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28" April 2010

The Honourable J. Allan MP
By facsimile 9651 9962 11 pages.
Dear Mr. Allan

I put before you explicit detail of the ongoing conduct of Macedon Ranges Shire Council and
respectfully request that you initiate an inquiry into that conduct and its roots.

On 16 December 2009, as detailed below, each of Mr. Peter Johnson, and Ms Lisa Kennedy, the CEO
and senior rates officer respectively of the Macedon Ranges Shire Council, and the council's legal
representatives made overt misrepresentations to the Magistrates Court in what could only be a carefully
coordinated manner.

This was the most recent in a continuous and related series of such events since Max McDonald MLA,
raised his concerns about the misconduct of the council and others in Parliament (See Hansard
(Assembly) 21* November 1985 at pages 117 & 122) (copy herewith)..

The court proceeding of 16" December 2009 and the concerns of Max McDonald are directly related and
had their genesis in the period 1979 to about 1983 when for the purpose of attracting development to
Kyneton the council and Coliban Water (by their predecessors) bent the rules related to property
development and water supply and thereby enabled at least one developer to avoid the law and planning
constraints. The developer concerned and his solicitor's, Palmer Stevens & Rennick (PS&R”) , were also
involved in multiple illegal land transaction PS&R were financiers to and exposed to the developer and at
that time PS&R were also solicitors for the council.

When things went awry for the council Coliban, the developer and the solicitors as a consequence of
these things they sought to protect themselves and each other by bald-faced lies and outright fraud. PS&R
drew the Water Supply Agreement referred to by Max McDonald and when it became necessary to their
collective purpose the council and Coliban put the Water Agreement to its intended use, namely, as
described by Max McDonald, to prevent the sale of my land to any entity other than the developer or
associated entities. The things raised by Max McDonald were only the tip of the iceberg of those lies and
wider fraud. The events of 16™ December 2009 were merely more of the same. The present council and
Coliban Water have acted in their own right in respect to the ongoing fraud since they were constituted.

They have done so by them and their lawyers misrepresenting the facts before courts as their predecessors
did before them.

I last addressed these issues by letters dated 15" May 2009 addressed to each Member of Parliament
however nothing happened. The most recent event is a direct consequence of that inaction. It is also a
direct consequence of the abject failure of the 1985 inquiries to discover or realise or admit the facts
squarely before them.

Glenn Thompson 14 Coutts Street Bulimba QLD 4171 --- Tel 0408 867 885



Recently Justice Peter Jacobsen of the Federal Court said to the effect “The courts could not work without
the strict professional code that binds lawyers appearing before them to deal with their colleagues and
the judges with scrupulous honesty”.

To take this notion a little further, where the courts do not work because of less than honest authority,
lawyers and/or judicial officers then democracy itself does not work.

If such lawyers and/or authority can mislead courts with impunity then democracy does not exist.

This fraud has been characterised by both lawyers and authority that have misled courts and the relevant
government departments since 1985. To date they have done so with impunity.

Background to the Magistrates Court proceeding of December 16™ 2009.

(In the interest of saving paper and ease of communicating this letter I have posted copies of the
supporting documents on a website. Access details are in a postscript to this letter.)

o In 1980 I purchased what I thought to be six industrial allotments. At the time of my purchase the
plans of subdivision had been sealed by the council and lodged with the Registrar of Titles.

o In 1982/83 I discovered limited but serious aspects of the wider fraud and that the plans sealed by
the council for the industrial subdivision were unlawful. In 1987 I learned that because the plans
had been endorsed with a condition by the council the Registrar of Titles was prevented by law
from approving those plans.

o At this time the council was purporting to rate the parent property (see postscript) and at the same
time purporting to rate the six unlawful and non-existent industrial allotments. In other words
there were two sets of rates relating to the same “physical land” (as distinct from “properties™).

e The rate notices set out that the site values of the six allotments was more than twice the value of
the parent title. In the valuation year 1984 the aggregated site value for the six allotments was
$34,800 and for the parent title $15,200.

o For reasons related to the wider fraud but including the double rating and that the six allotments
did not exist as rateable properties or at all, I refused to pay those rates.

