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1 Recommendation 
The Victorian Electoral Commission (VEC) is required under the legislation for the 
electoral representation review to make a recommendation to the Minister for Local 
Government as to the number of councillors and the electoral structure that provides fair 
and equitable representation for the voters of the City of Greater Geelong (s.219D Local 
Government Act 1989). 

The VEC recommends that the Greater Geelong City Council consist of twelve 
councillors to be elected from twelve single-councillor wards. 

This recommended structure is indicated in the map at the back of this Report. 

2 Legislative basis 
The Local Government (Democratic Reform) Act 2003, which amended the Local 
Government Act 1989 (the Act), was passed by the Parliament in Spring 2003. The 
amendments included provisions for independent electoral representation reviews of 
all Victorian councils. In accordance with this new legislation, the Greater Geelong 
City Council received notice pursuant to s.219C of the Act from the Minister for Local 
Government that an electoral representation review was to be conducted for the the 
City of Greater Geelong. The notice appeared in the Victoria Government Gazette on  
19 March 2007. 

Under the legislation, a council is required to appoint an electoral commission to 
conduct an electoral representation review. The Greater Geelong City Council 
appointed the VEC to conduct the review. 

The purpose of an electoral representation review is to recommend an electoral 
structure that provides fair and equitable representation for the persons who are 
entitled to vote at a general election of the Council. Matters to be considered by the 
review are: 

a) the number of councillors; 
b) the electoral structure of the municipality (whether the municipality should 

be unsubdivided or divided into wards; and, if the municipality is to be 
subdivided, the number of wards and the number of councillors to be elected 
for each ward); and  

c) if the recommendation is for the municipality to be divided into wards, 
boundaries for the wards that will: 

i. provide for a fair and equitable division of the municipality; and  
ii. ensure equality of representation, through the number of voters 

represented by each councillor being within 10% of the average number 
of voters represented by all councillors. 

2.1 The VEC and electoral representation reviews 

The VEC has ten years’ experience in working on municipal ward boundaries, being 
contracted by councils to prepare options for their consideration. VEC staff have also 
worked for the Electoral Boundaries Commission in State redivisions. In doing this 
work, the VEC has used sophisticated mapping software, conducted field research and 
has developed expertise in preparing electoral boundaries that both comply with the 
approximate equality requirements of the legislation and respect communities of 
interest. 
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The VEC has engaged Mr Terry Maher to provide expertise in the field of local 
government. Mr Maher commenced his career in local government in 1963. Mr Maher 
has extensive municipal experience, having been employed by the Melbourne City 
Council and the former Ringwood and Essendon Councils. He also held the position of 
Chief Executive at Knox City Council from 1995-2001, and at Croydon City Council 
from 1986-1994. Mr Maher was also interim Chief Executive of the Monash City 
Council at the time of municipal restructure. In 2002, Mr Maher was appointed by the 
Minister for Local Government to conduct a Commission of Inquiry into Surf Coast 
Shire Council which was completed in April 2003. He now provides consulting services 
to the public sector, and more specifically Local Government. 

2.2 Municipality profile 

The City of Greater Geelong, 75 kilometres south-west of Melbourne, covers an area of 
over 1,240 square kilometres, with major centres including Geelong, Ocean Grove, 
Lara and Leopold to serve the population of around 197,500. Geelong is Victoria’s 
second largest city. 

An amalgamation of the former municipalities of Bellarine, Corio, Geelong, Geelong 
West, Newtown and parts of South Barwon, Barrabool and Bannockburn, the City of 
Greater Geelong contains a mix of coastal, country and suburban communities, and a 
coastline that includes Corio Bay and the Bellarine Peninsula. 

The rural areas of the City have a diverse range of primary producers and several 
significant national and State parks. The urban area includes notable features such as 
the waterfront precinct, Deakin University, the National Wool Museum and the 
Maritime Museum.  

The City of Greater Geelong has a strong manufacturing base, specialising in motor 
vehicles and associated components, petroleum products, textiles, floor coverings 
and aluminium.  More than 10,000 businesses employ over 80,000 people in the 
region. Tourism, hospitality, education, health and business services are among the 
fastest-growing sectors. The City is also a major commercial and residential centre.   

Geelong is experiencing rapid growth in many areas, including employment, 
investment and population.  Population growth in Greater Geelong is expected to 
continue to be strong over the next decade and beyond because of the education and 
employment opportunities, services and amenities. 

(Sources: Department of Sustainability and Environment Victoria in Future 2004; Australian Bureau of 
Statistics Census 2006; Department of Infrastructure Know Your Area; Greater Geelong City Council 
website) 

2.3 Current electoral structure 

The City of Greater Geelong is a subdivided municipality with twelve councillors 
elected from twelve single-councillor wards. 

3 Electoral representation review process 
Section 219D of the Local Government Act 1989 specifies that the purpose of an electoral 
representation review is to achieve “fair and equitable representation for the persons 
who are entitled to vote at a general election of the Council.” To achieve this, the VEC 
proceeds on the basis of three main principles: 
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1: to ensure that the number of voters represented by each councillor is within 10% of 
the average number of voters per councillor for that municipality 

Populations are continually changing — they grow in some areas and decline in 
others. Over time, these changes can lead to some wards having larger or smaller 
numbers of voters. As part of an electoral representation review, the VEC needs to 
correct any imbalances that have come about. The VEC also tries to make sure that 
the boundaries it sets will continue to provide equitable representation until the next 
review is due in eight years, by taking account of likely future changes. 

2: to take a consistent, State-wide approach to the total number of councillors 

Regarding the number of councillors, the VEC has adopted as a guide the numbers of 
councillors in similar-sized municipalities of similar categories within Victoria. In 
addition, the VEC considers any special circumstances that warrant the municipality 
having more or fewer councillors than similar municipalities. 

3: to ensure that communities of interest are as fairly represented as possible 

Every municipality contains a number of communities of interest. The electoral 
structure should be designed to take these into account where practicable. This is 
important for assisting the elected councillors to be effective representatives of the 
people in their particular municipality. 

The VEC bases its recommendations on a number of factors, including the following: 

 internal research specifically relating to the municipality under review; 

 the VEC’s experience from its work with other municipalities and in similar reviews 
for State elections; 

 the VEC’s expertise in mapping, demography and local government; and 

 careful consideration of all input from the public in both written and verbal 
submissions made during the course of the review. 

Input from the public is an important part of the process, but it is not the only factor 
considered. The VEC seeks to ensure fair and equitable representation for all voters of the 
municipality. This means carefully considering all views expressed in submissions from 
the public, and also considering other factors, such as the best possible representation 
for the various communities of interest in the municipality under review. 

In considering public submissions, the VEC values the local knowledge and local 
perspectives that are presented. The VEC believes it important to consider the issues and 
information presented in submissions, as well as the arguments for particular structural 
models. In reaching its recommendations, the VEC seeks to combine the information 
gathered through public submissions with its own research in order to achieve what it 
considers to be a fair and equitable result until the next review period. The VEC does not 
make its recommendations based on a “straw poll” of the number of submissions 
supporting a particular option but considers the substance of the arguments included in 
submissions. 

Further details about issues considered by the VEC can be found in Sections 8.1 and 8.2 
of this Report and in the Guide for Submissions (Appendix 9.4). 
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4 Public involvement 
4.1 Public information 

The VEC informed the community about the electoral representation review through: 

 advertising in newspapers; 
 conducting an information session in Geelong on 11 February 2008, to 

outline the review process and to respond to questions from members of the 
community; 

 communicating with the City of Greater Geelong community through the use 
of media releases and the VEC website; 

 publishing a leaflet for distribution within the municipality; 
 publishing all preliminary submissions on the VEC website; 
 establishing a helpline for responding to community questions; 
 distributing a Guide for Submissions; 
 releasing a Preliminary Report on 19 March 2008 and making the Report 

available at the Greater Geelong City Council offices, at the VEC office and on 
the VEC website; 

 publishing all submissions in response to the Preliminary Report on the VEC 
website; and 

 conducting a public hearing in Geelong on 21 April 2008. 

4.2 Advertising 

In accordance with s.219F(4) of the Act, the VEC published the following 
advertisements for the electoral representation review: 

 a public notice of the review, detailing the process, appeared in the Geelong 
Advertiser, the Geelong News, the Geelong Echo and the Geelong Independent 
between 26 January 2008 and 1 February 2008. 

 a general advertisement covering several electoral representation reviews, 
including the Greater Geelong City Council review, appeared in the Herald Sun 
and The Age on 29 January 2008; and 

 a notice that the Preliminary Report had been released appeared in the 
Geelong Advertiser, the Geelong News, the Geelong Echo and the Geelong 
Independent between 19 and 22 March 2008. 

See Appendix 9.1. 

4.3 Media releases 

Media releases designed to supplement the paid advertising were distributed to the 
Geelong Advertiser, the Geelong News, the Geelong Echo, the Geelong Independent and 
the Surf Coast Times.  Pulse Radio and Vision Australia’s 3RPH radio were also 
contacted. See Appendix 9.2. 

4.4 Information leaflet 

An information leaflet about the review was distributed to service centres, libraries 
and community groups within the City. See Appendix 9.3. 
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4.5 VEC website 

The VEC used its website to deliver information and to provide transparency in the 
review process. All preliminary submissions and submissions in response to the 
Preliminary Report were posted on the website to facilitate public access to this 
information. The VEC website can be viewed at www.vec.vic.gov.au 

4.6 Helpline 

The VEC established a helpline to assist with public enquiries concerning the electoral 
representation review process. 

4.7 Guide for Submissions 

The VEC developed and distributed its Guide for Submissions to help people 
interested in making submissions. A copy of the Guide is attached. See Appendix 9.4. 

5 Preliminary Report 
In accordance with s.219F(6) of the Act, the VEC produced a Preliminary Report 
containing its preferred and alternative options for the City of Greater Geelong. In 
developing these options, the VEC considered preliminary submissions made by various 
people and groups, as well as various other relevant factors. 

5.1 Preliminary submissions 

The VEC received 18 submissions by the closing time for submissions (Monday,  
25 February 2008 — 5.00 pm). 

The majority of submitters supported the retention of the current number of 
councillors, arguing this was warranted because of the size and population of the 
municipality. These submitters argued that any reduction in the number of 
councillors would increase the number of voters per councillor to an unreasonable 
level.  

Four submitters argued in support of a reduction to eleven councillors, as a first or 
second preference, mainly because they believed it would enable the municipality to 
be subdivided more appropriately. One submitter argued for seven to ten councillors 
in an unsubdivided structure.  

