systems actually deliver good
governance. If you actually take your argument and look at just single-member wards, you are not
going to have that diversity. You will not have that diversity because you will be virtually putting
everyone under a preferential voting system. What you said earlier about the proportional
representation system, which is a multimember wards system, Minister, is that it allows for diverse
political views, gender mixes, cultural mixes and the like. You are right because you look at this house
and it is that, Minister.
If you do go down the path of wanting only single-member wards, and just doing it with the stroke of
a pen, will you actually look at having some kind of guidelines and some kind of review process where
the public can make submissions, where you actually listen to those public submissions, where you
listen to those local councils and those local communities, where you actually refer to consultants and
look at experience and where it is not just done by some 10-page report, which I just saw only two
weeks ago to sack a council? Will there be due consideration given to what it will actually mean to
those communities in the way of their representation, because local government is very important for
all of the decisions that are made in their particular areas?
Mr SOMYUREK: If I can just say that I have answered all of these questions before, so I will take
it as a statement. I would just like to say that I think there is a false dichotomy there that you are
perpetuating between proportional representation and preferential voting. We have both in this house.
It is not either/or. I was talking about compulsory preferential voting, and I was talking about
multimember wards before and about how then you get many more candidates, which leads to
informal voting. I was saying that the rate of formal voting and informal voting is a barometer of the
health of a democracy. You have taken what I have said out of context, and you have overlaid it with
proportional representation in the wrong way, so I have got nowhere to go after that.
Dr CUMMING: Yes, you do have that problem, Minister, when you have a preferential voting
system and when you have a large number of candidates. I respect that. When you actually have a
multimember ward system and you have proportional voting, you do get a diverse mix, even when
you have a large number of candidates.
I guess, Minister, do you want diversity of candidates? Do you want a lot of people running for local
government, or do you want to actually dictate that there should be only a small amount of candidates
because the voters can only actually tick 10 boxes and you do not want the diversity that is flicked up
in local government? Is that your end result, Minister? You know, candidates are candidates. Are you
suggesting that this is another way of manipulating it so that candidates do not come up and that there
is not a large variety?
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Mr SOMYUREK: I have not the faintest idea what you are talking about, but I did hear you say
‘ticking the boxes’ and I would encourage people not to tick boxes. Formal voting is very, very
important. It is a barometer of the health of our democracy and our electoral system. So for anyone
listening, for the masses that are listening out there, do not tick a box. Number the boxes to the end.
Dr CUMMING: Minister, I will take that—
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Dr Cumming, can you wait until you have the call, please?
Dr CUMMING: Sorry, Deputy President. You are right, Minister, and I stand corrected. You have
to put numbers in a box and number every box to make your vote count.
Mr SOMYUREK: Yes, and that is compulsory preferential voting.
Dr CUMMING: That is compulsory. Correct. And it would seem from the submissions of my
constituents in my area that they would like a different voting system. The different voting system that
they would like is obviously first past the post and not dissimilar to the way that currently the upper
house is actually elected with proportional voting. Obviously currently in a state election the VEC
understands that for a very big ballot paper there is a different way that votes are actually counted.
They will actually accept just a number 1 in a box above a line when it is a big ticket. There are many
ways that you can make sure that the informality of voting does not occur when you have a large
candidacy of candidates, and if we wish to encourage a lot of candidates, why not actually look at
different voting systems, or are we always going to stick to proportional voting? Are we going to look
at different systems?
Mr SOMYUREK: We are straying into the area of electoral matters, but I am happy to answer the
question. So what you are talking about is some form of safety provision. You tick a box—or you do
not; you number a box—
Dr Cumming: No, you can’t tick a box. Hey, you can’t tick a box!
Mr SOMYUREK: No, you can. If you are doing a whole new system, you can. They have this in
South Australia, whereby you have got a preregistered how-to-vote card and all of the numbers flow
through. It is like the upper house now, in the Senate.
What we as a government are in favour of—because we believe that turnout and formal voting are
paramount—to maximise turnout and formal voting is uniformity of our electoral system through
council, state and federal. That is what the Victorian government believes in. We do not want to go
off on a divergence with other voting systems, because it is hard enough. We would like to keep it
consistent between state, federal and council, because that is a factor in things going wrong in formal
voting and turnout et cetera.
Ms PATTEN: Thank you, Minister. Just, I guess, to put to bed the fact that it would appear that
the evidence that I have that would indicate that multimember ward representation does increase
diversity in those that are elected is not adequate for this debate, I would ask: is the minister intending
to analyse the data and look at the impact of these changes, and will the minister be setting aside
funding to undertake that research, because it would appear that there is not any?
Mr SOMYUREK: I said to you before that it has been very difficult to do that research because
you have to compare across time, not just jurisdiction, not just space, not just across councils. You
have got to compare across time. You have to give weighting to women’s participation in politics and
in the workforce, and the social attitudes towards women in politics et cetera and all the work that has
been going on with government in order to get more representation of women in councils, state politics
and federal politics. It is very difficult to weight that.
I think we are on safer ground taking up Dr Ratnam’s suggestion of doing some empirical work based
on these elections perhaps. It is only one election, but let us just have a look at the numbers of women’s
representation. I am not committing to anything, but let us go and have a look. If it has all collapsed,
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if women’s representation has really gone down, I will say, ‘Hey, look, let’s have a look at this’. I do
give you that commitment. That is the empirical work. It is very difficult to go back across time. Like
I said, I have done that analysis. I have crunched the numbers, and the figures I come up with are
actually the other way around, that single-member wards help women. But I am not going to stand by
those figures at all. I am just not going to. I do not make that claim. All I have done is present to you
a number of cases, and I do not want to go back through them.
Dr Ratnam: They’re isolated cases.
Mr SOMYUREK: They are isolated cases. Exactly.
Dr Ratnam: They’re not representative.
Mr SOMYUREK: No, I understand that. That is why I did not make a claim based around them.
I also said to you that Hume, when it went from single-member wards, had zero women, and now I
cannot recall how many women but there are a lot more women on Hume council now too. That is
not representative also. Right? Like Port Phillip is not—from 71 per cent in 2005 with single members
down to 33 per cent. And all the other examples that I have cited—I am not saying any of those are
representative. Let us do this scientifically, evidence based. I think the empirical evidence from here
on is the way forward.
Ms PATTEN: Minister, I was actually asking the question there.
Mr Somyurek: Oh, sorry. I do not know why I did that. Can I go back and redo it?
Ms PATTEN: It is quite okay. I just wanted to get your assurance that that was a yes, that you will
be setting aside funding to do the analysis of that data and you will look at different electoral systems.
I could send you many previous works that have been done across 36 countries by Yale and a number
of areas, but from what I was hearing you said yes, your department is going to do that work if this
bill passes and we do see these significant changes.
Mr SOMYUREK: Okay. I have answered that question about 10 different times. I am not about
to do it again. However, if I can just say that you keep going to overseas jurisdictions.
Ms Patten interjected.
Mr SOMYUREK: I am talking about empirical. That means that we are going to look at these
elections this year in October and then we going to have a look at the numbers. Let us all sit down and
pour over the numbers after that. Okay? Let us do that.
Ms Patten interjected.
Mr SOMYUREK: I have given that commitment about three times. However, if I could say: be
very careful when you are comparing it internationally, for example. You need to look at candidatefocused electoral systems with proportional representation. There ain’t too many, so you have got to
be very careful with that research from overseas. There might be small things like, yes, they are
proportional representation—that is, multimember wards—but they have a strong tradition of being a
party system. You cannot then just cherrypick that study because there are things that actually pollute
that.
Ms Patten interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Ms Patten, the minister has the call.
Mr SOMYUREK: I have got to say I do not interrupt you guys when you are talking. Some
common courtesy would be good. Forgive me if I have gone off on a tangent a bit, but I am just trying
to make a point to you and I think I am being responsive as a minister of the Crown. I could give you
two-word answers. Would you prefer that or for me to be expansive? I am trying to have a genuine,

BILLS
Tuesday, 3 March 2020

Legislative Council

683

free-flowing debate. I have committed to us all to have a look at the figures after the October election
to see if there is any gender bias.
Ms PATTEN: Just changing tack a little bit and looking at the process of moving towards singlemember wards, I just wondered if you could talk us through how that is going to happen. We have got
79 councils currently. Some of them already are single-member wards; a number of them are not. I
think my understanding was that councils that had already gone through a review process recently
would move straight to single-member wards, and those that had not would go through that process.
Have you got any idea of what the numbers are? How many of the multi-representation wards will
move into being single-member wards at this upcoming election?
Mr SOMYUREK: I will get back to you. They are just looking at it now. I can just explain it to
you without giving you the correct figures—and I will get those figures, and I will furnish the house
with those figures when I do. So there is X amount that have gone through an electoral representation
review. They will be the first ones that will go through as single-member wards, and then the others
will follow suit by 2024—and I will get you the numbers in a minute.
Ms PATTEN: Thank you, Minister. Just to clarify, those ones that have undertaken the review will
go to this election as single-member wards?
Mr SOMYUREK: Single-member wards—and of course again, the caveat I will put on that is that
it is not the rural councils and not Melbourne City Council. For single-member wards, that is what we
are—
Ms PATTEN: Just to follow on from that, is there any reason why we are not imposing singlemember wards on the City of Melbourne?
Mr SOMYUREK: At this point we are not. I know there are a lot of people. You have got to
accept that City of Melbourne, Melbourne City Council, is not like the rest of the councils. There are
unique circumstances in the City of Melbourne. We will look at all that going forward as well.
Dr RATNAM: Just responding and I guess concluding a series of questions that Dr Cumming,
Ms Patten and I have been debating over the last little while with the minister, I have to say it is really
disappointing to hear when very compelling data and evidence is provided that the system actually
can disadvantage women. So you have got an outcome of an electoral system that actually produces
results; it produces data which you can compare. When you have a system and you rule out and you
control for all the other variables, it looks like the system is the one that contributes to women being
disadvantaged in the system. I feel like, Minister, you have not heard the evidence that we have been
providing and have dismissed that evidence, and I also note that it is three women crossbenchers who
have been prosecuting that argument. I for one am very glad that we have got greater gender diversity
in this chamber, because we need to prosecute these arguments—because if every time women heard
that the system does not disadvantage women, that it must be some other factor, we would not have a
gender equity bill like we have just had in this Parliament, where we have argued that we have to
change the system that is giving rise to this inequity. That is what systemic reform is about. We have
an electoral system that is now increasing the amount of women elected to local councils across the
state over decades, and we are turning our backs on it. I have to say, it is deeply disappointing and
tragic for the people of Victoria that we are going backwards under your watch.
My next question, Minister, is that you have remarked that you did not have to bring the reforms for
single-member wards to the Parliament, that the act already instils in you the power to implement
single-member wards. So if you thought and think it is such a good idea, why haven’t you just already
used it and done it?
Mr SOMYUREK: Just for the record—I suspect you are just putting things on record as well—
the case has not been made in this place. The evidence has not been presented in this place. I heard
research that had been done in 1967 to back up the argument for gender diversity with multimember
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wards. I have looked at anything that has come my way. I have done my research. I have crunched the
numbers myself. The evidence is not there; the evidence is just not there. I have said to you—I am
trying to be fair—let us have a look at this based on the next council elections, which are not too far
off. What was the other part of your question?
Dr RATNAM: If you thought it was a good idea—
Mr SOMYUREK: Oh, if I thought it was a good idea. I have actually taken you through this,
because I think that bringing these reforms to the Parliament of Victoria is a good idea because this is
where the expression of the will of the people is. It is up to us to have our vision of setting the
parameters of what bodies like the Victorian Electoral Commission and the new electoral
representation advisory panel are, give them the parameters and then get ERAP and the VEC to then
crunch the numbers.
What I have done is I have had a public consultation phase. I have gone out. I have listened to the
sector, including about 200 people from the sector. I was at a great disadvantage because I am new to
the sector. I came with a clean slate. So when I was sitting there with a hall, an auditorium, full of
experts, I was waiting for someone to pick holes in my argument. And again, I am not obstinate. I was
not going to say, ‘No, I don’t care. I’m going to introduce this reform’. I would have backflipped in a
flash if someone had picked holes in the line of argument that I had—my arguments and my policy as
well, right? Three things: accountability, equity and grassroots democracy—that is good public policy;
that is what we value as a party. So about doing over the Greens, that occurred to me after the Greens
started making such a big deal out of this. But that is the only reason why we have done this policy,
because it is good public policy; it reflects our values. What we wanted to do was publicly test it and
again give people a chance to pick holes in our arguments, pick holes in our policy. And what better
way of doing that—apart from going to the sector and the public—than to come into this house, into
Parliament, the lower house and this house, to have elected representatives also have their say on
whether this is a desirable reform. And let us see. It might not be. If it is not, I will not be instituting it.
So let us wait and see. Let us not pre-empt this house and what it is going to do.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister, for your response. While you argue that it is these principles
or policy principles that are guiding both the proposal and the process that you have used to bring it
here, I am not at all convinced that it is those policy principles that are driving this agenda. You have
not provided any evidence, any compelling argument, for why this would be more equitable, more
grassroots democratic and more representative. No, I have not heard compelling evidence or a
compelling argument that you have done so. My question to you is: isn’t the truth of why you have
brought this to the Parliament, rather than use the power in the act that already exists that, for example,
previous ministers have not used, because they have actually relied on expert advice and evidence and
heard community views, heard from the MAV, the VLGA, local councils and the community, who
have actually been very happy that we have moved to more proportional systems?
So isn’t the truth that you brought this to Parliament so you could essentially get a rubber stamp—use
the numbers in the Parliament, do some deals with the Liberals, as we are seeing this evening, to
essentially get a rubber stamp—and get some cover for this agenda that you have been since day one
driving, which is to distort democracy and to undermine democracy in our local councils? It is
introducing something we have successively moved away from for decades, based on all the expertise
and advice. I listen to experts and advice; I think it makes for much better public policy. But isn’t the
truth that this is just about getting some cover for your own agenda here—and a political agenda at
that?
Mr SOMYUREK: This is not about party politics. This is not about breaking the business model
of the Victorian Greens. It is not. This is about good, strong public policy—accountability, equity, the
grassroots of democracy. I have gone through this. Let me go through it again.
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Accountability—why accountability? Governance 101 teaches us that where there are multiple lines
of responsibility, accountability invariably is either weakened or completely destroyed. And that is
what we have got in multimember wards at the moment. When you have got good-news stories, when
you have got openings, when you have got photo opportunities and when you have got ribbon cutting
the turnout rate of local ward councillors is very high, but when you have got bad-news stories, when
you have got constituents chasing councillors to chase up unpalatable, very difficult issues, that is
when some of these councillors go hiding.
Invariably it is councillors with a lot of resources—personal resources—who can campaign and use
all the mass campaigning techniques in order to get elected and perhaps even feed off the good work
that the good councillor in the ward is doing and delivering for their ward. Again, accountability—a
big, big problem in a multimember ward system. You have got the disadvantages of proportional
representation, but there are no advantages there. Accountability is a massive problem.
Let us go to equity. What you have got at the moment are multimember wards. You have got
30 000-, 40 000-, 50 000- or 60 000-people wards. Do you know who that suits? People with their
own resources—their own personal wealth and money—and political parties and political machines
like the Labor Party and like the Greens, who can run and who have got activists at their disposal, not
genuine Independents that want to run for council. They are not going to be able to find the resources
to go doorknocking, to have teams of doorknockers or to have all this money to put on direct mail.
That advantages the Greens and it advantages the Labor Party because we have got the activists. But
for the Independents it should be all about the council and grassroots democracy. The genuine people
that run not to use council as a stepping stone for perhaps a parliamentary career—the genuine people
that actually just want to run for council—are disadvantaged by this because they do not have the
machine behind them and they do not have the financial resources. So equity: what it is doing is
lowering the barriers to participation, to standing for council and to getting elected to council.
You are big on donation reform. I remember Mr Barber in 2008 moving a motion on donation reforms
here. You guys have been consistent with that, and that is great—that is admirable—because we do
need donation reform. But I have got to tell you one major way of making sure we take money out of
council politics is not just on the supply side, not just banning donations from developers, not just
restricting donations from individuals; it is actually in sapping the demand side, because if you just
deal with the supply side, people will walk around with suitcases full of money and get around it—
illegally, but they will do it. But if you sap the demand side—i.e., have small electorates—you do not
need the tens of thousands of dollars, the hundreds of thousands of dollars, because I contend to you
that if you are going to personally canvass for votes, that is worth much more than any advertising,
any direct mail or any other gee-whiz modern campaigning technique. When you speak to your
electors one on one, that is when you persuade voters to vote for you. That does not require money.
That requires you doorknocking. That requires you telephone calling. When I say you, I mean a
candidate; I do not mean you in particular. That is the equity argument. I think I have made a good
case for the equity argument.
Let us go to grassroots democracy. I do not believe in political parties being represented. I think there
is a conflict of interest. I have said that. As far as I am concerned your only loyalty should be to your
community, not to the political party. So I am against your party for running endorsed candidates
everywhere. I am against my party for doing it too. I am against my party as well. I am not just
throwing stones at you; I am being bipartisan here. I think it is wrong. I think there is a massive conflict
of interest when parties endorse, because as far as I am concerned it is about grassroots democracy.
Councils should be just loyal to their community and the corporate interest as well, not just to their
ward. There is a balance between the place-based ward interest and also the corporate interest of the
council themselves, but they certainly should not be conflicted with loyalty to party as well. They just
should not be, so I think that is wrong.
But let us go back to grassroots democracy, and that is a part of it. When you have got small, condensed
electorates you do—like I said before—canvass personally for votes. You doorknock, you ring people.
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This might be a bit antiquated, but the citizens actually get to know who their councillor is and maybe
on a first name basis. So people actually get to know who their councillor is, and the councillors
actually get to know who their representatives are without engaging in all these mass campaigning
techniques. That is grassroots democracy. That is exactly what grassroots democracy is.
There you go: accountability, equity and grassroots democracy. I think I have made the case. This has
been well thought through. This is not an anti-Greens agenda. It was only after you guys started to
really react badly to this, that I thought, ‘Hey, there must be a reason. They see it as an assault’.
Dr RATNAM: We see your agenda.
Mr SOMYUREK: This is not a conspiracy. These are the values that we believe in. It sounds like
an existential threat to you now, this bill. It should not be. If you are a good councillor, you will get up
anywhere. I reckon you would have got up in any electoral system.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister, for your responses. I am not sure whether I am going to get
any further clarity despite asking questions repeatedly, and I am not convinced that those principles
are driving it. You have not presented enough evidence, enough data or a coherent argument for me
to be convinced that those are the principles driving this agenda. You have talked about what you think
are other people’s agendas, and I potentially think that is closer to what is your real agenda driving
this, but I did want to take up the points about accountability and representation. I do not believe you
have been a councillor previously; correct me if I am wrong, Minister Somyurek.
Mr SOMYUREK: I have not been. I knew nothing about local government before I became a
minister.
Dr RATNAM: Certainly. So we have heard theoretical accounts of what accountability could look
like, and I can tell you from my experience—and there are others in this chamber who have represented
multimember ward districts—that you are not giving the community enough credit in terms of
accountability. We hear this argument over and over again: the councillors that work hard will
essentially hide the so-called lazy councillors who are not doing that much work. I can tell you from
my own direct experience that the community know which councillors are working for them, which
ones are not working for them more or working at all, and when they go to the ballot box they will tell
those councillors and those candidates. They will rate their performance based on their past
performance. That has been my experience. We have to give the community some credit here for
actually being able to hold candidates and councillors responsible, and they have been able to, so my
experience absolutely negates what your theory proposes to justify a so-called accountability
argument.
If you want to talk about representation, one of the reasons that proportional systems and multimember
ward systems do mean you get a diversity of candidates is that you lower the threshold at which
somebody gets elected. So you get also a multitude of voices. In a single-member constituency if
somebody gets 42 per cent of the vote, the majority of those 42 per cent get their person, but the rest
of the 58 per cent do not get their person or people. In a multimember ward system you actually get
the majority of the community views represented, because if 25 per cent of the electorate or 30 per
cent did not want candidate A but they were able to get candidate B or C, their voice is then represented
at that council.
The same goes for the upper house of both our state and federal Parliaments, which is why our
Parliaments have moved to proportional representation at least in one of their houses, so they can
balance out this very high threshold that you have in single-member constituencies. Who prevails in
single-member constituencies? People with resources, which is the reason why we saw male
dominance at local councils over decades and decades, which is why we have moved to proportional
representation—
Mr Somyurek: Societal attitudes had nothing to do with it.
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Dr RATNAM: The minister is claiming that there are other factors. Yes, there is a range of factors,
but the systems that we actually impose will change the result and will help those attitudes change and
the representation change. If you actually want to talk about representation, proportional representation
has been proved time and time again to actually result in much greater representation for the
community and much greater accountability because the community can actually hold them to
account.
I have to say once again it is very saddening to hear, Minister, you keep talking about parties and
candidate-based systems. We are talking here about a level of government that is subject to the same
kinds of politics that happens at every other level of government and you have represented parties as
these machines with these robots and activists apparently going and doing all the work. Actually my
experience of political parties is that I represent a movement. I do not represent a machine, I represent
a movement of genuine people. We do not spend a lot of money but what we have is passion and
enthusiasm and people wanting to make a change, and they are the ones who are helping candidates.
It is actually a collective effort.
It is a very cynical view of elections that you have presented to us. I just wanted to respond that the
accountability and representation arguments are basically negated by all the evidence that we have had
for decades on end.
Mr SOMYUREK: I have responded to most of those, but I think I am getting the wind-up. I think
I am losing everyone in this room, so I am probably going to—
Members interjecting.
Mr SOMYUREK: I think this is a strategy from the Greens to win the votes. I have responded to
all of those things, but if I could just say one thing, one small thing which will not take long: do not
underestimate. Getting people up on 5, 6, 7, 8 per cent of the vote can be a big deal. Ideological
extremists—do not ever discount that. There seems to be in this country a fault line in those numbers,
that at around those figures people will be willing to vote some pretty nasty people on to elected bodies,
so do not just dismiss that. You have to look at the disadvantages too.
But in terms of your other arguments, we have gone through all of this before. I have presented my
case. You have presented your case. I suspect we are not going to agree. I think I will take the rest of
it as a comment.
Dr CUMMING: Minister, I am going to go a little bit off topic for a change.
Mr Somyurek: You’ve been doing that all night.
Dr CUMMING: Do not worry, I have plenty here from some of my residents and their questions
and concerns around what they feel are critical omissions from this legislation. There is no mention of
obstruction by the CEOs or the staff. They are free to obstruct councillors by not providing information
which should be public in the first place. This resident also feels that councillors are free to obstruct
residents by obstructing information, and there is no mention of whistleblower protection or of a
resident’s rights to petition, which is obviously something that you wanted to have in for the residents,
or for an inquiry into a councillor, which was promised by you as the minister but has disappeared
from the legislation. Obviously there are still residents in the community that would have liked some
way or feeling that their councils will not be obstructed, that residents will not be obstructed from
getting information.
They obviously feel, with freedom of information, that there are obstacles when they are looking for
that information, Minister.
Mr SOMYUREK: I will take that as a comment.
Dr CUMMING: My constituents have got some concerns, which I would like to raise with the
minister on their behalf. One of the questions that one of my residents has raised is around enhancing
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democracy and the responsiveness of the community and the responsiveness of the state. The divisions
below, which is in the general divisions, they feel do not enhance democracy, nor do they provide any
responsiveness to the community. It notes the mention of the state. Given that the state law overrides
the local laws, this means that the state comes first and the local comes last. Is that true, Minister?
Mr SOMYUREK: What clause are you referring to? What are you referring to?
Dr CUMMING: Just the general division. My constituent’s concerns are around the general
division clause.
Mr SOMYUREK: Where state laws and local laws are inconsistent, obviously the state laws
prevail.
Dr CUMMING: Minister, you might find these questions very easy to answer but—
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar): I believe the minister answered all of the question.
Have you got any further questions?
Dr CUMMING: Yes, I do. Under definitions, Minister, municipal community includes:
(d) people and bodies who conduct activities in the municipal district of the Council …

