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18/10/2019

Attention: Mayor, Councillors and Chief Financial O�cer 
Mornington Peninsula Shire
Private Bag 1000, Rosebud VIC 3939
90 Besgrove Street, Rosebud VIC 3939

Re: Rural Living Rate

Dear Sirs,

I formally request that you cancel the ‘rural living rate’ targeting ‘green wedge 
properties of less than 2 hectares’ - which is a rate  20% higher than the general 
rate. In my view, Council’s justifications for this discriminatory imposition on 
smaller holdings in the Green Wedge Zone do not stand up to proper scrutiny.

I have no argument with the adoption of the Green Wedge Management Plan or 
its objectives, however the assumptions and justifications set out in your email are 
incorrect. Although a lot size of less than 2 hectares may be the standard definition 
of a small property in the Rural Living Zone under the Mornington Peninsula 
Planning scheme, it is unjust to suppose by size that the property does not 
contribute to the Green Wedge and should be singled out for higher rates. 

GREEN WEDGE VALUES 
You seem to be assuming that my property has no significant habitat/conservation
activity and I dispute this. 
Since occupying the property, I have planted more than 40 trees and in excess of 
3000 ground cover plants compatible with the environment brought in local soil 
to allow for the growth of appropriate plants and bushes (flood zone landscaping 
to preserve and enhance the trees and vegetation), I have deliberately improved 
the habitat, in order to attract and support appropriate wildlife as well as 
implementing special plans to lower bushfire risk. 

Further I use only organic processes as any run o� of poisons goes directly into 
the creek system behind my property (with the exception of where I have treated 
blackberries at the front of my property) I also implement biological control of 
insects and pests which I might add is far more expensive and time consuming 
than systemic treatments which kill o� everything indiscriminately which have a 
massive knock on e�ect for our environment. 
I have stocked my dam specifically with fish suitable to attract and feed birds. 
Changed all fencing from barbed wire and ringlock (including all boundary 
fences) to roundwire, at entirely my own cost as it is kinder to our wildlife. 
I have even installed blinds on windows that did not require them in an e�ort to 
lower the incident of bird deaths from flying into them.

GREEN WEDGE IMPLICATIONS
You appear to be wishing to penalise owners who already have to maintain 
properties which cannot be employed for anything other than residential purposes, 
added to which the fact that the green wedge overlay automatically devalues such 
properties as the controls are seen by property purchasers as major impositions 
to the use and resale value. 

The programs and policies which protect or enhance the Green Wedge are worthy, 
but it is untrue that they are responsible for adding value to the smaller properties 
in the zone. It is the superior housing that adds the value and if my property were 
located in a residential or rural zone it would be worth much more.
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MANAGEMENT COSTS
The suggestion that smaller rural properties are ‘unlikely to incur the same land 
management costs as owners of larger lots in the Green Wedge’ is not based on 
the realities. The cost of maintaining my property to ensure that it e�ectively 
contributes to the objectives of the zone and the Management Plan is actually 
substantially higher on a sqm basis than larger holdings. And we have no way of 
o�setting costs as smaller properties are not revenue producing.

I provide a benefit to this community by employing local people to help maintain 
my property, including the roadside nature strip as well as the creek. I have also 
sprayed the blackberries outside my property (which I believe to be a council 
responsibility but had not been attended to by council  - despite several 
requests).

I look after my property meticulously and properties such as mine put very little 
strain on council as we are not connected to sewerage or town water - if we have 
water or sewerage problems we have to pay for those ourselves.

Considering all of the above a reduction in rates would seem more justifiable. 
Might I suggest you consider a reward system where there is a concession for 
those landowners who deliberately make their properties ‘eco-friendly’, as I have,  
done at considerable expense. There is a highly successful system in place in 
Singapore to encourage recycling and now it is a world leader.

ADMINISTRATION / IMPLEMENTATION
I received no advance notice or explanation of the new ‘rural living rate’ targeting 
‘green wedge properties of less than 2 hectares’.
Apparently the proposed budget, which also included a number of other 
changes, was put on public exhibition for “community review” on Council’s web-
site earlier this year.

Surely where resolutions have such a substantial impact on the rating of specific 
properties and not on rating generally, it would be much more appropriate for the 
Council to notify the specific land owners concerned. We deserve and are entitled 
to a proper hearing in this matter before it is implemented, NOT after.

I see no valid reason for being so targeted and consider this to be unfair. As such I 
respectfully request that you review and overturn the ‘rural living rate’ targeting 
‘green wedge properties of less than 2 hectares’.
And suggest you implement a consession system to reward and encourage as 
outlined above.

Yours faithfully,
Dianne J Nethercott
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