Another submitter presented an argument for sixteen councillors, suggesting that the 
Bellarine Peninsula (and four councillors) be excised from the City and made a 
separate local government entity, leaving the remainder of Greater Geelong with 
twelve councillors.  

Thirteen submissions supported the introduction of multi-councillor wards. The 
reasons given included general support of proportional representation and the 
perceived opportunities for more democratic representation offered by multi-
councillor wards. Some submitters expressed the belief that the current structure 
promotes parochialism and enables group tickets and so-called “dummy” candidates.  

Other submitters argued that multi-councillor wards will absorb growth more 
effectively and allow councillor workload to be shared. They also argued that 
proportional representation vote counting would create a more fair and accurate 
representation of voting patterns. 
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Three submissions, including those from the Council and the Mayor (separately), 
advocated the retention of single-councillor wards arguing that they served the 
community well and provided manageable numbers for the canvassing of votes.   

The Council noted that other structures have been tried in Greater Geelong and stated 
that these had not been as effective as the current single-councillor ward structure. 
Submitters expressed concern that multi-councillor wards would result in under-
representation of smaller towns.  

It was also suggested that multi-councillor wards would assist with representation in 
the growth areas around Armstrong Creek, Ocean Grove, Drysdale and Clifton Springs. 

Appendix 9.5 contains details of those people and groups making preliminary 
submissions. Copies of the submissions can be downloaded from the VEC website, 
www.vec.vic.gov.au 

5.2 VEC research 

In addition to information provided in submissions, the VEC conducted its own 
research. This included research into the demographics of the municipality, using a 
number of sources including the 2001 and 2006 Census data. The VEC also took into 
account changes predicted by the Department of Sustainability and Environment and 
the Department of Infrastructure. Summaries of some of this research were published 
in the Guide for Submissions, the Preliminary Report and in Section 2.3 of this 
Report. 

Development projections based on information presented by the Council were also 
taken into consideration. Fieldwork was also conducted throughout the municipality 
by the VEC. 

5.3 Recommended options 

Having considered the issues outlined in the preliminary submissions and all other 
relevant factors, the VEC proposed three preliminary options for public comment. 

The preferred option was: 

 that the Greater Geelong City Council consist of twelve councillors, to be 
elected from six two-councillor wards. 

The VEC’s first preliminary alternative option is: 

 that the Greater Geelong City Council consist of twelve councillors to be 
elected from twelve single-councillor wards with different boundaries to those 
in the current structure. 

The VEC’s second preliminary alternative option is: 

 that the Greater Geelong City Council consist of twelve councillors, to be 
elected from four three-councillor wards. 

6 Response submissions 
In accordance with s.219F(7) of the Act, the VEC invited written submissions in response 
to the Preliminary Report. The VEC received 30 response submissions by the closing time 
(14 April 2008 — 5.00 pm). 

Of the submissions received by the deadline: 
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 none supported the preferred option; 

 twelve supported the first alternative option;  

 thirteen supported the second alternative option;  

 two supported the current structure with one of these arguing that the 
boundaries cannot be improved upon and the other commenting on the 
boundaries in first alternative; and 

 three gave no indication as to their preferred structure. 

Those in favour of the first alternative option noted the perceived benefits of single-
councillor wards including that single-councillor wards would: 

 increase the possibility of interaction between councillors (or candidates) and 
constituents; 

 provide proximity, enabling councillors to seek out views and inform, educate and 
develop the constituents’ capacity to understand local issues;  

 be more effective as ratepayers know their councillor; 

 provide the best level of representation by being the most accountable to the 
electorate; 

 provide clarity regarding councillors’ duties; 

 reduce the likelihood of conflict between councillors; and 

 encourage councillor-ownership of the ward.  

The submission by the Greater Geelong City Council included a map of what the Council 
considered to be a workable twelve single-councillor ward structure. This map can be 
viewed at the VEC website (www.vec.vic.gov.au) and is discussed in Section 8.2 below.  

The Council stated that single-councillor wards were important for providing 
accountability and that it is beneficial for councillors to have different communities of 
interest within their wards so that councillors understand the different issues affecting 
the municipality.  

The Council stated that the ward boundaries in its suggested structure were appropriate 
because the Council believed that the number of voters in those wards would remain 
within the 10% voter number variation for both the 2008 and the 2012 elections. 

The submission from the Indented Head Community Association contended that it is 
important that they have one person to deal with their issues and maintain contact as 
matters arose. The Association stated a concern that the absence of one councillor as a 
focal point with clear, unambiguous responsibility could generate uncertainty “with a 
detrimental impact on the Association's confidence in the system’s ability to provide 
genuine support to the local area”.  

The Association also stated that multi-councillor wards could lead to a lack of meaningful 
accountability by each of the elected councillors. It further argued that the current 
boundaries are well-established and that there is insufficient benefit to support a 
change.  

Another submitter stated total opposition to the preferred and second alternative 
options stating that it would be more difficult for councillors in multi-councillor wards to 
have an in-depth knowledge of their area and to be able to respond to ratepayers’ issues.   
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One submitter supported the current structure stating that in the first alternative option 
a section of Corio would be inappropriately included in the Windermere Ward. This 
submitter stated that these areas have very different needs relating to differences in 
socio-economic status and the large number of welfare issues present in the Corio Ward.  
This submitter further stated that the rural balance of that ward was well represented at 
present.  

One submitter argued that the main reason in support of single-councillor wards is 
accountability of elected representatives to voters. This submitter stated that single-
councillor wards increase the possibility of interaction between councillors (or 
candidates) and constituents, and that smaller wards enable “councillors to seek out 
views and inform, educate and develop the capacity of the constituents to understand 
local issues”. This submitter also commented on general aspects of multi-councillor wards 
arguing that it is difficult for constituents to ascertain which councillor is working on 
behalf of the outcomes desired by electors. This submitter discounted the use of 
communities of interest as a reason for determining ward boundaries or structures 
arguing that communities of interest are much broader and also cross municipal 
boundaries.  

The submission from the Geelong branch of the Australian Greens was supported by five 
other submitters. This submission supported the second alternative option noting the 
perceived benefits including that this option would: 

 provide representation for different groups or interests within the wards; 

 provide an opportunity for voters to elect candidates with different skills and 
interests; 

 enable the best representation for the various communities of interests, including  
both urban and rural interests; and 

 maintain the existing number of twelve councillors, thereby maintaining the 
lowest possible ratio of councillors to constituents (at the statutory maximum 
number of councillors).  

Submitters in favour of the second alternative option argued that: 

 the current structure does not allow for the competing needs of various interest 
groups in each ward to have representation; 

 councillors in single-councillor wards may be able to influence other councillors 
who turn to them for advice and opinion about decisions relating to their wards 
and this may not result in a balanced approach; 

 multi-councillor wards would provide the best balance of views and better 
representation of voters’ interests; 

 it would comply with best practice under proportional representation; 

 it would address communities of interest better than the other two options and 
would capture the Bellarine Peninsula more effectively; 

 the resulting cohort of councillors would more accurately reflect the make-up of 
the community; 

 it would provide greater accountability and concern for justice, transparency and 
sustainability in decision-making; 
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 it would allow for growth; 

 it would attract councillors who are less likely to be focused on minor local issues 
and more likely to think in broader terms about their larger ward and the entire 
municipality;  

 candidates would have to convince the electorate that they have a vision for the 
larger area of the municipality; and 

 it would generally enable majority groups to elect more representatives than 
minority groups, without excluding significant minorities, and without arbitrarily 
dividing geographic and non-geographic communities of interest.  

One submitter suggested the ward names Harrison, Wathaurong, Streeton and 
Connewarre, providing justifications for his suggestions. This submitter also 
suggested some alternative boundaries grouping wards by suburbs and stating that 
these alternative groupings would result in smaller voter number deviations.  
However these calculations did not take into account projected voter numbers beyond 
2008. 

A list of those people and groups who made response submissions is provided in 
Appendix 9.5. Copies of the submissions can be downloaded from the VEC website, 
www.vec.vic.gov.au 

7 Public hearing 
A public hearing was held in Geelong on 21 April 2008 at 6.30 pm. All people and groups 
who had made submissions in response to the VEC’s Preliminary Report were invited to 
speak to their submission and seven chose to do so. Members of the public were invited 
to attend, and there was a total audience of 13 people (including those making 
presentations). Speakers raised a number of issues in addition to points raised in written 
submissions. 

The Mayor of Greater Geelong stated that ongoing communication would be impeded by a 
multi-councillor ward structure and that drawing like communities together in wards was 
important. He also stated that the locality of Highton should be bounded by the holding 
basins rather than the Barwon River as this was a more logical boundary in relation to 
communities of interest. The Mayor agreed with the VEC panel member’s suggestion that 
the boundary between Austin and Cheetham Wards in the Council’s model was arbitrary 
and related more to numbers than to any identified changes in community of interest.  

In response to a question from the VEC panel the Mayor agreed that voters in Cowie and 
Corio Wards are very similar, but highlighted that they are very different from voters in 
Windermere Ward. This, he emphasised, was the reason the Council’s model had the 
Windermere Corio boundary drawn further north than the VEC’s model.  

A number of presentations emphasised the importance of providing accountability and 
taking into account the expected population growth. Some presenters also highlighted 
differences between separate areas of the municipality that are combined within wards in 
the VEC options.  

Some presenters were concerned that multi-councillor wards may encourage political 
party involvement, because only parties would have the resources to canvass electorates 
of that size during campaigning. Others feared that potential candidates may decide not 
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to run because of the increased expense involved with the increased number of voters in 
the wards.  

Several speakers were concerned about people’s ability to understand proportional 
representation and having multiple councillors in a ward. A number of speakers also 
expressed concern about the geographic size of the wards, especially in the second 
alternative option arguing that the number of candidates may become unmanageable and 
the cost of canvassing would be unaffordable for many prospective candidates. 

Some presenters highlighted the diversity within the municipality emphasising the 
importance of keeping geographic communities of interest together.  

Another presenter pointed out that some communities of interest (such as those 
interested in coastal development) are not necessarily geographically compact, and that 
a structure which helped those communities of interest to be represented would be 
beneficial.  

Another presenter expressed the view that the rural area did not receive appropriate 
representation under the two multi-councillor ward options. This person believed that if 
the rural community of interest were combined with urban interests, the rural interests 
would not have an effective voice.  

One presenter stated that it was not appropriate to include part of Corio into the 
Windermere Ward as these two areas had nothing in common. The Council put forward a 
suggested model with alternative boundaries that included more of Corio in the Corio 
Ward.    