e In 1987 the council issued court proceedings to recover those rates. At that time because of my
strong defence and because of the facts known to it, including all of the above, the council
withdrew and paid my costs.

o From that time the council ceased purporting to rate the parent title but continued to unlawfully
purport to rate the six industrial allotments which it knew full well did not exist as rateable
properties. At that time the council expunged the rates which otherwise may have been due on the
parent title and it must have done so by amendment to its rate books, lawfully or otherwise.

e In 1989 the council conducted a new valuation of rateable properties and at that time it valued the
six purported allotments at an aggregate value of $90,000. Because it had ceased rating the parent
title it apparently did not revalue the parent title.



e In 1991 the council again issued court proceedings to recover the purported rates and arrears on
the six non-existent properties alone and again in recognition of my strong defence including that
the properties did not exist, they were merely marks on unlawful plans, the council again
withdrew and paid my costs.

o From that time the council ceased purporting to rate the six supposed allotments and instead began
to rate the parent title.

o At that time because it did not have a valid valuation for the parent title, or to conceal its
wrongdoing, it unlawfully and wrongly ascribed the aggregate rateable value of the six allotments
to the parent title and unlawfully rated the parent title according to that wrongful valuation.

o At that time the council carried forward the supposed arrears on the six allotments and falsely
represented them as being arrears of rates levied on the parent title.

o The council continued to ascribe the false valuation to the parent title and unlawfully rate it until
at least 1995 and perhaps 2000 at which time the rating valuation reduced from $90,000 to
$40,500 and again became less than half the supposed aggregate value of the six allotments some
eleven years earlier.

e For reasons related to the wider fraud but including all of the foregoing I continued to refuse to
pay the rates and the supposed arrears.

e Manifestly the six proposed allotments did not exist as properties capable of being owned,
occupied, transferred, sold, or rated and in any event neither I or any other person was or could be
the owner or occupier of any one or more of those proposed allotments who could be held liable
under any provision of any law for what were essentially fraudulent rates purportedly levied by
the council in full knowledge of all of the above.

Conduct of the December 2009 proceeding by the council and its lawyers.

Because of the fraud, dishonesty, call it what you like, of the council, it had wrongful rates in its Rate
Book dating back to 1983 when things first began to go awry as a consequence of its unlawful dealings..
The council had a choice, tell the truth or resort to further fraud, as it has consistently done since 1982 it
chose the latter.

For those who hold the personal paradigm that council's don't commit fraud I point out that ex Justice
Einfeld committed an initial transgressions and then resorted to larger and compounding transgressions in
an attempt to conceal the first. The demonstrated fact is that the conduct of this council is essentially
identical.

In knowledge of all of the above dot points the council developed a scheme to deceive the court. This
scheme was to conceal/hide the fact of the double rating and disparate valuations and then represent:-
o That the parent title and the six allotments relate to the “same physical land”.
o That the rates for the entire period 1983 to the present were levied on the “same physical land”.
o That because they related to the “same physical land” the rates for the entire period 1983 until the
present were due in relation to the land/property being the parent title.
o That the land being the parent title was previously known as the six allotments.
e That the description of the six allotments in the Rate Notices and Rate Books was a misdescription
for the “physical land” described in the parent title.



The scheme depended upon the first point which is beguiling because it is true in a simplistic but
irrelevant sense, of course the six allotments relate to the “same physical land” as the parent title in
exactly the same sense as the lands collectively rated by the councils presently surrounding Melbourne
relate to the “same physical land” as John Batman purported to purchase in 1835 but those councils know
full well that they are not rating the same land where the word “land” includes the notion “property”.

However the certain fact known to the council, its officers and its lawyers is that the six discrete
“properties”/ parcels of land described in the plans, individually or collectively, are not the same
“property”’/parcel of land as described in the parent title and even more relevant the six rateable properties
(had they existed) being the six allotments, individually or collectively are not the same as and do not
relate to the rateable property being the parent property. In addition because they were nothing more than
marks on unlawful plans the six lots were not “rateable land”, “rateable properties” or “land” at all.