This constituent wishes to strike out the word ‘bodies’ because they feel that bodies allows for
corporations—that is, developers with no long-term interest in the community—to be included on
committees with voting rights. They feel that this also means that councillors have to represent these
bodies in the same way as they represent people and businesses who live in the community or pay
rates in the community. This resident also believes that registered charities and religious organisations
will also be the only bodies allowed. Is this the case, Minister, when you are defining the word ‘bodies’
under the definitions of people and bodies who conduct activities in the municipal districts of council
when we talk about the definitions around committees?
Mr SOMYUREK: When you are talking about people and bodies who are ratepayers of the
council, I think that is in reference to non-resident ratepayers and perhaps businesses as well.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar): Minister, this is related to clause 3. Please, members,
are there any further questions on clause 1? If not, I have to put clause 1 to the test. I will wait until the
minister comes back.
Mr SOMYUREK: My answer stands.
Dr CUMMING: There are only two other questions that I have under the general division and
under this clause 1, and then all the other questions are under the clauses—so just two more. My
constituent has questions around serious misconduct. That is under definitions again, under the general
division provision:
… the disclosure by a Councillor of information the Councillor knows, or should reasonably know, is
confidential information …

Will this actually allow—
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar): Dr Cumming, that is in clause 3 as well, so I think
you should wait until we get to clause 3. Thank you.
Dr RATNAM: I have two further questions on clause 1. One is a general question about donations
reform. I note that there is a later clause in which we will be discussing this, but it is a general question.
We have all seen the scandal that has been uncovered by IBAC and continues to be uncovered on a
daily basis, and it is very clear that we need donations reform or we risk our next election—our local
government election, for example, coming up in a few months—being bought by those who want to
buy influence. Instead of introducing donations reform in this bill you are leaving the mess of a system
that we have in place. I talk about a mess because the state donations reforms that were passed by this

BILLS
Tuesday, 3 March 2020

Legislative Council

689

Parliament over a year ago have had some consequences: we have now a system whereby candidates
that receive donations for a party account, for example, can be capped by state donations laws but any
candidate that wants to set up their own bank account—a secret bank account—and receive donations,
if they are a party-endorsed candidate or not, will not be capped. So you are actually setting up the
perfect storm for the next election to be bought by those who would benefit from being able to fund
candidates to the tune of probably hundreds of thousands of dollars. How will you manage this
loophole in the system that is going to exist for the next local government elections? We have got this
really significant loophole created by state donations reforms, which were really welcome but have
had these consequences for the next local government election, and you have the opportunity to fix it
in this bill in time for the next local government election. How are you going to manage that loophole
and ensure that that influence is not going to corrupt the outcome?
Mr Ondarchie: What if there was no donation? What if?
Mr SOMYUREK: What if indeed? In terms of campaign donations, they were one of the six
reforms that I went to the public with in June last year, and we had a pretty robust, I think, donations
and declarations scheme that we put into the bill. That got through a draft of cabinet, but just as we
were about to embark on the final draft IBAC came out and said they were doing a public inquiry into
Casey. A key part of their terms of reference was about donations and developer contributions—all
the rest of that. So we had a choice of whether to press ahead in this bill with those donation reforms
and then come back and see what Casey have to say. I think that would have been folly because once
you do donation reform and disclose your reform you really do need to get the word out to the public,
to the sector and to candidates; it is not a button you can just press on and off whenever you want to.
So that posed a lot of work. We decided to wait until IBAC came back with their findings and
recommendations. IBAC is a serious integrity body. When they make findings or recommendations,
it is incumbent on every government to pay very serious attention to what they have got to say. So we
decided to wait and see what IBAC came back with. That is the reason why the reforms that I had
gone to the public with did not make the final cut of this bill.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister, for that response. I heed what you have said about wanting
to wait—and I have a differing view about that process. Do you acknowledge that there is a problem
with the current system? You have got basically a two-tiered system that because of the state donations
reform will impact local government elections and which actually will exacerbate the problem. So do
you actually acknowledge that this mess we have before us is readily exploitable for this next local
government election? Do you actually acknowledge that that is an issue that we have now with the
system?
Mr SOMYUREK: Notwithstanding my free-ranging into electoral matters, there is a Special
Minister of State who actually has carriage of these things, and it is pretty much a matter for the Special
Minister of State. Let me see what advice I can get—I will be back in a second—but we are in the
territory of the Special Minister of State at the moment.
Dr Ratnam, I have got the local government people there. The reason why I have got the local
government people in there, not the electoral matters people, is because it is not a matter for the Special
Minister of State. I could not get his advisers, so I do not have that expertise here. That is a matter for
the Special Minister of State, who does have carriage of the Electoral Act 2002.
Mr DAVIS: Minister, it has been a long process, the debate of this first clause, and I want to just
simply make a point in response to much of the debate in the first instance, and then ask a question
about a matter that was raised earlier on. The first point is there has been a significant philosophical
debate here tonight. People have different views, and that is normal. For the record, our parties support
a greater presence of single-member wards, particularly in the city. We have some concerns in the
country. We will say more about that, and our amendments have a schedule attached which deals with
much of that, but more often than not in the city we believe that single-member wards are
advantageous.
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There are lots of points being made—people make legitimate points—but I do think the one point that
has not been made is that we now have very large councils in some instances, and the size of
multimember wards is now becoming very big indeed. In my view and my observation, having seen
councils for many years now, including going back to the period when they first returned after the
amalgamations, increasingly I think there is a distance in those large multimember wards that may
have several members but have little connection in some cases with those areas. I simply put that on
the record. To me and to many others localism is actually very important, that people actually
understand the territory that they are representing, and I think that the smaller single-member wards
actually do that better more often. No system, I hasten to add, of electoral arrangements is ever perfect.
We live in an imperfect human environment, and different systems can have advantages one way or
another. So more of one thing leads to less of another and hence there is a balance to be struck with
whatever electoral system is in place. I simply make those comments.
The other point that was made earlier on, and I want to pick up on partly your response to questions
earlier, is the issue of political parties and involvement. For the record, as people have indicated, the
Liberal Party does not endorse local government candidates anywhere, or at least in Victoria. We
simply do not do that. But the Labor Party does, and I know you have expressed some views about
that. But there is one particular aspect that particularly concerns me, and that is Labor rules, party rules,
that require Labor members elected to councils to caucus and to meet and to strike arrangements on
certain matters, including the election of people to positions on council.
I have long believed that this is deeply problematic. I note, going back to the Ombudsman’s report on
Brimbank, the caucusing that was involved there was part of the concern, and changes were made to
the law that said you cannot be an electorate officer, you cannot be employed in an MP’s office and
on council—all of those sorts of changes, which we strongly supported at the time. But my point is
that it seems to me that the existence of those Labor Party rules that require certain steps by Labor
Party members on councils is antithetical to good local democracy, number one, and indeed they may
well in themselves fall foul of many of the decisions of the Supreme Court, the Winky Pop decision
and others, which suggest that you have got to come to matters at council with, as it were, a clean mind
and make your decisions on the merits of particular items.
So I guess my question, having put that on the record, is: why did this not include a provision that said
that the dictates of a political party in that way would not influence council structures and decisions in
that way?
Mr SOMYUREK: I would like to thank the member for his question. I have said tonight, I have
said it very clearly, I think there is a fundamental conflict of interest between political parties, be they
Greens, Labor or Liberal—although you do not endorse—endorsing on council. I do not think political
parties have got any room on council. I think there is a massive conflict of interest. Your only loyalty
should be to your community—not to your political party, not to your political party leaders. There is
a conflict of interest. There is no doubt about that, no doubt at all. So I am clear about that.
Now, in terms of what Mr Davis just put up, I tried to do more than that. I actually got advice from the
department on whether we could actually ban political parties. This was not about the Greens; this was
not at all motivated by the Greens. This was because I believe it is the right thing to do. Jeez, can you
imagine if we got that through? This was not motivated against the Greens. I think there is a
fundamental conflict of interest, but I was informed that that would fall foul of the constitution and we
could not do it. So I actually wanted to go further than what you have just mentioned.
Ms PATTEN: This is just a follow-up. You said you would get me some numbers on the number
of councils, so I was just following up before we finish clause 1.
Mr SOMYUREK: Sorry. I am just getting that written down. I apologise. Let us continue, and I
will get it to you. In the interests of time, let us continue.
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Dr RATNAM: I have a couple of questions on just some miscellaneous aspects of the bill, and
then we will move to my amendment or speak to my amendment regarding clause 1. The first one is
around governance rules and particularly conflict of interest declarations. Just some background: the
1989 act includes some governance rules for councils that are not proposed to be included in the new
act but will be caught by a council’s governance rules in accordance with section 60(1). This is
worrying because it is now very unclear if such matters as to how to declare a conflict of interest in
the 1989 act but not in the 2019 bill will be consistent across councils. While sections 130 and 131
define conflicts of interests, section 60 effectively says that the mechanism on how to declare a conflict
of interest should be determined by the council.
My question is: why is the government weakening the standard governance provisions for councils in
the wake of Casey and Whittlesea—just some scandals to note as examples—particularly while it is
leaving the method for councillors declaring conflicts of interest up to councils? And why can council
procedures be changed without formal exhibition and therefore be made overnight without that
consultation? So there are two sets of questions there: why are you leaving it up to councillors to
determine the method for how to declare a conflict of interest, and why are council procedures being
allowed to be changed without formal exhibition in this bill?
Mr SOMYUREK: I would like to thank the member for her question. What this bill is about, what
is running throughout this bill, is another principle, and that is the principle of less prescription and
more principle. It is principle-based legislation. So we have got governance principles, we have got
community engagement principles, but it is up to the individual councils to come up with the policies
around those. So it is devolving power autonomy. It is devolving autonomy away from the executive
and back down to councils. We believe—well, I have a fundamental belief, and this is the position I
come from—that councils are distinct and essential organisations. They are self-governing entities
who are responsible for making their own decisions. The actions they take and the decisions they make
they are responsible for, and they are underpinned by a democratic mandate. They are autonomous
self-governing entities, and we need to respect that autonomy.
I believe as a minister that governments are big, complex, sophisticated bodies that are capable of
making decisions on certain things, so what we are trying to do is give them a little bit more leeway to
innovate, to collaborate and to come up with their own policies on things like community engagement
and on other things. In terms of the 28-day consultation, what we are moving towards is, again,
deliberative engagements. We have got community engagement principles embedded in the bill, and
then we will expect the councils themselves to have a policy around the best way for each individual
council to adopt a deliberative engagement policy. So we are moving away from the tick-a-box
exercise—that is the 28 days. We believe that is tick-a-box. We believe all the decisions are made, and
it is officer-driven. We are moving towards a more deliberative, meaningful engagement with the
community. So we do not believe that it is attenuating community involvement at all. We believe we
are just shifting the way councils think about engaging with their communities.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister. While you say that the principles driving this, and it is
principles that are driving it, are around autonomy and devolving power, I would argue that much of
what we have heard tonight is actually very contrary to that. It is actually concentrating a lot of power
in your hands, more power than there has ever been in the minister’s hands before, and actually
prescribing so many aspects of local government operations that have not been prescribed. But things
that will improve the integrity are somehow missing—things that will improve transparency through
public exhibition and that we know work. You might call them tick-a-box exercises, but they actually
work when they are in the legislation. So it is very worrying that such important matters with such dire
consequences are removed from the parent legislation, like we are seeing now, and left to the
individual councils, possibly or possibly not further guided by regulations. So I think that is a very,
very worrying development, and we should be very concerned about the fact that it is not included in
this bill.
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My next question is on joint council meetings. In the bill you introduce this provision of joint council
meetings. The powers of such meetings seem to be very unclear, and on the face of it the regulations
will need to be extremely prescriptive in order to allow such meetings to operate properly and
appropriately. I just want to know that the governance rules of councils will differ from council to
council under this bill. Section 64 allows for joint delegated committees of two or more councils, and
the instrument of delegation would establish the committee’s remit. The committee could even consist
of all members of the multiple councils in question. Given this mechanism requires joint agreement
on the remit of the joint meeting, and so it would clearly limit the powers of the meeting, the risks here
are much lower in section 62 and in many ways make section 62 redundant. There is a lot of confusion
and lack of clarity about how these joint council meetings are going to work. My question to you,
Minister, is: can you describe what the intent of these joint council meetings is, and how are they going
to work?
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Dr Ratnam, that is fairly specific to some clauses that come later
on. Can we move on on clause 1 and come back to those when we get to clause 62?
Dr RATNAM: Yes, I am happy to expedite block moving of—
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I think it is best, if anyone has any more general questions, that they
ask them now, otherwise we will move clause by clause. Would you like to speak to your amendment?
Dr RATNAM: Certainly. I would like to speak to my amendment regarding lowering the voting
age, which is in relation to clause 1—it calls for a substitution of it. So this is the opportunity I would
like to take to propose the amendment and just speak very briefly to why the Greens think this is very
important.
This is a set of amendments that seek to give 16- and 17-year-olds the optional right to vote in local
council elections from 2022. The Greens believe that young people should have the opportunity to
vote in elections at all levels, and I have heard other members in this chamber agree. I hope we can
work towards it. Local government is a sensible place to begin this reform.
I made the case for change in my second-reading contribution and will not repeat all the arguments
here except to say that young people are, quite rightly, worried about their future and are increasingly
engaged with the issues that affect them. We do owe it to them and their futures to provide young
people with a right to engage in the political process. Sixteen and 17-year-olds would not be required
to vote but would be able to do so should they choose to do so.
The amendments seek to amend the Electoral Act 2002 to enable a person who is 16 and over to
provisionally enrol on the register of electors. They would also amend the Local Government Bill to
lower the voting age from 18 to 16 and the City of Melbourne Act to do the same. The amendments
would also exempt 16- and 17-year-olds from the penalty provisions, thereby giving them the optional
right to vote. So let us give young people a voice in our democracies, starting with local government.
I commend my amendments to the chamber.
Mr SOMYUREK: Deputy President, we will not be supporting this amendment for the reason
that I said previously: that we believe in uniformity of the electoral process through council, state and
federal where possible, especially when you are introducing a system that is opt-in, opt-out, voluntary.
We have compulsory voting in this country, and compulsory voting is very important, so let us not
move away from that.
If I can also say that when you are talking about engaging young people and getting them involved in
the electoral process and the democratic process, this government has got the runs on the board. We
have introduced automatic enrolment, which generally captures by far young people, and election day
registration. They are the types of things that we need to do. We need to be able to find those people
and put them on the roll for a start.
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I do not have a blanket opposition to lowering the voting age, but there probably needs to be more of
a debate throughout the nation on this particular issue. I do not favour us going alone with respect to
this issue. I will be happy to participate in a more global debate on this issue.
Ms PATTEN: I would like to rise to support Dr Ratnam’s amendment on lowering the voting age
to 16 and 17. We know that we are seeing young people becoming, on one side, more frustrated by
their future, more frustrated by their government but in the same instance being more disengaged by
the process.
Certainly as a member of the Electoral Matters Committee in the last term we tried to look at this and
how we could better engage young people in the process. We know that they are becoming less
engaged. And while we have compulsory voting in this country and in this state, which I think is a
very good thing, compulsory voting is not extended to those over 75. We could provide that provision
of optional voting to those over 75 and those of the ages of 16 and 17. I think it would be a very
positive way to engage those young people, many of whom are paying taxes and are actively part of
our communities, who are working in our communities. I fully support the amendment that we extend
the age for young people to vote in local council elections to 16 and 17.
Mr QUILTY: The Liberal Democrats will not support this amendment. We have concerns about
16-year-olds and 17-year-olds being given the vote. Amongst other things, they are not ratepayers.
They are very unlikely to be bearing the costs of the things that they would be voting for. There is one
part of this we like, which is the voluntary voting; and if it was extended to all people, then we would
probably support the amendment.
Mr BOURMAN: I will be very quick, thank you, Minister. I will not be supporting this. The
American Revolution was started because there was taxation without representation. What they are
wanting here is representation without taxation. If they can vote—
Members interjecting.
Mr BOURMAN: I am speaking metaphorically. What we are having here is people that are going
to be able to shape their community in some way. But they are under the age of 18 so they have
problems entering legal contracts, they cannot be drafted, they cannot get a shooters licence and they
cannot do a whole lot of other things, yet they are going to go to vote. If we are going to be doing this
stuff, pull everything back—which I am pretty sure that the Greens will not want.
Mr DAVIS: The opposition will not support this amendment, and there are a few reasons for that.
Many of the reasons outlined by some of the crossbench are correct in our view. This is simply too
young for voting. I note the issues of franchise are interesting here. This is an attempt, on one hand, to
lower the voting age and, on the other hand, to introduce non-compulsory voting, so there is an
inconsistency in that with others who would be voting. At the same time, the bill itself has another
inconsistency. It seeks to remove voting rights from a number of businesses who currently would have
voting rights, and it seeks to make business voting non-compulsory. There are a whole set of
inconsistencies here. We think the franchise should include everyone over 18, and we think it also
should include every business ratepayer in the municipality. We think that that is the voting pool that
is right. As was said just a moment ago, there was a revolution fought on no taxation without
representation, and I think it does apply both ways. I think if you have got a stake in the community
in terms of your contribution, it does give you some authority to contribute politically to the
community.
Committee divided on clause:

Ayes, 32
Atkinson, Mr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms

Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Limbrick, Mr

Quilty, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Shing, Ms
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Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms (Teller)
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms

Noes, 5
Cumming, Dr (Teller)
Hayes, Mr

Meddick, Mr
Patten, Ms (Teller)

Ratnam, Dr

Clause agreed to.
Clause 2 (21:51)
Mr SOMYUREK: I move:
1.

Clause 2, page 2, line 12, omit “42” and insert “43”.

2.

Clause 2, page 2, line 17, omit “Division” and insert “Divisions 6 and”.

3.

Clause 2, page 2, line 30, after “45,” insert “45A,”.

4.

Clause 2, page 2, line 31, after “63,” insert “63A,”.

5.

Clause 2, page 2, line 32, after “69.5,” insert “70A,”.

6.

Clause 2, page 3, line 11, omit “42” and insert “43”.

7.

Clause 2, page 3, line 12, after this line insert—
“(ca) section 52;”.