Some speakers spoke passionately about the size of the municipality and made 
suggestions about changes to external boundaries, arguing that the VEC should make a 
recommendation to the Minister regarding the boundary of the municipality and the 
excising of the Bellarine Peninsula from the City of Greater Geelong.  

The VEC notes that the arguments raised by speakers and in submissions in relation to 
external boundaries are outside the scope of the electoral representation review and, as 
such, cannot be dealt with during the review.  

At the conclusion of all 78 electoral representation reviews, the VEC will provide a report 
to the Minister. A section of that report will note the issues raised during the review 
process that were beyond the scope of the reviews.  

8 Findings and recommendation 
The Act states that the purpose of the electoral representation review is to consider two 
matters. The first matter is the number of councillors for the municipality and the second 
matter is the electoral structure of the municipality. 

In conducting electoral representation reviews, the VEC follows an extensive process of 
consideration as required by legislation. At the preliminary stage, the VEC considers 
preliminary submissions along with a wide variety of other information in order to 
develop a preferred and (in most circumstances) one or more alternative electoral 
structure options for the municipality in question. The VEC then makes the options 
available in its Preliminary Report, to be assessed by the public in response submissions 
and at the public hearing. Having considered the feedback, the VEC then makes a 
recommendation. 
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8.1 Number of councillors 

Issues considered by the VEC 

The legislation provides that a council must consist of between 5 and 12 councillors 
(s.5B(1)). It does not, however, prescribe the matters to be considered by the 
reviewer in recommending the number of councillors for a municipality. 

The VEC has therefore been required to identify the appropriate matters to take into 
account when considering the number of councillors. 

In terms of voter numbers, Victorian municipalities vary from approximately 4,000 to 
almost 160,000. The VEC applies the legislative provisions relating to numbers of 
councillors in a logical way, with those councils that have the largest number of 
voters having the most councillors, and those councils that have the least number of 
voters having the fewest councillors. 

Most of Victoria’s councils have now undergone electoral representation reviews. In 
those currently under review, the electoral structure and the number of councillors 
were recommended by the Commissioners when local government was restructured 
between 1993 and 1995. The Commissioners did not have the benefit of a State-wide 
reference when considering the appropriate number of councillors for their respective 
municipalities. The result was a degree of disparity in councillor numbers for similar 
types of municipalities.  

The VEC has produced a table that lists each municipality and the councillor to voter 
ratio. The table differentiates between rural, regional, metropolitan fringe and 
metropolitan councils in recognition of the different circumstances and needs 
between these categories of councils. The table has been a valuable reference point 
in considering the appropriate number of councillors and was made available to the 
public in the Guide for Submissions. The information has enabled the VEC to compare 
a council being reviewed with councils with similar voter numbers and areas. 

The VEC also considers whether the number of voters in the municipality is 
anticipated to increase or decline in the period between reviews (eight years). 
Population forecasts produced by the Australian Bureau of Statistics and the Victorian 
Department of Infrastructure have been used to assist the VEC in making its 
assessment.   

In addition, the VEC considers any special issues or circumstances that may require a 
council to have more councillors than would otherwise be the case. Public 
submissions provide valuable information regarding any such issues or circumstances. 

 

The VEC’s findings 

The VEC’s preliminary options 

In its Preliminary Report, the VEC found twelve to be the most appropriate number of 
councillors for the Greater Geelong City Council. 

The City of Greater Geelong covers 1,279 square kilometres and has nearly 160,000 
voters. In terms of voters it is the largest municipality in Victoria and is expected to 
grow by nearly 10% by 2016.  The voters in the municipality are currently represented 
by twelve councillors.  
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The VEC acknowledges the difficulties faced by the Council in relation to 
characteristics unique to Geelong, including the size of the municipality and its 
regional significance as well as the number and spread of voters. When comparing 
Greater Geelong with other municipalities and considering the range of communities 
of interest in the municipality, the VEC believes the City is best suited to 
representation by twelve councillors. 

Some submitters argued that, if the number of councillors were decreased to eleven, 
it would be possible to subdivide the municipality in a way that better reflected 
communities of interest. However, modelling various structures revealed that with 
either eleven or twelve councillors, communities of interest had to be arbitrarily split 
or joined to some degree in order to make the numbers of voters meet the legislative 
requirements.  

The VEC does, in principle, have concerns about recommending an even number of 
councillors, because this can lead to tied votes, which may need to be resolved by a 
mayoral casting vote. When this occurs it is not considered ideal for fair and 
equitable representation. However the City of Geelong Council has consisted of twelve 
councillors since October 2000 and the VEC is not aware of any adverse impact on 
decision-making where a casting vote may have been used.   

The City of Greater Geelong has the largest number of voters of any municipality in 
Victoria, and the City of Casey has the second largest number of voters. In 2005, the 
VEC recommended eleven councillors for the rapidly growing and developing City of 
Casey, whose voter numbers have increased, as expected, by over 15,000 since that 
review. The VEC believes that the City of Greater Geelong is experiencing slightly 
slower and more even residential growth than Casey, but also recognises its regional 
significance in providing employment, health and education services as well as 
attracting large numbers of visitors.  

The VEC, therefore, recommended twelve councillors for the City of Greater Geelong, 
the maximum allowed by legislation. 

The options are tested 

The majority of the response submissions advocated that the Council consist of 
twelve councillors, with only one submission stating a preference for fewer 
councillors and others which suggested a greater number than is allowable under the 
Local Government Act.   

There are issues relating to the City’s regional significance in providing employment, 
health and education services as well as the large numbers of visitors to the 
municipality. Demographic and geographic differences and variations in land use 
across the municipality also serve to increase the complexity of issues that the 
Council must resolve.  Consequently, the VEC sees no reason to change its original 
finding.  

The VEC therefore confirms its view that twelve is the number of councillors most 
likely to provide fair and equitable representation for the voters of the City of Greater 
Geelong. 
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8.2 Electoral structure  

Issues considered by the VEC 

Provisions within the Act allow for a municipality to be unsubdivided, with all 
councillors elected “at large” by all voters, or for a municipality to be subdivided into 
a number of wards. If wards have only one councillor, councillors are elected using 
preferential voting. Under an unsubdivided or a multi-councillor ward structure, 
councillors are elected through proportional representation. With each system, voters 
mark their ballot papers the same way. 

If the municipality is subdivided into wards, there are three options available: 

 single-councillor wards; 
 multi-councillor wards; and 
 a combination of both single-councillor and multi-councillor wards. 

Boundaries for wards must: 

 provide for a fair and equitable division of the municipality; and 
 ensure equality of representation, through the number of voters represented 

by each councillor being within 10% of the average number of voters per 
councillor for the municipality. 

In addition to the legislative requirements, a number of other factors were 
considered when evaluating subdivided structures. These factors included: 

 communities of interest (communities of interest are groups of people who share 
a range of common concerns — they may occur where people are linked with each 
other geographically, economically or through having particular needs); 

 spreading developing areas over a number of wards; 
 using logical boundaries such as main roads, physical features and existing 

boundaries for easy identification of wards; and 
 taking account of likely population changes. 

In developing ward boundaries, the VEC aims to achieve the best possible balance 
between these criteria. 

The VEC’s findings  

The initial stages of consideration resulted in a preferred and two alternative 
electoral structures, which were put to the public in the VEC’s Preliminary Report. 

Communities of interest 

The City of Greater Geelong is a diverse municipality with a number of distinct 
communities of interest and different land uses. As outlined above, submissions 
provided helpful information on the City’s perceived communities of interest. In 
addition, the VEC conducted an analysis of demographic data from the 2006 Census. 

Data indicate that within the City of Greater Geelong there are sizeable groups of 
residents who were born overseas. The largest group was born in the United Kingdom 
whilst other significantly sized groups are from Italy, the Netherlands, Croatia, New 
Zealand and Germany.  

Data also indicate that within the urban area of Geelong there are higher proportions 
of children aged 5 -14 years in the north in localities such as Bell Post Hill, Hamlyn 
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Heights, Fyansford and Herne Hill and in the south in Leopold, Whittington and 
Highton. People aged 15 -24 years are fairly evenly spread across the municipality 
whereas there are higher proportions of older people aged over 50 years in the south 
and east of the municipality.  

Just over 1,400 people in the City of Greater Geelong identified themselves as having 
Indigenous heritage at the 2006 Census, with higher proportions located in the north 
and south-east of urban Geelong and the St Leonards and Indented Head areas.  

There are a large number of families with dependent children in Greater Geelong. 
Couples with children are located in slightly higher proportions in the south-west of 
the municipality and in pockets through urban Geelong than across the remainder of 
the municipality. Single-parent families are located in higher proportions in the 
urban areas north and east of the Geelong CBD.  

Households with gross weekly incomes over $2,500 are evident in higher proportions 
in the west of the municipality and in areas of urban Geelong, whilst those with gross 
weekly incomes of less than $500 are evident in the north of urban Geelong. 

Should the municipality be unsubdivided? 

In coming to a recommendation, the VEC considered a number of options. Firstly, it 
considered whether or not the municipality should be unsubdivided. The VEC 
recognised that there are a number of distinct communities of interest within the 
municipality, including established and new residential areas, vast rural areas to the 
north, commercial and retail precincts, as well as significant coastal locations. This 
understanding was supported by submissions and by data from the last Census. The 
VEC also noted the large and rapidly-growing number of voters in the City.  Clearly it 
would be extremely difficult for candidates to canvass all of the electors if the 
municipality were unsubdivided, and an unsubdivided structure may lead to an 
unreasonably large number of candidates on ballot papers. 

For these reasons, the VEC determined that an unsubdivided structure was not 
suitable for the City of Greater Geelong. The VEC therefore looked at a number of 
models that divided the municipality into wards. 

The VEC’s preliminary options 

In its Preliminary Report, the VEC presented three options, two involving multi-
councillor wards and one with single-councillor wards.  

The VEC’s preliminary options differed with respect to the number of wards, the 
number of councillors in each ward, the sizes of wards and which communities were 
grouped together with which others. Essentially, the VEC considered that 
communities of interest were better represented in the second alternative option, but 
that the preferred option provided geographically smaller wards with fewer voters, 
which may assist councillors with their workloads. 

At present Beangala, Brownbill, Buckely, Corio, Coryule and Kardinia Wards are 
outside the legislated 10% limit, whilst Cowie and Kildare Wards are approaching the 
limit, so the ward boundaries had to be redrawn.   

In modelling single-councillor wards with voter numbers within legislated limits, the 
VEC confirmed the view, formed with reference to submissions, research and the 
Census data, that communities of interest in Greater Geelong are broader than are 
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captured by the current wards or by the VEC’s redrawn single-councillor wards. The 
single-councillor wards appeared to divide communities of interest.   

