
  
 

 

Submission Template  

Local Government Bill – Exposure Draft 

Name Campbell Spence and Christina Sirakoff  
 

If you work in an organisation or council, please provide the following information: 

Organisation or council name  

Position  

Are you providing this 
submission on behalf of the 
organisation or council? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 

 

Key information about making a submission 
 
What feedback should I provide on the exposure draft bill? 
Following an extensive consultation process that considered the policy issues that underpin the Local Government 
Act, we are now seeking feedback on the Local Government Exposure Draft Bill to inform the final draft legislation 
before the Government reviews it to present to the Victorian Parliament. We strongly encourage you to read the 
explanatory document (A New Local Government Act for Victoria) to assist you to navigate the draft legislation. 
 
What is the closing date for submissions? 
The closing date for submissions is 5:00 pm, Friday 23 February 2018. Given that the draft bill is subject to 
parliamentary timeframes, submissions received after this date will be considered at the Government’s discretion.  
 

How do I make a submission? 
Submissions can be made in three ways: 

• Online by uploading your submission to the www.yourcouncilyourcommunity.vic.gov.au website 

• Emailing your submission to local.government@delwp.vic.gov.au  

• Posting your submission to: 
Local Government Act Review Secretariat 
C/o Local Government Victoria,  
PO Box 500, Melbourne VIC 3002 

 
How do I complete this template?  
To complete this template:  

(1) Locate the part of the Draft Bill you wish to comment on.  
(2) Insert the clause number, your level of support for the clause, the proposed change and any other 

comments into the table.  
 
Can I provide a submission in another format? 
It is strongly preferred for submissions to be made by completing this template. However, if another format suits 
your needs or the requirements of your organisation you are welcome to use another format.  
 
Will submissions be made publicly available? 
Written submissions and the name of the author will be published on the 
www.yourcouncilyourcommunity.vic.gov.au website unless confidentiality is requested and the Executive Director of 
Local Government Victoria grants it, or if it is determined your submission should remain confidential. Submissions 
that are defamatory or offensive will not be published.  
 
Please contact the Local Government Act Review Secretariat if you have any questions on (03) 9948 8518 or 
local.government@delwp.vic.gov.au  

http://www.yourcouncilyourcommunity.vic.gov.au/
mailto:local.government@delwp.vic.gov.au
http://www.yourcouncilyourcommunity.vic.gov.au/
mailto:local.government@delwp.vic.gov.au


Part 1: Preliminary 

 

Clause (No.)  Support / Do Not 
Support / 
Neutral 

What changes do you propose and why? Are there any other comments you would like to make 
on this clause? 

    

    

    

    

    
 
 

Press tab to insert additional rows (as needed)  

 

Do you have any overall comments on Part 1 of the Exposure Draft Bill? 

 
 
 
 



Part 2: Councils  

 

Clause (No.)  Support / Do Not 
Support / 
Neutral 

What changes do you propose and why? Are there any other comments you would like to make 
on this clause? 

7 Role and 
powers of a 
Council 

Do not support Clause 7 states: The role of a Council is to provide good 
governance in its municipal district for the benefit and 
wellbeing of the municipal community. This clause is too 
broad because the exposure draft does not define the role of 
a council and consequently there are no clear understanding 
of the purpose and roles of Councils. For example, are 
Councils responsible for the house hold waste management, 
care for the elderly, libraries, arts and festivals, parks and 
streets.  
 
The City of Port Phillip (CoPP) invests rate payers funding in 
social housing is the responsibility of local government. Why is 
the CoPP the only council providing social housing? Should 
Council employees be travelling interstate and overseas at the 
rate payers’ expense? What is the financial benefit to the rate 
payers?  
 
Rate payers in CoPP have paid massive increases in rates in 
recent years and consequently we want restrictions on how 
Councils manage their budgets. For example, the CoPP has 
spent approx.  $15 million over the last 20 years on plans for 
the St Kilda Triangle with no tangible benefit or development 
at the site.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

The lack of definition of the purpose and role of Councils in 
the legislation means Councils can do anything they want. Is 
this what the State Government wants? How can Councils be 
prevented from wasting money?  
 