Dr CUMMING: Could the minister just explain those amendments briefly again?
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: The minister spoke to his amendments earlier. If members were not
in the chamber, we cannot help that. But he can if he wants to.
Dr CUMMING: Just to speak specifically on those. He gave a general overview earlier, but could
he actually specifically just talk to those?
A member: He doesn’t have to.
Dr CUMMING: I would argue that he would have to.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Dr Cumming, I cannot compel the minister to speak to them. He
has moved his amendments, and that is it. So if you have a question, that is fine.
Dr CUMMING: My question is: what do these amendments do?
Mr SOMYUREK: I addressed this issue in my summary, and I have actually talked through that.
I went through all of that before.
Dr RATNAM: Just taking up Dr Cumming’s question, I have been sitting in the chamber all
afternoon. I heard a general descriptor of some amendments being moved. We did not get these
amendments until late afternoon today, with no notice, no explanation, and I think it is really important
that we understand what we are voting on. So I would like to ask the minister: can you please explain
what these amendments to this clause do?
Mr SOMYUREK: I think we have dealt with that.
Dr CUMMING: The question is: what do these amendments do? The minister’s earlier answer
was an outline of the government’s amendments. So specifically what do these amendments 1 to 7 do?
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I think that is the same question, but I will call the minister.
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Mr SOMYUREK: It is exactly the same question. I think we have been most patient in this debate.
I have gone through these amendments before we started the committee stage, so I am not going to
repeat myself.
Mr HAYES: I just want to say that I have been in the chamber all afternoon too, and I have not
heard what these amendments do. I might have skipped it or it might have been covered very shortly.
I feel it is my responsibility to vote for them if I agree with them, but if I do not know what the
amendments are about, I think I had better not vote in favour of them.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Did the minister want to respond?
Mr SOMYUREK: No.
Mr QUILTY: I just want to comment on the fact that here we are on the day we are debating the
bill and the government turns up with a heap of amendments which are very hard to follow. I feel as
if the government had not got this sorted out beforehand, and they should not have brought the bill up
in the first place. If they cannot explain what is going on, they should withdraw it.
Mr SOMYUREK: I take that as a comment. I have been very, very patient on clause 1. It is now
10 o’clock and we had just moved off clause 1, so I have got to tell you I have been more than patient.
Dr RATNAM: I note in the very brief notes that we have been given about these amendments that
the minister’s amendments 1 to 7 make amendments to the commencement provisions. What dates
have been changed from the bill draft that we had considered prior to today?
Mr SOMYUREK: Again, I have spoken to these amendments before and I am not about to answer
any further questions on them.
Dr RATNAM: Just further on from that question, I asked a specific question about what dates have
been changed from the draft bill that we have been considering up until this afternoon. I did not hear
the minister speak to those exact dates and what the changes are. I would like the minister to speak to
what those dates are. I have not heard them and I think it is really important as a courtesy to this
chamber to inform us of what we are debating here.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.
Mr SOMYUREK: Pursuant to standing order 4.08(1)(b), I declare the sitting to be extended by
1 hour.
Standdown will be now at stage 1, and the immunity will be at stage 2.
Dr CUMMING: What we were given today—or very late this afternoon—were amendments and
the new clauses to be proposed in the committee by the minister. All it states is:
1.

Clause 2, page 2, line 12, omit “42” and insert “43”.

2.

Clause 2, page 2, line 17, omit “Division” and insert “Divisions 6 and”.

3.

Clause 2, page 2, line 30, after “45,” insert “45A,”.

4.

Clause 2, page 2, line 31, after “63,” insert “63A,”.

5.

Clause 2, page 2, line 32, after “69.5,” insert “70A,”.

6.

Clause 2, page 3, line 11, omit “42” and insert “43”.

7.

Clause 2, page 3, line 12, after this line insert—
“(ca) section 52;”.

Minister, could you just please explain those clauses in a bit more detail rather than the outline of the
government amendments that we were given late this afternoon?
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Minister, do you wish to make a comment?
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Mr SOMYUREK: No.
Dr RATNAM: Can I ask the minister to repeat what he mentioned once he came back from the
advisers box? I did not actually hear what he said.
Mr SOMYUREK: The standdown will come now in stage 1—the standdown provision.
Committee divided on amendments:

Ayes, 30
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Davis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Finn, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Grimley, Mr
Jennings, Mr

Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms (Teller)
McArthur, Mrs
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr (Teller)

Pulford, Ms
Ratnam, Dr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms

Noes, 6
Barton, Mr
Cumming, Dr

Hayes, Mr (Teller)
Limbrick, Mr

Patten, Ms
Quilty, Mr (Teller)

Amendments agreed to.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: If members return to their seats, I will call Mr Davis to move his
amendment 1, which is a test for his amendment 20.
Mr DAVIS: I am pleased to move:
1.

Clause 2, page 3, line 19, after this line insert—
“(2A) Section 362A comes into operation on 1 June 2020.”.

This, as you have outlined, is a test fundamentally. It is a commencement date and hence a test for our
new clause that we would seek to insert in the Local Government Act that would seek to make it clear
what the costs of waste management are for councils, specifically also the various levies from state
government. We know that the government has said it is going to increase the landfill levy in the near
future, and that landfill levy will be recouped by councils. It is right and proper that that be
denominated correctly on the rate papers that people get and that those details also be published on
council websites. It is our view that there should be a breakdown of this by waste stream, and that is
outlined in the longer amendment. This is obviously the date in this particular clause—the
commencement date. We think that greater transparency is right. People are paying for this, paying
for these services. Ratepayers are paying for these services, and they should know what they are getting
and the break-up of what they are getting, particularly the state government levies.
It is also important, I think, and only fair to councils, because councils will bear some of the brunt,
some of the blowback, from the increase in the bin tax, as it has been called. They will bear some of
the brunt, and for that reason councils, I think, would be quite right in saying, ‘Actually, much of this
cost is driven by a state government increase in levy—a mandated increase in levy’. So this seeks to,
in a broad way, outline those details, to require details on the rate notice and to require that councils
put the matters on the council website and the same for small businesses that will be impacted too.
So all ratepayers should see what they are paying for and the breakdown of council costs from the
costs that are mandated by state government. We think it is a very modest but sensible amendment to
deal with this huge additional tax that is going to be put on every ratepayer in the state. And as I say,
councils will not be the cause of much of this. They will be the delivery agent, and for that reason it is
correct that it should be denominated in the ways we have outlined. The levy that is collected on the
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fire services is denominated on the rate notices, and we think that that is also proper. It is a state
government charge, it is collected through rates and in effect the landfill levy that is mandated through
these processes falls into that category too.
Mr QUILTY: I am going to speak in favour of this amendment. The Liberal Democrats support
transparency and openness. With councils’ bad behaviour and corruption thriving in darkness and
secrecy, we support anything that increases transparency.
Dr CUMMING: Speaking to Mr Davis’s amendment, I thank Mr Davis for his explanation of his
amendments, but I cannot support what is being proposed. I see a couple of faults in this, one being
that I do agree that on a council rates notice there should be a breakdown of what their waste costs and
charges are, but trying to actually pull out the amount of money that each council pays the state
government by way of their levy I do not believe should be on a rates notice. I definitely believe that
it probably could be calculated and put onto their council websites for the community to understand
the amount of money each council pays the state government in the way of a levy and maybe a
breakdown to show what the ratepayers were paying the state government by way of the levy.
I see the problem with this being that the waste levy relies on the weight of waste going to a landfill.
That would be calculated after that waste is put into a landfill, so therefore trying to predict the amount
of waste within a year to charge on a particular rates notice by way of a levy I do not think works.
Councils would have the waste cost and that breakdown because councils would have that in their
contracts with the waste contractors, but I do not believe this is the right mechanism to calculate the
amount of money by way of a levy. But I do believe that the community should know. Each
municipality and each community should have that breakdown so that there are clear and transparent
explanations of the amounts of the waste levy and how much of that waste levy the state government
is actually holding onto and clear and transparent ways of showing how that waste levy is spent.
Mr DAVIS: Thank you for your comments there. I do note that this would include the total waste
levy paid by council in the previous year and the estimated weight charges to be paid by council in the
financial year to which the rate notice relates and the amount of landfill levy payments estimated to be
made in the financial year. I do not think this is difficult for councils. They do this as a matter of course.
They actually know quite closely the estimated amount. It may vary a little bit; that will be cleaned up
as it were in the following year, and that is the intention. So you would see the year that has just gone
and the year that you are paying the rates for the estimated amount and the breakdown, as it were,
between council-generated activity and the levy.
Ms PATTEN: Mr Davis, are you expecting that councils will be passing on that complete levy to
ratepayers, and will all councils be doing that in a uniform way?
Mr DAVIS: I think they largely will pass it on, because they will not be able to absorb the very
significant increase. I think that, again like the fire services levy, it is important that charges that are
denominated by the state in that way are actually transparent to the community.
Dr CUMMING: Mr Davis, do you see that there will be a breakdown of the actual waste cost, as
in: do you believe that there will be a breakdown of how much it is costing the community on
collection and then a breakdown on the actual levy? You have made the comparison to the fire services
levy, which is very different in that it is a clear amount of money collected by the council to give to
the state government and that can be easily calculated, whereas there is obviously a cost to pick up the
waste and then there is obviously a different cost by way of the levy or the tipping fees.
Mr DAVIS: We have laid out a series of measures that we think are a reasonable level of
transparency, but I suspect some councils may want to go further and break it down in greater detail.
It would be open to them to do that, either on their rate notice or indeed on a website if they wanted
to. We would welcome that, but at the moment there is not even this level of transparency.
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Mr SOMYUREK: I understand where Mr Davis is going with this. Transparency is always a good
thing, especially for ratepayers when they pick up their rates notices. I think it is desirable that they
know what components of their rates are general rates, what are waste charges, what are levies and
fire services levies et cetera. So I do understand where Mr Davis is going with this. Can I just say there
are four councils that do not separate their general rates from their waste charges. I think it is in their
interest to do so. But the concept of mandating this, to me, goes a bit too far, because as I said before
during this debate it was about the autonomy, respecting the autonomy of councils.
Committee divided on amendment.

Ayes, 18
Atkinson, Mr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Cumming, Dr
Davis, Mr

Finn, Mr
Grimley, Mr
Hayes, Mr (Teller)
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms

McArthur, Mrs
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Patten, Ms
Quilty, Mr (Teller)
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Noes, 19
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Meddick, Mr

Melhem, Mr (Teller)
Mikakos, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Ratnam, Dr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr

Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms (Teller)
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms

Amendment negatived.
Mr SOMYUREK: I move:
8.

Clause 2, page 3, line 28, omit “to” and insert “, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7 and”.

This essentially is moving from stage 3 to stage 1 for standdown and for indemnity—from stage 3 to
stage 1.
Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to.
Clause 3 (22:33)
Mr QUILTY: I move:
Clause 3, page 6, lines 16 to 24, omit all words and expressions on these lines.

I will be brief. Under current legislation councils have broad powers to conceal and withhold
information from ratepayers. Roughly one in 10 council decisions are made in closed meetings. In the
opinion of the Liberal Democrats this is too many. The Liberal Democrats believe in honest
government, and honest government requires transparency. Honest governments do not need to
conceal financial information from ratepayers. When you do business with a council you are doing
business with the ratepayers, and the ratepayers have a right to know how their money is being spent.
That is why we are introducing this amendment. The amendment prevents councils from treating
commercial information as confidential information and removes the power to close council meetings
to discuss commercial matters.
During my time on council I witnessed the overuse of commercial confidentiality arrangements. In
some cases this even included the cost of services procured by the council. Indeed from time to time
councils were told that they were not allowed to see the contracts they were voting on because they
were confidential.
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How can ratepayers determine if their council is value for money if they do not know what they are
getting or how much they are paying for it? I will give you an example. A new Wodonga swimming
pool needed retiling very shortly after being built because the wrong glue was used. Retiling the pool
cost the ratepayers almost $500 000, and the council sought costs from the builder under his guarantee.
However, the council settled for some amount of compensation, but the amount they settled for was
kept confidential. Imagine that. Wodonga ratepayers had bought a product without knowing how
much it cost them. The council’s account should be a matter of public record.
And the same builder is now building the new Wodonga library. I wonder how much extra ratepayer
money will end up being hidden behind commercial-in-confidence deals when the dust settles on that
project. Concealing this information is not the genuine protection of a trade secret; it is withholding
relevant information from the voting public.
Local government is one of the main nexus of corruption in Victoria. Corruption thrives in darkness
and secrecy; transparency is the enemy of corruption. The Liberal Democrats believe in honest
government. If you believe in honest government, I expect you will support this amendment as well.
Dr RATNAM: Just a very brief contribution in regard to the amendment that Mr Quilty has moved:
I think it is a really important provision. What we are talking about here is transparency. We are seeing
increasingly that governments are doing deals on major contracts which are never disclosed to the
public, so commercial confidence is used to keep information from the public on matters that are of
really important public significance. That occurs at local government level as well.
I do not agree with only the examples that Mr Quilty cited, because I think they are examples where
things have not gone well, but I actually think it is a matter of principle that we do not get into this
culture of secrecy which governments seem to be getting into, which is using commercial-inconfidence to keep information away from the public that actually should be publicly available so that
the public is aware of whether a deal or an agreement is in their favour or whether it is just being used
as an excuse to keep that information away from the public that actually they care about and want to
know more about.
Dr CUMMING: It is going to be a bit of a statement, but these are statements from my community
around this provision. Some of the ratepayers in my area feel that currently staff can reject requests
for information, and they would hope that obviously that would not be the case. When it comes to
confidential matters they feel that sometimes councils can use the provision of confidentiality to have
those decisions made without actually giving all of the information to the community about the process
behind that decision-making. I would argue that I never had that experience in the time that I was on
council, but I do understand the community’s concerns around those provisions. My community also
has concerns around getting that information from council, making sure that everything is transparent
so that the community can always be involved in decision-making and that they are consulted on all
matters that come before the council. They feel that the CEO should be responsive to the ratepayers.
Mr SOMYUREK: Deputy President, this whole section of confidential information tightens up
the grounds for classifying information as confidential information. It was in fact a key
recommendation of the Ombudsman’s investigation into the transparency of local government
decision-making. What this clause actually does is bring it into line with the Freedom of Information
Act 1982. The subclause that Mr Quilty seeks to amend is:
private commercial information, being information provided by a business, commercial or financial
undertaking that—
(i)

relates to trade secrets; or

(ii) if released, would unreasonably expose the business, commercial or financial undertaking to
disadvantage …
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It is virtually identical to the Freedom of Information Act, so I think it is worthwhile. I think it is good
practice to bring the confidential information definition into alignment with the freedom-ofinformation legislation.
Mr DAVIS: The opposition will not support this amendment although we agree with much of the
sentiment in it. What I would say to Mr Quilty is I agree that this set of sections is overused by council
officers. I think there is genuine concern both from some councillors and more broadly, and to pick
up the minister’s point about the FOI act, I can vouch for the fact that some of these sorts of provisions
are used by councils to prevent information moving out in terms of FOI too. Notwithstanding that, we
actually did consult quite widely on this in a relatively short period of time, and it was clear to us that
there is actually a lot of work to do to get a better and more satisfactory outcome, so it is not that we
disagree with the sentiment and the focus, but we are just not sure that removing those completely is
the way to go at this point. But I think in government it is something we would be prepared to look
closely at.
Committee divided on amendment:

Ayes, 3
Limbrick, Mr (Teller)

Quilty, Mr (Teller)

Ratnam, Dr

Noes, 33
Atkinson, Mr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Cumming, Dr
Davis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Finn, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Grimley, Mr

Hayes, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr (Teller)
Mikakos, Ms
O’Donohue, Mr (Teller)

Ondarchie, Mr
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms

Amendment negatived.
Mr DAVIS: This is a short amendment. I move:
2.

Clause 3, page 6, line 24, after this line insert—
“(ha) information designated in writing as confidential information by the Chief Executive
Officer specifying the relevant ground or grounds applying under section 66(2) and the
Council has not passed a resolution that the information is not confidential;”.

It tightens this definition.
Mr QUILTY: The Liberal Democrats will not support this amendment. The Liberal Democrats
believe in transparency and openness in government, as members might have already become aware—
being obvious—and basically as far as we can see all this amendment is doing is giving the CEO more
power to make more things confidential. Does anyone in this place seriously think it should be easier
for local governments to hide their misdeeds and corruption? Does anyone in this state seriously think
it should be easier for local governments to crack down on whistleblowers? Does anyone think we
should make it easier for councils to cover stuff up? I will not support it.
Mr SOMYUREK: We will not be supporting this amendment. We believe that the confidential
information clause as it is comes into line with the Freedom of Information Act 1982, and we believe
there is a role for the CEO throughout this process. So we think Mr Davis’s amendment—though I
can see why he would think it was necessary—is superfluous.
Amendment negatived.
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Mr SOMYUREK: I move:
9.

Clause 3, page 8, line 17, after “committee” insert “, other than a Community Asset Committee,”.

Amendment 9 clarifies that the definition of ‘delegated committee’ does not include ‘community asset
committee’. Some people thought it might need clarification, and that is why we are clarifying it.
Amendment agreed to.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I invite Dr Ratnam to move her amendments 1 and 2 of her set 24C,
which is a test for all remaining amendments on 24C.
Dr RATNAM: I move:
1.

Clause 3, page 11, after line 4 insert—

2.

Clause 3, page 16, after line 11 insert—

“gambling industry business entity has the meaning given by section 305C;”.
“prohibited donor has the meaning given by section 305A;
property developer has the meaning given by section 305B;”.

The intent of this series of amendments is to include some donations reform in this Local Government
Bill. As I have said before both in my second-reading contribution and throughout this debate, the
Greens believe this is a missed opportunity for some long-overdue donations reform. We have got
local government elections coming before us in just over six months time. We have got an IBAC
inquiry that is unveiling more scandalous allegations every single day, and it is time to fix our
donations laws for local government.
Ideally the government itself would be fixing up the mess it has made with local donations and local
government, as it initially indicated it would. Instead we are left with vague promises, as we have
heard today, that something will happen at some time in the future with no certainty. While I appreciate
that bringing local government into the state political donations scheme is complicated, that is not a
reason to do nothing, and while we wait for the government to do the necessary work on a more
comprehensive scheme—although who knows what they have been doing since July last year, when
they have had ample opportunity to work on this—the absolute least we should do today is ban
donations from property developers and the gambling industry. That is what my amendments seek to
do. In light of the IBAC inquiry into Casey council banning donations from property developers, it is a
no-brainer. We cannot wait until the government sorts itself out, and we do not need to wait for the IBAC
investigation to conclude before deciding that a ban on property developer donations is a good idea.
Equally, the gambling industry is insidious. The damage pokies do across our community is massive,
and local councils are often left to pick up the pieces while at the same time being relentlessly pursued
by the industry to allow more and more pokies into their suburbs. The over $1 million the gambling
industry gave to the Labor, Liberal and National parties before the last election in 2018 gives you a
sense of how much it understands the power of political donations. New South Wales bans donations
from property developers and the gambling industries as well as having a cap on donations and
expenditure caps. In fact the Labor Party in New South Wales has gone even further and recently
introduced a bill to ban property developers from standing as candidates for local council. Victoria
used to think it did not need the same laws as New South Wales. The IBAC investigation has clearly
demonstrated otherwise, down to the paper bags full of cash and involvement of ministers. It is time
for Victoria to acknowledge we also have a problem and seek to fix it.
The amendments I am proposing are based on legislation that already exists in New South Wales and
Queensland. The definitions of a property developer and the gambling industry are similar to already
existing legislation in other jurisdictions. It is focused on businesses that seek to make a profit from
developments or gambling and individuals associated with those businesses. Individual donators are
not caught by these amendments. The amendments provide that it is unlawful for property developers
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and the gambling industry to make a gift to council candidates or sitting councillors and extend that
prohibition to people acting on behalf of developers or the gambling industry. The penalty is again
consistent at 400 penalty points or two years imprisonment. Similar to existing provisions on unlawful
donations, any such donations that are made will be forfeited to the state. Furthermore, the
amendments give the VEC the ability to determine that a person is not a prohibited donor and to keep
a register of people.
These amendments are not the comprehensive donations reform package we need for local
government, but, if passed here today, we remove the malignant influence of donations from the two
industries that are damaging our communities in time for the 2020 local government elections. I
propose my amendments to the chamber.
Mr HAYES: The IBAC hearings have provided a lot of insight into what is going on and especially
why governments support property developers rather than ratepayers and ordinary residents. In
Victoria, as Dr Ratnam alluded to, we seem to have a level of conceit—that other states might be
corrupt but Victoria is not. The IBAC hearings on Casey council reveal a much murkier picture; in
fact they reveal outright corruption. Now, I would like to read something that we have dug up that—
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! The level of chatter in the chamber is making it hard for the
minister to hear.
Mr HAYES: I want to read out the government response to the Geelong Citizens Jury
recommendations in 2017. Geelong was lucky enough to have a citizens jury appointed, something
that Sustainable Australia supports, especially in planning matters. They came up with
13 recommendations in all; 12 were supported or supported in principle by the government, one was
not supported. The recommendation that was not supported by the government reads:
To prohibit developer financial and in-kind contributions to candidates and Council staff, consistent with
other states’ legislation.

The government’s response was:
Donations have not traditionally been a feature of Council elections in Victoria.
Current disclosure and conflict provisions are considered robust and there is no evidence of systematic
corruption in Victorian Councils relating to developer relationships with councillors.

Well, that is obviously not true with what is coming up in IBAC every day. And:
Previous efforts in other jurisdictions to implement donor-specific bans have been subject to challenge by the
courts for impeding rights to political participation and have also been considered difficult to enforce.