The VEC then investigated whether multi-councillor wards would group communities 
of interest more effectively. However, the VEC had concerns that due to the number 
of voters in the municipality, three-councillor or four-councillor wards would result in 
a large number of voters for candidates and councillors to communicate with, and 
could also lead to a large number of candidates on ballot papers.  

The VEC therefore considered whether two-councillor wards could effectively capture 
communities of interest and maintain an acceptable number of voters in each ward 
and put forward, as its preliminary preferred option, a structure consisting of six two-
councillor wards. 

The preferred option grouped the coastal towns, and combined the urban areas of 
Geelong into larger wards represented by two councillors, with an average number of 
voters per two-councillor ward of 26,665. 

In addition, with two councillors to be elected for each ward, voters would have the 
opportunity to elect candidates with different skills or interests, or to elect 
candidates representing different groups or interests within each ward.  

There was argument in submissions for the retention of single-councillor wards and 
the VEC therefore explored a number of ways to subdivide the municipality into 
twelve wards. Two options were considered as outlined in the Preliminary Report and 
while both contained flaws, the VEC included what it considered the better of the two 
as its first alternative option. 

The VEC considered this to be better on balance because it appeared to be more 
capable of withstanding growth in voter numbers, as predicted using VEC projections, 
council planning data and information from other sources.  

The VEC also put forward an option consisting of four three-councillor wards. Such 
wards would contain just over 40,000 voters, which is at the high end of the scale for 
multi-councillor wards. Whilst the VEC had concerns that this would be a large 
number of people for candidates and councillors to communicate with and could lead 
to a large number of candidates on ballot papers, it also considered that this option 
captured communities of interest most effectively and was worthy of putting forward 
for public comment as its second alternative option.  

The options are tested 

As noted above, legislation provides that, in conducting an electoral representation 
review, the VEC must put forward its initial preferred option and any alternative 
options in a Preliminary Report. The VEC must also invite written submissions on the 
Report and it must hear verbal presentations if any person making a submission so 
requests. In effect, the Preliminary Report provides the VEC with an opportunity to 
test its preliminary options before formulating a final recommendation for the Minister 
to consider.  Similarly, written and verbal responses to the Report operate either to 
affirm or deny the appropriateness of the electoral models suggested by the VEC. 

The VEC received 30 submissions in response to its Report and it heard seven 
presentations at the public hearing, as detailed in Sections 6 and 7. 

The VEC notes that submissions offered no support for the preliminary preferred 
option and concerns were raised about all three preliminary options.  
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The VEC notes that some of the concerns about the preferred and second alternative 
options were concern about multi-councillor wards in general. The VEC believes that 
multi-councillor wards can function without many of these perceived fears 
eventuating. Multi-councillor wards work successfully in many municipalities in 
Victoria and in other States, and they functioned in all municipalities in Victoria 
before 1993 (though not under a proportional representation vote counting system). 
The VEC was not presented with persuasive reasons suggesting that multi-councillor 
wards would be less able to work in Greater Geelong than in other municipalities. 

In addition, many of the concerns expressed about multi-councillor wards are not 
necessarily resolved by single-councillor ward structures. Issues such as councillors 
avoiding responsibility and the involvement of parties and tickets may occur under 
any structure. 

In addition to the general issues about multi-councillor wards, a number of concerns 
specifically related to the options prepared by the VEC were expressed.  

In particular, it was felt that the preferred option failed to adequately capture 
communities of interest on the Bellarine Peninsula because Ocean Grove and Barwon 
heads were in different wards. It was also stated that the communities of Grovedale 
and Barwon Heads were inappropriately combined.  

Submitters noted that the Barwon River would be a better north-east boundary in the 
Kardinia/Deakin Ward in the preferred option as the voters in this ward who live 
north of the Barwon River are displaced from their community of interest. The logic 
of using Elizabeth Street as a boundary was also questioned.  

A number of submissions argued that the size of the municipality meant that multi-
councillor wards would be too large and would result in increasing campaign costs 
and large numbers of candidates.  

The VEC shares this concern and, as detailed in its Preliminary Report, whilst in 
principle favouring a four three-councillor ward structure, the VEC put that structure 
forward as its least preferred option due to the associated large voter numbers and 
the risk of unwieldy ballot papers as a result of large numbers of candidates.  

Whilst approximately half of the submitters supported a single-councillor ward 
structure, some concern was expressed about the boundaries in the VEC’s first 
alternative option.  

The Council put forward a model based on the existing boundaries which differed 
from the VEC’s first alternative option in a number of ways. In the Council’s model, 
Corio Ward incorporated more of the Corio urban area, and Swanston Street was used 
as boundary between Brownbill and Austin wards. The Cheetham Ward proposed by 
the Council extended across to the West to incorporate Drysdale and the eastern side 
of Clifton Springs.  

The VEC notes that due to the population spread across the City, the dividing of 
Clifton Springs between two wards is unavoidable in any single-councillor ward 
structure modelled by the VEC. This split was also observed in the model put forward 
by the Council.  

Speakers suggested that Clifton Springs, Drysdale, Portarlington, Indented Head, St 
Leonards and Point Lonsdale had a collective community of interest. The VEC’s 
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preferred option recognises this community of interest as does the second alternative 
option.  

Several speakers advocated a multi-councillor ward structure arguing that single-
councillor wards do not offer the opportunity for representation for the various large 
minorities within the municipality. One presenter put forward some suggested 
alternative boundaries, expressing the view that Belmont shared a community of 
interest with the areas of Highton, and that a growing community of interest will 
develop further along the Ring Road corridor to the west of Geelong.  

The VEC is also of the opinion that multi-councillor wards could provide an 
appropriate structure for the City of Greater Geelong Council. However in relation to 
the second alternative option the VEC was also concerned about the large number of 
voters for candidates and councillors to communicate with and that such voter 
numbers could lead to a large number of candidates on ballot papers.  

Some presenters voiced this concern arguing that the campaigning costs would be 
increased to an unacceptable level and that some potential candidates would be put 
off by the sheer weight of numbers in a ward of over 40,000 voters.  

Conclusion  

In determining an electoral structure that will provide for fair and equitable 
representation of all voters, the VEC endeavours to implement wards which will 
reflect communities of interest and which will facilitate their ongoing existence and 
representation.  

The VEC notes that in the City of Greater Geelong, ward boundaries under any single-
councillor ward structure cut across existing communities of interest.  The VEC 
recognises that recent representation in Greater Geelong has been based around 
geographic areas and voter numbers rather than on what could be interpreted as 
broader communities of interest.   

The VEC believes that this may not be the most effective approach to ensure the best 
opportunity for fair and equitable representation, and notes the various arguments 
both for and against the continuation of this system. The Council agreed that whilst 
it made best endeavours to capture communities of interest, some of the boundaries 
in its suggested model were drawn with reference to voter number deviations rather 
than with a true capacity to reflect communities of interest.  

The VEC appreciates the community input regarding the perceived benefits and 
drawbacks of both single and multi-councillor ward structures.  The VEC has focused 
on what it considers are the main arguments raised in favour of each of these options.   

In terms of multi-councillor wards, the VEC has focused on arguments based largely 
around the idea that there is a need for increased diversity on the Council and that 
single-councillor wards divide communities of interest and are often based on 
artificial or arbitrary boundaries.  

A key issue of concern for the VEC throughout the review of Greater Geelong has been 
the number of voters in the municipality and whether it is possible to create a multi-
councillor ward structure that captures communities of interest and has wards that 
are of a manageable size for candidates and councillors.  

The VEC’s concerns about the second alternative option were reiterated in 
submissions and at the public hearing. The VEC believes that this option best 
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captures communities of interest and recognises the differences in land use, interests 
and demographics. However, it confirms its view that, due to the size and number of 
voters in the City, a structure consisting of four three-councillor wards is not 
appropriate for the City of Greater Geelong.  

The VEC considered the wards in the preferred option to be of a manageable size but 
encountered difficulties in capturing communities of interest across the City as was 
noted in response submissions and at the public hearing.  

Feedback in response submissions and at the public hearing highlighted considerable 
concerns about the grouping of localities and communities. The grouping of urban 
Corio with the northern, rural area of the municipality was considered untenable. 
Submitters identified this as a major issue, stating that this would result in a lack of 
representation for both groups. It was stated that the voters in the Corio area had 
specific and high needs which were very well met by the current structure. 

The grouping of Grovedale with Barwon Heads was also described as inappropriate as 
it was claimed these two areas did not have a community of interest and that 
Grovedale was associated with urban Geelong. The VEC acknowledges that the 
grouping of these communities is not ideal and notes that even in the model 
suggested by the Council, part of Grovedale was captured with Barwon Heads in the 
proposed Buckley Ward.   

In fact, the only option in which these communities of interest were in separate 
wards was the second alternative option of four three-councillor wards. The 
effectiveness of capturing communities of interest was considered by the VEC to be 
one of the positive features of that option. However, as noted in this Report, the 
consequently high number of voters per ward was a cause for concern.  

Concern was also expressed that in a two-councillor ward, the councillors would in 
effect cancel each other out if they held opposing views. The VEC notes, however, 
that there are examples where two-councillor wards operate successfully in a number 
of councils across Victoria.  

The VEC believes that, whilst communities of interest are captured reasonably well in 
some of the wards in the preferred model, they are not sufficiently well-captured over 
the whole municipality to outweigh arguments and evidence suggesting that this 
structure does not suit the municipality as a whole.    

In terms of single-councillor wards, the VEC heard suggestions that the 
representation and portfolio approach facilitated by single-councillor wards has been 
and continues to be very important to the management of the City and that 
councillors are well able to handle the diversity of issues that are present in the 
municipality.   

The Councillor for Beangala pointed out that she has been able to access education 
and training to ensure that she confidently handles matters within her portfolios. She 
stated that she is able to collaborate with other councillors to ensure they are 
informed about her constituents’ views on issues arising in her Ward that relate to 
other portfolios. The use of portfolios, whilst seen as a positive initiative, is based on 
a policy decision of the Council, and could equally be applied to a multi-councillor 
ward model. The continued use of the portfolio system in any electoral structure will 
therefore depend on the policy decision of the Council of the day.    
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The VEC considers that no single-councillor ward structure can be drawn that 
effectively captures the communities of interest within the City of Greater Geelong 
and that in any single-councillor model, some boundaries must be drawn arbitrarily, 
thereby dividing communities of interest such as Clifton Springs and Drysdale and 
inappropriately combining others such as the rural voters and those in the outskirts 
of urban Geelong. 