The fact is that the “land” (including the notion” property”) being the six properties simply did not and
could not exist.

The scheme was simple. Beguile the magistrate with the simplistic but false notion of “the same land” to
the exclusion of the notions of “property” and ‘“rateable property” after which the remaining
misrepresentations appear credible, if the simplistic notion that the six allotments are or comprise “the
same land” as the parent title is accepted then:-

« all of the rates relate to “the same land” and that land is presently described in the parent title.

o “the same land” being the parent title was previously known as the six allotments.

o  When “the same land” was known (described) as the six allotments that was a misdescription for

what was always the parent land.

On the face of it, the fact however is that each of these representations was part of an extremely
sophisticated scheme to fraudulently obtain a judgement by overly misleading the court, a further act of
fraud. '

In simple terms the scheme to mislead the court was to use the word “land” and the term “the same land”
to the exclusion of the notions “property” and “rateable property” as well and truly understood by the
council and its legal advisers.

Mr. Peter Johnson and Ms. Lisa Kennedy and their legal advisers could not have independently
concluded these simplistic beguiling misrepresentations, and it is not credible that any one of them, let
alone each of them, believed those representations to be true. They must have carefully colluded with one
another to collectively put complimentary, identical misrepresentations to the court.

o In 2000 the council issued yet further proceedings. The complaint wrongly alleged that the rates
claimed owed on property owned or occupied by me.

o The Court ordered mediation. At the mediation hearing before the registrar the council’s then
solicitor, Mr. John Buman, falsely asserted that the rates and arrears were due on the parent title.

o At that time I recognised an extract from the council’s rate book in the documents folded under
the arm of the solicitor and I asked him to produce it. I then pointed out the falsity of his assertion.
Ms Lisa Kennedy, the council’s rates officer in attendance then burst into tears and that was the
end of the mediation.



e In 2009, in full knowledge of the foregoing things, the council issued an amended complaint
which again falsely represented that the rates and arrears had been levied on property owned or
occupied by me.

» My principal defence was the law and the matters set out above except for the fact of the double
rating.

« The matter came to court on 16™ December 2009 and at that time the council’s CEO Mr. Peter
Johnson and the council’s senior rates officer Ms Lisa Kennedy gave misleading evidence that the
rates had at all times been levied on “the same land”, namely the land described in the parent title
and that the description set out on the rate notices and in the rate book for the period 1983 to 1991
was a misdescription for the parent title land/property. Miss Kennedy did so under oath and Mr.
Johnson did so by misleading statements in a certificate signed by him.

o The council put into evidence extracts from the Rate Books including the period 1983 to 1991 but
did not produce the Rate Book entries for the double rating which would have disclosed the
absolute falsity of the submissions according to the scheme.

e The council’s barrister, Mr. Richard A. Harris made similar misleading submissions under
instruction from council’s solicitors and the council.

e In the face of the facts and the law before him and in reply to my submissions the Magistrate, Mr
B. Fitzgerald adopted the council's representations. In support of his adopted position the
Magistrate asserted that the council could describe the land as “Charlie’s paddock” but it would
still be “the same land”.

In this case the “properties” concerned were firstly a property registered under the Torrens Title system,
and secondly six separate and discrete parcels of land explicitly defined by lot number on plans lodged
with the Registrar of Titles and each plan having a unique lodged plan number assigned to it by the Titles
Office... : ’

The unequivocal descriptions of the six supposed “properties” by lot number and lodged plan number
expressly set out in the Rate Notices and the Rate Books for the period 1983 to 1991 were not a
misdescription for the separate and discrete parent “property” expressly described subsequent to 1991 in
the Rate Notices and Rate book by its own discrete and distinct lot and plan number and registered
volume and folio under the Torrens Title system.

Manifestly the express descriptions and valuation set out in the Rate Notices and Rate Book for the period
1983 to 1991 were not a loose description or misdescription such as “Charlie's paddock™ as expressed by
the Magistrate. They were an express, unique and unequivocal description and valuation of the six
purported “properties” defined on their respective plans and which the council expressly purported to rate
during that period.