Really? I do not think so. They were challenged in the courts and the courts upheld the bans, so there
goes that argument too. That has been the attitude from the government on this issue: ‘There’s nothing
to see here; let’s move on’. They promised reform would be coming, but it has been a hell of a long
time coming, and the evidence keeps coming out.
Megan Schutz this week, a lawyer and planning consultant for John Woodman, detailed the
establishment of a fake residents group in the Casey council area to push for a proposed rezoning of
industrial land. In reality this residents group was created by the developers, masquerading as
residents, pushing for a rezoning that was not in their interest. Ms Schutz also revealed that she had
met more than a handful of times with senior government ministers to lobby them over planning
ministers. Well, I do not think you can get much more senior than the people that she has mentioned.
Huge profits stood to be made in Casey council. Leighton had hundreds of millions of dollars worth
of profits coming out of that rezoning and so did Mr Woodman himself. He had several million dollars
at stake. Property developers are profiting, and the community pays for this.
Sustainable Australia believes the only way to clean up this mess is to ban donations. We also support
the banning of donations to local government from the gambling industry—once again, huge amounts
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of money involved there. We see very slow progress in the government’s efforts on harm minimisation
from gambling and the damage it does. That was even mentioned—that Casey particularly suffered
from what was going on in gambling addiction out that way.
The bans we support are necessary to restore public confidence in the integrity of local government,
and state government for that matter, so we will be supporting the Greens amendment on donation
reform. The minister keeps talking about reform coming. I do not think it is reform really that is needed
if it is more tinkering around the edges. We need an outright ban, and that is our position on this matter.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.
Ms TIERNEY: Pursuant to standing order 4.08(1)(b), I declare the sitting to be extended by up to
1 further hour.
Dr CUMMING: I come from a different position to what I have heard from others tonight on this
particular issue. I come from a space where I know that there are certain candidates in my community
that have no money and would love to actually run for council, and obviously the only way that they
could actually run for council is by getting local supporters, their family and others to donate towards
them so they can actually run. There are no funds for people who obviously have the ability. I see it
quite often in my area, where we encourage local leaders to come forward. We give them training and
local champions, but they do not have the financial means to actually run.
I do support a complete disclosure of any donations given to a candidate, but I do also see flaws in
this, seeing that, on the other side, there are people who have got plenty of money who can run—the
Clive Palmers of the world. Using their own money, if they are wealthy, there is no barrier of course.
There needs to be something not dissimilar to how we actually do it in the state elections. There should
be a level of transparency not dissimilar to that in our state government elections. What I can
understand from the submissions that I have seen from the local councils in my area, as well as the
MAV, is that they do support a cap on donations and the provision of a cap per person, up to an amount.
There are varying arguments: is it $500 or is it $1000? But they also see the anomaly, which is the
City of Melbourne having a different rate, whereas all candidates should be seen as being equal and
there should be across-the-board disclosure of all donations, which currently is not the case. There is
not a case around declaring donations up to a certain amount, but there also is not any declaration of
the amount of money people actually spend on their election. I do believe that the community should
see if there is somebody spending $1 million on their council election. Maybe it is their own personal
money, but it should be declared, and we should also be able to see the varying degrees of donations.
Mr QUILTY: The Liberal Democrats do not support this amendment. We think it is a freedomof-speech issue. Even developers have a right to participate in the political process. We have heard a
lot about Casey council corruption, but much of that would not be caught by this; it is just plain
corruption. We absolutely support complete disclosure. All donations should be a matter of public
record very soon after they are made, but we do not support a ban on donations as such. The real
problem is the need to reform the planning system to take the honey pot off the table so that councils
do not have the opportunity to create the great windfall gains.
Mr SOMYUREK: I will be very brief because I was quite expansive earlier with regard to
donations. I did talk about the demand side. I think the Greens ought to give due consideration to what
I said because the demand side is very, very important. It is very important to sap the demand side,
because when people in Casey allegedly ran around with suitcases full of money, they were not
compliant with any donation laws—they just were not. So it is all about the demand side too.
Remember the demand side, and remember smaller wards means less pressure to raise money. Let us
not forget that. I am going to leave it at that. I was very expansive earlier. We do not support this.
Sorry, it is just very important that I do say this; I know I have said this before, but we went out to
public consultation with reforms on donations and the disclosure regime. We had that. We took it out
of the bill because of IBAC doing a public inquiry into the City of Casey, and the terms of reference
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were clear that they are going to touch on it. Front and centre of their terms of reference is the fact that
they are looking into these matters. So hopefully when IBAC hands down its recommendations and
findings, we will be responding to those recommendations and findings.
Mr DAVIS: The opposition accepts the minister’s point on this that in fact IBAC will bring down
a detailed report. It is in its current inquiry specifically looking at these points, and I think we have all
been shocked by what we have heard at IBAC over the recent period, not least some of the revelations
of the last 24 hours involving the Premier and the Treasurer. But the point we would make is that we
will in fact support sensible reforms when IBAC has reported.
Dr RATNAM: I would like to respond to a couple of comments the minister made and had backed
up by Mr Davis. Minister, you refer to somehow there being a demand side that needs to be fixed up.
I have heard no compelling argument about how single-member wards will require less money to
campaign. In fact earlier during the debate I outlined a problem that we have with the existing system
that the state donations reform and the interaction with local government has created, and you were
not able to provide a response. You said it is the Special Minister of State’s jurisdiction. There has
been no argument made that connects single-member wards with donations. It is a separate issue here.
We have got a very significant investigation at IBAC revealing day after day the corrupting influence
of this big money on decisions that we are seeing before us. We have had a council that was dismissed.
It has been very, very grave. We have got to get on with reform now, and we have got to get some of
that reform in place for the 2020 elections, one, because it is overdue and, two, because there is a really
messy system in place that you are not acknowledging creates a really significant window for this next
local government election to be bought by those who have vested interests and want to seek to
influence the outcome of the elections. We have seen the property development industry and the
gambling industry throw their weight around year after year with donations to the major parties, so it
is not surprising that once again we have both the Labor and Liberal parties staying silent on donations
reform when we have the opportunity to act. We have given you plenty of time with these amendments
that were circulated to come back and discuss getting some reform through, and once again the
opportunity has been squandered.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: If there are no further speakers, the question is that Dr Ratnam’s
amendments 1 and 2, which are a test for all of her remaining amendments on set 24C be agreed to.
Committee divided on amendments:

Ayes, 8
Barton, Mr
Cumming, Dr
Grimley, Mr (Teller)

Hayes, Mr
Maxwell, Ms
Meddick, Mr (Teller)

Patten, Ms
Ratnam, Dr

Noes, 28
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms (Teller)
Bourman, Mr
Davis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Finn, Mr
Garrett, Ms (Teller)
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr

Leane, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Pulford, Ms

Amendments negatived.
Amended clause agreed to; clauses 4 to 7 agreed to.

Quilty, Mr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms
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Clause 8 (23:15)
Dr RATNAM: I move:
1.

Clause 8, line 18, after “role” insert “, including by advocating the interests of the local community to
other communities and governments”.

This set of amendments is regarding the advocacy role of councils. This amendment is about
enshrining the important advocacy role of councils in legislation. The current act explicitly sets out the
advocacy role of councils. The preamble acknowledges that it is the role of the council to provide
governance and leadership for their local communities through advocacy, decision-making and action,
and section 3D notes that the role of a council involves advocating the interests of the local community
to other communities and governments. The current bill, however, is silent on advocacy. While the
Greens understand that the general power outlined in clause 10 will likely allow councils to continue
their advocacy work, we believe that the function of local government should be explicitly stated in
this legislation because too often we have seen this important part of council’s work come under threat.
The major parties have frequently voiced their disapproval of the ability of councils to advocate for
their communities, and in fact today we have the Liberals proposing an amendment to strip back this
role even further. But councils are made up of representatives of their community, and representing
their community must include advocating on issues of concern to the community. One of the positive
things about having different levels of government is that the different levels provide an impetus for
reforms, as they are more or less responsive to the concerns of the community. The evolution of local
councils from political bodies to purely administrative bodies has been a trend particularly since the
Kennett local government reforms of the early 90s. But Labor has also participated in driving changes
to the sector, including removing the ability of councils to levy differential rates on pokies, for example.
State governments, whether Labor or Liberal, have been frustrated by councils’ political agendas at
times. The removal of a specific clause regarding advocacy could be seen as another attempt to limit
the effectiveness of councils by diluting their advocacy role. This amendment seeks to amend clause 8
of the bill, relating to the role of council, to explicitly make it clear that advocating for the interests of
the local community is part of a council’s role, using the language of the current legislation.
Mr SOMYUREK: This clause provides that the role of council is to provide good governance in
its municipal district for the benefit and wellbeing of the municipal community. For the first time,
good governance in this clause is defined as acting in accordance with the overarching governance
principles and responsibilities of the councils. There is nothing in this bill that restricts the role of
councils. In fact, you will find, members opposite, that Mr Davis will soon probably come back with
an amendment agreeing with me and wishing to restrict the role of government. Dr Ratnam pointed to
clause 10. If I can read clause 10(1) to you, it says:
Subject to any limitations or restrictions imposed by or under this Act or any other Act, a Council has the
power to do all things necessary or convenient to be done in connection with the performance of its role.

Subclause (2) continues along that line. So we do not think this is necessary. Of course councillors
advocate on behalf of their councils. We do not think this amendment is needed.
Committee divided on amendment:

Ayes, 5
Cumming, Dr
Hayes, Mr

Meddick, Mr (Teller)
Patten, Ms (Teller)

Ratnam, Dr

Noes, 32
Atkinson, Mr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Davis, Mr

Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms

Quilty, Mr (Teller)
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
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McArthur, Mrs
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O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Pulford, Ms (Teller)
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Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms

Amendment negatived.
Mr DAVIS: I am pleased to move:
3.

Clause 8, line 21, after this line insert—
“(5) It is not the role of a Council to advocate or campaign or adopt or implement a policy in
relation to any matter that is not related to the functions and powers conferred on a Council
by or under this Act or any other Act of Victoria.
(6) A Council decision made in contravention of subsection (5) is invalid.
(7) A Council must not use Council resources in contravention of subsection (5).
Penalty: 60 penalty units.”.

It amends clause 8, line 21. In effect, it is the reverse of what Dr Ratnam was seeking to argue. I am a
strong supporter of local government, but I think that there is a deep concern in the community that
some local governments have lost their way, that they are spending on a wide variety of fronts which
are not central to what many in the community believe is their key mission. This might be called the
‘Quiet Australians’ clause or the ‘As enunciated by Tom Elliott’ clause.
Anyway, it seeks to say that it is not the role of council ‘to advocate or campaign or adopt or implement
a policy in relation to any matter that is not related to the functions and powers conferred on a council
by or under this act or any other act in Victoria’. A council decision made in contravention of
subsection (5) is invalid, and a council must not use council resources in contravention of
subsection (5), and there is a clear penalty.
I think communities want to see councils be sensible advocates on things in their local area that are
genuine. They do not want extraneous activities. They do not want councils on frolics. They do not
want councils sucking up large amounts of community money, ratepayers money, for things that are
very distant from what many of the ratepayers in the municipality would choose as priorities.
Whilst it is true that councils can be removed at the elections by a decision of a majority of ratepayers,
at the same time it takes a lot to get people focused on actually removing a council in that way. It is I
think correct that there needs to be sharper and clearer guidance, and that is why we are moving this
amendment. As I said, it might be called the ‘Quiet Australians’ clause; it might be called the ‘As
enunciated by Tom Elliott’ clause in another way.
Mr QUILTY: The Liberal Democrats do not think councils should be advocates. They should not
be pushing issues and policies. They should be focusing on the local area’s roads, rates and rubbish.
They should be doing their job. However, we do not believe it is our role to stop that. If voters want to
vote for councils who are going to indulge in all that rubbish, it is up to the voters. And if voters do not
want it, the voters can kick those councils out. So we should not be passing this. We will not support it.
Ms PATTEN: I like it when I concur with Mr Quilty, particularly at this time of the evening. As a
new member and an Independent, I have actually found the advocacy that councils have provided to
me invaluable in providing me with insights into some of the issues that are raised by constituents with
them, and then they advocate on behalf of those constituents to me. This particular amendment would
in some of those circumstances knock that out. In some circumstances it certainly would be in the role
of councils to advocate for their constituents, and I appreciate that, but I do think that councils and
local government do sometimes have a broader level for advocacy. I do not think in this bill we should
be diminishing that and I do not think we should be diminishing how they can speak and where they
can speak. Let their constituents do that by either voting for them or not voting for them.
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Dr CUMMING: In speaking against this amendment from Mr Davis, I would say that most
councils actually list their advocacy priorities and they put them out to the community for the
community to agree upon. They normally put them out and say, ‘You’ve got 30 days. This is what
we’ve heard that the community wants us to advocate on on behalf of the community, and we’re going
to advocate to the state government or we’re going to advocate on behalf of the community to the
federal government on these particular issues’. There is always an advocacy campaign or an advocacy
plan that normally goes out to the community to get that ratification from the community before they
would even go down the path of doing any campaign on behalf of the community. So it is normally
the community that actually request that the council campaign on their behalf to the state government
or to the federal government on wishes and wants for things that they have not got in their particular
areas. I can give many examples, from the St Albans pool to previously the old Footscray pool. Those
advocacy campaigns actually come from grassroots communities’ wants and wishes.
I am not really actually sure what Mr Davis is talking about in the way of not allowing a council to
campaign on or implement a policy that does not relate to its functions. I see that most councils are
actually very transparent in the way that they wish to advocate on behalf of the interests of their
community.
Dr RATNAM: Just in response to Mr Davis’s framing of this amendment, I have a better name
for the amendment, which I think is the ‘gag clause’. Essentially what this is is trying to gag local
governments. One of the reasons that we have seen local councils having to step in and advocate for
their local communities to state and federal governments for change that will directly impact their local
communities is that they have felt let down by those levels of government—and increasingly so. We
talked a lot about representation here during this debate in the committee. We have heard the
government explicitly state that representation is one of the policy drivers, yet we have an amendment
here from the opposition that essentially tries to wind us back even further in terms of representation.
If you are representing a community and your community is saying, ‘We want you to speak up about
these issues that affect our local community’, that is your role and responsibility as a council.
Increasingly what we are seeing through this debate is essentially councils being looked at as
corporations, without an acknowledgement that they are democratically elected governments. That is
what local government is: it is a democratically elected level of government. It is the third tier of
government. It has such a significant role and increasingly so when that level of government exercises
its autonomy, speaks up on behalf of its communities and we have other levels of government saying,
‘No, you are not allowed to talk about that because we don’t like what you are saying because you are
challenging what we are doing’. This is a retrograde step, and for all the reasons I outlined in proposing
to strengthen the advocacy provisions in the bill, the Greens strongly oppose the Liberals’ amendment
on this gag clause.
Dr CUMMING: I have a question on the amendment. Mr Davis, are you suggesting that matters
such as the toxic waste campaign—
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar): Who is your question to?
Dr CUMMING: Mr Davis, because apparently this is his amendment. My question to Mr Davis
is this: I see that the Liberals have got a couple of motions coming on tomorrow around toxic waste,
the airport rail link and community campaigns in my Western Metropolitan Region, so are you
suggesting that the councils should not advocate on behalf of the community on those campaigns? Do
you support the councils advocating on behalf of those communities on those campaigns?
Mr DAVIS: What I would say is that this would firmly fit within our description. It goes directly
to land use in those areas.
Mr SOMYUREK: Look, again this was the polar opposite of what the Greens raised as an issue.
Let me enunciate again for the benefit of the house—but I will come up from the short run this time,
not the long run; I will just roll my arm over—we believe in the autonomy of councils. We believe
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that councils ought to be—well, they are, according to the Constitution Act 1975—autonomous, selfgoverning entities underpinned by a democratic mandate. We firmly believe that.
I do not like it when councils go off on a tangent—start moving motions on foreign affairs, giving aid
to foreign causes and stuff. I do not like it. I wish they would run these things past their communities
before they do things like that. I do not like it, but the fact of the matter is that the ultimate sanction
available is for the community to vote with their feet—go to the ballot box and, if they do not like
what the councillors are doing, vote them out. It is as simple as that.
We do not need another clause defining what their roles are so tightly and what they cannot do.
Councils will be advocates; they will be active; they will be political; they will move motions, much
to my chagrin, and I am sure to Mr Davis’s chagrin—and Mr Davis and I will probably argue that they
are wasting ratepayers money and wasting the time of council—but at the end of the day democracy
prevails. At the end of the day, if they are not looking after the interests of their communities, they will
get tossed out of office. We do not support this.
Committee divided on amendment:

Ayes, 10
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Davis, Mr

Finn, Mr (Teller)
Lovell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs

O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr (Teller)

Noes, 26
Barton, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Grimley, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr

Limbrick, Mr
Maxwell, Ms
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Patten, Ms (Teller)
Pulford, Ms
Quilty, Mr
Ratnam, Dr

Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms (Teller)
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms

Amendment negatived.
Clause agreed to; clauses 9 to 12 agreed to.
Clause 13 (23:45)
Dr RATNAM: I just seek some procedural clarification. I had a series of amendments around
single-member wards, about introducing multimember wards, or the options for the different ward
structures. I believe that the government’s amendments will affect whether I am able to move those
amendments, and this is connected to one of those amendments. I just seek some clarification about
whether the government are going to move their amendments first. I am happy to move mine first.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar): Dr Ratnam, you have the right to move your
amendment 1 to clause 13.
Dr RATNAM: I move:
1.

Clause 13, line 31, omit “subject to subsection (5),”.

I am pleased to move amendment 1 to clause 13 standing in my name in relation to the ward structures
of councils. I will speak briefly to this set of amendments, as I outlined most of my concerns with this
element of the bill in my second-reading speech and we canvassed it quite widely during the discussion
on clause 1 with several members of the chamber. But to reiterate, the proposal to make every council
in Victoria adopt a single-member ward structure is an ill-considered move that is bad for our
democracy. We understand that the government intends to provide some exemptions for rural shires,
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but why should every council in Victoria not have the ability to adopt the best electoral structure for
their area? Why can the Victorian Electoral Commission not continue to assess the needs of local areas
without being confined to one particular model?
The Greens amendments reinstate the full range of options for ward structure. That includes undivided
single-member, multimember or a mix of single-member and multimember wards. The amendments
I am moving continue to leave the decision in the hands of the minister, who will continue to have the
responsibility of recommending a ward structure to the Governor in Council. We are not proposing
changing the system, but we do believe that all councils across the state should have the range of
structures available. These amendments should also be read in the context of the next set of
amendments I will move, which seek to provide greater accountability of the minister in the form of
ensuring any and all decisions about a council must have an independent review and that if the minister
does not adopt the recommendations of the review the minister must table reasons for making a
decision contrary to advice.
The government rightly points out that the minister already has the power to make all councils be
made up of single-member wards. To do that, however, the minister would need to defy the advice of
the independent Victorian Electoral Commission—the commission that we trust to run our state and
local council elections fairly and democratically. This bill is necessary because the minister does not
want to be accountable to the VEC, its expert advice or its independence. As I said in my secondreading contribution, mandating single-member wards is profoundly anti-democratic. It is nothing
more than a gerrymander by the Labor Party, and the Liberals if they agree with it, to keep out minor
parties and Independent councillors and reduce accountability. Combined with the lack of donation
reforms it skews local council to the wealthy and those prepared to do the bidding of donors to the
detriment of the community. I commend my amendments to the chamber.
Mr HAYES: It has been an interesting night of debate tonight. I have to say that in regard to what
the minister has put up there are a couple of points that I am in furious agreement with the minister on.
The first is his statement, and I hope I am quoting him correctly, ‘I don’t think that political parties
have any role on local councils’. I firmly agree with you there, Minister. I do not think that political
parties should be carrying their agendas into local decision-making. That said, I have appreciated the
debate about single-councillor ward and multicouncillor ward councils, and I believe there are points
in favour of both systems that have been fairly well enunciated here tonight.
However, it is my belief and it is the belief of my party, Sustainable Australia, that the councils
themselves should be able to make the decision about whether they go for one system or the other
system. I do not believe that the heavy-handed government should be there directing councils on the
method of election or whether they have postal votes or personal attendance votes.
Today I have not heard many other members of the Council supporting my view. I had not heard any
other members of the Council supporting my view until tonight, but I also received a letter from
Stephen Mayne, who is here in the chamber tonight, asking me to support a crossbench amendment
to allow metropolitan councils to decide whether they wish to abandon multimember wards and move
to single-member wards. Well, that is the thrust of what I intend to do. I would like to make it that
councils decide. He also said:
Take the small government hands-off approach and let councils and communities decide for themselves rather
than backing in the always political …

heavy hand of the state government. Those words I added on the end myself. I agree with that. And I
wish Mr Mayne was in the Council too; then I would have at least one other person supporting me on
this. Except the other thing that I was very glad that the minister said was that my views would be
more consistent with his views on grassroots democracy. So if the minister was not encumbered by
being a member of the Labor Party, he might support my views and move an amendment to address
this issue, to hand the power to councils to let them be really representing grassroots democracy.
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So that said, that is what I would like to do if I had my way and had the support to do it here. But other
than that I will support the Greens amendment, because at least it is sticking with the status quo. I do
not think it is right that political parties in government should run over councils with a heavy hand to
establish processes that they prefer.
Ms PATTEN: I would like to rise to support Dr Ratnam’s amendment here, and I think I have
established my position on this amendment—that we should leave councils to decide whether they
want single ward or multi ward and how they want to develop that. And that is something that should
be done in conjunction with their constituents but certainly should be up to councils. We understand
that one size does not fit all, yet this bill is trying to attempt to do that. We also understand and
appreciate the evidence that shows that multimember wards also have the added advantage of
improving diversity in our councils, of improving the range of representation in our councils, and I
dearly fear that this will be lost—that this diversity that we are bringing into our local government will
be lost if this bill is to pass.
So I support this amendment, and I note that in all of the flurry of amendments—and I am sure we
will talk about this over the next few minutes—that have been coming through from the government
and the opposition, the opposition also supports multimember ward councils. In fact they have a list
of them in their amendment—of the multimember ward councils. So there is a certain support for that,
but I would ask that the opposition would consider allowing all councils to make that decision, not just
select rural councils to have the privilege of multimember ward representation.
Dr CUMMING: Moonee Valley City Council, when they put in their submission, supported
option 2, which is:
Allow for one of three representative structures—unsubdivided, entirely uniform multi-member wards or
entirely single-member wards …

In response to these options the City of Moonee Valley indicated its preference for option 2. In the
interest of councils having flexibility and autonomy and noting that councils vary in geographical size
and the number of votes, they propose that having the option of a single—
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(00:00): Pursuant to standing order 4.08, I move:
That the sitting be extended.