The VEC also acknowledges that there will always be difficulty in determining the 
ideal boundaries under any of the models, largely due to the geographic composition, 
perceived communities of interest and the need to meet the legislative requirements   

In developing the preliminary options, the VEC considered the levels of growth and 
development in the City of Greater Geelong.  Whilst the VEC believes growth would be 
better contained in a multi-councillor ward structure, expected growth to 2012 in the 
City of Greater Geelong is predicted to be even enough that it is likely to be absorbed 
by the single-councillor wards in the VEC’s first alternative option.   

This is not the case with the single-councillor wards in the Council’s model. Although 
the figures used by the Council would be effective at the 2008 Council elections, 
when the VEC modelled the Council’s suggestions with figures projected to 2012, the 
average voter numbers in quite a few of the proposed wards were not within the 10% 
legislated tolerance.   

Using the boundaries suggested by the Council would make the requirement of a 
subdivision review before the 2012 council election much more likely than if the 
boundaries in the VEC’s first alternative option are used.  The worst affected area, the 
Corio Ward, will always be in the precarious position of having to forfeit voters to 
Windermere Ward if the rural population continues to decline as expected.  

With respect to ward names, since the wards in the recommended structure are based 
on those in the current structure, the VEC has used the existing ward names.  

In conclusion, the VEC considers that a structure with twelve single-councillor wards 
is most likely to provide the best balance between the criteria it considers for the 
electoral representation review. The VEC is satisfied that this structure will provide 
the best opportunity for fair and equitable electoral representation to voters of the 
City of Greater Geelong. 

8.3 Recommendation 

Having taken into account all relevant factors, including the submissions and 
presentations at the public hearing, the VEC recommends that the City of Greater 
Geelong consist of twelve councillors to be elected from twelve single-councillor 
wards. 

 

 

 

Steve Tully 

Electoral Commissioner 
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9 Appendices 
9.1 Public notices of the electoral representation review  
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9.5 List of people and groups making submissions 

Preliminary submissions 

Allan, L  
Ashton-Smith, E  
Australian Greens Victoria-
Bellarine Branch  
Australian Greens Victoria-
Geelong Branch  
Cameron, J  
Committee for Geelong  
Cranby, A  
Douglass, L  
Flanagan, D 
Greater Geelong City Council  
Harwood, B  
Huggins, N 
Jennings, D  
MacBryde, D  
Proportional Representation 
Society of Australia (Vic/Tas) Inc 
Sorensen, T  
Stephens, T  
Wallace, C  

 
 

Response submissions 
Adamson, S  
Allan, L  
Australian Greens - Geelong Branch  
Australian Labor Party  
Chenery, L  
Committee for Geelong  
Cranby, A  
Drysdale-Clifton Springs Community 
Association (revised)  
Farrell, J  
Geelong City Council  
Gibson, D  
Gillett, J and B  
Grainger, J  
Gunter, A  
Hardie, R  
Indented Head Community 
Association Inc  
Kiss, R  
Knight, J  
Laidlaw, J  
McCann, H and L 
OConnor, T  
OConnor, T (2nd submission)  
Picker, H and L  
Proportional Representation Society 
of Australia (Vic/Tas) Inc 
Sorensen, T  
St Leonards Progress Association Inc  
Stacey, I  
Stephenson, J  
The Planning Group (Vic) Pty Ltd  
Wallace, C 

 


	1 Recommendation
	The Victorian Electoral Commission (VEC) is required under the legislation for the electoral representation review to make a recommendation to the Minister for Local Government as to the number of councillors and the electoral structure that provides fair and equitable representation for the voters of the City of Greater Geelong (s.219D Local Government Act 1989).
	2 Legislative basis
	Under the legislation, a council is required to appoint an electoral commission to conduct an electoral representation review. The Greater Geelong City Council appointed the VEC to conduct the review.
	2.1 The VEC and electoral representation reviews

	The VEC has ten years’ experience in working on municipal ward boundaries, being contracted by councils to prepare options for their consideration. VEC staff have also worked for the Electoral Boundaries Commission in State redivisions. In doing this work, the VEC has used sophisticated mapping software, conducted field research and has developed expertise in preparing electoral boundaries that both comply with the approximate equality requirements of the legislation and respect communities of interest.
	The VEC has engaged Mr Terry Maher to provide expertise in the field of local government. Mr Maher commenced his career in local government in 1963. Mr Maher has extensive municipal experience, having been employed by the Melbourne City Council and the former Ringwood and Essendon Councils. He also held the position of Chief Executive at Knox City Council from 1995-2001, and at Croydon City Council from 1986-1994. Mr Maher was also interim Chief Executive of the Monash City Council at the time of municipal restructure. In 2002, Mr Maher was appointed by the Minister for Local Government to conduct a Commission of Inquiry into Surf Coast Shire Council which was completed in April 2003. He now provides consulting services to the public sector, and more specifically Local Government.
	2.2 Municipality profile

	The City of Greater Geelong, 75 kilometres south-west of Melbourne, covers an area of over 1,240 square kilometres, with major centres including Geelong, Ocean Grove, Lara and Leopold to serve the population of around 197,500. Geelong is Victoria’s second largest city.
	An amalgamation of the former municipalities of Bellarine, Corio, Geelong, Geelong West, Newtown and parts of South Barwon, Barrabool and Bannockburn, the City of Greater Geelong contains a mix of coastal, country and suburban communities, and a coastline that includes Corio Bay and the Bellarine Peninsula.
	The rural areas of the City have a diverse range of primary producers and several significant national and State parks. The urban area includes notable features such as the waterfront precinct, Deakin University, the National Wool Museum and the Maritime Museum. 
	The City of Greater Geelong has a strong manufacturing base, specialising in motor vehicles and associated components, petroleum products, textiles, floor coverings and aluminium.  More than 10,000 businesses employ over 80,000 people in the region. Tourism, hospitality, education, health and business services are among the fastest-growing sectors. The City is also a major commercial and residential centre.  
	Geelong is experiencing rapid growth in many areas, including employment, investment and population.  Population growth in Greater Geelong is expected to continue to be strong over the next decade and beyond because of the education and employment opportunities, services and amenities.
	(Sources: Department of Sustainability and Environment Victoria in Future 2004; Australian Bureau of Statistics Census 2006; Department of Infrastructure Know Your Area; Greater Geelong City Council website)
	2.3 Current electoral structure

	The City of Greater Geelong is a subdivided municipality with twelve councillors elected from twelve single-councillor wards.
	3 Electoral representation review process
	Section 219D of the Local Government Act 1989 specifies that the purpose of an electoral representation review is to achieve “fair and equitable representation for the persons who are entitled to vote at a general election of the Council.” To achieve this, the VEC proceeds on the basis of three main principles:
	1: to ensure that the number of voters represented by each councillor is within 10% of the average number of voters per councillor for that municipality
	Populations are continually changing – they grow in some areas and decline in others. Over time, these changes can lead to some wards having larger or smaller numbers of voters. As part of an electoral representation review, the VEC needs to correct any imbalances that have come about. The VEC also tries to make sure that the boundaries it sets will continue to provide equitable representation until the next review is due in eight years, by taking account of likely future changes.
	2: to take a consistent, State-wide approach to the total number of councillors
	Regarding the number of councillors, the VEC has adopted as a guide the numbers of councillors in similar-sized municipalities of similar categories within Victoria. In addition, the VEC considers any special circumstances that warrant the municipality having more or fewer councillors than similar municipalities.
	3: to ensure that communities of interest are as fairly represented as possible
	Every municipality contains a number of communities of interest. The electoral structure should be designed to take these into account where practicable. This is important for assisting the elected councillors to be effective representatives of the people in their particular municipality.
	The VEC bases its recommendations on a number of factors, including the following:
	 internal research specifically relating to the municipality under review;
	 the VEC’s experience from its work with other municipalities and in similar reviews for State elections;
	 the VEC’s expertise in mapping, demography and local government; and
	 careful consideration of all input from the public in both written and verbal submissions made during the course of the review.
	Input from the public is an important part of the process, but it is not the only factor considered. The VEC seeks to ensure fair and equitable representation for all voters of the municipality. This means carefully considering all views expressed in submissions from the public, and also considering other factors, such as the best possible representation for the various communities of interest in the municipality under review.
	In considering public submissions, the VEC values the local knowledge and local perspectives that are presented. The VEC believes it important to consider the issues and information presented in submissions, as well as the arguments for particular structural models. In reaching its recommendations, the VEC seeks to combine the information gathered through public submissions with its own research in order to achieve what it considers to be a fair and equitable result until the next review period. The VEC does not make its recommendations based on a “straw poll” of the number of submissions supporting a particular option but considers the substance of the arguments included in submissions.
	Further details about issues considered by the VEC can be found in Sections 8.1 and 8.2 of this Report and in the Guide for Submissions (Appendix 9.4).
	4 Public involvement
	4.1 Public information

	The VEC informed the community about the electoral representation review through:
	4.2 Advertising

	In accordance with s.219F(4) of the Act, the VEC published the following advertisements for the electoral representation review:
	 a public notice of the review, detailing the process, appeared in the Geelong Advertiser, the Geelong News, the Geelong Echo and the Geelong Independent between 26 January 2008 and 1 February 2008.
	 a general advertisement covering several electoral representation reviews, including the Greater Geelong City Council review, appeared in the Herald Sun and The Age on 29 January 2008; and
	 a notice that the Preliminary Report had been released appeared in the Geelong Advertiser, the Geelong News, the Geelong Echo and the Geelong Independent between 19 and 22 March 2008.
	See Appendix 9.1.
	4.3 Media releases

	Media releases designed to supplement the paid advertising were distributed to the Geelong Advertiser, the Geelong News, the Geelong Echo, the Geelong Independent and the Surf Coast Times.  Pulse Radio and Vision Australia’s 3RPH radio were also contacted. See Appendix 9.2.
	4.4 Information leaflet

	An information leaflet about the review was distributed to service centres, libraries and community groups within the City. See Appendix 9.3.
	4.5 VEC website

	The VEC used its website to deliver information and to provide transparency in the review process. All preliminary submissions and submissions in response to the Preliminary Report were posted on the website to facilitate public access to this information. The VEC website can be viewed at www.vec.vic.gov.au
	4.6 Helpline

	The VEC established a helpline to assist with public enquiries concerning the electoral representation review process.
	4.7 Guide for Submissions

	The VEC developed and distributed its Guide for Submissions to help people interested in making submissions. A copy of the Guide is attached. See Appendix 9.4.
	5 Preliminary Report
	In accordance with s.219F(6) of the Act, the VEC produced a Preliminary Report containing its preferred and alternative options for the City of Greater Geelong. In developing these options, the VEC considered preliminary submissions made by various people and groups, as well as various other relevant factors.
	5.1 Preliminary submissions