In his prepared summing up, delivered on 3™ March 2010 the Magistrate Mr. B. Fitzgerald said:-

“The fact that the land was for some of the relevant years described by the plaintiff in its rate documents
as being part of one or other subdivisions is to my mind not to the point. The rated land remained the
same actual land throughout. In my view the argument contained in the paragraph contained in the final
defence to which I have referred is misconceived... ... .... ” (My emphasis)



The paragraph of my defence referred to by the Magistrate set out that the “land” being the six allotments
never existed because the registrar had not approved the plans. (where the word “land” includes the
common notions “property” and “rateable property” and thereby excludes John Batman’s land/property
and all derivative land/properties subsequent to Batman's and prior to the six lots)

The Magistrate referred to the council's assertions versus my assertions as “the misdescription argument”.

In exact accord with the misrepresentations purposefully made to him the Magistrate expressly precluded
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the notions “property”, “rateable property” and “rateable land” from his unequivocal purported reasoning.

It is not credible that the learned Magistrate formed a reasoned judicial belief as to the things expressed
by him. On the face of it he either accepted the overt misrepresentations of the council without caring or
understanding if they were true or false or alternatively he chose to determine as he did rather than
express or imply that the council and its lawyers had misrepresented the facts to the court as expressly
alleged by me. '

In my final submission to the court, after the decision was handed down and the Magistrate was
considering an application for punishing costs against me, I said “In the fullness of time I think the
reasons will come apparent why the council has succeeded today, apparently on the distinction between
property and land, 1 think that they thoroughly understand the difference.....”

Manifestly the rates officer and CEO of the council and the “learned” lawyers understood the difference.
This was a sophisticated, coordinated act of deceitful obfuscation of the worst kind, an attack on
democracy itself.

That a barrister and solicitors would prepare, and put, such overt misrepresentations displays a
contumelious disregard of all notion of justice and also a well founded sense of impunity apparently
borne of confidence that neither the courts or colleagues will do anything to expose or punish such
behaviour. The probability is that if restricted to truth at least half the lawyers, barristers and judges
would be out of work.

This case would not have been put by honest lawyers and would not have been put before a fearless court.

I say that the lawyers were confident that the Magistrate would necessarily rely on their advice and “help”
exactly as alluded to by Justice Jacobsen and they dishonestly exploited that weak link in the system.

I also say that the lawyers must also have been confident that the court would do nothing even if their
manifest misrepresentations were seen by the court for what they were. This is fatal to all notions of
justice and democracy. The lawyers do lie with impunity and democracy itself is the victim.

On the face of it the scheme to deceive the court was conceived by the council and/or John Buman in
about 2000 and then adopted and put to the court by Mr. Harris and Maddocks solicitors and the council.

Mr. Harris additionally misled the court on numerous other aspects as they arose during the proceeding
including such things as the currency of legislation and the law related to amendment of Rate Books and
my liability for indemnity costs. With the sole exception of the indemnity costs issue the magistrate
adopted each and every one of these additional misrepresentations.

With the exception of the double rating aspect all of the relevant plans, title details, Rate Notices and Rate
Books were in evidence. These documents when considered with the correct and common notions of



“property” and “rateable property” give the absolute lie to the representations of the council and its
lawyers. They also render the decision of Mr. Fitzgerald incredible.

The foregoing would be serious enough if it were an isolated case however the fact is that in eleven
separate proceedings before all strata of the courts the council and Coliban and their respective lawyers
have overtly misled the courts in as blatant a manner as the foregoing. They have also misled the
Government departments during the period 1985 to 1989 and apparently at various times since.

By way of further explicit example I set out the details of the first of these many instances where the
council and its corrupt lawyers misled the courts.

The 1987 proceeding before Mr. Connelly S.M. in the Magistrates Court at Bendigo:

In 1980 I purchased 15 allotments on a residential subdivision at Kyneton, in this case the council
had explicitly and overtly misled the Registrar of Titles and notwithstanding the unlawful nature
of the plans and other wrongful things the Titles to those allotments had issued.