House divided on motion:

Ayes, 23
Barton, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Grimley, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr (Teller)

Leane, Mr
Maxwell, Ms
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Shing, Ms

Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms (Teller)

Noes, 14
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms (Teller)
Bourman, Mr
Cumming, Dr
Davis, Mr

Motion agreed to.

Finn, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
O’Donohue, Mr

Ondarchie, Mr (Teller)
Quilty, Mr
Ratnam, Dr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
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Dr CUMMING: Moonee Valley council supports single-member wards where appropriate but
does not support a full conversion to single-member wards. Brimbank City Council’s submission does
not support the proposal to amend electoral structures because the current multimember ward structure
works well for Brimbank and provides the best fit across the city. That is in Brimbank’s submission,
and Brimbank’s preference is to keep their electoral structure as is because it supports the
representation of the diverse make-up of their community and provides the flexibility needed for local
government.
Hobsons Bay City Council does not agree with the need to have equal numbers of voters per ward and
move to single-member wards, as it opens up opportunities for some individuals to be appointed and
elected by specific groups or for specific purposes. Hobsons Bay council’s preference is for an
independent arbiter, such as the VEC, to take control of the assessment of the voters’ areas.
Melton City Council are opposed to this reform and support the retention of the current provisions.
The council submitted that all wards in their municipality should have equal numbers of councillors
and equivalent quotas to be elected, and this still leaves open single-member wards where appropriate.
Hume City Council’s submission says that:
Council has particular concerns regarding the proposal that electoral structures be single member wards, with
limited exceptions.

And they support the retention of their current structure. Maribyrnong City Council, in my region,
said:
Councils to be constituent as only un-subdivided, all single wards, or uniform multi-member wards will
ensure each ward is fairly represented.

But they also said, however, that clear information on what this transition process will be for that
council does not seem to be there. As earlier, in the submissions that I made around the MAV
submission, it says:
Let it be very clear that the MAV is strongly supportive of single member wards being part of a range of
electoral structures that are available to councils and their communities when determining a structure that best
responds to local needs and circumstance.
…
Some communities and councils will continue to support single-member wards as an option that works best
for them. Some communities and councils will continue to support multi-member wards, or a mix of multimember and single-member wards, as the most suitable option.
Above all, the State should not be removing the choice, and the autonomy of communities to strongly
influence their preferred models.
…
Electoral structures available to respond to local needs should include unsubdivided municipalities, single
member wards and multi-member wards.

That goes to the heart of what was said earlier around rural councils wanting not to be divided. And
the VLGA submission says:
The VLGA opposes the proposed reform …

On their preference for the current system, the VLGA said:
A one-size-fits-all approach to council electoral representation does not and will not reflect the diversity of
the 79 Victorian councils and the communities they represent.

Mr QUILTY: I will also be brief. I am on the record with our opposition on this already today. We
think the government’s proposal to abolish multimember wards is profoundly undemocratic. It is an
attack on Independents and small parties. It will lead to bad things for council, so we support the
amendment. We do not support the government.
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Mr DAVIS: The opposition will not support this amendment. We see that single-member wards
do have value, and we will propose our own amendments in a moment.
Mr SOMYUREK: For the reasons I have outlined for the last 6 hours or so, we will not be
supporting this amendment.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: The question is that Dr Ratnam’s amendment 1 on her sheet 20C,
which is a test for her amendments 2 to 7, 9, 10 and 14 on 20C, be agreed to.
Committee divided on amendment:

Ayes, 8
Barton, Mr
Cumming, Dr
Hayes, Mr

Limbrick, Mr
Meddick, Mr
Patten, Ms (Teller)

Quilty, Mr
Ratnam, Dr (Teller)

Noes, 29
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Davis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Finn, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Grimley, Mr
Jennings, Mr

Kieu, Dr (Teller)
Leane, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Pulford, Ms

Rich-Phillips, Mr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms (Teller)
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms

Amendment negatived.
Mr SOMYUREK: I would like to move amendments 10 and 11. Amendment 10 amends clause 13
to insert subclause (4)(c), which expands the available structures for councils listed in the Government
Gazette to include uniform multimember wards. Amendment 11 inserts new subclause (5A) to require
councils not to be constituted as multimember wards unless specified by the minister.
Dr RATNAM: I have got some questions, but firstly a point of clarification. On our running sheet
here we have amendment 10 and amendment 11. While amendment 10 says it is a test for
amendments 11 to 14, they are able to be moved separately. Are we able to move them separately?
We might actually have different positions on them.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: When we actually vote on them we will vote on them separately,
but we are moving them together. The only reason that they were separated was that your one came
in the middle of them.
Dr RATNAM: So they will be voted on separately? Okay.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: All right, what we might do is, Minister, if you just move
amendment 10 and then we will deal with amendment 11.
Mr SOMYUREK: I will just clarify that I will actually now move on its own amendment 10:
10. Clause 13, page 30, line 3, omit “divided.” and insert—
“divided; or
(c) subject to subsection (5A), an equal number of Councillors elected to represent each ward
into which the municipal district is divided.”.

Amendment 10 amends clause 13 to insert subsection 4(c), which expands the available structures for
councils listed in the Government Gazette to include uniform multimember wards.
Dr RATNAM: I appreciate the clarification and that amendment to the procedure as well. I have
a few questions. Essentially what we have in amendments coming before us now on clause 13 from
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the government are amendments that were circulated late this afternoon. Just by way of background,
I think it is really important that we lay this time line and background on the table. Up until today we
had no amendments from the government. Yesterday we heard from the opposition that they sought
to move amendments to the bill regarding ward provisions, and Mr Davis might still want to move his
later amendment carving out 36 councils that would remain unsubdivided or multimember wards and
not single-member wards. So essentially we have had this bill on our table for a number of months
now. A number of us have been attempting to get more information on what each of the different
parties seek to do. Yesterday we heard from the opposition that they sought to move a number of
amendments, and then the government had no amendments until this afternoon. It feels like a number
of the amendments the government is moving are very closely related to the set of amendments
provided in hard copy by the opposition yesterday to us at approximately 5 o’clock in the afternoon.
So my overall question is: what deal has been done between the government and the opposition on
these amendments? Because we have got them very late in the day, they twin with each other and I
would like the minister to outline the process he has undertaken to get to this point where we have
government amendments at the eleventh hour that seemed to reflect and respond to what the
opposition’s concerns were—suddenly, mysteriously and magically. I want to know what deal has
been done.
Mr SOMYUREK: No deals.
Dr RATNAM: Just to clarify, you are saying that the government came up with the series of
amendments that we have before us at the eleventh hour completely independently and that they have
nothing to do with the series of amendments that the Liberals proposed?
Mr SOMYUREK: I would not like to claim the intellectual property of other parties, but I think
these are good amendments. I do not know why we are even interrogating this point. We have got
amendments that we are moving. Why does it matter who has moved them? We are moving
amendments, and I think we should get back onto these amendments and debate the merits of these
amendments rather than why they came out, who came out with them and who owns the intellectual
property on these amendments. Amendment 10 is what I have moved, and I would expect the member
to be relevant to the amendment before the house.
Dr RATNAM: I want to take up the minister’s assertion and call for relevance. I am talking about
something that is very relevant to this amendment, amendment 10, because I am going to the intent of
this amendment. We saw no indication from the government that they were going to move any
amendments till late this afternoon, which seemed to mirror what the opposition had proposed
yesterday. Most of us in this place know how this works: if the government agrees to an amendment
of the opposition or perhaps the crossbench, it will rarely if ever—well, never—actually accept that
amendment being voted on with the support on the floor. Instead what it does is it then proposes house
amendments that are exactly the same as those proposed—by the opposition, in this case—the ones
they have agreed to. Hence my question about the deal, because I am trying to get to the intent here.
We have heard the minister assert countless times that he believes single-member wards are the
panacea for local government representation and all the policy principles that he claims are driving the
intention of this bill, but suddenly we see an amendment that talks about multimember wards after a
prolonged debate where he has refuted any claim that multimember wards are more democratic, are
more representative or have substantially better outcomes for the community. But suddenly there is an
amendment about multimember wards. I am trying to get to the intent here and what has gone on
behind closed doors, which is a deal that has been done between both the Labor Party and the
opposition to lock out minor parties, to lock out Independents and to reduce the number of women
elected to local councils across this state. The public deserve to know what is going on here.
Mr SOMYUREK: I take that as a comment.
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Mr DAVIS: We will support this amendment, but it is not our view that this is the best approach.
Hence we will move an additional amendment, as people will see when we move amendments to
clause 4 from my tranche of proposed amendments. It is our preference that there be, particularly for
country councils, some arrangement that there can be multimember wards for those councils. It is also
our view that it is better in a clear schedule than entirely at the choice of the minister. But in the
circumstance this would provide greater choice, and the sequence is as it is; it is not our choice.
Dr CUMMING: Hearing Mr Davis’s contribution on the amendments that the opposition are
proposing, which is just picking whatever councils the opposition believes are worthy of multimember
wards or otherwise, the committee wants to know why they were chosen. The submission that I made
earlier showed that there are a lot of councils in the west that wish to remain multimember wards. Why
is the Liberal Party punishing the councils of the west that want to remain as multimember wards?
Why are they selecting—
Mr DAVIS: We are not on our amendments yet.
Dr CUMMING: Okay. Why is the Liberal Party picking and choosing but ignoring the wishes
and the wants of the Western Region councils?
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: We will just take that as a comment, because we are actually talking
about a government amendment at the moment.
Dr RATNAM: I have a couple of further questions, Minister. Can you elaborate on what councils
have been listed by you or what types of councils this provision will apply to?
Mr SOMYUREK: We have made it quite clear that it will be the commonly adopted definition,
as shown in the Victorian government comparator group, which is also available on the Know Your
Council webpage. That is the rural councils—both the small and large rural councils. There is a
working definition in the sector with respect to rural councils, and that is the definition that we will be
adopting.
Dr CUMMING: Just to clarify, the minister has just stated that the government supports the
opposition in making sure that rural councils are being looked after—
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Dr Cumming, if you have got a question of the minister, that is fine,
but we spoke earlier about trying to summarise what people have said. It is very dangerous in
committee stage, because what is said in committee can be read in conjunction with the bill in legal
cases. So leave it to the minister to define what he is saying and just ask a question, please.
Dr CUMMING: Okay. So my question is this: what I understand is that the government is
supporting the Liberal Party’s current amendments around looking at rural councils, but is the
government actually looking to support multimember wards in the interface councils? The interface
councils are the ones who have wanted to remain as multimember wards.
Mr SOMYUREK: The minor parties need to understand that we do not work in a vacuum. I am
sure the opposition also speak to the people we speak to. We get lobbied; they get lobbied. With respect
to these issues, I have been lobbied extensively by the rural councils, and they have put up some good
cogent arguments as to why they should have another option of uniform multimember wards. Do you
know what? I have backflipped, as I said I would, because I do not stand obstinately by something
when my arguments have been pulled apart. So I have been lobbied, there have been some arguments
put and I have agreed that we should backflip on this. So, yes, we do not operate in a vacuum. We go
out there and speak to our stakeholders in local government, and I am sure the Liberals and The
Nationals do too.
The end result of talking to your stakeholders and being lobbied, putting up arguments et cetera, is that
you are willing to come back and have a look and change things, and that is exactly what we are doing.
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I cannot see how there is a problem with that; I just fail to understand why there is a problem with
doing that.
Dr CUMMING: I do not have a problem with the minister backflipping and listening to the rural
councils’ needs and wants, and I commend the government for doing that. My question was around
the interface councils—the very large councils of Wyndham and Whittlesea or Melton—who want
you to backflip and not just have a uniform approach to their individual needs, to their wishes and
desires and to the submissions that they have made and the arguments that they have made about the
need for diversity, either in multimember wards or single-member wards.
Mr SOMYUREK: I think I have answered that. There are 38 rural councils, which we have
gazetted.
Mr LIMBRICK: My question for the minister is: when was this amendment drafted?
Mr SOMYUREK: What do you mean ‘when’? What time?
Mr LIMBRICK: What period in time.
Mr SOMYUREK: In ministerial offices—I understand you are a one-man band, and I have been
there myself, believe me, for a long time—you do have ministerial advisers, so my advisers drafted
these. I cannot tell you exactly when. But why are we at 12.30 at night not scrutinising the bill and the
reforms? Why are we wasting the time of this chamber? I would have thought there was a lot in here
to scrutinise rather than going through what time an amendment was drafted or ‘Who made you do
this?’ or ‘Who’d you talk to?’. That is all nonsense. Why don’t we get on with applying scrutiny to
the reforms that we are bringing into this house rather than wasting the valuable time of this house? I
do not understand it.
Dr RATNAM: I am happy to follow up on that line of questioning and the response of the minister,
who is still questioning why we are asking this line of questions. Once again, it is about going to the
intent of this newly minted amendment that we have seen very late in the day and trying to get to the
government’s intention. What is intended? What are you trying to achieve with this amendment? That
is what we are trying to clarify for the chamber and for the benefit of the public, because for the
majority of this debate you have sworn black and blue that single-member wards are the panacea and
the only system that local governments should implement in terms of how they are elected. Then at
the eleventh hour we have got this change which somehow seems very much aligned with the
opposition’s amendments.
Can I add that what we are seeing here is the worst of the system. We have got the government and
the minister saying, ‘How do we craft this bill to suit the electoral interests of our party?’; we have got
the Liberal Party coming to the table saying, ‘How do we carve out something for ourselves here?’;
and we have got both the major parties colluding to keep Independents, minor parties, women and
diverse candidates out of local government. They seem to have done a deal at the eleventh hour. We
have got house amendments that are so agreeable with the Liberal amendments. It is going to the
intent. You have argued that single-member wards are the answer, and now you have an amendment
introducing multimember wards. What is the intention, Minister, of this amendment? That is the line
of questioning that we are pursuing, and we are asking about the timing because it has relevance to
what kind of pact has been made by the two big parties.
Mr SOMYUREK: No deal, no collusion. We speak to the same stakeholders. We get lobbied by
the same people. Have you been out to country Victoria? Have you spoken to those stakeholders? You
have not, have you? I rest my case. Another thing too: I reserve the right to bring an amendment in at
the last second if I have to. So again I fail to understand why the member is adopting this line of
questioning. There are no conspiracies. Occasionally—just occasionally—take things on face value.
It might help.
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Dr CUMMING: I guess my question is then, Minister: when did you decide to give yourself that
specific power in this amendment? You have actually decided to insert a new subclause to require
councils not to be constituted as multimember wards unless specified by the minister. That goes to the
heart of it. You have given yourself an additional power at the eleventh hour.
Mr SOMYUREK: I take that as a comment.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: If there are no further questions, the question is that Mr Somyurek’s
amendment 10 on sheet 6C, which is a test for his amendments 11 to 14, be agreed to.
Amendment agreed to.
Mr SOMYUREK: I move:
11. Clause 13, page 30, line 9, after this line insert—
“(5A) A Council must not be constituted in accordance with subsection (4)(c) unless, by notice
published in the Government Gazette, the Minister specifies that the Council, or a Council
that is a specific type of Council, may be constituted in accordance with subsection (4)(c).”.

Amendment 11 inserts new subclause (5A) to require councils not to be constituted as multimember
wards unless specified by the minister.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister. Can I ask what the intent of this amendment is?
Mr SOMYUREK: Well, the intent of the amendment is to give effect to the debate that we have
been having for the last 6 hours, Dr Ratnam.
Dr RATNAM: Minister, can I ask for more information about what you intend? Can you outline
what this amendment will actually do in relation to the amendment that we have just agreed to as well?
Mr SOMYUREK: I am telling you we have been debating this issue for the last—when did we
start, 6 o’clock?
A member: Three o’clock.
Mr SOMYUREK: Three o’clock! Oh, my God, 9 hours—9 hours!—and you want to talk about
‘Who did you speak to? Where did you speak to them? What time did you speak to them?’. It is
outrageous. This is about the debate that we have been having. My view is clear and my government’s
view is clear on multimember wards versus single-member wards, and this gives effect to the debate
on single-member wards that we have been having for the last 9 hours.
Dr RATNAM: Thank you, Minister. That still has not answered my question. We are coming back
to the same problem we have had throughout this debate, which is amendments that have been dropped
on the chamber at the eleventh hour with very little explanation. We are just seeking clarity for the
record from the government about what it intends to do with these last-minute amendments. It is such
a significant bill, it will affect local democracy for years to come, and at the least the minister should
provide some information and some reassurance to the community that the minister knows what this
amendment is about so that the chamber can know what this amendment is about.
Going back to the earlier debate on amendment 10—and correct me if I am wrong, because we are
moving in the dark here, Minister—you are not providing the information to this chamber that you
should be providing. It is your responsibility to inform the chamber, particularly when you bring things
up at the eleventh hour with very little time for the members in this chamber to interrogate what is
before us on something that is so grave and so concerning. If we are reading this correctly, this
provision actually allows you to continue with your agenda of mandating single-member wards for
councils that will suit your electoral interests while carving out the ones that suit the Liberal Party’s
interests with the deal that has been done on these late amendments. Is that the case we are deliberating
on right now?
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Mr SOMYUREK: Just in case—I thought I might be missing something—I went to my adviser,
and the adviser assures me that I am not missing anything. This gives effect to the debate that we have
been having since 3 o’clock yesterday. I cannot help you any more than that. Let me phrase it another
way. Let me be more specific. This ensures that there is a default—I mean, it is simple. It inserts new
subclause (5A) to require councils not to be constituted as multimember wards unless specified by the
minister. So we are going to the default position in metropolitan areas of single-member wards, and in
the rural areas all three—unsubdivided, uniform multimember wards—are on the table.
Dr RATNAM: I thank the minister for slightly more detail in that response. It is actually helpful
to this chamber to get some information. We are seeking clarification on a really important matter, and
with that extra information we are able to make more informed decisions. The Greens will be strongly
opposing this amendment because this is implementing this very dangerous and very undemocratic
agenda to impose single-member wards across the majority of councils in this state, despite the advice
of the VEC, despite the feedback from the community, from local councillors, from the experts that
the minister seems to want to disregard. It goes against every reform that we have carved out in terms
of improving democracy at local government level for decades. This is such a retrograde step, and that
is why the Greens will be opposing it.
Committee divided on amendment:

Ayes, 31
Atkinson, Mr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Davis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr (Teller)
Finn, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Grimley, Mr
Jennings, Mr

Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr (Teller)
Mikakos, Ms
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr

Pulford, Ms
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms

Noes, 6
Cumming, Dr
Hayes, Mr

Limbrick, Mr
Patten, Ms (Teller)

Quilty, Mr
Ratnam, Dr (Teller)

Amendment agreed to.
Mr DAVIS: I move:
4.

Clause 13, page 30, line 14, after this line insert—
“(7) The following Councils continue to be constituted in accordance with the Local Government
Act 1989 as in force immediately before the commencement of this section and subsections (1) to
(6) of this section and section 15 do not apply—
(a) Alpine Shire Council;
(b) Ararat Rural City Council;
(c) Bass Coast Shire Council;
(d) Baw Baw Shire Council;
(e) Benalla Rural City Council;
(f)

Borough of Queenscliffe;

(g) Buloke Shire Council;
(h) Campaspe Shire Council;
(i)

Central Goldfields Shire Council;

(j)

Colac Otway Shire Council;
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(k) Corangamite Shire Council;
(l)

East Gippsland Shire Council;

(m) Gannawarra Shire Council;
(n) Glenelg Shire Council;
(o) Golden Plains Shire Council;
(p) Greater Shepparton City Council;
(q) Hepburn Shire Council;
(r)

Hindmarsh Shire Council;

(s) Indigo Shire Council;
(t)

Loddon Shire Council;

(u) Mansfield Shire Council;
(v) Mitchell Shire Council;
(w) Moira Shire Council;
(x) Moorabool Shire Council;
(y) Mount Alexander Shire Council;
(z) Moyne Shire Council;
(za) Murrindindi Shire Council;
(zb) Northern Grampians Shire Council;
(zc) Pyrenees Shire Council;
(zd) South Gippsland Shire Council;
(ze) Southern Grampians Shire Council;
(zf) Strathbogie Shire Council;
(zg) Swan Hill Rural City Council;
(zh) Towong Shire Council;
(zi) Wellington Shire Council;
(zj) West Wimmera Shire Council;
(zk) Yarriambiack Shire Council.”.