	The VEC received 18 submissions by the closing time for submissions (Monday, 25 February 2008 – 5.00 pm).
	The majority of submitters supported the retention of the current number of councillors, arguing this was warranted because of the size and population of the municipality. These submitters argued that any reduction in the number of councillors would increase the number of voters per councillor to an unreasonable level. 
	Four submitters argued in support of a reduction to eleven councillors, as a first or second preference, mainly because they believed it would enable the municipality to be subdivided more appropriately. One submitter argued for seven to ten councillors in an unsubdivided structure. 
	Another submitter presented an argument for sixteen councillors, suggesting that the Bellarine Peninsula (and four councillors) be excised from the City and made a separate local government entity, leaving the remainder of Greater Geelong with twelve councillors. 
	Thirteen submissions supported the introduction of multi-councillor wards. The reasons given included general support of proportional representation and the perceived opportunities for more democratic representation offered by multi-councillor wards. Some submitters expressed the belief that the current structure promotes parochialism and enables group tickets and so-called “dummy” candidates. 
	Other submitters argued that multi-councillor wards will absorb growth more effectively and allow councillor workload to be shared. They also argued that proportional representation vote counting would create a more fair and accurate representation of voting patterns.
	Three submissions, including those from the Council and the Mayor (separately), advocated the retention of single-councillor wards arguing that they served the community well and provided manageable numbers for the canvassing of votes.  
	The Council noted that other structures have been tried in Greater Geelong and stated that these had not been as effective as the current single-councillor ward structure. Submitters expressed concern that multi-councillor wards would result in under-representation of smaller towns. 
	It was also suggested that multi-councillor wards would assist with representation in the growth areas around Armstrong Creek, Ocean Grove, Drysdale and Clifton Springs.
	Appendix 9.5 contains details of those people and groups making preliminary submissions. Copies of the submissions can be downloaded from the VEC website, www.vec.vic.gov.au
	5.2 VEC research

	In addition to information provided in submissions, the VEC conducted its own research. This included research into the demographics of the municipality, using a number of sources including the 2001 and 2006 Census data. The VEC also took into account changes predicted by the Department of Sustainability and Environment and the Department of Infrastructure. Summaries of some of this research were published in the Guide for Submissions, the Preliminary Report and in Section 2.3 of this Report.
	Development projections based on information presented by the Council were also taken into consideration. Fieldwork was also conducted throughout the municipality by the VEC.
	5.3 Recommended options

	Having considered the issues outlined in the preliminary submissions and all other relevant factors, the VEC proposed three preliminary options for public comment.
	The preferred option was:
	 that the Greater Geelong City Council consist of twelve councillors, to be elected from six two-councillor wards.
	The VEC’s first preliminary alternative option is:
	 that the Greater Geelong City Council consist of twelve councillors to be elected from twelve single-councillor wards with different boundaries to those in the current structure.
	The VEC’s second preliminary alternative option is:
	 that the Greater Geelong City Council consist of twelve councillors, to be elected from four three-councillor wards.
	6 Response submissions
	In accordance with s.219F(7) of the Act, the VEC invited written submissions in response to the Preliminary Report. The VEC received 30 response submissions by the closing time (14 April 2008 – 5.00 pm).
	Of the submissions received by the deadline:
	 none supported the preferred option;
	 twelve supported the first alternative option; 
	 thirteen supported the second alternative option; 
	 two supported the current structure with one of these arguing that the boundaries cannot be improved upon and the other commenting on the boundaries in first alternative; and
	 three gave no indication as to their preferred structure.
	Those in favour of the first alternative option noted the perceived benefits of single-councillor wards including that single-councillor wards would:
	 increase the possibility of interaction between councillors (or candidates) and constituents;
	 provide proximity, enabling councillors to seek out views and inform, educate and develop the constituents’ capacity to understand local issues; 
	 be more effective as ratepayers know their councillor;
	 provide the best level of representation by being the most accountable to the electorate;
	 provide clarity regarding councillors’ duties;
	 reduce the likelihood of conflict between councillors; and
	 encourage councillor-ownership of the ward. 
	The submission by the Greater Geelong City Council included a map of what the Council considered to be a workable twelve single-councillor ward structure. This map can be viewed at the VEC website (www.vec.vic.gov.au) and is discussed in Section 8.2 below. 
	The Council stated that single-councillor wards were important for providing accountability and that it is beneficial for councillors to have different communities of interest within their wards so that councillors understand the different issues affecting the municipality. 
	The Council stated that the ward boundaries in its suggested structure were appropriate because the Council believed that the number of voters in those wards would remain within the 10% voter number variation for both the 2008 and the 2012 elections.
	The submission from the Indented Head Community Association contended that it is important that they have one person to deal with their issues and maintain contact as matters arose. The Association stated a concern that the absence of one councillor as a focal point with clear, unambiguous responsibility could generate uncertainty “with a detrimental impact on the Association's confidence in the system’s ability to provide genuine support to the local area”. 
	The Association also stated that multi-councillor wards could lead to a lack of meaningful accountability by each of the elected councillors. It further argued that the current boundaries are well-established and that there is insufficient benefit to support a change. 
	Another submitter stated total opposition to the preferred and second alternative options stating that it would be more difficult for councillors in multi-councillor wards to have an in-depth knowledge of their area and to be able to respond to ratepayers’ issues.  
	One submitter supported the current structure stating that in the first alternative option a section of Corio would be inappropriately included in the Windermere Ward. This submitter stated that these areas have very different needs relating to differences in socio-economic status and the large number of welfare issues present in the Corio Ward.  This submitter further stated that the rural balance of that ward was well represented at present. 
	One submitter argued that the main reason in support of single-councillor wards is accountability of elected representatives to voters. This submitter stated that single-councillor wards increase the possibility of interaction between councillors (or candidates) and constituents, and that smaller wards enable “councillors to seek out views and inform, educate and develop the capacity of the constituents to understand local issues”. This submitter also commented on general aspects of multi-councillor wards arguing that it is difficult for constituents to ascertain which councillor is working on behalf of the outcomes desired by electors. This submitter discounted the use of communities of interest as a reason for determining ward boundaries or structures arguing that communities of interest are much broader and also cross municipal boundaries. 
	The submission from the Geelong branch of the Australian Greens was supported by five other submitters. This submission supported the second alternative option noting the perceived benefits including that this option would:
	 provide representation for different groups or interests within the wards;
	 provide an opportunity for voters to elect candidates with different skills and interests;
	 enable the best representation for the various communities of interests, including  both urban and rural interests; and
	 maintain the existing number of twelve councillors, thereby maintaining the lowest possible ratio of councillors to constituents (at the statutory maximum number of councillors). 
	Submitters in favour of the second alternative option argued that:
	 the current structure does not allow for the competing needs of various interest groups in each ward to have representation;
	 councillors in single-councillor wards may be able to influence other councillors who turn to them for advice and opinion about decisions relating to their wards and this may not result in a balanced approach;
	 multi-councillor wards would provide the best balance of views and better representation of voters’ interests;
	 it would comply with best practice under proportional representation;
	 it would address communities of interest better than the other two options and would capture the Bellarine Peninsula more effectively;
	 the resulting cohort of councillors would more accurately reflect the make-up of the community;
	 it would provide greater accountability and concern for justice, transparency and sustainability in decision-making;
	 it would allow for growth;
	 it would attract councillors who are less likely to be focused on minor local issues and more likely to think in broader terms about their larger ward and the entire municipality; 
	 candidates would have to convince the electorate that they have a vision for the larger area of the municipality; and
	 it would generally enable majority groups to elect more representatives than minority groups, without excluding significant minorities, and without arbitrarily dividing geographic and non-geographic communities of interest. 
	One submitter suggested the ward names Harrison, Wathaurong, Streeton and Connewarre, providing justifications for his suggestions. This submitter also suggested some alternative boundaries grouping wards by suburbs and stating that these alternative groupings would result in smaller voter number deviations.  However these calculations did not take into account projected voter numbers beyond 2008.
	A list of those people and groups who made response submissions is provided in Appendix 9.5. Copies of the submissions can be downloaded from the VEC website, www.vec.vic.gov.au
	7 Public hearing
	A public hearing was held in Geelong on 21 April 2008 at 6.30 pm. All people and groups who had made submissions in response to the VEC’s Preliminary Report were invited to speak to their submission and seven chose to do so. Members of the public were invited to attend, and there was a total audience of 13 people (including those making presentations). Speakers raised a number of issues in addition to points raised in written submissions.
	The Mayor of Greater Geelong stated that ongoing communication would be impeded by a multi-councillor ward structure and that drawing like communities together in wards was important. He also stated that the locality of Highton should be bounded by the holding basins rather than the Barwon River as this was a more logical boundary in relation to communities of interest. The Mayor agreed with the VEC panel member’s suggestion that the boundary between Austin and Cheetham Wards in the Council’s model was arbitrary and related more to numbers than to any identified changes in community of interest. 
	In response to a question from the VEC panel the Mayor agreed that voters in Cowie and Corio Wards are very similar, but highlighted that they are very different from voters in Windermere Ward. This, he emphasised, was the reason the Council’s model had the Windermere Corio boundary drawn further north than the VEC’s model. 
	A number of presentations emphasised the importance of providing accountability and taking into account the expected population growth. Some presenters also highlighted differences between separate areas of the municipality that are combined within wards in the VEC options. 
	Some presenters were concerned that multi-councillor wards may encourage political party involvement, because only parties would have the resources to canvass electorates of that size during campaigning. Others feared that potential candidates may decide not to run because of the increased expense involved with the increased number of voters in the wards. 
	Several speakers were concerned about people’s ability to understand proportional representation and having multiple councillors in a ward. A number of speakers also expressed concern about the geographic size of the wards, especially in the second alternative option arguing that the number of candidates may become unmanageable and the cost of canvassing would be unaffordable for many prospective candidates.
	Some presenters highlighted the diversity within the municipality emphasising the importance of keeping geographic communities of interest together. 
	Another presenter pointed out that some communities of interest (such as those interested in coastal development) are not necessarily geographically compact, and that a structure which helped those communities of interest to be represented would be beneficial. 
	Another presenter expressed the view that the rural area did not receive appropriate representation under the two multi-councillor ward options. This person believed that if the rural community of interest were combined with urban interests, the rural interests would not have an effective voice. 
	One presenter stated that it was not appropriate to include part of Corio into the Windermere Ward as these two areas had nothing in common. The Council put forward a suggested model with alternative boundaries that included more of Corio in the Corio Ward.   
	Some speakers spoke passionately about the size of the municipality and made suggestions about changes to external boundaries, arguing that the VEC should make a recommendation to the Minister regarding the boundary of the municipality and the excising of the Bellarine Peninsula from the City of Greater Geelong. 
	The VEC notes that the arguments raised by speakers and in submissions in relation to external boundaries are outside the scope of the electoral representation review and, as such, cannot be dealt with during the review. 
	At the conclusion of all 78 electoral representation reviews, the VEC will provide a report to the Minister. A section of that report will note the issues raised during the review process that were beyond the scope of the reviews. 
	8 Findings and recommendation
	The Act states that the purpose of the electoral representation review is to consider two matters. The first matter is the number of councillors for the municipality and the second matter is the electoral structure of the municipality.
	In conducting electoral representation reviews, the VEC follows an extensive process of consideration as required by legislation. At the preliminary stage, the VEC considers preliminary submissions along with a wide variety of other information in order to develop a preferred and (in most circumstances) one or more alternative electoral structure options for the municipality in question. The VEC then makes the options available in its Preliminary Report, to be assessed by the public in response submissions and at the public hearing. Having considered the feedback, the VEC then makes a recommendation.
	8.1 Number of councillors
	Issues considered by the VEC