This particular development had gone awry because the developer had failed to complete the
construction of the roads and due to the unlawful nature of the subdivision the council resorted to
fraud to secure payment for their construction from me. It did so in 1982 by fraudulently
representing that, as owner of 15 of the allotments, I was liable for construction. Being unaware
of the law and the facts I paid up pursuant to a Bank Guarantee which I had lodged pursuant to
earlier misrepresentations by the council, Coliban and the dishonest developer.

In 1987 the council issued proceedings against me to recover the overrun of those road making
costs. By this time I had become well aware of parts of the wider fraud and the law and I had
refused to pay the balance.

In that proceeding, for the purpose of fraudulently establishing my liability, the then CEO of the
council and the council’s barrister falsely represented to the Court that I was the owner of the
complete subdivision within the meaning of the Local Government Act.

The facts known to the council and the council’s barrister and before the court were that the
developer, Kenneth Raymond Buchanan, was the owner and that I had merely purchased a
number of the allotments from Buchanan and I had provided a bank guarantee.

There was zero evidence as to the council’s assertion and in addition the abundant evidence before
the court, including council Minutes and Notices served on and filed by Buchanan, clearly showed
that Buchanan was that owner.

In addition I had summoned two of the other owners, who had purchased their allotments before
me and those two individuals appeared and gave evidence on oath that they were also owners of
allotments.

In the complete absence of any evidence to support him and in the face of the law and the
abundant evidence before him the Magistrate found that I was the owner and ordered that I pay the
road making costs.



In this instance I appealed to the Supreme Court and Justice Kaye found that there was no evidence that I
was the owner. When handing down his Judgment he said to the effect, “this matter should not have come
to court in the first place, if I could I would order that the council not pay its lawyers”

However Justice Kaye did nothing about the manifest fact that the council and its lawyers had misled the
Magistrate and repeated their misrepresentations before him. No doubt the council paid its fellow liars
and they walked away, well paid and free to mislead future courts.

That the 1987 barristers and lawyers so blatantly misled courts again demonstrates clearly that they do so
with a well founded sense of impunity borne of secure knowledge that their colleagues and judges, and to
date the parliament, will do nothing. That they mislead the courts provides black folklore yet nothing is
done.

In this extensive fraud which has now been conducted for some thirty years essentially in full view of the
relevant government departments. A characterising aspect is that the council and Coliban Water and their
respective lawyers mislead each and every court that they appeared in front of and on at least three of
these occasions, including the two referred to above the judges must have been aware of the conduct of
the council and/or its lawyers. On one occasion in the Supreme Court Justice Osborne was manifestly and
demonstrably aware and he constructed his Reasons to ignore and deny that fact. .

On the last occasion that I brought these things to the attention of each Member of Parliament by Letter
Dated 15 May 2009 I was essentially fobbed off by letters informing me that my concerns had been
referred to someone else but that someone else never gave any meaningful response.

The sole meaningful reply came by letter dated 11/6/09 from Mr. John Watson, Acting Executive
Director, Local Government Victoria. (See postscript for copy of letter).

This letter from a department head dismissed or otherwise failed to address the issues squarely before him
by stating:

The dispute arose 20 to 30 years ago

The dispute had been the subject of several court decisions.

Decisions by Courts are not subject to alteration or review by the Minister

(proceedings for) Offences under the Local Government Act may only be commenced within
three years after the commission of the offence.

Assuming that Mr. Watson had considered the facts at all, at the time of writing his letter he would have
been aware:

e The fraud, as distinct from dispute, has been continuous and ongoing for 30 years and was current
at the time of his reply.

e The fraud arose and continues to this day as a consequence of overt and ongoing dishonesty by the
council, Coliban Water, lawyers and the courts and the fact that the government departments
refuse or fail to address the issues.

e Addressing the facts of the fraud and the misrepresentations by the council and Coliban in Court
and the Conduct of the Courts does not constitute alteration or review of any decisions of the
Court. Those Judgments would remain as a fact at law.

e The conduct of the council and Coliban were not mere offences under the Local Government Act,
they include acts of overt deceit and dishonesty which constitute fraud and this behaviour
continues to this very day. .



