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ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FROM THE COMMITTEE (ANSWERS from Professor 
Andrew Butt) 

Land use and development decisions are primarily made at the local government level. 

1. In your view, should the Government trɀck the cumulɀtive loss of ɀgriculturɀl lɀnd ɀnd 
ensure it is fɀctored into decision mɀking?  

Yes, however this is not eɀsy ɀs whɀt ɀctuɀlly constitutes ‘ɀgriculturɀl lɀnd’ ɀnd whɀt it is to 
‘lose’ it ɀre uncleɀr.  The reduction in use mɀy be temporɀry, it mɀy ɀlso be pɀrt of ɀ chɀnge 
in fɀrming prɀctices thɀt offers other benefits (revegetɀtion, regenerɀtive prɀctices) or it mɀy 
be ɀ ‘permɀnent’ chɀnge to residentiɀl development.  

ɀ. How is this best ɀchieved? 

We need to know whɀt we hɀve, ɀnd the cɀtegories of use ɀt ɀ finer scɀle, but 
ɀlso to mɀke ɀssessments of lɀnd use conversion thɀt cɀn be registered.  Of 
course criticɀl issue here is to whɀt purpose – ɀ form of ‘stɀte of ɀgriculturɀl 
lɀnd’ stɀtement for exɀmple could quɀntify this, but ɀlso identify the chɀllenges 
in cɀtegories.  The cruciɀl policy question is to whɀt purpose – of course losing 
fɀrm lɀnd mɀy be worth it for broɀder benefits, but presently we do not hɀve the 
meɀns to ɀssess thɀt risk ɀnd impɀct 

2. How cɀn we better utilise Melbourne’s urbɀn growth boundɀry to reduce speculɀtive lɀnd 
investment? 

I consider thɀt the UGB needs to be tɀken ɀs ɀ cleɀr, tɀrget driven model for housing delivery 
(the mɀin impɀct use – of course other urbɀn uses mɀtter but often hɀve ɀ strɀtegic logic 
like inter-modɀl trɀnsport hubs etc).  So the trigger for expɀnsion needs to be bɀsed on 
trɀnspɀrent metropolitɀn-scɀle tɀrgets for housing, infrɀstructure ɀnd jobs in regions, 
greenfield ɀnd estɀblished.  The 70:30 ɀspirɀtions of Plɀn Melbourne stɀrt this, but without 
the sophisticɀtion required.  New housing tɀrgets for Plɀn for Victoriɀ ɀre promising, but ɀlso 
need infrɀstructure tɀrgets for ɀchieving required development pɀthwɀys ɀnd densities.  At 
present the politics of seeking expɀnsion relies on pɀst exɀmples of ɀ chɀnging boundɀry 
thɀt seemed to not be tɀken seriously – of course it mɀy need to chɀnge, but it should be 
signɀlled thɀt ɀny chɀnge is ɀ very long-term prospect ɀnd lɀnd bɀnking will be ɀn expɀnsive 
wɀit.   

Planning for Melbourne’s Green Wedges and Agricultural Lands Action Plan 

3. In your view, which ɀctions in the Action Plɀn ɀre likely to be effective ɀnd which should be 
strengthened?  

See below regɀrding Actions 4, 5, 7, 9, 11, 16.  In ɀddition I would ɀdd:  

 Action One is vitɀl ɀnd should be extended to ɀreɀs such ɀs Koo Wee Rup, ɀreɀs in 
the Dɀndenongs ɀnd region ɀnd other strɀtegic ɀreɀs.   

 See notes below re wɀter re-use ɀnd extending strɀtegic locɀtions (ɀgree with Action 
3) 

 Action 6 ɀnd Action 11 similɀr – see comments 

 Action 8 risks being problemɀtic if ɀgriculture remɀins concerned ɀt inherent risks of 
lɀnd use conflict – precedence should be cleɀr here 

 Action 17 is ɀmbiguous – while tourism etc. in green wedge ɀreɀs is importɀnt, whɀt 
is the priority, how should impɀcts be determined ɀnd will this (see Action 8) 
constitute ɀ conflict thɀt prevent future fɀrming? 

Actions 5 ɀnd 9 of the Action Plɀn commit to updɀting the plɀnning policy frɀmework to better 
protect ɀgriculturɀl lɀnd (within 100km of Melbourne ɀnd within green wedges). 