	The legislation provides that a council must consist of between 5 and 12 councillors (s.5B(1)). It does not, however, prescribe the matters to be considered by the reviewer in recommending the number of councillors for a municipality.
	The VEC has therefore been required to identify the appropriate matters to take into account when considering the number of councillors.
	In terms of voter numbers, Victorian municipalities vary from approximately 4,000 to almost 160,000. The VEC applies the legislative provisions relating to numbers of councillors in a logical way, with those councils that have the largest number of voters having the most councillors, and those councils that have the least number of voters having the fewest councillors.
	Most of Victoria’s councils have now undergone electoral representation reviews. In those currently under review, the electoral structure and the number of councillors were recommended by the Commissioners when local government was restructured between 1993 and 1995. The Commissioners did not have the benefit of a State-wide reference when considering the appropriate number of councillors for their respective municipalities. The result was a degree of disparity in councillor numbers for similar types of municipalities. 
	The VEC has produced a table that lists each municipality and the councillor to voter ratio. The table differentiates between rural, regional, metropolitan fringe and metropolitan councils in recognition of the different circumstances and needs between these categories of councils. The table has been a valuable reference point in considering the appropriate number of councillors and was made available to the public in the Guide for Submissions. The information has enabled the VEC to compare a council being reviewed with councils with similar voter numbers and areas.
	The VEC also considers whether the number of voters in the municipality is anticipated to increase or decline in the period between reviews (eight years). Population forecasts produced by the Australian Bureau of Statistics and the Victorian Department of Infrastructure have been used to assist the VEC in making its assessment.  
	In addition, the VEC considers any special issues or circumstances that may require a council to have more councillors than would otherwise be the case. Public submissions provide valuable information regarding any such issues or circumstances.
	The VEC’s findings

	The VEC’s preliminary options
	In its Preliminary Report, the VEC found twelve to be the most appropriate number of councillors for the Greater Geelong City Council.
	The City of Greater Geelong covers 1,279 square kilometres and has nearly 160,000 voters. In terms of voters it is the largest municipality in Victoria and is expected to grow by nearly 10% by 2016.  The voters in the municipality are currently represented by twelve councillors. 
	The VEC acknowledges the difficulties faced by the Council in relation to characteristics unique to Geelong, including the size of the municipality and its regional significance as well as the number and spread of voters. When comparing Greater Geelong with other municipalities and considering the range of communities of interest in the municipality, the VEC believes the City is best suited to representation by twelve councillors.
	Some submitters argued that, if the number of councillors were decreased to eleven, it would be possible to subdivide the municipality in a way that better reflected communities of interest. However, modelling various structures revealed that with either eleven or twelve councillors, communities of interest had to be arbitrarily split or joined to some degree in order to make the numbers of voters meet the legislative requirements. 
	The VEC does, in principle, have concerns about recommending an even number of councillors, because this can lead to tied votes, which may need to be resolved by a mayoral casting vote. When this occurs it is not considered ideal for fair and equitable representation. However the City of Geelong Council has consisted of twelve councillors since October 2000 and the VEC is not aware of any adverse impact on decision-making where a casting vote may have been used.  
	The City of Greater Geelong has the largest number of voters of any municipality in Victoria, and the City of Casey has the second largest number of voters. In 2005, the VEC recommended eleven councillors for the rapidly growing and developing City of Casey, whose voter numbers have increased, as expected, by over 15,000 since that review. The VEC believes that the City of Greater Geelong is experiencing slightly slower and more even residential growth than Casey, but also recognises its regional significance in providing employment, health and education services as well as attracting large numbers of visitors. 
	The VEC, therefore, recommended twelve councillors for the City of Greater Geelong, the maximum allowed by legislation.
	The options are tested
	The majority of the response submissions advocated that the Council consist of twelve councillors, with only one submission stating a preference for fewer councillors and others which suggested a greater number than is allowable under the Local Government Act.  
	There are issues relating to the City’s regional significance in providing employment, health and education services as well as the large numbers of visitors to the municipality. Demographic and geographic differences and variations in land use across the municipality also serve to increase the complexity of issues that the Council must resolve.  Consequently, the VEC sees no reason to change its original finding. 
	The VEC therefore confirms its view that twelve is the number of councillors most likely to provide fair and equitable representation for the voters of the City of Greater Geelong.
	8.2 Electoral structure 
	Issues considered by the VEC


	Provisions within the Act allow for a municipality to be unsubdivided, with all councillors elected “at large” by all voters, or for a municipality to be subdivided into a number of wards. If wards have only one councillor, councillors are elected using preferential voting. Under an unsubdivided or a multi-councillor ward structure, councillors are elected through proportional representation. With each system, voters mark their ballot papers the same way.
	If the municipality is subdivided into wards, there are three options available:
	Boundaries for wards must:
	In addition to the legislative requirements, a number of other factors were considered when evaluating subdivided structures. These factors included:
	The VEC’s findings 

