To: Mayor and Councillors, Hepburn Shire
Date: December 6th, 2019

Dear Mayor and Councillors,
I write in relation to Local Laws 2. I object to many of the draft laws, as outlined in other
submissions by Patrick Jones, Z-Net roundtable, Nikki Marshall, Peter Tyndal, Meg Ulman,
Per Bernard, Tammi Jonmas, Jen Bray, David Holmgren, Airlie Morris, Stuart Jonnas et al.
The laws are too prohibitive and are in contradiction of your recent climate emergency
declaration. Furthermore, they contravene basic community/people rights and principles of
gathering, rights to self provisioning, rights to association in the public domain. The laws are
against principles of poverty alleviation, they are indeed against long standing intergenerational traditions of sharing, whether it is food/shade trees planted on public land, for us
to use and enjoy today, these laws will prevent us doing similar actions today for other people
in the future. Preventing people from salvaging materials, collecting food on public land,
planting trees on public land, gathering and sharing on public land are all activities which we
will need to do more of as we go into climate change, resource scarcity, loss of biodiversity.
These can only be done by opening pathways for everyone to be activated to these tasks. The
risk of not allowing these things to be done, will outweigh the public risks of them not being
done.
In particular I wish to raise concerns about:
1. Firewood, flowers and fruit collection
2. Planting vegetation on roads
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Definition of event and public place
Animal numbers
Dangerous and unsightly land
2.12A Food, seating and tables on public land
4.7 Scavenging

1. Firewood, flowers and fruit collection
Guidelines in lieu of prohibitive laws against firewood, flowers and fruit collection should be
developed. Fruit on trees on public land have been planted by previous generations. As these trees
were planted for the public benefit then, so it should belong to the public today. This should be an
unbroken tradition. Prohibiting people from collecting fruit/food from public land is also against
poverty alleviation. It is against community provisioning. Food on public should be available for the
public.
Prohibiting collection of firewood is against community fire mitigation responses. What sort of
budget does council have for fire mitigation work? Nothing in comparison to what it needs to have.
What is more cost effective, developing good guidelines to allow people to do the work of fire
mitigation, which includes firewood collection, whilst they provision in energy, or council trying to
clean up fuel loads with their handful of staff with no budget? Would people cleaning up fallen trees
after storms on adjacent public land, or over roads who then take the wood, cut it up and dry it for

next winters wood stove, constitute a breach of firewood collection bylaws? It is not difficult to
develop guidelines which educate when, what and how firewood should and could be collected.
2. Planting vegetation on roads
Guidelines in lieu of a blanket law against planting of trees on roads should be developed. The
bylaws manual categorically and repeatedly emphasizes the subordinate nature of bylaws. That
councils should be aiming to satisfy overarching policies of community, public places, environmental
benefits, with guidelines and processes of education as well as a variety of other means, rather than
bylaws as first places to go to, that serve as blunt instruments that stifle initiatives to re-vegetate
public land.
Surely we need to be planting lots of trees for shade, shelter, food, water and soil enhancement
particularly as a hotter, drier climate prevails.
How many trees has council planted in recent years to combat climate change? What is cheaper and
greater insurance against the new climate catastrophes of water shortage, soil degeneration, food
shortage, and not fictional scenarios of social strife these may well bring? Positive guidelines and
education fostering cooperation and community contribution toward these ends, or council bringing
on the responsibility solely upon themselves to do all this work, with its minimal resources and large
shire landscape?
3. Definition of event and public place
These definitions are too encompassing and would instill psychological and social aversions to public
gathering, and be seen over time as abnormal behaviours of community. Surely safety is enhanced
by community presence in public places. This is a form of friendly surveillance of streets, parks and
neighbourhoods. It is a form of neighborhood watch. What would our streets and neighborhoods
look like with no people in them?
4. Animal numbers
Draft law proposes permit requirement for keeping sheep and goats in residential land, whereas
existing law allowed keeping a maximum of two of each without a permit. How was this draft law
introduced? Who was consulted?
I object to the proposed law requiring a permit, and to the numbers proposed. I have on two
occasions now attempted to gain permits and have found councils process extremely unsatisfactory
having been used to not approve based on internal discretion rather than transparent information
and reasoning. Council claims that permits will be a process which is enabling, but my personal
experience has been otherwise.
I would propose well thought out guidelines regarding seasonal animal numbers perhaps, and
public/private land grazing possibilities. This is traditionally how grazing was practiced. Although any
household may have kept a dozen or more animals in traditional village households , animals were
grazed outside the village, where food was plentiful and where the community had a presence and
active surveillance of agricultural fields, rivers and forested, village environs. This set up was an
active guardianship of public land belonging to towns and villages. This way of doing things may
seem archaic in this modern context, but we may well have to return to this way of living in a climate
changed future. Daylesford, with its water, plentiful grazing but with steep gullies through the town
with perennial woody flammable weeds is ideal for managing the landscape in this way. The new
‘pyrocene’, or the fire century is also upon us, and removing flammable woody weeds can most