This amendment 4 seeks to insert new subclause (7), which provides that certain councils will continue
to operate as they currently do under the Local Government Act 1989. We have heard about the
government’s amendments that have been introduced. These were not our favoured way forward. This
is a better way in our view. It provides greater certainty to country councils in particular, and I would
urge people who do not believe that country councils deserve this approach to get out more. Frankly
we have consulted with country councils, we have consulted with country communities, and they want
the predictability that is provided by the clause that we have got here. There is a list, as people will
have seen in the amendment, which names the councils and makes it very clear that clause 15 does
not apply to these councils. So contrary to the view that some put in the chamber a few moments ago
quietly to people, this will provide certainty for councils so that they can have multimember wards in
those country councils—a clear certainty for them to have that outcome that we think is appropriate
for them.
We do think that in the city single-member wards are appropriate, and we do think that that is a better
way forward. We have heard people wax lyrical about multimember wards in very large city councils.
The truth of the matter is different arguments can be mounted in different directions, and we just do
not accept the arguments that have been put by some in the chamber. Our view is that in the city,
unless there is some overriding case—and leaving Melbourne aside as the capital city case—singlemember wards are the better way to go. But we accept absolutely, because of our consultation with
councils and with communities right across the state, that in fact the list of councils that we have put
forward for multimember wards is the best outcome that can be achieved.
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This is not in tension with the government’s amendments; it is actually providing greater clarity. The
point I would make is that the minister’s amendments would provide a way forward for some of these
councils now, but into the future it would not provide the security for those country councils that we
think is appropriate. A different minister could unwind that at a later point, and that is why we want to
move this amendment and have the clarity that I think is relevant.
Mr LIMBRICK: I would just like to ask a question quickly of Mr Davis. Will this list stipulate
what electoral structure they should have or give options for what electoral structure they should have?
Do you understand the intent of my question there?
Mr DAVIS: It says that clause 15 does not apply, and that is the approach of single-member wards.
So it does not apply to these councils. It is a clear statement. I do not think we can be any clearer about
our intent on that. We have consulted widely with country councils. We have consulted widely with
councils and communities, and that is appropriate. That is why we are moving this. It is not the same
as the government’s amendment—it is different—and it makes it clear into the long term quite
separately from anything that the government has moved.
Ms PATTEN: Again it is a question for Mr Davis—a couple of questions. First, I note that you
have listed 37 rural councils. Is that all rural councils, as per the minister stating the intention of his
amendment was that all rural councils would be given this exemption from section 15 of the act?
Mr DAVIS: It is the relevant councils, where we have consulted with communities, councils and
others. The point of this is that whatever the minister might do now—this minister—a future minister
might do something different, and that is why we are moving this list, to be quite clear.
Ms PATTEN: With these councils, is your anticipation that this now leaves them exempt from
section 15 but free to change to single-member wards if they so choose? So this would leave freedom
for the councils to make those decisions for themselves, unlike the city councils, which now will be
forced to comply with this section.
Mr DAVIS: This would provide that flexibility for these councils.
Dr CUMMING: My question is to Mr Davis. To be clear, you have cherrypicked a bunch of
councils, a bit like the sports rorts, that you can actually choose them—
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Dr Cumming, can you just ask your question—no commentary,
please.
Dr CUMMING: It is just like the sports rorts; that is the question. Rather than allowing all councils
to have that flexibility—which seems to be, and it is what we stated earlier, what a lot of the interface
councils desire because they are large—allowing the VLGA and others to actually have that flexibility
and not have the single-shoe-fits-all approach—
Mr Ondarchie: Is there a question?
Dr CUMMING: Yes. Is this you cherrypicking your desired councils? Is this like the sports rorts
way of making sure you guys are looked after?
Mr DAVIS: Dr Cumming, I think you should get out more, because you might want to get out of
some of the large city councils. What I would say to you is that this is designed to assist those country
councils. It is a list of country councils. There are different matters in the city from those in the country.
Smaller country councils have much greater financial pressures. The cost of administration is much
greater as a share of their activities. There are genuine reasons why country councils would want to be
and should be treated differently.
The grants commission treats them differently. I could go down a long list of points where they are
facing significant challenges. If I can be honest, there is a huge difference between one of the councils
that has got 300 000 or 400 000 people in it and some of the small councils in country Victoria. I just
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implore you to show a little bit of heart, to actually understand that it does not all reside in your area.
This is about the rest of the state too.
Dr CUMMING: If Mr Davis had actually been here during the debate over the last 9 hours—
Mr Davis: I have been here.
Dr CUMMING: Really? You have been quite absent. But you would have actually heard my
contribution, where I stated that I understand what rural councils want and need. For you to actually
say that—I take great offence at you trying to insinuate that I do not understand the different needs of
interface councils compared to urban councils. But my question was about your amendment
cherrypicking and naming those councils rather than allowing that general provision of the flexibility
that all of those councils want—
Mr Davis interjected.
Dr CUMMING: Yes. I guess I am going to get the same answer, so I am making a statement that
I am truly offended. Why were you not listening earlier to the debate?
Mr DAVIS: I just think that that is a little bit silly. I have been either in the chamber or in my office
listening to the whole debate, to the extent that I had to get someone to assist me just before because I
had to go out to do what everyone needs to do.
Ms PATTEN: Just another question to Mr Davis, just to clarify, because I believe that a number
of these councils that are listed are currently single-member ward councils. Would this enable them to
become multimember ward councils if they choose or, if they are multimember ward councils, to
become single ward? So this would give them the complete flexibility to choose between the two?
Mr DAVIS: They would have flexibility.
Mr QUILTY: My question is: where is Wodonga? Where is Wangaratta? Where is Mildura? They
seem to have fallen off the list.
Mr DAVIS: Regional cities have largely been treated differently in this. In most cases they are not
on this list.
Mr QUILTY: So just to follow it up, can I ask how Shepparton got on the list then?
Mr DAVIS: Consultation with local communities was part of that.
Mr SOMYUREK: I understand what Mr Davis is doing with this. I think one of the differences,
but the major difference, is entrenching the list that Mr Davis has put forward—the councils—in
legislation. Now, consistent with our desire to move from prescription-based to principle-based
legislation we do not think it is necessary to put these names in the bill—in the act. We think they are
better off dealt with by gazettal. This is consistent with the principle running through our bill.
Dr RATNAM: My question to the minister, just following up on his response, is: you mentioned
early in the debate that your intention was for rural shires—in relation to amendment 10, before, and
11—to have some flexibility. There is some backflipping there apparently. You mentioned 38 rural
councils that that would apply to; the opposition have tabled an amendment where there are
37 councils listed. What would be the difference between your 38 and their 37? What is the difference
in the councils that we are talking about here?
Mr SOMYUREK: I do not know. I have explained to you how we have come up with our 38. I do
not know how Mr Davis has come up with his 37. That is not a criticism; that is just a fact. So maybe
you can ask Mr Davis. He probably will not know, but he might be able to answer that. Let me just
repeat to you: our definition of the rural councils is based on the working definition that the sector works
with and is on the Know Your Council webpage as well. I am not accountable for Mr Davis’s list.
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Dr RATNAM: These numbers are very similar. So we have got 38, 37—we are talking about rural
shires. The opposition have also mentioned these rural shires requiring this flexibility; hence why we
are trying to understand. The term we are trying to understand is: is it the same list with one extra
added by the government, or are they completely different lists? We have a difficult decision before
us because we have kind of got the worst of all worlds here—the government are trying to gerrymander
through their own way and the Liberals are trying to gerrymander through their own way. However,
this amendment potentially does give more flexibility to a range of councils that might not have
flexibility under the minister’s provision, and there are a number of us who would be keen to allow
for as many councils as possible to remain with or move to multimember wards. And so you are getting
some improvement from what the bill is saying; however, I am trying to get some clarity. Are they
different definitions of rural councils? You have both talked about rural councils—37 is one list, 38 is
one list. I am just trying to get clarity: are they the same list or are the 38 going to be a totally different
set of 38 councils from the government’s?
Mr DAVIS: This does come out of us talking to communities and councils. But, further, the issue
for us is whatever the minister’s list is, it may not be durable with a future different minister. That is
our issue.
Mr SOMYUREK: I will repeat myself. The list is there, but I have not sat down and compared
and cross-referenced the list—and I am not going to do that because it is 1 o’clock in the morning and
I am too tired. I have told you: I have explained to the house what our list is based on. It is based on
the working definition of rural councils, small and large. The other difference between us and the
opposition is that the opposition wants to entrench their list, their councils. We are proposing to gazette
rather than entrench, and the reason for that is we are moving to less prescription. That is our major
difference in terms of that.
Dr RATNAM: Just following on from that, the minister is saying that his list will be in regulation,
but I believe he has actually indicated that there is a list. I think the chamber would like to see that list
for the sake of transparency for all those councils that are advocating for a flexible system. We would
love to see that list, if there is a list of 38 and there is a list of 37.
Mr Somyurek: The Know Your Councils webpage.
Dr RATNAM: One of the risks with it being in the regulation is that the minister could carve that
list back from 38 to 10 if he so chooses. You still have not said on the record what the definition of
rural shire councils is. You are referring us to a website, but I am not going to ask now because you
seem to be not wanting to—
Mr Somyurek: There is a working definition.
Dr RATNAM: We are happy to hear the definition if you so want to provide it, rather than referring
us, Minister—
Mr Somyurek: I have, but you weren’t listening.
Dr RATNAM: I certainly have been listening, and you certainly have not been providing answers
tonight. But one of the risks with it just being in regulation as opposed to it being stated more clearly
is that with so much power being concentrated in the minister’s hands through this bill that list could
be contracted to five or 10 should the minister suddenly decide, through another gazettal. That is the
dilemma and the tension that a lot of members in this chamber are trying to think through; hence the
range of questions. So are you guaranteeing, Minister, that the list will not be any less than 38 when
you actually gazette the list that you say you will in the regulations?
Mr SOMYUREK: We believe in sticking to a working definition—sticking very close to that
working definition that is used commonly in the sector. And there is a definition. All those 38 councils
which are rural, small and large, know that they are rural councils. Now, that is readily available; I am
happy to furnish you with the names as well. And who knows? Maybe there are going to be more rural
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councils. In that case, that expands. We do not know. But our intention is to stay very tight, close, to
the working definition of rural councils as used throughout the sector.
Committee divided on amendment:

Ayes, 17
Atkinson, Mr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr
Grimley, Mr

Hayes, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms (Teller)
McArthur, Mrs (Teller)
O’Donohue, Mr

Ondarchie, Mr
Patten, Ms
Quilty, Mr
Ratnam, Dr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Noes, 20
Bourman, Mr
Cumming, Dr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr

Leane, Mr
Meddick, Mr (Teller)
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr

Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms (Teller)
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms

Amendment negatived.
Amended clause agreed to; clause 14 agreed to.
Sitting suspended 1.18 am (Wednesday) until 1.39 am.
Clause 15 (1:39)
Dr CUMMING: I have a question from one of my constituents around clause 15. She believes that
this obviously allows the minister to redraw council boundaries with no consultation. Can the minister
please advise the house what special skills he has to be able to redraw council boundaries without
consultation? Can the minister please assure the house that neither he nor any successor would use this
clause to create their own political gerrymander?
Mr SOMYUREK: The current Local Government Act 1989 gives a minister a very similar power
at the moment, so in terms of that part it is pretty much status quo.
Dr CUMMING: That was hard to hear. Just for my constituent’s benefit—
Mr SOMYUREK: For the benefit of your constituent, at the moment the local government
minister can still—let us use your terminology—redraw the boundaries, so this does not change the
status quo in that respect.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: If there are no more general questions, I invite the minister to move
his amendment 12.
Mr SOMYUREK: I move:
12. Clause 15, page 31, line 34, omit “district.” and insert—
“district; or
(d) if a notice has been published in accordance with section 13(5A), specifying—
(i)

the specific Council or the specific type of Council to be constituted in accordance with
section 13(4)(c); and

(ii) the number of wards; and
(iii) the number of Councillors that are to represent each ward.”.

This amends clause 15 to add a new section 1(d), which enables the Governor in Council to make
orders that provide for uniform multimember wards. This amendment reflects the expansion of
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available structures for councils listed in the Government Gazette, as was introduced in
amendments 10 and 11.
Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to.
Clause 16 (01:42)
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I invite Dr Ratnam to move her amendment 8, which is a test for
her amendments 11, 12, 13 and 15.
Dr RATNAM: I move:
8.

Clause 16, lines 2 to 7, omit all words and expressions on those lines.

These amendments stand alone from the ones I moved previously. They go, as I mentioned, to ensuring
greater accountability for the minister in making decisions about a council structure and ward
boundaries, because in the bill not only has the minister mandated single-member wards, but he has
also removed accountability for his decisions and expanded his unchecked powers. In establishing an
electoral representation advisory panel to provide him with advice, the expert and independent
electoral commissioner becomes just one member of a panel that can have on it pretty much anyone
else the minister wants.
There are some appropriate disqualifications for councillors, staff and political parties. The minister
will have the ability to establish a panel that will give him exactly what he wants, but then even if he
manages to appoint people who end up with a different idea, there is nothing stopping him from
ignoring that advice. Given what we have heard today about the absorption of expert advice, this is
something we should be very worried about, so these amendments seek to address this further
concentration of power in the minister and provide some basic accountability.
Firstly, all decisions on the electoral structure, including ward boundaries of a council, must have a
panel appointed, including those councils that the minister wants to change in time for the
2020 election. The amendments also put the composition of the panel in the hands of the independent
and expert electoral commissioner rather than the minister and further require that, if the minister
ignores the advice of the panel, the minister must table reasons for doing so. These are just basic
accountability mechanisms when legislation is giving a minister such significant powers. I commend
this amendment to the committee.
Mr SOMYUREK: I would like to thank the member for her amendment. We will not be
supporting this amendment. The electoral representation advisory panel will operate in a similar way
to the electoral boundaries commissioner and will comprise governance experts who are politically
independent, in addition to the Victorian Electoral Commission. The Greens party seems to put the
VEC commissioner on a pedestal—sort of assign a role to the electoral commissioner that the
commissioner was not designed to have. At state and federal levels we have an electoral boundaries
commission, and that is what we are moving towards. The primary focus of the electoral commissioner
and the VEC should be the conduct of elections. We are moving away from that, and we need to move
away from that. This is a step in that direction. We think it is a good step in that direction.
As for somehow tabling the advice that I am given or outlining reasons why I am not accepting advice,
I am always getting advice from my departments—every day. Sometimes I agree with that advice,
sometimes I do not. Now, when I do make decisions—I have said this before, and that is what I think
you are feeding off—especially very important decisions like sacking a council, putting a monitor into
a council or putting a commission of inquiry in, doing so when I am asked to intervene in the affairs
of a council, I take that very, very seriously. One of the criteria I put up when I am doing that is I do
listen to expert advice. I do consider expert advice, and I give a lot of weighting to that. I also look at
the weight of evidence, and natural justice is a big thing that I base my decisions on.
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So, yes, you are right. I am very happy that you have been listening to me in this place; I do not think
many people do. But in this instance I think it is impractical for a minister to be sort of justifying why
he or she has gone against a recommendation. Now, I think it is smart politics. I think it is smart. I am
the type of minister that would say, ‘These are the reasons why. These are the recommendations. These
are the reasons why I am actually not adopting the recommendations of such and such body’. I think
people should do that. But I think, if we established that principle across government, we would be
bogged down in paperwork. I think it is impractical. However, I think when you are making major
decisions it is desirable for a minister to be transparent.
Committee divided on amendment:

Ayes, 5
Cumming, Dr
Hayes, Mr

Meddick, Mr (Teller)
Patten, Ms (Teller)

Ratnam, Dr

Noes, 32
Atkinson, Mr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr (Teller)
Davis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Finn, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Grimley, Mr
Jennings, Mr (Teller)

Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Pulford, Ms

Quilty, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms

Amendment negatived.
Mr SOMYUREK: I move:
13. Clause 16, line 11, omit “or (c)” and insert “, (c) or (d)”.

This amendment is consequential to amendments 10 and 11. It amends clause 16(2) and adds ‘(d)’ to
require a minister to establish an ERAP before recommending an order in council for a council to be
constituted as either a single-member ward, a multimember ward or unsubdivided.
Amendment agreed to.
Mr SOMYUREK: I move:
14. Clause 16, page 34, line 31, after this line insert—
“(ca) subject to the Minister first publishing a notice under section 13(5A) in relation to a Council,
or a specific type of Council, whether the municipal district of the Council should be
constituted in accordance with section 13(4)(c);”.

This amends clause 16 to add paragraph (ca), which enables the ERAP to advise on whether councils
listed in the Government Gazette should be either single-member, multimember or unsubdivided, and
this is consequential to amendment 10.
Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to; clauses 17 and 18 agreed to.
Clause 19 (01:58)
Dr CUMMING: My question is from a constituent and it is around clause 19. Under the current
legislation non-elected officers can refuse to provide information to elected representatives, and the
council has the powers to complain. Why does this bill not allow the mayor to require the CEO or any
other officer to furnish information or documents required by council on behalf of a resident or a local
trader?
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Mr SOMYUREK: I was preoccupied. Could I just have the clause and the question again, please.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: It was clause 19. Could we have the question repeated?
Dr CUMMING: Why does the bill not allow the mayor to require the CEO or any other officer to
furnish information or documents requested by council on behalf of a resident or local trader?
Mr SOMYUREK: This clause ensures that mayors have the powers they need to ensure council
meetings and delegated committees are run in an orderly way and to monitor the performance of
CEOs. The power to appoint the chairs of delegated committees does not give a mayor control of the
committee, as the council retains the ability to appoint all the members. The reason why we have got
this clause is to reinforce the role of the mayor. There are no specific powers given to the mayor under
the Local Government Act, other than to preside over council meetings and exercise powers provided
under the council meetings procedures. Your question specifically is: why isn’t a power given to—
sorry, I am just a bit vague. I just did not hear it properly.
Dr CUMMING: It is mainly a constituent’s question. I guess her line of questioning and her
concerns are around—and I will frame them—why there is no mention of obstruction in this
legislation. There are documented cases of CEOs and officers refusing to provide councillors and/or
residents with information that should be available. One councillor was forced to use a freedom-ofinformation request and then defend her actions in VCAT. Yet this legislation fails to protect residents
and councillors from deliberately obstructive officers or, obviously, getting information from the
mayor or the mayor going on behalf of the residents to find that information.
Mr SOMYUREK: I am sort of confused as to why you would give the mayor a blanket power to
just demand documentation. There are obviously issues with confidentiality that come up now and
then. We have got a definition of confidential information. We have not chosen to go down that path,
because we do not think that is the best way forward.
Clause agreed to; clause 20 agreed to.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I invite the minister to move his amendment 15 on sheet 6C, which
is a test for his amendment 17 and inserts new clauses.
New clauses (02:03)
Mr SOMYUREK: I move:
15. Insert the following New Clauses to follow clause 20—
“20A Office of Deputy Mayor
(1) A Council may establish an office of Deputy Mayor.
(2) If the Council has established an office of Deputy Mayor, the provisions of this Act
relating to the office of Deputy Mayor apply.
(3) If a Council has not established an office of Deputy Mayor, section 20B applies.
20B

Acting Mayor
(1) A Council may appoint a Councillor to be the Acting Mayor when—
(a) the Mayor is unable for any reason to attend a Council meeting or part of a Council
meeting; or
(b) the Mayor is incapable of performing the duties of the office of Mayor for any
reason, including illness; or
(c) the office of Mayor is vacant.
(2) An appointment under subsection (1) must be for a period specified by the Council.
(3) If—
(a) an appointment has not been made under subsection (1) or has expired; and
(b) any of the circumstances specified in subsection (1)(a), (b) or (c) apply—
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the Council must appoint a Councillor to be the Acting Mayor for a period specified by
the Council.
(4) An Acting Mayor—
(a) must perform the role of the Mayor; and
(b) may exercise any of the powers of the Mayor—
until the circumstances specified in subsection (1) no longer apply or the period of the
appointment expires, whichever first occurs.
(5) If an Acting Mayor has been appointed, unless inconsistent with the context or subject
matter, a reference in this Act (except in sections 20 and 23, Division 4 of this Part and
sections 61(6) and 236(4)) to the Mayor includes a reference to the Acting Mayor.”.

