
I am adding via this email a short submission after having read a submission from Domenic 
Isola from Hume Council. 

In the attached at Chapter 4 Item 3: He states: 

"Chief Executive Officer (CEO) Reappointment It is recommended that there should not be a 
requirement to advertise where there is an incumbent CEO whose services the Council 
wishes to retain.  In the private sector (e.g. a large corporation) if the board is satisfied with 
the performance and direction then they would not incur costs/time/uncertainty in going 
through a reappointment process.   It is recommended to keep the existing provisions as 
they are.   
Other Staffing Arrangements There is a gap in current legislation in that a CEO can appoint 
‘Senior Officers’ to a contract but there are no limitations placed on remuneration.   
Consideration could be given to a change that allows Council to approve a ‘Remuneration 
Framework’ in which it can place limitations on what gets paid in a package to Senior 
Officers.   
For example: • CEO – salary package as determined by Council • Directors – salary 
package not exceeding 70% of CEO • Managers – salary package not exceeding 80% of 
Directors    
Chief Executive Officer Review Within the CEO’s contract, consideration could be given to 
outlining the process for the CEO review, the key resources, the timing and the reporting (i.e. 
set up the governance framework over how/when CEO reviews are" 
 
The problem with the CEO comments is that he is trying to compare council with a 
corporation something he has chosen in the past to state there is no such comparison when 
I have raised this. However when it comes to looking after ones salary the comparison is 
chosen. 
 
His proposal opens the door for even more corruption opportunities under the local 
government act. That is you get a CEO who befriends a few councillors. He/she then 
organises funding on projects into their specific wards on the promise they will keep the CEO 
on. 
 
We currently in Victoria have a lot of councillors on many portfolio committees. I asked a 
quest recently in reference to Hume Council finance portfolios. What experience did a 
councillor have in this area of finance? The response was in a letter dated 13.1.2016 (If you 
require a copy I can send)  
 
The response: 
 
"Refer to councillor Port Folio Guidelines Policy that clearly outlines the main role (clause 
2.2) of a portfolio councillor. The guidelines require portfolio holders to regularly meet with 
the relevant director to keep the portfolio holder informed of topical issues, proposed 
legislative changes and industry and technology updates. The policy does not prescribe the 
portfolios nor any expectation of expertise or qualifications and such is consistent with the 
eligibility of performing the role of councillor." 
 
As you can see because of these inconsistent policy guidelines across the state we have 
councillors discussing serious finance issues who have no experience and no understanding 
and this includes CEO salary and appointment discussions. 
 
Mr Isola mentions companies: You do not see directors of a company being appointed with 
no experience. Majority Shareholders have a very strong bearing on CEO appointments so 
is Mr Isola going to allow the rate payers the same input? 



He states to cap officers' salaries. I put forward that CEO salaries of councils are also 
capped as they are now ridiculously excessive and do not fit well with public expectations 
and they are excessive considering the number of senior staff they also have.  

In fact Hume Council has around 1200 employees and if you look at its management 
structure it has an overabundance of staff compared to any company with the same staff 
levels and customers. 

Under the current local government act you cannot when you use to be able get a full 
disclosure of salaries paid to senior staff by name. So in effect there is no longer full 
disclosure other than the number of managers in a salary band with. This full disclosure 
needs to be reintroduced. 

I may add one more point from recent activities. 

That is council refuse to release the attendance level of councillors to meetings such as 
"Strategy and Policy briefings" Again no public accountability can occur unless you submit 
an FOI as I did and wait for one year to get these results. Yes it took one year. 

The councillor code of conduct requirements under the local government needs addressing 
as it's got to a stage that councillors cannot effectively do their role anymore as they are 
concerned that anything that they may say will end up in the new "Kangaroo Court" The 
councillor Conduct Panel where evidence can be submitted that is unsworn evidence as 
happened in the case against Councillors Ogilvie and Medcraft in 2015. 

The code of conduct should not be compulsory if the terms of what councillors are asked to 
sign are not appropriate as is the current Hume Council policy that prevents councillors 
being able to perform their roles effectively.  

If anything the Local government Inspectorate should be abolished as this department has 
little power and investigators with no skill levels as have become quite evident over the 
years. 

Finally the local government act should be changed to allow the community access to full 
costs on any matter without going through the FOI process. In the end you get these 
documents at a small cost to the community other than a lot of time wasting but at a greater 
cost to council in both costs and time that costs the ratepayer other services 

I will make appropriate submission at the next stage but thought this was needed to be 
highlighted at this stage  

Please acknowledge receipt of this email submission 

Regards 

Trevor Dance 


