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1. Executive summary 

Glenorchy City Council (GCC) lodges this objection to the Redistribution Committee’s proposal to 
transfer the Glenorchy local government area from the electorate of Clark to the electorate of Lyons.  
GCC submits that Glenorchy is a major metropolitan municipality within Greater Hobart with strong 
communities of interest and travel/communication linkages aligned to the Clark electorate.  

GCC supports the ‘one vote, one value’ objective and recognises the primary requirement that proposed 
electorates meet the redistribution quota at commencement (12 August 2025) and, as far as practicable, 
meet the projected enrolment quota at the projection time (8 April 2030).  

Glenorchy’s proposed alternatives summary:  

• Retain Glenorchy City Council wholly within Clark.  

• Preferred (least-disruption) alternative: transfer Derwent Valley (including New Norfolk) from 
Lyons to Clark to materially correct the Clark/Lyons numerical imbalance.  

• Contiguity-friendly alternative (if the Commission prioritises resolving Franklin’s non-
contiguity in this redistribution): retain Glenorchy in Clark and adopt a modified southern 
reconfiguration that achieves contiguity without moving Glenorchy, using a different balancing 
transfer package (Section 4B).  

• Support the secondary criteria of communities of interest and travel/communication with 
evidence (Annex A).  

2. What the Redistribution Committee proposes (relevant to GCC) 

The February 2026 proposal reshapes southern Tasmania so that Clark becomes a southern-most 
electorate including Hobart, Huon Valley and Kingborough; Franklin becomes a south-east electorate 
including Brighton, Clarence, Glamorgan Spring Bay, Sorell and Tasman; and Lyons becomes a smaller 
mainly south-central electorate that gains Glenorchy and loses most east-coast LGAs.  

The Committee states its key reasons include meeting projected enrolment requirements, resolving 
Franklin’s non-contiguity and drawing boundaries using the River Derwent as a clear and recognisable 
divide.  

3. Reasons GCC should remain in Clark 
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Glenorchy City Council accepts that redistributions are driven by numerical equality and that quota 
compliance may require change. However, the Commonwealth Electoral Act also requires consideration 
of communities of interest, means of communication and travel, physical features and existing 
boundaries.  

The Redistribution Committee’s proposal would move 113,884 electors (27.56% of Tasmanian electors) 
into different electorates. This is a high-disruption outcome that should be adopted only where a lower-
disruption, quota-compliant alternative is not reasonably available.  

Glenorchy’s metropolitan community of interest with Hobart is evidenced by Journey to Work data: 
59.5% of employed Glenorchy residents work outside Glenorchy and Hobart is the largest workplace 
destination (9,271 people; 39.3%). 

Reallocating Glenorchy from a metropolitan electorate to a predominantly regional electorate risks 
reducing representational coherence for communities that are economically and socially integrated with 
Greater Hobart. This is a statutory “community of interest” concern. A more proportionate approach is 
available that can address the Clark/Lyons numerical imbalance while better reflecting communities of 
interest and travel patterns and reducing disruption.  

If highly integrated metropolitan communities are placed in electorates with materially different 
geographic and policy focus, constituents can experience less coherent representation across transport, 
housing, urban renewal and metropolitan service issues. That is precisely what the secondary criteria 
are intended to avoid where practicable.  

Ensuring each electorate includes an urban or regional centre may be a design preference, but it does 
not override the statutory requirement to preserve communities of interest and travel patterns where 
practicable. Put plainly: using Glenorchy to remedy Lyons’ “centre” issue risks treating a major 
metropolitan LGA as a balancing instrument rather than respecting the metropolitan community of 
interest between Glenorchy and Hobart.  

3.1 Communities of interest (economic, social and regional) 

• Glenorchy is part of the continuous Greater Hobart urban area. Its labour market, services and 
daily life are strongly integrated with Hobart and adjacent northern suburbs (Annex A).  

• ABS Census 2021 Journey to Work data shows a major share of Glenorchy resident workers 
commute to Hobart for employment, demonstrating a metropolitan community of interest 
aligned with Clark (Annex A).  

• Glenorchy residents’ higher-order health service catchment is strongly oriented to Hobart, 
including tertiary and specialist services at the Royal Hobart Hospital, reinforcing Glenorchy’s 
metropolitan community of interest with Hobart. 

• Glenorchy and Hobart have similar demands and community expectations, a metropolitan 
focus, and collaborate through the Greater Hobart Strategic Partnership, the City Deal and 
major infrastructure planning.  

• Glenorchy and Hobart face shared metropolitan challenges that are more effectively addressed 
together within a single electorate.  
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• Transferring a major metropolitan LGA into Lyons risks combining materially different 
constituencies (metropolitan vs dispersed regional), reducing representational coherence.  