This amendment adds two new clauses, 20A plus 20B. Clause 20A makes it optional to elect a deputy
mayor under the bill and clause 20B provides for an acting mayor when no deputy mayor has been
elected. I will just leave it at that.
Mr DAVIS: I understand the minister’s amendment here and the opposition will not oppose this
amendment. It is basically very similar to what we had proposed—
Ms Patten: Remarkably!
Mr DAVIS: Remarkably—it is not quite the same, I note; nonetheless, we think our proposal was
a good one. It would be hard for us to oppose this particular one, given that the minister has come up
with a good idea.
Dr RATNAM: Just taking up the point in the contributions of Mr Davis and the minister, I note
that this amendment from the government is remarkably similar, if not identical, to the one tabled by
the opposition to the crossbench late yesterday. The minister previously said that all these amendments
have been derived totally independently. So, Minister, are you saying that you arrived at this
amendment totally independently? It was not a representation by the opposition as part of whatever
deal has been done?
Mr DAVIS: There is no deal. It is actually a good idea. This amendment is a good idea.
Mr SOMYUREK: I have sat here for 10 hours and been lectured on consultation. For a few
months now my chief of staff has been talking to the crossbench. Let us be frank about this. So I think
I have answered your line of questioning here. I think you are a touch sensitive—I am not sure why—
on the crossbenches. The fact of the matter is, on the uniform multimember wards issue, you guys
have been nowhere near, and especially the Greens have been vehemently opposed to any of the
reforms that we have put up, so there has been a huge gulf between your position and our position. As
it turns out, the major opposition’s position has been closer to us. So on the one hand you talk about
consultation and lack of consultation, and when we do consult and then we get persuaded by rational,
cogent arguments to support reform, you start bagging us. I am confused, Deputy President.
Dr CUMMING: Just to clarify, I do agree that the minister’s office, yes, have consulted quite well
with the crossbench, but interestingly on Monday when we had our briefings with the government, as
well as with the opposition, there was no mention of any of these clauses from the government at that
time. Even though the opposition did come in—Tim Smith did come in—to brief us on the
amendments that the opposition were going to propose, and when questioned at that time, when the
crossbench questioned the opposition local government spokesperson, the opposition spokesperson
was not able to tell us what deals were struck. Obviously it was still in negotiations. And even when
we directly questioned the opposition spokesperson on local government, he really struggled to answer
the crossbench at that particular time around if the opposition was going to—
Mr Somyurek: On a point of order, Deputy President, I hate to do this, but I think we have been
going on for quite a while. From now on, I will call relevance.
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Minister, I think at 10 past 2 in the morning we are all hoping that
people will be relevant to the bill. If there are no further statements on the minister’s amendment 15,
which inserts new clauses and tests his amendment 17, I will put the question that it be agreed to.
New clauses agreed to; clauses 21 to 27 agreed to.
Clause 28 (02:10)
Dr CUMMING: The question that I have from my constituent is on clause 28 and the role of the
councillor being to support the role of the council. This clause suggests that the wishes of the nonelected staff are more important than those of local residents or traders. Wouldn’t it be more
appropriate if the role of the councillor was to support the community rather than the council?
Mr SOMYUREK: The role of the council and the role of the councillor ought to be to advocate—
the role of the council, certainly, is still to advocate—on behalf of their community, and the role of the
council and the councillor ought to be to make sure that they engage in community consultation. I do
not mean tick-a-box consultation; I mean deep, meaningful consultation with the community before
major decisions are made.
Dr CUMMING: So clause 28(1)(c) is:
to contribute to the strategic direction of the Council through the development and review of key strategic
documents of the Council, including the Council Plan.

Why is there no mention in this clause of councils ensuring that these documents prioritise the effective
application of ratepayer funds?
Mr SOMYUREK: I would like to thank the member for her question. I would expect all the
decisions that councils make and councillors make to be in the best interests of their communities.
Clause agreed to; clauses 29 to 31 agreed to.
Clause 32 (02:13)
Dr CUMMING: These are statements around candidate and councillor training. In Moonee Valley
City Council’s submission, regarding the proposal that the bill will feature mandatory training as a
condition of candidature as well as mandatory induction training for new councillors, Moonee Valley
council strongly supports this proposal, and the act or regulation should stipulate that each councillor
should undertake a minimum of 10 hours of sector-specific training annually.
Brimbank City Council generally supports this reform subject to the state government consulting with
local government on the content of any regulations and providing further details via regulations on
candidature training requirements, given the potential for this requirement to act as a barrier to
participation by members of the multicultural and linguistically diverse communities.
Hobsons Bay City Council supports this reform but asks the government for further clarification on
the cost and responsibilities for conducting training and suggests that the training be centralised and
conducted by the state government to ensure attendance and consistent content.
Hume City Council supports both candidate and councillor training but suggests a statewide format
and audible attendance, obviously for people who have hearing problems, and also looking at other
people with disabilities or different abilities.
Councillor training should be completed within six months. Melton City Council, where a candidate
has not previously held the position of a councillor, supports the requirement of mandatory training as
a precondition prior to the VEC accepting a nomination. The council does not support this requirement
for those who have served as a councillor. Training should be on a statewide consistent format, again
talking about disability provisions and barriers to people with special needs. The council supports
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mandatory councillor training, currently has an induction process and supports the excellent programs
provided currently by the MAV and the VLGA.
The VLGA submission offers its qualified support for mandatory councillor induction pending further
details regarding the format, duration and content of such induction training. It may also propose
further development with the sector. The MAV submission considers candidate training should be
provided in the context of raising awareness about local government elections and should continue to
be provided by the MAV with support from the VEC in a statewide consistent format. This would
enable an attendance record to be provided to the VEC. The material does not specifically address
what the requirements will be for existing councillors—
Mr SOMYUREK: On a point of order, Deputy President, if I could assist the member, I get the
drift. Is it okay if I answer the question now, Dr Cumming, just in the interests of time? Let me answer
it in a little brief interlude, and maybe you can decide if you want to continue. The local government
department—
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Minister, you interrupted on a point of order. Did you have a point
of order?
Mr SOMYUREK: There is consultation happening with the sector right now. Hopefully that helps.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Dr Cumming, are you comfortable with him doing that? No?
Dr CUMMING: Obviously, I gave a—
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: It was not a point of order. The minister has given an answer. Was
there anything further you wanted out of the question?
Dr CUMMING: I guess a more expansive answer from the minister around—
Mr Somyurek: If you stop now, I’ll give you a really expansive answer.
Dr CUMMING: Do you want me to finish? I was really almost finished. Obviously the MAV
feels that the government is also silent on what would occur in relation to by-elections and, if byelections occurred, what kind of induction training would occur in the case of a by-election.
Mr SOMYUREK: The local government department has been in contact and running workshops
with the sector, and our commitment to the sector was that we will be putting the meat around the
bones, if you like that metaphor, with respect to training, both candidate training and councillor
induction training. So this will be totally sector driven, and the local government department for a
couple of months now has been working with the local government sector, including the organisations
that the member has just mentioned.
Clause agreed to; clauses 33 to 38 agreed to.
Clause 39 (02:19)
Dr CUMMING: We should have adjourned it, but okay, that is fine. Clause 39 provides for the
Victorian Independent Remuneration Tribunal to specify the allowance payable under subclause (1)
to mayors and deputy mayors and under subclause (2) to councillors. Can the minister please tell the
house how many residents and ratepayers lobbied for this clause to be included in the legislation?
Mr SOMYUREK: Do you mean the remuneration tribunal?
Dr CUMMING: Did ratepayers and residents lobby you to have this part of the provision?
Mr SOMYUREK: The principle behind this reform is consistent with the principle behind why
we as a state government introduced the independent remuneration tribunal. Going back to
Dr Ratnam’s comment before, I do not have the relevant expertise to be able to sit in judgement of
councillors pay. We set up an expert body to oversee politicians pay. We do not believe that politicians

BILLS
Tuesday, 3 March 2020

Legislative Council

729

should be judging other politicians pay or even their own, so that is why we set up this independent
remuneration tribunal, and we think that is entirely consistent with the reforms we introduced for state
MPs pay.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: If there are no further questions?
Dr CUMMING: No, I do have further questions. The first line of questioning is obviously from
residents and ratepayers, and they are obviously different from the submissions that were made by
member councils, so I will just continue with these questions. Can the minister please describe for the
house the benefits to Victorian ratepayers of the recent pay rises awarded by the tribunal to the
members of this Parliament? Can the minister please advise what—
Mr Somyurek: On a point of order, Deputy President, on relevance, the member is asking about
pay rises to MPs in this place. It is not relevant to the bill. I cannot see how that is relevant.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: It is not relevant to the bill, so could you bring yourself back to the
bill, thank you.
Dr CUMMING: Can the minister please advise what productivity improvements councillors will
be asked to provide in return for any increase in allowances or expenses that the tribunal may award?
Mr SOMYUREK: That is a matter for the independent tribunal.
Dr CUMMING: This is still on these subclauses. Melton City Council submits that allowances
should be set based on the advice of the Victorian Independent Remuneration Tribunal in the same
way that parliamentary salaries and allowances are set and that the basis of the calculation of
allowances should be clearly documented and published for public consumption. Allowances should
be subject to an annual review. Maribyrnong City Council says the current structure of council
allowances does not significantly recognise the time, energy and resources required to adequately
undertake the role of a councillor, nor does the current allowance structure make it a particular
enticement to a wide array of community members. Maribyrnong City Council recommends that a
council allowance should be, at a minimum, in line with the national minimum wage and that this
should be secured by a new provision in the draft bill.
Mr SOMYUREK: The good thing about this independent tribunal is that councils or councillors
can put a submission in to the independent tribunal, so that is my answer.
Dr CUMMING: I just add that the MAV in their submission also supports the mayoral and
councillor allowance being set by the independent remuneration tribunal subject to the reviews being
conducted annually and the continuation of arrangements for payment in lieu of the superannuation
guarantee amount. I will leave it at that.
Mr SOMYUREK: I take that as a comment. As I said, people have an opinion on these matters,
and I am sure the independent tribunal will be happy to receive feedback or a submission.
Dr CUMMING: Minister, with this remuneration or otherwise will there be part-time and fulltime flexibilities for councillors? If a councillor wishes to be full-time or part-time, will that be a
consideration?
Mr SOMYUREK: The independent tribunal will determine the allowances of councillors. We will
not be interfering in that process; it will be totally at arm’s length from the government.
Clause agreed to; clauses 40 to 42 agreed to.
Clause 43 (02:25)
Mr SOMYUREK: I move:
16. Clause 43, page 55, lines 23 and 24, omit “and member of a delegated committee” and insert “, member
of a delegated committee and member of a Community Asset Committee”.
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My amendment 16 amends clause 43 to extend requirements to indemnify to community asset
committees. This does not include audit and risk committees as they are advisory committees. The
amended clause will read:
A Council must indemnify and keep indemnified each Councillor, member of a delegated committee and
member of a Community Asset Committee …

Mr DAVIS: We will not oppose the minister’s amendment here, but we do have a separate
amendment that relates to audit and risk committees.
Amendment agreed to.
Mr DAVIS: I move:
6.

Clause 43, line 24, after “committee” insert “, the Audit and Risk Committee, a Community Asset
Committee or any other voluntary committee appointed by a Council,”.

It is our view that there is a weakness in the legislation around clause 43. It does not provide the
indemnity that is required for audit and risk committees in particular. What I would say is that the
indemnity of delegated committees envisaged by this bill in clause 43 replaces the definition under
section 86 of the current act. It appears that the new indemnity provisions will only cover councillors
and delegated members, unless community asset management committees—responsible for managing
sporting clubs, halls and other councils—fit the description of ‘delegated committee’ in clause 3(1)
and include two councillors. Under the 1989 act, section 76, ‘Indemnity provision’, says:
A Council must indemnify and keep indemnified each Councillor, member of a Council committee, member
of Council staff and any person exercising any function or power on behalf of a Council against all actions or
claims …

This broad indemnity provision is absent from this bill. I note in the explanatory memorandum the
government states a reform of this new bill is to encourage Victorians to participate more as voters
and citizens in council activities. Removing any indemnity from volunteers causes trouble. This has
happened by not defining these community asset managers as delegated committees. I do not know if
that is an oversight by government, but we are particularly concerned about the audit and risk
committees, which perform a very important role at local council level. They are large organisations,
multi-multimillion-dollar organisations, and the audit and risk committees perform a very significant
check on behalf of the community.
Now, it is our view and the legal view that has been put to us strongly by lawyers who are
knowledgeable about these matters around councils that the lack of that specific and clear indemnity
will create issues for those audit and risk committees. If you want the best quality people serving on
those committees, you actually want to indemnify them properly. This government approach does not
indemnify them properly. The council relies on the work of the audit and risk committee, and the
people on it, for whatever the purposes they are acting in terms of advising the council, should have
clear indemnity. We think this is a significant oversight in the bill.
Mr SOMYUREK: We will be opposing Mr Davis’s amendment. We believe that the audit and
risk committees are advisory committees. The status quo at the moment, with the 1989 act, is that they
are not indemnified. We believe that councils are big, complex, sophisticated organisations, and part
of the council’s job is to make sure that staff and others are indemnified. So we believe that council
and the CEO should be sophisticated enough to be able to look after any indemnity that is required.
But the fact of the matter is they are not indemnified at the moment. That is not the status quo. We will
be opposing it.
Mr DAVIS: Can I just say we have had very high quality legal advice on this matter, and the view
is that they are indemnified now and this new bill will not leave them indemnified. That is a significant
omission.
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Committee divided on amendment:

Ayes, 15
Atkinson, Mr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms (Teller)
Bourman, Mr
Cumming, Dr

Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms

McArthur, Mrs
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Quilty, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr (Teller)

Noes, 22
Elasmar, Mr
Erdogan, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Grimley, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Maxwell, Ms

Meddick, Mr (Teller)
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Ratnam, Dr
Shing, Ms

Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms (Teller)
Vaghela, Ms

Amendment negatived.
Amended clause agreed to.
Mr SOMYUREK: I move:
That the Deputy President report progress and ask leave to sit again.

Motion agreed to.
Progress reported.
Adjournment
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (02:40): I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

DWYER STREET–DONNYBROOK ROAD, KALKALLO
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (02:40): My adjournment matter is for the Minister
for Roads, and it concerns the intersection at Dwyer Street and Donnybrook Road in Kalkallo. It is
part of a major growing housing estate with lots of new homes being built, and the new residents that
have moved into the area can only access that area via Dwyer Street. They have contacted my office
regarding car crashes and near misses there. The minister wrote to me in December about this—and I
thank her for her response—saying that the formal intersection will be completed in September of
2020, but the residents who speak to me need a temporary solution as the completion is now several
months away and crashes are happening right now. Minister, my residents are very concerned for their
safety and have only had this choice of a sealed road to these exits that exist right now. It is causing
lots of grief. The action I seek from the minister is she direct her department of VicRoads to install
temporary traffic lights or another safety solution until the new intersection has been built.
SUNSHINE LANDFILL SITE
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (02:41): My adjournment matter this morning is for the
Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change in the other place. The action that I seek is for
the minister to advise on how the state government is going to work with the community, Brimbank
City Council, the Environment Protection Authority Victoria and the Department of Environment,
Land, Water and Planning to protect the people who are living and working on top of the former
Sunshine landfill. The Sunshine landfill closed in the 1990s. It was literally a hole in the ground that
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industrial and household waste was dumped into and covered up. Some years later, homes and
businesses were built on it.
Upwards of 75 landowners in St Albans, Albion and Kealba have been told that they are living on land
potentially contaminated by radioactive material, solvents, paints, oils, acids, poisons, manure and
other household and industrial waste buried in the former Sunshine landfill site. Residents have been
told the risk is low. However, what ‘low’ actually means to their health and wellbeing is unclear, and
obviously a low risk is not an absence of risk. Historically landfills were not built to the same standards
as they are today. They are now built in cells to be contained and monitored and to reduce leaching of
chemicals into the surrounding land and waterways. However, containing the toxic waste is not fully
guaranteed, and we should not be building new ones at all but instead looking for better solutions. The
residents affected as well as those who may be living there in the future must have clear
communications in relation to what the actual risks are and what can or is being done to mitigate them.
Rectifying historical legal and illegal land contamination must not be left to local governments to deal
with on their own; significant state and federal support is essential.
COUNTRY FIRE AUTHORITY CREIGHTONS CREEK STATION
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (02:44): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services, and as we have sat past midnight for our Tuesday, 3 March, session, it is
now at 2.45 am on 4 March that I raise this very serious concern about the Creightons Creek fire
station. The action that I seek is for the minister to provide a commitment to allocate urgent funding
to complete a full refurbishment of the Creightons Creek fire station, including a new two-bay motor
room and panel lift door. The Creightons Creek fire station consists only of a motor room and has no
other rooms or facilities available for use by brigade volunteers. The motor room was built at a time
when trucks were smaller, and it is now too small—making the station no longer safe or fit for purpose.
All attempts by brigade members and the local community to obtain modest funding to complete an
upgrade of the station, including a new motor room, have so far been unsuccessful.
While the station has needed a refurbishment for a long time, serious safety issues have caused the
need for a full upgrade to become more urgent. The most serious issue presently confronting the
Creightons Creek volunteers is the faulty front door to the motor room, which has caused major
problems for over 20 years. When fully open, the door only provides a small amount of clearance for
fire trucks entering and exiting the motor room. Because of a faulty latch, the door has fallen and struck
the tanker on two occasions. On the first occasion, in 2000, the cabin of the tanker was so badly
damaged that the vehicle was unable to turn out, and in 2013 the door virtually scalped the tanker,
knocking all the lights off the roof.
But it is the latest incident, just two weeks ago, that is the most concerning. The door design requires
the operator to stand under the door during the process of opening it, and the lack of clearance from
the trucks behind gives the operator nowhere to move if the door fails. On 21 February the bolts on
the door latch fell out of the wall, causing the door to collapse. It narrowly missed the volunteer who
was standing under the door to operate it. Fortunately they were the bolts at the opposite end of the
door to where the volunteer was standing, so he narrowly missed being very seriously injured. This
door has been a serious OH&S issue for far too long, and the minister needs to upgrade the Creightons
Creek fire station before someone is seriously injured or even killed. In addition, the station has many
other issues, including a leaky roof and lack of storage areas et cetera, that need to be addressed. The
action that I seek is for the minister to provide a commitment to allocate urgent funding to complete a
full refurbishment of the Creightons Creek fire station, including a new two-bay motor room and a
panel lift door.
COURT TRANSCRIPTS
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (02:47): My matter, for the Attorney-General, yet again
relates to the non-custodial sentencing of those who assault emergency services workers. I am
obviously yet to see its precise content, and I will reserve full judgement until I do; however, I do very
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much welcome the news from this morning of the Attorney-General’s introduction of a bill that
apparently takes up the longstanding call of Derryn Hinch’s Justice Party and many other Victorians
that minimum sentencing laws in this area need to be strengthened. Unfortunately until now we have
seen very little enforcement of the Premier’s words of 20 June 2018 that:
… courts will have to impose a custodial sentence and will not be able to sentence offenders to a community
correction order or other non-custodial outcome, even after determining that special reasons apply …

Among all of the instances of non-custodial sentences for these attacks, it is doubtful there are many
clearer examples of the problem than the Aroub Arop case from only two weeks ago. Arop has been
found guilty of at least 44 assaults, including on three paramedics, two police officers and a protective
services officer, yet astoundingly it appears he has never been in custody for longer than 14 days, let
alone for any minimum six-month term. Reportedly he has also continued to rely heavily on a defence
of being alcohol affected during these assaults. Frustratingly, however, this is all difficult to verify
given the complexity of accessing Magistrate Pithouse’s 18 February sentencing remarks about his
decision to merely impose on Arop a community correction order and an alcohol ban.
Given the latter point in particular, the action I seek tonight is clarification from the Attorney-General
of whether and when Victorians will be given greater access to court transcripts. I realise that she
continues to undertake considerable work in implementing most of the recommendations of Justice
Vincent’s Open Courts Act Review, particularly around the reduced use of suppression orders. I am
indeed grateful for the briefings her staff have provided to our party about that work. More broadly,
though, I would be interested in knowing if in the future there will be more transparency attached to
exactly what judges and magistrates, as well as the prosecution and defence, are saying in Victorian
court cases. I recognise this was possible in the recent Haberfield appeal; however, in the Arop
example and in most other cases Victorians can typically not even access a transcript of the sentencing
remarks, let alone the rest of the proceedings.
VICEMERGENCY APP
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (02:50): My adjournment matter this morning is for the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services in the other place, and it relates to the importance of and need for
greater synergy of information for members of the community during all types of emergencies, and
specifically bushfire events. The action I seek is for the minister to complete a review of the
VicEmergency app, with a mind to incorporating a broader range of information contained in other
apps so that community members’ safety is enhanced and they are better prepared in their response to
emergencies. The recent bushfire at Mallacoota was certainly one of the defining moments in this
summer’s bushfire season. We all heard the incredible stories of survival and how over 4000 people
sheltered on the beachfront as fire approached.
Recalling the harrowing details of this summer, one of my constituents—in fact a dear lady who I
know very well—had her summer holidays planned for Mallacoota with her family. Anne and her
husband were camping at the Mallacoota Foreshore Holiday Park between Christmas 2019 and the
new year when the first news they received about the approaching bushfire was through word of mouth
from other campers who alerted them and told them to attend a community meeting. During the course
of that meeting a CFA spokesperson said that there was quite a dire situation—and we all know what
happened, in hindsight. But Anne mentioned that, in her words, the advice did not sound promising
and a police officer had said that there would be a small window of opportunity for people to leave.
Also at the camp happened to be Anne’s son and his children. They did not attend the meeting but
were reliant on their VicEmergency app, which said it was too late to leave. Now, Anne and her
husband actually decided to take the window of opportunity and drive to Eden, while the other
members of the family stayed in Mallacoota. Arriving in Eden, Anne went to the tourist information
and they received maps, details and more information about the VicEmergency app, which they had
not had on their phones, and the VicRoads app, which they downloaded. But they had difficulty
deliberating and navigating between the VicEmergency app, the VicRoads app and information from
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New South Wales, which, naturally, borders our state and was right across all the fires as well. In effect
what happened was Anne felt great confusion in relation to the information, and this added to their
stress.
We all know that the VicEmergency app is a very vital tool and a very useful tool, but I am asking the
minister on behalf of Anne and many others: how can this app be improved and how can there be a
broader range of information incorporating other apps and other information, such as from community
meetings, in these types of emergencies to better support the safety of our community members?
WALLAN TRAIN DERAILMENT
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (02:53): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for Public
Transport. On Thursday, 20 February, a train derailed along the north-east line. Train driver John
Kennedy and the 49-year-old pilot were killed in the incident. At least 12 others were injured. In
November last year this Parliament passed the workplace manslaughter bill. We were told this bill was
designed to hold executives accountable for workplace deaths. When questioned, the AttorneyGeneral confirmed that ministers could and would be held responsible for the reckless or negligent
deaths of workers in the public sector. The derailment on 20 February is not the first derailment on the
north-east line this year. In January a freight train derailed between Chiltern and Barnawartha, just
south of Wodonga. A subsequent V/Line passenger service collided with containers that had fallen
across the tracks during the derailment. On 3 February driver John Kennedy wrote this in an email to
a friend:
My last six Melbourne return trips have been very late or cancelled mainly due to train fault issues, 3 of the
six runs I was down to one engine, on another trip I had no speedo and the only trip without a train fault was
disrupted by the big derailment last week.