successfully be done in this manner, whilst bringing informal benefits of community care of public
land.
The guidelines could be elaborated alongside ecological monitoring standards, which would include
fire mitigation measures, soil and water quality states and benefits, and community stewardship
principles of public land. We have examples of this already, and would be happy to use these as case
studies from which to draw valuable guidelines from. This would harness community capacities for
the benefit of council in reducing chemical, fossil fuel driven machine maintenance costs of the
landscape which pose their own risks, and have contributed to ill health of the environment and
people. I have been documenting over several years the benefits of animal grazing vs.
machine/chemical land management, as has our Goathand coop collectively, and others doing
similar work in our region, and would be happy to show the evidence in favour of relaxing these laws
against animal numbers, and against the hurdles of grazing on public land.
A possible proposed law or guideline for livestock in residential areas might be, that this livestock
would need to be grazed on public land, rotated in the neigh bourhood etc… Maybe permits could
be issued to various individuals for each neighbourhood (ie: village shepherds), or grazing zones in
the shire where this would be possible and in fact a better option of land management, where it
would serve a number of functions for community, ecology and council. This is a very different
vision to a bylaw centred one that focusses solely on ‘public liability’ an risk mitigation focusing on
‘accidents’. But this is how radically we need to depart in the face of future changes, and to satisfy
‘sustainability’ policies of this shire. It is possible though as Daylesford has a unique regenerative
cultural history and could be a model for futuristic practices that combine modern and traditional
knowledge. It is in fact a perfect place for it, and is why I came to live here.

5. Dangerous and unsightly land
5.3 (2) Any other thing that has substantial adverse visual amenity impact to the generl public in
context to the surrounding area.
Below are two pictures of street drains, on public land. One with years of chemical treatment and
heavy machine mowing to the drain and adjacent gully below, the other years of no chemical
treatment to the drain, with occasional grazing by house hold sheep, temporarily enclosed in electra
net. This road was newly sealed only a year ago. Already it is beginning to erode. Prior to sealing, the
erosion at the bottom of the road had created a pit over a meter deep into which my 3 year old
daughter once fell, and on another occasion a vehicle coming off the road had landed, fortunately
with no one injured. On the side where no chemicals were used, not a single dangerous incident has
occurred in nearly 10 years. Here we have an example of dangerous and unsightly land through the
use of particular methods for public land and road management. Are there bylaws prohibiting
chemical and machine treatment which is both unsightly and dangerous? Not to mention other
effects to water quality to stream below and soil health.

No chemical treatment, seasonal grazing

Chemical/machine treatment

6. 12A Food, seating and tables on public land
This prevents community gathering and food sharing at the neighbourhood level. Would the same
apply to putting a blanket down for a picnic, if it were to be covered with plates of food? What is the
bylaw aiming at? People eating in public together? Or is it the furniture? And if the tables and chairs
were put our not for the purpose of eating, or selling food, but for instance to play cards or just sit
around, would it still be prohibited?

7. 4.7 Scavenging
As a regenerative and sustainable builder I have been gathering materials from the tip for many years
in the shire. It has allowed me to reduce costs in building homes in the shire. With colleagues, I have
also built machines from scrap steel and wood for construction, a dozen or so pyrolisers for biochar
making. These have been used to sequester carbon and for use in soil enhancement. From these
‘scavenged’ materials we have built equipment that may well be prototypes for local regenerative
manufacturing equipment.

Conclusion
These are only some of the bylaws I have chosen to raise concern about, but I could go on, suffice it
to say others have covered more comprehensively the various by-laws in which I support others.
Along with others in my community, and as part of the informal group of people that have raised
these concerns and organized the public consultation, I request that council agree to the request to
form a working group of affected community people and representatives, to work with us through
the bylaws, for a fuller more thorough assessment of how they affect our community, and what
alternatives can be found for them. The risks and costs of having to implement and police these
bylaws outweighs the risks and costs of relaxing, and in some cases deleting them altogether.
Climate science tells us that we don’t have centuries to correct local and global behaviours and
patterns of the way we live and do things, only decades. Therefore, It is dangerous to be sitting on
laws that are activated for 10 years, that prevent us from acting in the climate emergency upon us.

Yours sincerely
Vasko Drogriski, and on behalf of my daughter Leah Drogriski

