
  



Introduction 
Concerned residents and ratepayers in Monash are getting more informed about what is happening 

inside Council and the importance of good governance in giving them confidence in Council's 

decision making and implementation, and representing them appropriately in public and other civil 

affairs. As a community, they want a partnership engagement with Council, no longer needing 

Council to be a nurturing agency who does things for and to them. 

The recent Local Government Performance Reporting Framework (LGRPF) gives the payers and 

benefiters of municipal services the official contact to expect better  transparency, accountability 

and engagement in every service Monash Council provides. The services also include Council 

meetings.  The LGPRF provides the means the community, to assess their experiences in Council 

meetings, bearing witness to seeing the play-out of Council decision making efficiency, quality, 

responsiveness, transparency and other satisfaction drivers, especially relating to the other 

principles of good governance stated in the Good Governance Guide. Simply put, the new LGPRF is 

also a governance tool for us to evaluate decision making performance of Council meetings. 

On this note, MRI, on behalf of the community of Monash, applied the LGPRF to assess the decision 

making performance of the 25th Feb 2014 Council meeting. The assessments were circulated among 

meeting attendees for validation and enhancements. 

25 Feb Meeting Agenda 
Each Council meeting requires Councillors to make administrative and strategic decisions. In the Feb 

Council Meeting, all matters were administrative, except for item 2.1 2013/2014 Management 

Accounts Report - Second Quarter which gives a snapshot of the budget performance of the current 

Council Plan. 

The agenda items (Monash Council, 2014): 

1. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND SERVICES 
1.1 Strengthening Clayton and Clarinda: Final Project Report  
1.2 Football Federation Victoria's New Competition Structure  
 

2. CORPORATE SERVICES 
2.1 2013/2014 Management Accounts Report - Second Quarter  
 

3. INFRASTRUCTURE 
3.1 Capital Works Mid-Year Report (199 Kb) 
3.2 Contract for Manufacture, Supply of Spare Parts for Mobile Garbage Bins  
3.3 Supply of Gas To The Monash Aquatic And Recreation Centre  
3.4 Road Reconstruction Works - Atherton Road, Oakleigh  
 

4. CITY DEVELOPMENT 
4.1 Delegation : Manager City Strategy and Amendments To the Planning & Environment 
and Subdivision Acts  
4.2 8 Railway Parade North Glen Waverley: Development of A Two Storey Apartment 
Building (12 Dwellings) With Basement Car Parking  
4.3 105-111 Ricketts Road Mount Waverley: Construction of 23 Two Storey Warehouses 
With Associated Offices And Carparking   
4.4 124 Clayton Road Clayton : Development of A Three Storey Building (Comprising 12 
Apartments) With Basement Car Parking And Alteration of Access To A Road Zone  
4.5 1451-1453 Centre Road Clayton : Development of A Three-Storey Building Comprising of 
20 Dwellings With A Basement Level Car Park And Alteration of Access To A Road Zone  
4.6 Town Planning Schedules  

http://www.goodgovernance.org.au/about-good-governance/what-is-good-governance/
http://www.monash.vic.gov.au/reports/25feb2014.htm
http://www.monash.vic.gov.au/reports/25feb2014.htm
http://www.monash.vic.gov.au/reports/pdftext/cp25feb14/2.1.pdf
http://www.monash.vic.gov.au/reports/pdftext/cp25feb14/2.1.pdf
http://www.monash.vic.gov.au/reports/25feb2014.htm


 
5. CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

5.1 Assembly of Councillors' Record  
 

6. COMMITTEE REPORTS 
6.1 Extension of Tenure - Independent Member To The Audit & Risk Committee  
6.2 Monash Gallery of Art - Changes To the Committee of Management 
6.3 Environmental Advisory Committee Community Representatives  

 
7. NOTICES OF MOTION 

7.1 Discretionary Fund Applications - The Mayor  
7.2 Amendment GC05 - Rezoning of Surplus School Sites - The Mayor 

 
8. URGENT BUSINESS 
 
9. COUNCILLORS' REPORTS 
 
10. PERSONAL EXPLANATIONS 
 
11. MATTERS OF COUNCIL IMPORTANCE 
 
12. CONFIDENTIAL BUSINESS 
 
 

Assessment in Detail 

   

Cost of governance in 
delivering decision : 
 
 All decisions 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Item 7.2 

Amendment 
GC05 - Rezoning 

of Surplus 

School Sites - 
The Mayor 

 
 
 
 Med/low (1.5) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Very low (0.5) 

 
 
 
Time management and discussion relevance 
can be improved as some Councillors tend to 
waffle personal opinions and experiences 
more than what is required to substantiate 
why they are for or against the topic in 
decision making.  Good statements made by 
Cr Lo on item 1.2 - Football Federation 
Victoria's New Competition Structure.  
 