We want to see the Local Government act restrict the role of 
Councils to the following activities/ responsibilities:  

• waste collection 

• local road maintenance and construction 

• maternal and child care, kindergartens, and services 
for youth and older citizens 

• public libraries 

• public sporting and recreation facilities such as 
swimming pools, ovals, parks, gardens, playground, 
public halls and arts centres 

• town planning and related services 

• traffic management and animal control services 
 
Investment in social housing must be excluded as this is the 
responsibility of the Sate Government. Rate payers end up 
paying twice (to both local and state governments) and the 
role / responsibilities become ill defined. Economic 
development activity, tourism, community arts projects and 
festivals should also be paid for by traders who directly 
benefits from these activities. Traders benefit from festivals by 
providing food and drinks for attendees of festivals. It is not 
the role of council to provide free entertainment, art and 
festivals for its resident and residents from other councils as 
these services and events can be well catered for by 
commercial providers. If the council wants to provide such 
events, then users pays, such as Queenscliff musical festival. 



Interstate and overseas travel for all Council employees 
cannot be justified and should be banned. 

   
 
 
 

 
 

    

    

    
 
 

Press tab to insert additional rows (as needed)  

 

 

Do you have any overall comments on Part 2 of the Exposure Draft Bill? 

 
 
 
 



Part 3: Council decision making  

 

Clause (No.)  Support / Do Not 
Support / 
Neutral 

What changes do you propose and why? Are there any other comments you would like to make 
on this clause? 

   
 
 
 

 
 

   
 
 
 

 
 

    

    

    
 
 

Press tab to insert additional rows (as needed)  

 

 

Do you have any overall comments on Part 3 of the Exposure Draft Bill? 

 
 
 
 



Part 4: Planning and financial management 

 

Clause (No.)  Support / Do Not 
Support / 
Neutral 

What changes do you propose and why? Are there any other comments you would like to make 
on this clause? 

   
 
 
 

 
 

   
 
 
 

 
 

    

    

    
 
 

Press tab to insert additional rows (as needed)  

 

 

Do you have any overall comments on Part 4 of the Exposure Draft Bill? 

 
 
 
 



Part 5: Rates and charges 

 

Clause (No.)  Support / Do Not 
Support / 
Neutral 

What changes do you propose and why? Are there any other comments you would like to make 
on this clause? 

104 Uniform rate Do not support  There are no protections in this clause to prevent councils 
from massively increasing rates as a result of large increases in 
CIV. Rate payers in the City of Port Phillip (CoPP) have seen 
extremely high rate increases of 10-25% for single dwelling 
residences as a result of NAV increases (current method for 
calculating rates in CoPP) while at the same time there have 
been reductions in rates for owners of apartments or units in 
spite of some of these apartments being at the luxurious end 
of the market. There is an assumption made in Section 4-153 
of the Draft Council Plan 2017-2017 for COPP (source: 
http://www.portphillip.vic.gov.au/council_plan_budget.htm) 
that ‘local government rates are levied in accordance with the 
rate payer’s capacity to pay as measured by the Net Annual 
Value (NAV) of the property owned within the municipality’. 
This proposition is fundamentally flawed as many longstanding 
residents in CoPP have owned their properties for years and 
would not have the income to purchase their properties at 
today’s market prices. Some of these people are ‘asset rich and 
income poor’ and include pensioners and self-funded retirees 
who are under pressure to reverse mortgage their properties 
(at the CoPP suggestion) or leave the CoPP. We cannot see 
how this uncaring and predatory behaviour by CoPP is 
consistent with Part 1 Clause 7 which states: The role of a 
Council is to provide good governance in its municipal district 
for the benefit and wellbeing of the municipal community. If 
people are being forced to reverse mortgage their properties 
or leave the CoPP how is this predatory property tax for the 
benefit and wellbeing of the community?  
 
Also, there are high income earners who own apartments and 
have the ability to pay rate increases and they are receiving 
the same services received by all residents. 

