


MORNINGTON PENINSULA draft budget 2020/21 – PRE-BUDGET SUBMISSION 

 

I object to the imposition of the Rural Living Differential Rate and the surcharge of 20% of 

valuation.  I submit that this should be abolished and those properties affected should be returned 

to the General residential rating category. 

My objections are as follows: 

 

The Rural Living Differential Rate 

This is an inequitable, ill-conceived, invalid surcharge on our rates. 

 

INEQUITABLE 

We have had imposed upon us a levy, in effect a compulsory conservation contribution upon the 

basis, totally without foundation, that we are unable to contribute to the objectives of the Green 

Wedge.  Meanwhile our neighbours who are in the fortunate position of owning larger, more 

valuable properties in the Green Wedge are under no obligation whatsoever to contribute to the 

Green Wedge objectives.   Some carry out valuable conservation works but many do not. 

The objective statement in the 2019/20 budget notes that we benefit from the amenity of the rural 

green wedge, suggesting that we do so unfairly in some way.  Our neighbours with larger properties 

(some only very slightly larger) benefit just as much, as if not more than, us from the amenity of the 

Green Wedge as do the rest of the Shire, tourists, the city of Melbourne and, as pointed out in your 

Green Wedge Management Plan – the whole of the State of Victoria.  Why should we be singled out 

to make a compulsory financial contribution?  

The fact that we benefit from the amenity of the rural green wedge is already reflected in the 

valuation upon which the general residential rate is based.  To tax us further on this same basis 

amounts to inequitable double taxation. 

The objective statement also alleges that our properties are too small to make an effective 

contribution through agriculture or conservation-based activity.  This is untrue and insulting to those 

ratepayers who do carry out these activities on their properties.   

I note that Councillor Gill has stated that he is currently looking into the possibility of Rural Living 

properties being eligible to apply for the lower conservation rate if works are approved that benefit 

the Green Wedge.  This is clearly an admission that one of the stated reasons for the tax (ie that the 

properties are too small to make a contribution) is totally without foundation. 

The objective statement further notes that the limited land size of our properties does not incur the 

same land management costs as owners of larger lots.  This is correct – if you own more land there 

will be more work and cost involved in its upkeep.  This is not a valid reason for us to subsidise that 

work.  
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ILL-CONCEIVED 

All other categories of differential rates imposed by Council are imposed with a view to encouraging 

or discouraging particular uses of the land. (For example, leaving land vacant is discouraged and 

ratepayers can avoid the penalty rate by building.  Similarly, farming is encouraged and ratepayers 

can earn the discounted rate by fulfilling the farming criteria.)   

However the Rural Living surcharge is imposed purely as a penalty.  It cannot influence the 

ratepayer’s conduct or use of the land in any way as they are powerless to change that status. (This 

is clearly one reason why the introduction of this penalty was not widely advertised or drawn to the 

attention of the affected ratepayers in any way in advance as the only response which it could elicit 

was complaint.) 

This rate is divisive.  There is a complex interaction between the conflicting objectives of the Green 

Wedge Management Plan (agriculture, conservation, recreation, tourism).  The successful balance 

relies to a great extent on the goodwill, co-operation and tolerance of residents.  This discriminatory 

compulsory levy fosters resentment and ill-will both between neighbours and towards Council.  It 

alienates a sector of ratepayers who generally are very supportive of Green Wedge objectives. 

 

 

INVALID 

In order to validly raise this rate Council must comply with the provisions of the Local Government 

Act including: 

1. Section3C(2)(f): 

Council must ensure the equitable imposition of rates and charges.   

This rate does not meet this criterion. 

 

2. Section 161(2A): The Ministerial Guidelines for Differential Rating: 

These guidelines state that 

“It is not appropriate to define differential rates by geographic location to specifically 

apply to very few assessments”.   

This surcharge has been applied to fewer than 800 properties out of a total of 101,864 

rateable properties. 

 

“It is not appropriate to utilise differential rating powers to prevent, mitigate or 

discourage legitimate land uses (with the exception of vacant or derelict land)”.   

Council has stated that it considers that “small properties (of less than 2 hectares) can only 

effectively be used for the purpose of rural living” and is penalising us for using the 

properties for this legitimate use. 

It is unjust for Council to punish us to atone for a historical decision of Council to allow 

residential subdivision which they now regret. 

 

“The use of a differential rate applicable to very few assessments in a municipality should 

be considered with great caution and have regard to the impact on the land subject to the 

proposed rate and consequential impact upon the broader municipality through 

consideration of equity”.  
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