 
Best value principles relevance missing in 
discussion. However the debate took 
considerable time to reach a final decision. 
 
The motion's supporting document is 33 pages 
long, containing 15 attachments. It must have 
taken significant manpower and time to 
compile and support the Mayor's case to 
discredit the State Planning Minister's decision 
regarding rezoning of surplus school sites in 
Monash; and print hard paper.  
 
Hence the total direct costs must be 
exceptionally high for a motion with lacking or 
unclear best value outcomes. 
 

http://www.monash.vic.gov.au/reports/pdftext/cp25feb14/7.2.pdf
http://www.monash.vic.gov.au/reports/pdftext/cp25feb14/7.2.pdf
http://www.monash.vic.gov.au/reports/pdftext/cp25feb14/7.2.pdf
http://www.monash.vic.gov.au/reports/pdftext/cp25feb14/7.2.pdf
http://www.monash.vic.gov.au/reports/pdftext/cp25feb14/7.2.pdf
http://www.monash.vic.gov.au/reports/pdftext/cp25feb14/1.2.pdf
http://www.monash.vic.gov.au/reports/pdftext/cp25feb14/1.2.pdf


The nature and style of decision making 
debates appear more to score political 
debates and encourage personal abuse and 
arguments between Councillors belonging to 
the ALP and Liberal fractions. 

Quality: Councillor 
Attendance at 
Meetings 

 High (3) 
 

All present. 

Appropriateness: 
Engagement 

 Low (1). 
Many responses to 
public questions were 
elusive and did not 
really answer the 
questions asked. 
 
Some community 
members felt they were 
nick picked by Mayor in 
his responses to public 
questions. 
 

Reponses to public questions need to 
better relate to what is asked. Elusive 
responses only  fosters mistrust and 
discontent issues in community 
relationships, not mentioning 
transparency issues as there is something 
to hide when answers are elusive. 
 
The Mayor's responses to some questions 
referred to past Council correspondence 
to named recipients who were in the 
audience. 2 issues here: 
 

 If the referred Council 
correspondence is official, then the 
reference should refer to the date and 
title of the official communiqué rather 
than the people who received them; 
 

 The Mayor perceived the named 
people to be group leaders of Save 
Monash/Elizabeth Gardens. When 
dealing with selling of the aged care 
assets, Council failed to realise that 
the Group have many several 
spokespersons and no one was 
formally appointed. Council did not 
establish and formalise 
communication channels and 
coordination protocols with residents 
and their families and hence cannot 
assume individual correspondence 
would be seamlessly shared. By 
naming participants when responding 
to other people's questions, they felt 
the Mayor was nick picking or 
discriminating them in public. 

 

Appropriateness: 
Transparency 
 
 All 

 
 Item 7.2 

Amendment 

GC05 - 
Rezoning of 

Surplus School 

Sites - The 

 
 
 
 Med/High (2.5) 
 
 Low (1). 
 

 
 
 
Majority of decisions  were made with ease. 
 
Transparency was twisted. There were 
exceptionally more information than 
necessary  to support the motion, which was 
really a political scoring exercise with no 
genuine community benefits. 

http://www.monash.vic.gov.au/reports/pdftext/cp25feb14/7.2.pdf
http://www.monash.vic.gov.au/reports/pdftext/cp25feb14/7.2.pdf
http://www.monash.vic.gov.au/reports/pdftext/cp25feb14/7.2.pdf
http://www.monash.vic.gov.au/reports/pdftext/cp25feb14/7.2.pdf
http://www.monash.vic.gov.au/reports/pdftext/cp25feb14/7.2.pdf


Mayor  
The motion merely expressed the Mayor's 
personal concerns, disguised to fuel political 
scoring for his party and supported by his 
peers with partisan like minds in political 
pursuits. 
 
