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Has funding previously been sought for this project?

  No

Will this project require ongoing maintenance or continued financial support from the Shire? (if
known)

  No

Do you want to be heard at the Forward Planning Meeting?

  Yes

Additional submission details

 

The focus of this submission is the introduction during 2019 of a new differential rate, the Rural Lining
Rate (the Rate). The submission indicates why it is considered that the Rate is inappropriate, should
not form the basis of the 2020/21 Budget, and indeed, should be repealed.
This submission will outline several major around the process for the initial implementation of the
Rate, most notably the lack of genuine consultation and an absence of critical data to inform affected
ratepayers (which arguably continue to compromise the current budget process); a series of legal
failings that render the Rate unlawful; and most importantly, the lack of regard for equity and proper
purposes when Council considered and adopted the Rate.
It is of concern that Council would appear to have been inadequately informed of many relevant
considerations and this submission seeks to address that.
At the outset, we would like to stress that we are fully supportive of the Green Wedge philosophy and
the Green Wedge Management Plan. Our concern is that the Rate supports neither, notwithstanding
its stated intent, and that it instead places an unfair and unjustifiable burden on a minority of
ratepayers. We do not seek a discount on our rates, nor any special consideration; merely that we be
treated fairly with other ratepayers by paying a rate based on Capital Improved Value at the General
Rate, not a punitive one.

All or any part of this submission will be made public and I have read the confidentiality statements

  I understand
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  Community Submission

Supported

  Not Yet Supported
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The focus of this submission is the introduction during 2019 of a new differential rate, the Rural 

Lining Rate (the Rate). The submission indicates why it is considered that the Rate is inappropriate, 

should not form the basis of the 2020/21 Budget, and indeed, should be repealed. 

This submission will outline several major around the process for the initial implementation of the 

Rate, most notably the lack of genuine consultation and an absence of critical data to inform 

affected ratepayers (which arguably continue to compromise the current budget process); a series of 

legal failings that render the Rate unlawful; and most importantly, the lack of regard for equity and 

proper purposes when Council considered and adopted the Rate. 

It is of concern that Council would appear to have been inadequately informed of many relevant 

considerations and this submission seeks to address that. 

At the outset, we would like to stress that we are fully supportive of the Green Wedge philosophy 

and the Green Wedge Management Plan. Our concern is that this rate supports neither, 

notwithstanding its stated intent, and that it instead places an unfair and unjustifiable burden on a 

minority of ratepayers. We do not seek a discount on our rates, nor any special consideration; 

merely that we be treated fairly with other ratepayers by paying a rate based on Capital Improved 

Value at the General Rate, not a punitive one. 

Process 

There has been an absence of any, or any genuine consultation in the lead up to the adoption of the 

Rate. The sole opportunity for input was through the 2019/20 budget planning process. The only 

means of gaining notice of the new Rate was by reading the detail in the budget papers. This was an 

ineffective and illusory means of notifying affected parties. 

Given that the new rate was a fundamental departure from the previous rating approach, it 

deserved specific notice, either one or more of the following: 

a. Directly to the small number of affected parties (724 property owners) 

b. By specific notice in media circulating in the area 

c. Via Advisory Committees or residents committees in the area 

d. On the council website 

The ineffective consultation is apparent through Council’s feedback site for the current budget 

process: it contemplates submissions from people for projects, ideas and funding bids. This is what 

ratepayers expect from a budget process. They do not expect to see a fundamental change in the 

rate base included in the notes to the budget.  

Transparency 

Following the introduction of the Rate, there has been no specific notification of the new/changed 

rate in the dollar for affected ratepayers, the new cents in the dollar rate, or the 205 premium that is 

charged: 
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a. The Council rates notice includes the new rate as a routine line item without any indication 

of change 

b. The accompanying brochure states:  

‘Rural Living Rate. For land which is less than two hectares within the green wedge zone. 

The limited land size means these properties don’t incur the same land management costs 

as owners of larger lots in the Green Wedge and cannot make the same contribution to 

Green Wedge objectives. This excludes residential lots in the Cape Schanck/National Golf 

Club resort.’ 

There is no reference to the quantum of this rate or that it is 20% greater than the General 

Rate 

c. It is not apparent from Council’s website what the new Rate is, despite all other differential 

rates being described in either discount terms (Conservation and Rural rates) or surcharges 

(Vacant Land and Commercial) by reference to the General rate. 

The lack of open-ness is disconcerting 

Refuting the stated rationale 

It is important to respond to the core claims made in substantiation of this differential rate 

• that small properties (of less than 2 hectares) in the Green Wedge can only effectively be 

used for the purpose of rural living (that is, they are not practically usable for any substantial 

agricultural or conservation based purpose). The 2 hectare threshold has been chosen as this 

lot size is the standard for the Rural Living Zone under the Victoria Planning Provisions and is 

also the standard that has been applied in parts of the Low Density Residential Zone under 

the Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme (Design and Development Overlay – Schedule 

7). 

o There has been no evidence presented to Council or me (despite requesting it) that 

this is true, or that it is true in all cases.  

o The ability of a 1.8 Ha site to contribute is arguably no different from a 2.2 Ha site; a 

larger site may detract even more depending on the nature of the buildings and 

accompanying works; Many small sites actually contain dense well maintained 

indigenous vegetation 

• The limited land size also means they are unlikely to incur the same land management costs 

as owners of larger lots in the Green Wedge.  

Again, a claim that lacks substantiation.  

o Costs of maintenance are not a function of size, but attitude and activity. Large 

properties can be neglected. Small properties can have high maintenance needs 

o Further, larger properties have greater income producing potential to offset any 

costs. 

o Finally, cost of maintenance is not a legitimate basis fo discrimination. Why do 

Green Wedge residents have a subjective assessment made of their cost base when 

all others in the shire are rated according to the CIV or, where CIV is understated 

due to being a vacant site, a surcharge by reference to a fair contribution to council 

costs (but note, only by reference to fair contribution to costs, not the costs of the 

landowner) 

• Although the owners of these properties cannot make the same contribution to Green 

Wedge objectives in terms of supporting agricultural production, providing habitat area or 

maintaining landscape values, nor are likely to incur the same land management costs as the 
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owners of larger properties, they still gain greater value than the general rate payer from the 

programs and policies which protect the Green Wedge (and their rural residential amenity). 

Again, no evidence or substantiation provided. 

o The green wedge, according to the Green Wedge Management plan, is intended for 

the benefit of all ratepayers and visitors. And indeed it achieves this. There is no 

evidence that one living in the wedge has material added benefits. 

o If there are material benefits, then presumably these also accrue to properties 

abutting the wedge; or those within residential zonings that are otherwise within 

the wedge; or those that have views of the wedge 

o There are also disbenefits from living within the wedge: lack of access to council 

facilities, shops, schools, well  maintained roads 

o There is no detail of what the purported policies or programs are that specifically 

benefit people in the green wedge 

o To the extent that they gain greater value than the general rate payer, this would be 

reflected in the CIV of the property and accordingly, such residents are already 

paying ‘more.’ To ask them to pay a surcharge is double taxation. 
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