We understand the Principle: Those with a higher valued 
property relative to others within a municipality will 
contribute more in rates than those with a lower valued 
property (Source: Council rates explained 2015 Fact Sheet – 
Municipal Association of Australia). However, the distribution 
of rates across the CoPP is unfair and not equitable because of 
the extreme variations in CIV and NAV due to distortions in 
property valuations caused by the low turnover of single 
residence dwellings and scarcity of these properties for sale.  
These properties have for a long time been subject to 
Heritage Overlay conditions which has made the CoPP more 
desirable and has contributed to a higher CIV, and in turn, 
higher council rates. 
These extreme rate rises are unintended consequences of the 
CIV method and in some cases are forcing rate payers to 
reverse mortgage their homes or leave their homes. It is 
increasingly difficult for rate payers to manage their 
household budgets because of the yearly compounding CIV/ 
NAV rates forced upon them by the CoPP. 
 
There is no logic in assuming that a rate payer’s capacity can 
be measured by the NAV of individual properties. Wages have 
been going sideways if not backwards, if you are employed 
and retired rate payer are worse off. These massive increases 
in council rates for some sections of the community means 
these rate payers are treated as a source of funds or like a 
“Piggy Bank”. 
 
We have been tracking the council rates for our own home 
since 1998-99 to 2016-17. The curve of best fit for our council 
rates is a compound interest formula (Rates_fit) given below 
 

http://www.portphillip.vic.gov.au/council_plan_budget.htm


Recommendation:  
We want an amendment to the clause to protect against 
extreme increases in rates for instance and ensure the burden 
of rate increases are spread more equitably and to ensure 
sustainability of the rating system into the future. If the council 
elects to use a uniform rate, then we want the rate increase to 
be capped at 5% pa unless there have been renovations 
resulting in capital improvements to the property.    
 
It may be more appropriate for a council to use a differential 
rate to ensure no rate payer pays more than a 5% increase pa 
(see below)  
 

Rates_fit ($) = 1237.4 (1 + 0.0772)** n 
 
Where n = number of years since 1998-99. 
NOTE:   The shows that the compound interest is a yearly 
7.7% 
Inflation over the same period, averages out at approximately 
2.5%  
 
The correlation coefficient for the Rates_fit curve fit is 0.99 = 
99% 
 
We have data to support this calculation. At a yearly 
compound interest rate of 7.7% this is unsustainable.  
 
We have spoken with many people about this issue in both 
our own and neighbouring suburbs over the past year and 
they all express the same concern of out of control council 
rates. This concern is made worse when they contact the 
council and are told that there is nothing that they can do or 
that no will listen to them. 
 
 

105 Differential 
rate 

Do not support We want the legislation to direct councils to adopt a 
differential rate to ensure greater equity and fairness such that 
certain types of rate payers are not subsidising others.  We 
want to see council use a differential rate when CIV increases 
for some property types results in unfair, inequitable and 
unstainable outcomes in the community. Council must be 
required to adopt different rates for various types of property 
eg single dwellings, apartments and commercial properties to 
ensure rates are effectively capped at 5% pa unless properties 
have been substantially improved.  
 
We have been informed by CoPP that they cannot use the 
differential rating method to ensure equity amongst single 
dwelling residences and apartment because the differential 
method requires properties must have a different ‘zoning’ 
status and these types of residences have the same ‘zoning’. 

The Victorian Government in its publication Know you Council 
(Refer to link below) states ‘Differential rates are usually used 
to achieve greater equity or efficiency’. We recommend the 
new legislation reflects this sentiment to ensure greater 
equity and efficiencies in rate collection.  
 
https://knowyourcouncil.vic.gov.au/guide-to-
councils/finance-and-planning/rates-and-charges 
 
 

https://knowyourcouncil.vic.gov.au/guide-to-councils/finance-and-planning/rates-and-charges
https://knowyourcouncil.vic.gov.au/guide-to-councils/finance-and-planning/rates-and-charges


This means clause 105 differential rate must be amended to 
allow differential rates to be applied to single dwelling 
residences and appartments/units.   
 