	The initial stages of consideration resulted in a preferred and two alternative electoral structures, which were put to the public in the VEC’s Preliminary Report.
	Communities of interest
	The City of Greater Geelong is a diverse municipality with a number of distinct communities of interest and different land uses. As outlined above, submissions provided helpful information on the City’s perceived communities of interest. In addition, the VEC conducted an analysis of demographic data from the 2006 Census.
	Data indicate that within the City of Greater Geelong there are sizeable groups of residents who were born overseas. The largest group was born in the United Kingdom whilst other significantly sized groups are from Italy, the Netherlands, Croatia, New Zealand and Germany. 
	Data also indicate that within the urban area of Geelong there are higher proportions of children aged 5 -14 years in the north in localities such as Bell Post Hill, Hamlyn Heights, Fyansford and Herne Hill and in the south in Leopold, Whittington and Highton. People aged 15 -24 years are fairly evenly spread across the municipality whereas there are higher proportions of older people aged over 50 years in the south and east of the municipality. 
	Just over 1,400 people in the City of Greater Geelong identified themselves as having Indigenous heritage at the 2006 Census, with higher proportions located in the north and south-east of urban Geelong and the St Leonards and Indented Head areas. 
	There are a large number of families with dependent children in Greater Geelong. Couples with children are located in slightly higher proportions in the south-west of the municipality and in pockets through urban Geelong than across the remainder of the municipality. Single-parent families are located in higher proportions in the urban areas north and east of the Geelong CBD. 
	Households with gross weekly incomes over $2,500 are evident in higher proportions in the west of the municipality and in areas of urban Geelong, whilst those with gross weekly incomes of less than $500 are evident in the north of urban Geelong.
	Should the municipality be unsubdivided?
	In coming to a recommendation, the VEC considered a number of options. Firstly, it considered whether or not the municipality should be unsubdivided. The VEC recognised that there are a number of distinct communities of interest within the municipality, including established and new residential areas, vast rural areas to the north, commercial and retail precincts, as well as significant coastal locations. This understanding was supported by submissions and by data from the last Census. The VEC also noted the large and rapidly-growing number of voters in the City.  Clearly it would be extremely difficult for candidates to canvass all of the electors if the municipality were unsubdivided, and an unsubdivided structure may lead to an unreasonably large number of candidates on ballot papers.
	For these reasons, the VEC determined that an unsubdivided structure was not suitable for the City of Greater Geelong. The VEC therefore looked at a number of models that divided the municipality into wards.
	The VEC’s preliminary options
	In its Preliminary Report, the VEC presented three options, two involving multi-councillor wards and one with single-councillor wards. 
	The VEC’s preliminary options differed with respect to the number of wards, the number of councillors in each ward, the sizes of wards and which communities were grouped together with which others. Essentially, the VEC considered that communities of interest were better represented in the second alternative option, but that the preferred option provided geographically smaller wards with fewer voters, which may assist councillors with their workloads.
	At present Beangala, Brownbill, Buckely, Corio, Coryule and Kardinia Wards are outside the legislated 10% limit, whilst Cowie and Kildare Wards are approaching the limit, so the ward boundaries had to be redrawn.  
	In modelling single-councillor wards with voter numbers within legislated limits, the VEC confirmed the view, formed with reference to submissions, research and the Census data, that communities of interest in Greater Geelong are broader than are captured by the current wards or by the VEC’s redrawn single-councillor wards. The single-councillor wards appeared to divide communities of interest.  
	The VEC then investigated whether multi-councillor wards would group communities of interest more effectively. However, the VEC had concerns that due to the number of voters in the municipality, three-councillor or four-councillor wards would result in a large number of voters for candidates and councillors to communicate with, and could also lead to a large number of candidates on ballot papers. 
	The VEC therefore considered whether two-councillor wards could effectively capture communities of interest and maintain an acceptable number of voters in each ward and put forward, as its preliminary preferred option, a structure consisting of six two-councillor wards.
	The preferred option grouped the coastal towns, and combined the urban areas of Geelong into larger wards represented by two councillors, with an average number of voters per two-councillor ward of 26,665.
	In addition, with two councillors to be elected for each ward, voters would have the opportunity to elect candidates with different skills or interests, or to elect candidates representing different groups or interests within each ward. 
	There was argument in submissions for the retention of single-councillor wards and the VEC therefore explored a number of ways to subdivide the municipality into twelve wards. Two options were considered as outlined in the Preliminary Report and while both contained flaws, the VEC included what it considered the better of the two as its first alternative option.
	The VEC considered this to be better on balance because it appeared to be more capable of withstanding growth in voter numbers, as predicted using VEC projections, council planning data and information from other sources. 
	The VEC also put forward an option consisting of four three-councillor wards. Such wards would contain just over 40,000 voters, which is at the high end of the scale for multi-councillor wards. Whilst the VEC had concerns that this would be a large number of people for candidates and councillors to communicate with and could lead to a large number of candidates on ballot papers, it also considered that this option captured communities of interest most effectively and was worthy of putting forward for public comment as its second alternative option. 
	The options are tested
	As noted above, legislation provides that, in conducting an electoral representation review, the VEC must put forward its initial preferred option and any alternative options in a Preliminary Report. The VEC must also invite written submissions on the Report and it must hear verbal presentations if any person making a submission so requests. In effect, the Preliminary Report provides the VEC with an opportunity to test its preliminary options before formulating a final recommendation for the Minister to consider.  Similarly, written and verbal responses to the Report operate either to affirm or deny the appropriateness of the electoral models suggested by the VEC.
	The VEC received 30 submissions in response to its Report and it heard seven presentations at the public hearing, as detailed in Sections 6 and 7.
	The VEC notes that submissions offered no support for the preliminary preferred option and concerns were raised about all three preliminary options. 
	The VEC notes that some of the concerns about the preferred and second alternative options were concern about multi-councillor wards in general. The VEC believes that multi-councillor wards can function without many of these perceived fears eventuating. Multi-councillor wards work successfully in many municipalities in Victoria and in other States, and they functioned in all municipalities in Victoria before 1993 (though not under a proportional representation vote counting system). The VEC was not presented with persuasive reasons suggesting that multi-councillor wards would be less able to work in Greater Geelong than in other municipalities.
	In addition, many of the concerns expressed about multi-councillor wards are not necessarily resolved by single-councillor ward structures. Issues such as councillors avoiding responsibility and the involvement of parties and tickets may occur under any structure.
	In addition to the general issues about multi-councillor wards, a number of concerns specifically related to the options prepared by the VEC were expressed. 
	In particular, it was felt that the preferred option failed to adequately capture communities of interest on the Bellarine Peninsula because Ocean Grove and Barwon heads were in different wards. It was also stated that the communities of Grovedale and Barwon Heads were inappropriately combined. 
	Submitters noted that the Barwon River would be a better north-east boundary in the Kardinia/Deakin Ward in the preferred option as the voters in this ward who live north of the Barwon River are displaced from their community of interest. The logic of using Elizabeth Street as a boundary was also questioned. 
	A number of submissions argued that the size of the municipality meant that multi-councillor wards would be too large and would result in increasing campaign costs and large numbers of candidates. 
	The VEC shares this concern and, as detailed in its Preliminary Report, whilst in principle favouring a four three-councillor ward structure, the VEC put that structure forward as its least preferred option due to the associated large voter numbers and the risk of unwieldy ballot papers as a result of large numbers of candidates. 
	Whilst approximately half of the submitters supported a single-councillor ward structure, some concern was expressed about the boundaries in the VEC’s first alternative option. 
	The Council put forward a model based on the existing boundaries which differed from the VEC’s first alternative option in a number of ways. In the Council’s model, Corio Ward incorporated more of the Corio urban area, and Swanston Street was used as boundary between Brownbill and Austin wards. The Cheetham Ward proposed by the Council extended across to the West to incorporate Drysdale and the eastern side of Clifton Springs. 
	The VEC notes that due to the population spread across the City, the dividing of Clifton Springs between two wards is unavoidable in any single-councillor ward structure modelled by the VEC. This split was also observed in the model put forward by the Council. 
	Speakers suggested that Clifton Springs, Drysdale, Portarlington, Indented Head, St Leonards and Point Lonsdale had a collective community of interest. The VEC’s preferred option recognises this community of interest as does the second alternative option. 
	Several speakers advocated a multi-councillor ward structure arguing that single-councillor wards do not offer the opportunity for representation for the various large minorities within the municipality. One presenter put forward some suggested alternative boundaries, expressing the view that Belmont shared a community of interest with the areas of Highton, and that a growing community of interest will develop further along the Ring Road corridor to the west of Geelong. 
	The VEC is also of the opinion that multi-councillor wards could provide an appropriate structure for the City of Greater Geelong Council. However in relation to the second alternative option the VEC was also concerned about the large number of voters for candidates and councillors to communicate with and that such voter numbers could lead to a large number of candidates on ballot papers. 
	Some presenters voiced this concern arguing that the campaigning costs would be increased to an unacceptable level and that some potential candidates would be put off by the sheer weight of numbers in a ward of over 40,000 voters. 
	Conclusion 
	In determining an electoral structure that will provide for fair and equitable representation of all voters, the VEC endeavours to implement wards which will reflect communities of interest and which will facilitate their ongoing existence and representation. 
	The VEC notes that in the City of Greater Geelong, ward boundaries under any single-councillor ward structure cut across existing communities of interest.  The VEC recognises that recent representation in Greater Geelong has been based around geographic areas and voter numbers rather than on what could be interpreted as broader communities of interest.  
	The VEC believes that this may not be the most effective approach to ensure the best opportunity for fair and equitable representation, and notes the various arguments both for and against the continuation of this system. The Council agreed that whilst it made best endeavours to capture communities of interest, some of the boundaries in its suggested model were drawn with reference to voter number deviations rather than with a true capacity to reflect communities of interest. 
	The VEC appreciates the community input regarding the perceived benefits and drawbacks of both single and multi-councillor ward structures.  The VEC has focused on what it considers are the main arguments raised in favour of each of these options.  
	In terms of multi-councillor wards, the VEC has focused on arguments based largely around the idea that there is a need for increased diversity on the Council and that single-councillor wards divide communities of interest and are often based on artificial or arbitrary boundaries. 
	A key issue of concern for the VEC throughout the review of Greater Geelong has been the number of voters in the municipality and whether it is possible to create a multi-councillor ward structure that captures communities of interest and has wards that are of a manageable size for candidates and councillors. 
	The VEC’s concerns about the second alternative option were reiterated in submissions and at the public hearing. The VEC believes that this option best captures communities of interest and recognises the differences in land use, interests and demographics. However, it confirms its view that, due to the size and number of voters in the City, a structure consisting of four three-councillor wards is not appropriate for the City of Greater Geelong. 
	The VEC considered the wards in the preferred option to be of a manageable size but encountered difficulties in capturing communities of interest across the City as was noted in response submissions and at the public hearing. 
	Feedback in response submissions and at the public hearing highlighted considerable concerns about the grouping of localities and communities. The grouping of urban Corio with the northern, rural area of the municipality was considered untenable. Submitters identified this as a major issue, stating that this would result in a lack of representation for both groups. It was stated that the voters in the Corio area had specific and high needs which were very well met by the current structure.
	The grouping of Grovedale with Barwon Heads was also described as inappropriate as it was claimed these two areas did not have a community of interest and that Grovedale was associated with urban Geelong. The VEC acknowledges that the grouping of these communities is not ideal and notes that even in the model suggested by the Council, part of Grovedale was captured with Barwon Heads in the proposed Buckley Ward.  
	In fact, the only option in which these communities of interest were in separate wards was the second alternative option of four three-councillor wards. The effectiveness of capturing communities of interest was considered by the VEC to be one of the positive features of that option. However, as noted in this Report, the consequently high number of voters per ward was a cause for concern. 
	Concern was also expressed that in a two-councillor ward, the councillors would in effect cancel each other out if they held opposing views. The VEC notes, however, that there are examples where two-councillor wards operate successfully in a number of councils across Victoria. 
	The VEC believes that, whilst communities of interest are captured reasonably well in some of the wards in the preferred model, they are not sufficiently well-captured over the whole municipality to outweigh arguments and evidence suggesting that this structure does not suit the municipality as a whole.   
	In terms of single-councillor wards, the VEC heard suggestions that the representation and portfolio approach facilitated by single-councillor wards has been and continues to be very important to the management of the City and that councillors are well able to handle the diversity of issues that are present in the municipality.  
	The Councillor for Beangala pointed out that she has been able to access education and training to ensure that she confidently handles matters within her portfolios. She stated that she is able to collaborate with other councillors to ensure they are informed about her constituents’ views on issues arising in her Ward that relate to other portfolios. The use of portfolios, whilst seen as a positive initiative, is based on a policy decision of the Council, and could equally be applied to a multi-councillor ward model. The continued use of the portfolio system in any electoral structure will therefore depend on the policy decision of the Council of the day.   
	The VEC considers that no single-councillor ward structure can be drawn that effectively captures the communities of interest within the City of Greater Geelong and that in any single-councillor model, some boundaries must be drawn arbitrarily, thereby dividing communities of interest such as Clifton Springs and Drysdale and inappropriately combining others such as the rural voters and those in the outskirts of urban Geelong.
	The VEC also acknowledges that there will always be difficulty in determining the ideal boundaries under any of the models, largely due to the geographic composition, perceived communities of interest and the need to meet the legislative requirements  
	In developing the preliminary options, the VEC considered the levels of growth and development in the City of Greater Geelong.  Whilst the VEC believes growth would be better contained in a multi-councillor ward structure, expected growth to 2012 in the City of Greater Geelong is predicted to be even enough that it is likely to be absorbed by the single-councillor wards in the VEC’s first alternative option.  
	This is not the case with the single-councillor wards in the Council’s model. Although the figures used by the Council would be effective at the 2008 Council elections, when the VEC modelled the Council’s suggestions with figures projected to 2012, the average voter numbers in quite a few of the proposed wards were not within the 10% legislated tolerance.  
	Using the boundaries suggested by the Council would make the requirement of a subdivision review before the 2012 council election much more likely than if the boundaries in the VEC’s first alternative option are used.  The worst affected area, the Corio Ward, will always be in the precarious position of having to forfeit voters to Windermere Ward if the rural population continues to decline as expected. 
	With respect to ward names, since the wards in the recommended structure are based on those in the current structure, the VEC has used the existing ward names. 
	In conclusion, the VEC considers that a structure with twelve single-councillor wards is most likely to provide the best balance between the criteria it considers for the electoral representation review. The VEC is satisfied that this structure will provide the best opportunity for fair and equitable electoral representation to voters of the City of Greater Geelong.
	8.3 Recommendation

	Having taken into account all relevant factors, including the submissions and presentations at the public hearing, the VEC recommends that the City of Greater Geelong consist of twelve councillors to be elected from twelve single-councillor wards.
	Steve Tully
	Electoral Commissioner
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