And Mr Kennedy was right. The north-east line has had consistently bad performance. Trains are
frequently late and hour-long delays are common. I regularly have constituents visit my office to tell
me about the issues they have experienced on the north-east line. One constituent told me how she had
arrived in Melbourne after a long flight only to face an hour-long delay and then a bus replacement
for what should have been a rail service. This happens over and over again. We know the minister is
aware of these issues. The Liberal Democrats have requested action to address failing standards on the
north-east line a number of times. Other members have raised this issue as well. This track has quite
clearly been a disaster in slow motion for quite some time now. So I call on the minister to tell us—to
explain—how she is not responsible for the derailment under the government’s new workplace
manslaughter legislation.
The PRESIDENT: We will come back to that one.
MADDINGLEY LANDFILL
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (02:55): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Planning. The Andrews government and Transurban were warned by the Environment Protection
Authority Victoria in October 2017 about PFAS contamination on the location of the West Gate
Tunnel Project before contracts were signed. Now the Labor government want the Bacchus Marsh
community to bear the consequences of their mismanagement and incompetence. The Maddingley
Brown Coal site is located near schools, residential areas and nursing homes. It also sits beside the
Parwan Creek, which flows into the Werribee River, which provides irrigation water for Bacchus
Marsh and Werribee, a food bowl for the people of Melbourne and beyond. We should not risk
damaging the health, the environment or the agricultural produce of this area just because Labor cannot
manage a project.
This is yet another example of people on one side of the West Gate impeding the lives of those on the
other. Bureaucrats from inside the tram tracks expect to be able to handball their problems off to
Bacchus Marsh. Over 400 people made it crystal clear to the Andrews government that the community
does not want toxic soil dumped in Bacchus Marsh when they attended a public meeting last Tuesday,
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which I also attended. When asked at the meeting, member for Melton Steve McGhie could not
commit to his community that he would try his best to ensure that no toxic soil was sent to Bacchus
Marsh. Labor are taking for granted the communities in what they think are safe seats in Melton and
Buninyong and do not think they will remember it at the next election. They may have a surprise
awaiting them.
Minister, the action I seek is for you to not make amendments to the Moorabool planning scheme
under section 20(4) of the Planning and Environment Act 1987 to enable contaminated soil to be
dumped at the Maddingley Brown Coal site. Dumping the soil at Maddingley Brown Coal could inflict
severe long-term environmental and health effects on the community. The state government should
not override legitimate council and community concerns by forcing them to have contaminated soil
dumped in their backyard because they were too irresponsible to listen to the advice of their own
environment regulator. So again I repeat: the action I seek from the minister is to not make
amendments to the Moorabool planning scheme under section 20(4) of the Planning and Environment
Act 1987 that would enable contaminated soil to be dumped at Maddingley Brown Coal.
RESPONSES
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (02:58): I have adjournment matters raised this evening by a number
of members—Ms Lovell, Ms Maxwell, Ms Bath and Mrs McArthur—and I will seek responses from
the ministers to the matters that those members sought. Mr Ondarchie raised a matter for my attention
in the roads portfolio around a temporary safety solution at Kalkallo in the period between now and
later this year when a more permanent solution is put in place. I am not in a position to respond to that
in detail right now, at 3 o’clock in the morning, but I will undertake to follow that up with my
department tomorrow. I thank Mr Ondarchie for bringing that to my attention.
On a point of order, President, if this is perhaps an appropriate way to do it, there were adjournment
matters from Dr Cumming and Mr Quilty that struck me as being outside of the standing orders in
terms of how we conduct our adjournment matters—in quite different ways. I think the action that
Dr Cumming sought would be very difficult for any minister to pin down, and I think Mr Quilty has
raised some interesting questions about seeking a minister to respond to a request for an action in
relation to a piece of legislation for which that minister has no responsibility. I mean, it is quite
complex—probably both. Perhaps it is a matter for you to consider the transcript when the sun is up,
sometime tomorrow. But perhaps, President, I will take your counsel about what I might do with those
adjournment matters, or perhaps that is something we can return to tomorrow.
The PRESIDENT: On that point of order, I apologise to Dr Cumming that I actually did not hear
a lot of her adjournment, but I did listen to Mr Quilty’s. I did have a bit of a problem. I think that
Mr Quilty might have been asking for legal advice, and there has been a precedent in adjournments
that you cannot ask for legal advice. But what I would be suggesting, given it is 3.00 am, is that if the
two members do not mind if we park that, we will review it and get back to you today—later this day.
Ms PULFORD: To conclude, I have 12 written responses to adjournment matters.
The PRESIDENT: If that is the case, the house stands adjourned.
House adjourned 3.01 am (Wednesday).
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Written adjournment responses
Responses have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the
appropriate ministers.
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WOMEN’S HEALTH WEST
In reply to Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (5 March 2019)
Ms WILLIAMS (Dandenong—Minister for Prevention of Family Violence, Minister for Women,
Minister for Youth):
I would like to thank the Member for Western Metropolitan Region for her question in regards to support for
Women’s Health West.
The Andrew’s Labor Government has invested an unprecedented $2.9 billion to reform Victoria’s family
violence system and implement all 227 of the recommendations from the Royal Commission into Family
Violence. To date, we have implemented 143 recommendations, with the remainder fully underway.
Women’s Health West is a key partner is this work, and my office was pleased to meet with the CEO of
Women’s Health West and the Treasurer on 23 October to discuss their concerns regarding unit pricing and
work on a way forward.
Women’s Health West will receive over $11.2 million in 2019-20 for a range of specialist interventions to
victim survivors of family violence across Western Melbourne and Brimbank Melton areas. Services include
crisis and case management support, flexible support packages and therapeutic responses.
Safe Steps, a 24/7 crisis family violence response centre, is currently funded by Government to provide
support to victim survivors of family violence outside of business hours.
The Keeping Safe Together program was a therapeutic demonstration project trialled by Women’s Health
West and funded through until June 2019. Demonstration projects were then subject to an open tender process
to receive the ongoing funding allocation in the region of $2.5 million p.a. to which this particular project was
not successful. My department will continue to work with Women’s Health West to discuss options for future
projects.
Since 2015-16, Women’s Health West’s annual funding for family violence services has increased by
approximately 132% ($4.8 million in 2015-16 to $11.2 million in 2019-20) and we will continue to work with
Women’s Health West to best meet the needs of victim survivors in the Western Region of Melbourne.

JESUIT SOCIAL SERVICES MEN’S PROJECT
In reply to Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (10 September 2019)
Ms WILLIAMS (Dandenong—Minister for Prevention of Family Violence, Minister for Women,
Minister for Youth):
The Government is committed to strengthening responses to adolescent family violence.
In the 2018-19 Budget the Government committed $1.35 million over two years to strengthen and expand
services that are working to reduce adolescent family violence. The investment responds to key
recommendations made by the Royal Commission, including recommendations 123 and 128.
The investment has included:
•

Expanding adolescent family violence services to more young people and their families in the Barwon
and Bayside Peninsula areas where Orange Door sites have been established.

•

The design and delivery of an Aboriginal specific service for adolescents who use violence in the home
and within community in Mildura.

The 2019-20 Budget invested $85 million over four years and $22.4 million ongoing to community-based
perpetrator interventions to over 5500 people each year.
People who use violence over the age of 18 are eligible to participate in a Men’s Behaviour Change Program,
Perpetrator Case Management or trial programs that target particular cohorts including Aboriginal, CALD
and LGBTIQ communities, women who use force and men with acquired brain injuries. These interventions
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incorporate a range of practice approaches including challenging gender stereotypes and promoting gender
equality.
I have had the chance to hear directly from Jesuit Social Services and the excellent work they have done in
this space through The Men’s Project and the Man Box. I was proud at the end of last year to launch
OurWatch’s Men in Focus report which looked at masculinity. This report was informed by research from
the work done by Jesuit Social Services through the Man Box.

MCAULEY HOUSE FOOTSCRAY
In reply to Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (16 October 2019)
Ms WILLIAMS (Dandenong—Minister for Prevention of Family Violence, Minister for Women,
Minister for Youth):
McAuley Community Services for Women plays a highly valued role in supporting women who are
experiencing homelessness in Melbourne’s west, many of whom have experienced domestic violence as well
as other health and social support needs.
McAuley receives $3.7 million from the Government, which includes funding for key family violence
services.
$312,000 is allocated for the provision of a therapeutic four bed Adult Residential Rehabilitation for women
with severe mental illness and psychosocial disability at McAuley House.
Funding committed to all Adult Residential Rehabilitation services forms part of Victoria’s contribution to
the National Disability Insurance Scheme (NDIS). The NDIS will provide life-long support for people with
a disability, including those with significant psychosocial disability. As clients join the NDIS, any funding
they receive associated with the Adult Residential Rehabilitation services is moved to the NDIS.
Department of Health and Human Services staff have been working with McAuley to assist them to prepare
for the NDIS and consider the option of becoming a NDIS funded provider for women who are homeless and
who have a disability. McAuley recently received a grant of $200,000 to assist them to explore the viability
of becoming an NDIS provider and help them adapt their business model to meet the operational requirements
of the Scheme.
McAuley has met departmental staff to discuss their future base funding requirements to ensure they can
continue to provide a broad range of services to women experiencing. homelessness, many of whom have
experienced family violence and trauma.

BUSHFIRE PREPAREDNESS
In reply to Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12 November 2019)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
It is the expert advice of the Chief Fire Officer to the Government that fuel load maps shouldn’t be released.
The basis for this advice was that these maps should not be released for safety reasons, including the potential
for them to be used by arsonists.
Fuel load maps have not been routinely produced, including under the previous Liberal Government.
Some areas shown in the Central Highlands as having ‘extreme’ fuel hazard are not treatable exclusively
through planned burning. This includes areas around Kinglake and Marysville, which have large areas of
private land and wet forest.
Wet forests are unlikely to carry planned burns during the cooler months but may burn under significant
bushfire conditions during summer when fuels are dry.
To address this, FFMVic uses a range of treatments to reduce fuel loads, such as candling (a method to remove
the bark off the trees without burning the vegetation in the area), mulching and slashing, and the construction
of fuel breaks.
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SUPPLEMENTS INDUSTRY
In reply to Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (26 November 2019)
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for Small
Business):
The Victorian Government supports certain sports supplements being declared therapeutic goods. This will
provide greater clarity for the regulation of sports supplements which typically straddle the food medicine
interface. I am advised that the lack of clarity in a rapidly evolving market has posed significant enforcement
challenges from a food regulatory perspective.
It is our understanding that sports foods that comply with Standard 2.9.4 of the Australia New Zealand Food
Standards Code will not be impacted. Non-compliant products that use medicinal substances, or therapeutic
levels of substances that exceed permissions in the Food Standards Code will need to be regulated under the
Therapeutic Goods Act.
The Victorian Government notes that the Therapeutic Goods Administration is required to quantify the
regulatory impact, including any burden or savings, for any proposed changes. Should there be further
consultation, we will seek to provide further comments.
My office is happy to meet with Mr Eddey.

MOONEE VALLEY PLANNING
In reply to Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (27 November 2019)
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for Small
Business):
I note the Member for Western Metropolitan’s question about planning issues at Moonee Valley City Council,
in particular the purported actions of the council’s planning department in relation to a retirement village
development in Avondale Heights.
I acknowledge the Minister for Planning, the Hon Richard Wynne MP, has recently responded to a previous
question from the Member on the same matter, which outlines the history of the council’s decisions in relation
to this development and includes advice about review rights to the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal in relation to such decisions.
With regard to the conduct of staff within the council’s planning department, I always expect that in the
performance of their roles, council staff act impartially and with integrity, avoid conflicts of interest and
provide responsive service. Concerns about staff behaviour should be directed to the council’s Chief
Executive Officer (CEO) in the first instance. The CEO is responsible for all issues relating to staff including
their management.
Further, Victoria has a comprehensive integrity system in place to deal with allegations of inappropriate
behaviour by public officials, including council staff. The Independent Broad-based Anti-Corruption
Commission or Victoria Police are responsible for investigating allegations around corruption or fraud. The
Victorian Ombudsman is responsible for handling complaints concerning administrative actions by staff of
government departments and municipal councils. The Local Government Inspectorate is able to investigate
and prosecute breaches of the Local Government Act 1989.

LATROBE VALLEY BATTERY RECYCLING PLANT
In reply to Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (5 February 2020)
Mr WYNNE (Richmond—Minister for Housing, Minister for Multicultural Affairs, Minister for
Planning):
Where a project has the potential to cause adverse environmental effects of regional or state significance, it
should be referred to me so that I can determine the need for an Environment Effects Statement (EES). The
Ministerial Guidelines issued under the Environment Effects Act 1978 provide criteria to assist proponents, or
decision makers, determine whether a project should be referred to me for a decision about the need for an
EES.
In this instance, I understand the proponent of the battery recycling facility has engaged with the Environment
Protection Authority (EPA), and more recently with the Department of Environment, Land, Water and
Planning. The proponent advises that it has completed a self-assessment against the Ministerial Guidelines
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and the project does not trigger any of the referral criteria. Therefore, the assessment will be constrained to
that required for the EPA works approval process.
The works approval process is a transparent process designed to identify community concerns early and
enable consideration of and responses to environmental issues. The public exhibition phase of the process
was. completed on 7 February 2020. I am advised that there were many submissions from stakeholders and
the community.
Following the EPA’s works approval community conference on 25 February 2020, the EPA will complete
its assessment of the application. The assessment will consider all comments received and responses from the
proponent.

SANITARY PRODUCTS ROLLOUT
In reply to Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (6 February 2020)
Mr MERLINO (Monbulk—Minister for Education):
I am informed as follows:
In the 2018-19 State Budget, the Andrews Labor Government committed $20.7 million over four years to
provide free sanitary pads and tampons in government schools. Under this initiative sanitary pads, tampons
and purpose-built dispensers will be provided to every government primary, secondary and specialist school
in the state.
Lack of easy access to sanitary items can negatively affect attitudes, behaviours and equal participation in
sport and everyday school activities. By providing access to sanitary items these barriers can be reduced.
The Government’s investment will ensure sanitary pads and tampons are available at school to help students
manage their periods with greater ease and less embarrassment, and to normalise periods as a healthy part of
growing up.
The initiative commenced roll out in Term 3, 2019 and will continue through Terms 1 and 2, 2020.
At this stage in the implementation schedule, 107 of the 146 schools in the Western Metropolitan Area have
had sanitary dispensers installed in student bathrooms. The remaining 39 schools are scheduled to have
dispensers installed in the Western Metropolitan Area by the end of Term 2 this year.

WEST GATE TUNNEL
In reply to Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (6 February 2020)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
The planning and construction of major transport projects is overseen by the Major Transport Infrastructure
Authority, which falls under the portfolio responsibilities of the Minister for Transport Infrastructure. This
question will need to be directed to the Hon Jacinta Allan MP, Minister for Transport Infrastructure.

SWIMMING POOL AND SPA SAFETY
In reply to Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (6 February 2020)
Mr WYNNE (Richmond—Minister for Housing, Minister for Multicultural Affairs, Minister for
Planning):
The Victorian Government is committed to addressing the tragedy of young children drowning. The recent
introduction of new swimming pool and spa requirements is an important step in taking action on this issue.
Local government will play a central role in the operation and enforcement of the new scheme. This is
consistent with the existing role of local government under Part 12 of the Building Act 1993.
The new regulations are designed to provide a more systematic and better-funded approach that assists
councils in discharging their pre-existing role in monitoring the ongoing compliance of pool and spa barriers.
The new requirements were designed to address feedback from local government stakeholders about
limitations in the Building Act and Building Regulations 2018 that constrained councils’ ability to take a
strong and active role in responding to non-compliant pools and spas in their municipalities.
A Regulatory Impact Statement was developed and released for public consultation in July 2019. It
thoroughly assessed the costs and benefits associated with the proposed regulations, as well as other
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alternative policy options. Over 1200 submissions were received during the six-week consultation period and
all feedback was reviewed prior to finalisation of the requirements. Changes responding to key submission
themes were made post-consultation, including some amendments ensuring councils are appropriately
resourced to carry out their role under the scheme.
Although the Building Act requires each council to maintain their own register of private swimming pools
and spas, the regulations prescribe certain matters that will ensure some consistency in the approach taken
across the councils. For example, the information that must be kept on council registers, the processes and
timeframes for registration and the registration form are all matters that are prescribed. However, the
regulations also maintain some flexibility, for example in the form that councils keep their registers, which
respects individual circumstances including the varying IT platforms used by councils.
The regulations also prescribe fees that councils may charge for actions they take in administering their
functions under the scheme. Expressed as maximum fees, these were set on a cost recovery basis to allow
councils to recoup the expenses associated with maintenance of their registers.
Under the Building Act, any person registered as a building surveyor or building inspector is permitted to
inspect swimming pools and spas and issue certificates regarding the compliance or non-compliance of the
safety barrier. Some council officers, including municipal building surveyors, may hold the necessary
registration to perform this role. However, it will be up to each council to decide whether they offer inspection
and certification services based on their own circumstances. It is expected that most inspection services will
be offered through the private surveyor and inspector market.
Councils will have responsibility for responding to certain instances of non-compliant pool and spa barriers
that are brought to their attention. However, the scheme’s processes for addressing non-compliant barriers
attempt to minimise the burden on councils by requiring that only major non-compliance matters posing more
immediate and significant risks are referred to them. Minor issues will be overseen by the relevant inspector.
Additionally, the new barrier improvement notice process provides a more efficient tool for councils to utilise
to require owners to bring about compliance. All new offences in the regulations have been made prescribed
infringement offences, meaning that municipal building surveyors may issue a building infringement notice
as a relatively resource-light tool to encourage compliance.
To assist councils with implementation of the new requirements, the Department of Environment, Land,
Water and Planning worked with the Victorian Building Authority to produce guides, information and
communications materials. Distributed to all councils prior to the commencement of the new scheme, these
materials aid councils in understanding their role in the scheme and support them in their localised
communications to their communities on the new regulations.

FISHERMANS BEND DEVELOPMENT
In reply to Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (6 February 2020)
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of State,
Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs):
Developing Australia’s largest Urban Renewal Precinct is a complex process that requires more planning
work than simply rezoning land. Since April 2015, the Government has recast the vision for Fishermans Bend
to include the Employment Precinct, doubling the size of the urban renewal area, and establishing four distinct
neighbourhoods of Montague, Wirraway, Sandridge, Lorimer.
Over 2016 and 2017, the Government undertook extensive consultation and stakeholder engagement to
develop and finalise the Fishermans Bend Framework. Planning controls to facilitate appropriate
development outcomes, reflecting the vision, were approved in October 2018. The Government continues to
progress detailed transport planning work and is currently undertaking a business case for transport
improvements to the precinct.
The Government has also invested in key catalyst projects to stimulate development, including:
•

Purchase of the former General Motors Holden site in the Employment Precinct in September
2016, to deliver Australia’s leading precinct for advanced manufacturing, design, engineering and
technology excellence. Melbourne University has announced it will build a new campus, part of
an almost $1 billion commitment to create a world-class engineering school set to open by 2024.

•

The South Melbourne Primary School, Victoria’s first vertical school, opened in January 2018.
This was integrated with delivery of Kirrip Park in partnership with City of Port Phillip along with
streetscape and tram stop upgrades. Current permits clustered around this location include a
number of mixed-use residential developments which are already under construction, and a
proposed childcare centre.
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The Fishermans Bend Secondary School recently commenced construction. It is due to open in
2022.

The Government has also announced plans to build the Fishermans Bend Community Hospital as part of a
$675 million investment in 10 new community hospitals across the state.
The Minister for Planning is the Responsible Authority for major development applications across
Fishermans Bend Capital City Zoned land. Since July 2012, a total of 22 Ministerial permits have been
granted, 2 have been completed and another 10 are under construction. There are currently another
19 development proposals under consideration. This Government continues to encourage development
proposals that deliver precincts with distinctive character and appropriate built form, urban design and
amenity outcomes.

NATIVE FAUNA
In reply to Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (6 February 2020)
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park—Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister
for Solar Homes):
The Andrews Labor Government is committed to the conservation of Victoria’s wildlife and has developed
a Living with Wildlife Action Plan to ensure wildlife are secure and sustainably managed.
The suggestion of captive breeding is a sound one. There are numerous projects already underway, both in
zoos and in some cases with private breeders, where threatened species are bred as part of coordinated
conservation programs. These include, but are not limited to, the Helmeted Honeyeater, Regent Honeyeater,
Bush Stone Curlew and Orange-bellied Parrot.
The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning is also currently developing a statewide
translocation policy and strategy in consultation with the broader sector. This work will consider the
involvement of institutions and individuals in captive breeding programs where appropriate.