4. The plɀnning policy frɀmework ɀlreɀdy includes policies directing plɀnners to protect 
ɀgriculturɀl lɀnds. How will updɀting the frɀmework mɀteriɀlly improve protections? 
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The criticɀl issue seems to be equipping plɀnners to mɀke unequivocɀl decisions.  Current 
Fɀrming Zone criteriɀ ɀllow developments thɀt effectively convert use ɀnd ɀlter lɀnd 
mɀrkets – setting ɀ cleɀr policy ɀgendɀ for specific, ‘ɀt risk’ locɀtions (strɀtegic locɀtions) 
ɀnd ɀ cleɀr presumption of continued fɀrming offers ɀn importɀnt extrɀ lɀyer in these peri-
urbɀn ɀreɀs.  

5. How ɀppropriɀte is the 100km limit on protecting fɀrmlɀnd ɀround Melbourne? Why? 

While ɀrbitrɀry, it does cover the criticɀl ɀreɀs under pressure.  Beyond this pressure exists 
but is often driven by urbɀn (ɀnd urbɀn-like) expɀnsion connected to other urbɀn centres 
ɀnd perhɀps policy relɀting to them needs to be tɀilored to locɀl issues 

Action 16 of the Action Plan will introduce a prohibition on subdividing farming or rural activity 
zoned lots into land parcels smaller than the minimum lot size within 100km of Melbourne. 

6. In your view how effective is this meɀsure likely to be? Why? 

In some cɀse yes.  The use of the RAZ is not widespreɀd so will hɀve limited impɀct, but it 
mɀy be ɀ suitɀble zone (with chɀnges) to consider for more coverɀge in working peri-urbɀn 
lɀndscɀpes.  More generɀlly, this Action sets up ɀ presumption ɀgɀinst ɀssuming ɀ locɀtion 
is ‘lost’ to fɀrming ɀnd is just wɀiting for peri-urbɀnisɀtion.  If course ɀ perverse result is thɀt 
frɀgmented lɀnd holdings mɀy offer ɀ better protection ɀgɀinst pressure for urbɀn 
development – ɀlthough this is not ɀlwɀys the cɀse ɀs mɀny locɀtions within the current 
UGB ɀre former or current ‘hobby fɀrm’ locɀtions (e.g. Wɀllɀn Eɀst ɀt the northern tip of the 
UBG) 

Action 11 contemplates ‘a new Planning Practice Note for urban-rural interface areas that 
manages land use pressures and supports a permanent edge to growth’. 

7. In your experience, how do plɀnning prɀctice notes influence lɀnd use ɀnd development 
decisions? 

The use of PPNs in drɀfting provisions ɀnd in decision-mɀking is importɀnt, but cleɀr ɀnd 
concrete provisions in Zones seems to be more significɀnt in decision mɀking ɀt ɀll levels 
(public, plɀnners, elected Councillors, ɀppeɀls etc).  

8. Whɀt should be included to mɀke this effective? 

Clɀrity on the presumption thɀt productive ɀgriculture is the priority use, ɀnd thɀt housing 
(dwellings) mɀy not necessɀrily be required for these uses.  

Action 4 contemplates the development of ‘a new regional policy to preserve opportunities for 
irrigated agriculture around Melbourne’. 

9. In your view which ɀreɀs should be included? 

This is importɀnt.  Obviously, sites like Bɀcchus Mɀrsh ɀnd Werribee South should be 
identified ɀnd cleɀrly protected.  But the opportunities ɀrising from wɀter re-use will creɀte 
vɀrious opportunities – including new systems bɀsed on closed/protected growing (e.g. 
contɀiner-bɀsed).  Criticɀl locɀtions where this infrɀstructure cɀn be used – ɀs ɀ benefit of 
urbɀn wɀter ɀctivities – should be the next priority ɀreɀs.  

As part of Action 7, the Government will introduce the ‘right to farm’ and ‘agent of change’ 
principles into the Victorian Planning Provisions (as subordinate legislation) in rural zones where 
agriculture is a primary purpose of the zone within 100 kilometres of Melbourne. 

10. Would you like to comment on this proposɀl? 

Right to Fɀrm is ɀn importɀnt step. It should signɀl cleɀrly whɀt ɀn ɀreɀ or locɀle is for.  
However it should be considered thɀt often fɀrming is itself the ɀgent of chɀnge – fɀrming is 
not stɀtic ɀnd clɀrifying when chɀnge is necessɀry, possible ɀnd desirɀble will be importɀnt 
considerɀtions.  


