


Risk of SelecƟve ImplementaƟon 

My experience with Council and its officers at the Ɵme of the proposed wind generaƟon project on the McHarg 
Ranges in the period 2005 to 2010 leaves me with concern about the way Council and/or its officers might administer 
the SLO if the proposal is successful. 

In that case an anemometer was allowed to stay in place for a period far more than the 3 years specified under the 
then Mitchell Shire Planning Scheme.  Council officers ignored my aƩempts to discuss the situaƟon and refused to 
order the removal of the anemometer which was in breach.   

In contrast, exactly the same situaƟon arose in Macedon Ranges Shire, the Council ordered the removal of the facility 
and insisted that a new permit be sought in accordance with the planning provisions.  When the permit was granted, 
a ratepayer, the late Mr Peter McLaughlin and others applied to VCAT to review the decision.  VCAT found in favour of 
the ratepayers (VCAT Reference P937/2010). 

Of course, the other irony is that the beauƟful landscape which “needs” this extra protecƟon is only in such 
outstanding condiƟon because of the efforts of the custodian landowners who resisted the closet support of Council 
for proposals which would have scarred and despoiled the McHarg Ranges. 

There are other experiences of selecƟve enforcement by Council officers which support my concern but it is not 
appropriate to detail them here as this would disclose details which would idenƟfy individual officers 

“Disneyland” farming. 

This is a move towards “Disneyland farming” which prevails in much of the UK and Europe. The city folk want to see 
idyllic vistas and fairytale aƩracƟons when they venture to rural areas.  There are direct and opportunity costs to 
such regulaƟon and obligaƟons.  Europeans are prepared to pay massive subsidies to achieve their objecƟves 
whereas this proposal seeks to place the costs squarely on the farmers and landowners.  

The current Farming Zone regulaƟons are already effecƟve.  The landscape is being maintained successfully, even 
with the removal of the small amount of assistance formerly provided by the Mitchell Shire Land Management 
Rebate and the severe cuts to Landcare funding.  The Reports do not demonstrate a need to change the current 
provisions.    

To be clear, I am not advocaƟng European style subsidies for farmers.  I am objecƟng to farmers bearing the full cost 
of the proposals which will impose superfluous regulaƟons and costly permit processes on the farmers who are 
already doing a fine job of maintaining the landscape under the current overlays.   

PracƟcal ImplicaƟons 

Permits 

The maps indicate that parts of our property would be subject to the SLO.  It “clips” a sliver of our home block and, 
on the face of it, we could require a permit to trim the trees which grow to intrude over the clothes line.   

Further, there are trees in the vicinity of our house which we regularly trim to manage the fire risk. It is unreasonable 
to require a permit or reliance on a decision by a Council officer to allow me to protect my family. 

Powercor regularly trims naƟve vegetaƟon for fire risk management under the power lines which cross several of our 
paddocks.  Some paddocks are in the proposed SLO area and some are not.  Powercor is privately owned, not a 
public authority and so would appear to require a permit to carry out the work.  This is untenable and dangerous 
when urgent fire prevenƟon works are required, as has happened in recent years. 

Council has tried to clarify the requirement to obtain permit to remove, destroy or lop any naƟve vegetaƟon via FAQ.  
They do not provide clarificaƟon or any reassurance, rather, they have reinforced the inconsistencies. 

The proposed permit requirements are onerous, costly and unnecessary and should not be adopted. 

  