Division 6—Rate 
caps  
 
139 Purposes of 
this Division 

Do not support The purposes of this Division are 
(a) to promote the long-term interests of ratepayers and 

the community in relation to sustainable outcomes in 
the delivery of services and critical infrastructure;  

 
This clause will not protect rate payers when there are 
extreme increases in CIV unless clause 104 is amended to 
prevent or cap rate rises as per the arguments presented 
above.  
 
Properties CIV will generally increase due to property 
improvements by the owner or property sales in the area. This 
impacts all neighbouring properties, resulting in higher CIV 
values and also higher council rates, although other owners 
have not done anything to improve the value of their 
properties. Then when Council revaluates properties, this 
triggers a huge jump in council rates for these properties which 
also outstrips inflation. Inflation for 2016-17 was 
approximately 1.3% and yet the council rates of home 
dwellings increased by 4% to 26% while apartments council 
rates changed by 3.87% to -14.28% (negative 14.28%). How 
can a household budget for large council rates increases? 
Apartments do not suffer from these Council rate jumps and 
fall either close to or well below their previous year’s Council 
rates. House dwellings heavily subsidise apartments. We all 
have equal access to the same services and yet some rate 
payers have to pay disproportionately more. 
Solution is either a  

• differential method with a capping (mathematical 
upper boundaries) or  

• the same percentage increase for everyone which is 
proportionate and unlike the uniform rate in the 
dollar presently used. 

 



    

    
 

 
Press tab to insert additional rows (as needed)  

 

 

Do you have any overall comments on Part 5 of the Exposure Draft Bill? 

 
 
 
 
 



Part 6: Council operations 

 

Clause (No.)  Support / Do Not 
Support / 
Neutral 

What changes do you propose and why? Are there any other comments you would like to make 
on this clause? 

   
 
 
 

 
 

   
 
 
 

 
 

    

    

    
 

 
Press tab to insert additional rows (as needed)  

 

 

Do you have any overall comments on Part 6 of the Exposure Draft Bill? 

 
 
 
 
 



Part 7: Council integrity 

 

Clause (No.)  Support / Do Not 
Support / 
Neutral 

What changes do you propose and why? Are there any other comments you would like to make 
on this clause? 

   
 
 
 

 
 

   
 
 
 

 
 

    

    

    
 

 
Press tab to insert additional rows (as needed)  

 

 

Do you have any overall comments on Part 7 of the Exposure Draft Bill? 

 
 
 
 
 



Part 8: Ministerial oversight 

 

Clause (No.)  Support / Do Not 
Support / 
Neutral 

What changes do you propose and why? Are there any other comments you would like to make 
on this clause? 

   
 
 
 

 
 

   
 
 
 

 
 

    

    

    
 

 
Press tab to insert additional rows (as needed)  

 

 

Do you have any overall comments on Part 8 of the Exposure Draft Bill? 

 
 
 
 
 



Part 9: Electoral provisions 

 

Clause (No.)  Support / Do Not 
Support / 
Neutral 

What changes do you propose and why? Are there any other comments you would like to make 
on this clause? 

   
 
 
 

 
 

   
 
 
 

 
 

    

    

    
 
 

Press tab to insert additional rows (as needed)  

 

 

Do you have any overall comments on Part 9 of the Exposure Draft Bill? 

 
 
 
 
 



Part 10: General provisions 

 

Clause (No.)  Support / Do Not 
Support / 
Neutral 

What changes do you propose and why? Are there any other comments you would like to make 
on this clause? 

   
 
 
 

 
 

   
 
 
 

 
 

    

    

    
 
 

Press tab to insert additional rows (as needed)  

 

 

Do you have any overall comments on Part 10 of the Exposure Draft Bill? 

 
 
 
 
 



Part 11: Consequential amendments and repeals 

 

Clause (No.)  Support / Do Not 
Support / 
Neutral 

What changes do you propose and why? Are there any other comments you would like to make 
on this clause? 

   
 
 
 

 
 

   
 
 
 

 
 

    

    

    
 
 

Press tab to insert additional rows (as needed)  

 

 

Do you have any overall comments on Part 11 of the Exposure Draft Bill? 

 
 
 
 
 

 


