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Overview 
 

Council would like to thank the Government for the opportunity to provide comment 
on the draft Local Government Bill 2018. The introduction of a principle based Act is 
a step in the right direction and Council is supportive of this initiative and 
welcomes many of the proposals encompassed in the draft Bill. 
 
The Glenelg Shire Council has considered the draft Bill and is generally supportive of 
the proposal. We have identified a number of areas of improvement that we would 
like to particularly mention together with some aspects of the proposal that we do not 
support. This submission also includes a few matters that require further clarification. 
 
Supported Amendments 
 

The following elements are seen as improvements and although some are relatively 
minor in nature, they do assist in the making of simpler and fairer legislation that 
reflects a more contemporary approach to governance in the local government 
sector. 
 
We support the following initiatives: 

 
 The flexibility around procurement and the ability of the Council to set up its 

own arrangements subject to the overarching guiding principles. 
 

 The optional terms of a Mayor for 1 or 2 years is another aspect that appears 
logical and enables a Council to determine the best approach for its individual 
circumstances. 

 

 The removal of the Assembly of Councillors obligations and the need to send a 
copy of the annual report to the Minister are appropriate in our view and 
minimise unnecessary administrative duties. 

 

 The requirements surrounding community engagement is highly supported in 
principle as long as there is a flexible approach to enable each Council to 
engage in accordance with its own community in a way that is determined by 
that municipality. We would not be supportive of a prescriptive model on how 
to engage with a community. 

 
Areas of Concern 

 

Of primary concern is the number of policies and documents that the draft Bill 
appears to mandate. Whilst Council will already have some of these documents in 
operation, there appears to be an excessive number of policies and documents 
deemed mandatory which in our view is inconsistent with a principle based act and 
does not seem to take into account the varying resource implications across all 
municipalities. 
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The list of these documents includes: 
 

 Community Engagement Policy; 

 Pubic Transparency Policy; 

 Expenses Policy; 

 CEO Employment and Remuneration Policy; 

 Staff Code of Conduct; 

 Workforce Plan; 

 Audit and Risk Committee Charter; 

 Governance Rules; 

 Election Period Policy; 

 Financial Policies; 

 Procurement Policy; 

 Complaints Policy; 

 Councillor Gift Policy; 

 Councillor Code of Conduct; 

 Community Vision (10 Year); 

 Council Plan (4 Year); 

 Financial Plan (10 Year); 

 Asset Plan (10 Year); and 

 Revenue and Rating Plan. 

 

We would prefer to see some more flexibility for each Council to determine the 
extent of some of these documents in a manner consistent with the available 
resources for each individual Council. We do understand that there is to be some 
guidance documentation, however, the number of documents is of concern when the 
level of detail required for compliance is unclear. 

 
Council does not support the 10 year financial plan obligation and question the 
benefit of such an approach. The potential factors include the unknown future rate 
capping limitations, potential Defined Benefit calls and increased obligations in 
emergency management. These unknown factors demonstrate how a 10 year plan 
could become obsolete within a short period of time requiring constant review for 
little benefit. Council is not supportive of a rigid rate cap being applied and suggests 
a more flexible approach to reflect individual council circumstances, whether they be 
a growth area, impacted by specific industry elements or limited in rate revenue 
options. 

 
In regards to the role of the Mayor, Council does not support the power of the Mayor 
to appoint committee chairs and feels that this should be by resolution by Council. 
Additionally, the ability of the Council to dislodge a sitting Mayor with a 75% majority 
in our view does not promote a stable Council environment. We believe that the 
position of Deputy Mayor should also be optional and we do not support this role 
becoming mandatory. The flexibility of a Council to determine the number of 
Councillor’s on each delegated committee should be maintained. 

  



4  

 
The draft Bill has also incorporated the Local Government Performance 
Reporting Framework (LGPRF). Whilst again Council supports this concept in 
principle, the current system is flawed and does not provide adequately for 
comparison purposes as originally intended and subsequently is of little 
relevancy for Council decision making. We would suggest that a more robust 
measurement regime be considered rather than the LGPRF being enshrined within 
the legislation in its current form. 

 

We would question the appropriate need to reference the CEO remuneration policy 
against the private sector. The comparison to the private sector in our view is not 
directly relative to a CEO of many rural Councils. The need for the CEO to seek 
Council endorsement for changes to a workforce plan appear to blur the lines for 
Councillors becoming involved in operational matters and we are of the view that the 
workforce plan should remain flexible to enable the CEO to adapt to changing 
circumstances in accordance with their mandate. 

 
Further clarification 

 

We understand that the Act will be supported by regulations and guiding documents. 
It is difficult for council to form an opinion of some of the proposed clauses without 
access to this information. Some of the issues that remain unresolved include: 

 

 Clarification on powers and the process for recouping unpaid rates; 
 

 The Bill promotes joint Council meetings but does not provide details. How 
would these provisions be applied to Councils on State borders collaborating 
with interstate neighbours?; and 

 
 How much detail and what is the expectations of what is required in the 10 year 

community vision. Is this up to each Council to determine? 
 

Conclusion 
 

The Bill appears to dedicate a substantial amount of detail to Councillor Conduct 
which may well be in response to a number of past issues at various municipalities. 
We are concerned that the draft has been written with a metro-centric focus in mind 
and does not adequately reflect a rural council perspective. We also acknowledge 
the difficulty of having a “one size fits all” approach to the wide scope of difference 
with Local Government in Victoria. 

 
The staggered approach to implementation is noted and supported however there is 
extreme concern on a potential July 1 commencement. This very short timeframe is 
exacerbated by the level of uncertainty with what the final provisions may require 
given that this current consultation process ends in March. 
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Again we appreciate the opportunity to provide our submission and are mindful of the 
extensive consultation process undertaken for this draft Bill. We trust that these 
additional submissions will help shape the proposed Local Government Act 2018 
and enable progressive and flexibly Local Government for many years to come. 

 
Should you wish to c l a r i f y  a n y  a s p e c t s  o f  t h i s  s u b m i s s i o n , 
p l e a s e  contact Mr David Hol, Corporate Services Director on 5522 2222 or email 
dhol@glenelg.vic.gov.au 
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