3.2 Travel and communication 

The Electoral Act secondary criteria include “means of communication and travel”. Glenorchy’s principal 
commuter and service corridors are metropolitan, centred on the Hobart CBD and the Brooker Highway 
/ northern suburbs transit spine (Annex A).  

There is an active project proposal to link Glenorchy and Hobart via the Northern Suburbs Transit 
Corridor (the unused rail corridor), using light rail or rapid bus and supporting higher-density housing 
along the corridor.  

Glenorchy and Hobart are also progressing the Derwent River Ferry Service, with planning and approvals 
processes underway and Australian Government funding supporting delivery.  

3.3 Boundary stability and voter clarity 

The Electoral Act requires consideration of the boundaries of existing electorates. Where a quota-
compliant alternative exists that materially reduces elector movement, boundary stability should be 
given substantial weight.  

4. Alternatives to moving Glenorchy to Lyons 

4A. Preferred option: least disruption and strong communities of interest 

GCC proposes a targeted correction to the projected imbalance between Clark (projected to be under 
quota) and Lyons (projected to be over quota) under current boundaries: transfer Derwent Valley 
(including New Norfolk) from Lyons to Clark.  

In addition to materially reducing disruption, this transfer is also defensible against the secondary 
criteria: Derwent Valley and New Norfolk have strong functional connections into Greater Hobart for 
higher-order services, employment, and regional-to-metropolitan travel along the Derwent corridor. 
This makes the transfer at least community-of-interest neutral, while avoiding the much more 
significant community-of-interest mismatch created by moving an entire metropolitan LGA (Glenorchy) 
into a predominantly regional electorate.  
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• Communities of interest: Glenorchy remains in a metropolitan electorate consistent with its
labour market and service catchment evidence (Annex A).

• Least disruption: compared with relocating an entire metropolitan LGA into Lyons, the
Commission can choose a balancing transfer that is smaller, more targeted, and based on
existing metropolitan linkages.

• Trade-off: CF-1 departs from the Committee’s preference to move Brighton into the
reconfigured Franklin; however, it aligns with Brighton Council’s preference to remain intact in
Lyons and reduces the need to move Glenorchy.

5. Trade-offs and risks (and how to address them)

• AEC emphasis on contiguity: GCC’s preferred option (4A) prioritises numerical correction and
reduced disruption; Option 4B provides a contiguity-friendly pathway if contiguity is treated as
decisive.

• Bass projected shortfall: Under current boundaries, Bass is projected to be below the minimum
at the projection time. GCC does not oppose a small northern adjustment to resolve this, but
submits it can be achieved without relocating Glenorchy.

• Stakeholder impacts: Any option involving Brighton, Hobart, or Derwent Valley should include
early engagement to reduce contestability and improve the Commission’s confidence in the
community-of-interest rationale.

6. Conclusion

Glenorchy City Council respectfully requests that the Augmented Electoral Commission amend the 
proposed redistribution to retain the Glenorchy local government area within Clark. GCC submits that 
numerical equity can be achieved through a materially lower-disruption approach by transferring 
Derwent Valley (including New Norfolk) from Lyons to Clark (Option 4A).  

If the Commission prioritises resolving Franklin’s non-contiguity in this redistribution, GCC submits that a 
contiguity-friendly alternative exists that preserves the contiguity objective while avoiding relocation of 
Glenorchy to Lyons (Option 4B).  

This is not about political comfort; it is about statutory community-of-interest coherence. Moving a 
metropolitan LGA into a largely regional electorate is a mismatch where the same numerical objectives 
can be achieved with less disruption. If quota compliance can be achieved while keeping Glenorchy in 
Clark and avoiding a large-disruption outcome, then the “necessary disruption” case is materially 
weaker for relocating Glenorchy specifically because a less disruptive solution exists that better respects 
communities of interest and travel.  

Contact: Chief Executive Officer, Emilio Reale , Glenorchy City Council 

Annex A – Evidence of metropolitan community of interest (Glenorchy ↔ Hobart) 
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• Metro Tasmania, Hobart Network (timetables and maps; northern suburbs / Glenorchy 
corridor). https://www.metrotas.com.au/timetables/hobart/  

• Tasmanian Department of Health, About Royal Hobart Hospital. 
https://www.health.tas.gov.au/hospitals/royal-hobart-hospital/about-royal-hobart-hospital  

• TasTAFE, Campuses. https://www.tastafe.tas.edu.au/campuses  

• TasTAFE, Collins Street (Hobart) Campus. https://www.tastafe.tas.edu.au/campuses/collins-
street-campus-hobart  
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