I say that the position adopted by Mr. Watson, on purported behalf of his Minister, is merely more of a
continuous chain of failure and refusal to address the facts and this is merely more of the reason why the
council and Coliban have succeeded in their fraud and to date avoided and remained immune from the
consequence of their actions.

Had Mr. Watson addressed the issues and facts squarely before him it is probable that this most recent act
of deceit and continuing fraud by the council would not have occurred.

Had Mr. Watson's predecessors recognised, admitted and addressed the issues and facts squarely before
them the fraud would have been at an end twenty five years ago and this letter would not be necessary.

I respectfully submit that each Member of Parliament has a personal duty to this matter and its wider
implications and I respectfully submit that these things are serious enough to warrant your personal
attention and a properly constituted inquiry.

Yours Faithfully

Glenn Thompson.

PS.

Copies of relevant documents and the text of this letter have been posted on the website
http://courtsontrial.com the documents are under the menu options “Magistrates” then “Documents”.
These documents are in PDF form and may be viewed, downloaded and printed.

The Double Rating.

The parent property referred to in this letter was in my name and was lot 1 of lodged Plan 134683 and
which plan was for a 2 lot subdivision where the greater part of the land was situated on Trentham Rd at
Kyneton and lot 1 (the present parent property) was about 4 acres in area

Dung the period about 1983 to 1987 the council rendered Rate Notices which described the subject
property as being in my name and as being Lot 1 of Lodged Plan 124604 and being 4 acres situated on
the Trentham Rd. This description was correct for the Parent property save for the 2" and 5™ digit of the
plan reference number.

A Titles Office search revealed that lodged plan 124604 related to a subdivision of land situated in the
Parish of Dumbalk, County of Buln Buln in Gippsland. (See website documents)

The certainty is that the Macedon Council was not rating properties in Gippsland and I was led to believe
that the rated property was in fact the parent property referred to in this letter. .
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Adjournment 21 November 1985 ASSEMBLY |17

lan informed there are 1wo alternmative eays of overcoming the problem. The Minister

should request that his department review the whole issue should not just update that
report. - :

Mr McDONALD (Whittlésea)—The matter | raise with the minister for Local
overnment is a serious matier concerning a constituent. In November 1979 Mr Glen
Thompson of Whittlesca purchased land in Kyneton on a terms contract. A planning

permit was curent and building permits were available,

. Late in 1980 a Mr Buchanan and a Mr Brian Murphy proposed a development of a
time-share holiday resont on the arca adjacent to my constituent's land. Supsequently,
Woodleigh Hcights Resort Development Pty Lid was formed to develop Woodleigh Heights

;lmgﬁshare resort and that company entered into a contract 1o purchase my constituent’s
and,

Some time after that the company defaulted in the contract to purchase the land, and
my constituent was informed by the company that, of the rescinded this contract, it would
remove his access to water and render the land valueless. :

.Kyncton Water Board confirmed the ability ofWoodleiF.h Heights Resoit Development
Pty Ltd 1o carry out that threat, although the board wou able [
the agreement, The Kyneton council also informed my constituent that building permits
would not be available without the availability of water to the block.

The council refused to sy ply a copy of the water agrement between the board and the
<evelopers. My constituent, gy then had initiated Supreme Court action against Woodleigh
Meights Resort Development Pty Lid and his solicitor threatened the council with a writ

uiless the water agreement was made available. The council reluctantly agreed to hand
orer the agreement.

‘The Supreme Couh action was settled by negotiation and the court order was: first, that

- th¢ company purchase pant of the land: secondly, that the company pay out some of the

munigages, and, thirdly, that the com pany do all in its power to transfer the water agreement
to the body corporate.

This order should have had the cffect of making wéter available to the blocks and
removing any encumbrances 1o the sale of my constituent’s land. The auction for the sale
of ke land was arranged for 23 November, which is next Saturday.