The Mayor's personal tweets were referenced 
in official Council business. Because personal 
tweets are not subject to the quality 
standards of Council communiqué, the quality 
of information supporting the motion was 
based on anecdotal  and unsubstantiated 
personal tweets, reconfirming the motion was 
put forward more for political scoring than the 
face value contents written in the agenda. 

Service Outcome: 
Community 
Satisfaction 
 
 All 

 
 
 
 
 Item 7.2 

Amendment 
GC05 - 

Rezoning of 

Surplus School 
Sites - The 

Mayor 

 

 
 
 
 
 Low (1). 
 
 
 
 
     Minus1. 
 
 

 
 
 
What could have been a reasonable meeting 
turned into a ugly one, with political contempt 
and open rivalry behaviours. 
 
Although entertaining, the audience can 
clearly see this motion was social engineered 
by the Mayor and supported by several 
Councillors to create political rivalry, bickering 
publicity and influencing  audience 
participants towards desired partisan views. 
 
The underlying scripted acting's 
characterisation was obviously visible - the 
instigator (G Lake), the attention seeker (P 
Klisaris), the villains (R Davies & T Zagraphos) , 
the targeted victim (R Davies), the accidental 
hero (S Dimopoulos); the accomplices (all 
other Councillors who spoke a few sentences 
or keep silent) . The metaphorical theme  
perceived - the gang attack on Cr Davies. The 
message context - ALP bashing Liberals for 
point scoring for coming elections. 
 
The discussions went personal, showing 
negative pack behaviours and attacks on Cr 
Davies and the State Planning Minister. The 
disrespectful behaviours demonstrated 
violated the in-house code of conduct and no-
one, including Council officers, acknowledged 
the breach of the code of conduct and took 
corporate accountability to intervene and stop 
the shameful displays of inappropriate public 
behaviours. In earlier years when the State 
Government was ALP, there were strong 
collaboration with State Government's 
priorities and full of praises for State 
leadership and flow on to Council. 

http://www.monash.vic.gov.au/reports/pdftext/cp25feb14/7.2.pdf
http://www.monash.vic.gov.au/reports/pdftext/cp25feb14/7.2.pdf
http://www.monash.vic.gov.au/reports/pdftext/cp25feb14/7.2.pdf
http://www.monash.vic.gov.au/reports/pdftext/cp25feb14/7.2.pdf
http://www.monash.vic.gov.au/reports/pdftext/cp25feb14/7.2.pdf
http://www.monash.vic.gov.au/reports/pdftext/cp25feb14/7.2.pdf


 
Council advocacy priorities are formally 
acknowledged through representations in 
formal advisory committees, which are listed 
in Council website. The claim to advocate 
protecting the legal rights of Monash 
residents living near school sites appeared to 
be fabricated based on poor quality 
information, no evidence of best value 
outcomes for the community and irrelevance 
to formal advocacy themes prevailing in 
existing advisory committees. In the past, 
many Councillors did not advocate for the 
Notting Hill community and their plea for 
more open space when their school sites were 
sold to support Melbourne 2030 priorities. 
 
Lacking open space always had been a major 
problem in Monash for more than 10 years. 
Despite knowing officially that Monash is one 
of the cities with lowest open space, the 
previous Planning Director did not want to 
address it because Melbourne 2030 high 
development priorities were more important. 
Many Councillors who served 2 or more terms 
should have ample time to advocate and fix 
that problem ages ago, that is if they were/are 
genuinely concerned about the problem. 
Using the Brandon Park as the defending 
excuse and political sacrificial lamb by all 
argumentative Councillors can risk its 
negotiated& favourable  open space to be 
lesser, hence showing their collective lack of 
concern of community impacts of this motion. 
This reconfirms the motion was underpinned 
by a political scoring reason. 

 

Overall Grade: If not for item 7.2, the overall satisfaction would have been medium. However, 

because of item 7.2, the governance performance of the 25 Feb Council Meeting has been 

downgraded to satisfactory at the minimum level 

Item 7.2 gave the most unsatisfactory community experience, where we have to bear witness to 

seeing the disgraceful disrespectful conduct and debating attacks on targeted persons in the political 

scoring discussions, which has lacking tangible best value justification. 

 

http://www.monash.vic.gov.au/council/committees.htm