The day following the erection of the signs to advertise the auction, the estate agent was
notified by a Mr Parkinson, the shire secretary, that the signs had to be removed
immediately, When asked the reason why, he was informed that they were an
embarrassment to the Woodleigh Heights time-sharing resort, even though Woodleigh
Heights il had signs advertising the resort adjacent 1o the auction signs and there was
no council permission for those signs. :

The cstate agent was informed by letter from the water board that no water was available
for the blocks, The agent was also notified by council that building permits would not be
available, This means my constituent had no option but to cancel the planned auction.

This is the worst example of collusion between a water board, a council and a private
develope 1o depnive a citizen of his democratic rights, | have provided the House with a
short account of what has 1aken place over a two-year period. A full report has been

. forwarded 10 the Minister for Water Resources to investigate the role played by the

Kyneton Water Board in this sordid affair. A report was also forwarded to the Minister for
Local Government and the Minister for Police and Emergency Services because police
were involved in incidents over this two-year period.

Fask the Minister for Local Government to do cverything possible fo investigate what
has taken place and to do whatever is necessary to cnsure that my constituent receives
Justice and is able 1o sell the land farrly quickly.

d not make available a copy of -
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clucidation thay pe WEn on with, | woyld Suggest that his electors neeg to be careful they
are not being duped by Digby,

The honourable member for Prahran raised the issye of the Prahran - Housing
Commission estate and the issue of rent collection offices being provided within that
estate. Regretiably the Minister for Housing vas unable 10 be preson( during thc_deba;e_
on the motion for the adjournmeny of the sitting, but I_am. sure he will dea) with this
matter expeditiousty through the resources available within his Ministry,

Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Loca; G.ovcrnmqnt)—-The honoufable mcrhbef for
Whittlesea raised a question IN respect 1o a time gharxn'g arrangement for land associated
with the Woodlcngh Heights csiate and the question Ol access to water via the Kyneion

Waler Board and the problemg associated with the Kyneton councif refusing 1o supply
datials of the walter agreemeny,

There has been 4 Supreme Court aclion which has enabled the honourable member’s
constituent to have some satisfaction jn respect 1o thay matier. On the information which
he has provided 1o the House it appears that over g two-year period there has been g need
k0 Inguire inge the aspects that have affected hig constituent, [ shyj) ensure that thay aspect
which is associnyeq with the Kyneton councij is fully investigated, | have no douby the
Minister for Wiater Supply wil) similarly investigate those aspects ang that the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services may examinc any aspects which could be dealt with o

The honourable member for Broadmeadows raised the question of the restructuring of
Assiiation of lette distri

10 that groyp, 1 ha v€ a copy of one sych newsletter which s dated 23 September thig year
and addressed (o Russel] Yernon of the Goult{urn group from Chyrig Gardiner. Iy describes

Leo Hawking who is the consultant 1o the Municipal Association of Victoria, The newsleter
slates;

LLeo Hawking, who as you know g consuliant (o the MAY in the amalgamation matter, came in today 10
apments. Th

-discuss deve € meetng was aq his request, and he syig he wag authorised 1o brief me on the MA V'
current plans ang hegotating pospjon with the State Governmcm

He then spells oy a number of m

at
With the Minjsier for Local Gover direct reference 10 the Goulburn group in a
later section of the same newsletter, under (he heading of “The Goulburn Group™ the
newsletter states: '
Leo said the Ma v SUPPLIted the activiyes of the
say and do things which, the association couiy not,

Goulbyrn Broup as the BrOup was seen as a body thg| could

That aspect of the rclalionship between the Goulbyrn group and the Municipal Association
of Yictoria jg one which most People would view with some concern, The Government
negotialed with them jp respect of (he important maltter of getting a greater degree of
respansibiliy ip local government by Biving local sovernment greager Powers and more
responsibility 1o ensure that jocy) sovernment thrives ip the State. Sych undercover
Operation js noy conducive 19 the process ofrcstrucluring oflocal Bovernment in 3 manner
which is beneficial 1o bath the tommunity and local government,

I'believe thay the developmeny ofrelationsvhips-——
Mr Crozjer interjected.

Mr SIMMONDS-The honourabje member for Portlang ou

by r ght to go back 1o his home
Bround and he will find oy that municipalities p his dist

rict are fully €ngaged in the
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