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PAN-COMMUNITY 
COUNCIL 
P.O. BOX 102, 
NIMBIN 2480 

20th N/larch I Y95 

T\4r Bob Carr 
(Dppclsitlon Lc;idei 
Pan iaiiient Mouse 
1\'iacqtiaric Stiect 
S doe'. 200() 

Lear N/lr Carr. 
Rc: the R(.,.Iltro(IlIvtiovl SI. PP 1 

Our gl-cnip established in I 9S9 is the ciirreiit peak orgarilsati011 Icir 

iiitii tiple occtipanc> (1\4(D) COflIiii LIII I tics replacing the ILLIII 
Resettleiiiciit Task Force with which ou dealt as the Minister for 

P1 at -i iii ng iii the last Ta bor Cioernivteii t. 

Pai -t Coi,,nitinit-'. (ouncii bcIic CS SEPP I 5 that > ci.i i ,itrocltiecd (C) 

satisf' the cleiiiaiid Ibr I\40 has been iiiost SLtCcCSStlil and has stood 

(i -ic test c-iF tune vchl. 

The coniiiiunitics that > on '. isited 5 >ears ago Bocihi Farm and 

1hiariiiananda are ticiurisliing. -fliey are begiiuiing to niove into 

their second £ei -ieration '.\ i ti -i > oiiig adults iea ing school and 
deciding their ftittires_ ijichiclirig the possibilit> of epziiidiiig their 

OVs ii coilirri Liii it> or setting up ne'. conirnulil tICS, hence our great 

ccinccrii ci-ver the action of the t"Jational Pii -t>s \Vebster in 

repcahng SEPP- I 5 

\Ve LIiidcrStaiidl i.hat > out -  Shiado'. N4 jul stcr For Plaiiuiiiig Patti A lien 

brc-iuglit c-ibei -  \Vebsters decision to repeal SEPP- 1 5 to >-our 

attention in October last. 

ing discLlssions iii particular '. ithi Janclic SaFIiti and rioitli 

cast caiicliclates Treor \V i lsoii i olin 14a'c'.'.el 1 ziiicl \/eroii iezi 

Black vS e are delighted and appreciative oF> our l ,art> s 
coiiiriiitinent to reinstate SEPP- 1 5 should >c-iuir pahly coiiie to 
pOvSCl iii the Forti-icotiuui-ig election. 

\Vc consider \Vebsters rcie'. oF N/IC) Lo be Factuall> fla'. cd ni-id 
total!> lacking iii "proceckiral fairness" and we l,ehieve it lila> -  be in 

breach F adiuuinistrati c la csj,eciall iF the original SEPP- I S 

was a cabinet decision. 

Rctbcrt Vebsters decision to withdraw ShPP- 15 Nvas ccuieliecl in 

tel-n -is oF N/IC) not being a state '.' ide issue ai,d that it vs as rightl> a 
decision for 1oca 1 (i overrijilent. 

kisinore council's recent decision .it,t to incorporatc N/IC) into its 
LEP highlights the prediciiiieiut calisc--cl by the repeal of this pohic'.. 

\Vc bclic c ti -tat ti-ic Lisi -t -iorc Council decision vs as rtt based on 

an> substantive grounds, but on the prejudiced views held by a 
liLirnbcr ol the C ounci hors 

I F the Labor Part> is returned to go crnlrieitt vs C vs iii contact >ouir 

rvlinister &ir Planuiiiig '.vithi suggestions regarding the upgrading of 

the polic> iii the light oF our ecperieitce since >Oi.i ititroduiceci ti-ic 

pci1 ic> 

lliaiiking von ilgaill in appreciation of your past ciitrit,u,tioii in 
Facilitating N/IC) auicI vs ishing >i.i vs cli (br your ciectiiu to 

Votirs sincercl' 

Si inc- tn 
11- Pan C oiuiin till it> Cotii-ic ii 
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Si.,ur,ia.'s of DepaI -tnleilt of Plannirlg Re ic' of SIPI' 15 

1 . 	Early ill 1993 ve heard that the [epa1 -tmet1t of Planuiiiig 
1C)P) hi:ic1 set -it out a brief to 4 or 5 corisiiltarit tbr a reiev 

of SFPP 15. Cour i11cstig tiolis sho - ed that the tciew was 
at the N4iiiisters direetic,ia. I'.Jorie of the coiistilt;iiits askOcl to 
teiicler had any eperic1ice of 1\IC)s 

We subseqtiexitly heartit that both the 1c3c-zi1 Natiojial Party 
riiciiibers had lobbied fhju this re'icv liairig thieiusc1es bceia 
lbbied bN .  Rezal Estate ALe1itS and other iLiterests. The Real 
Estate Aictits were keeji to see subdiisioia of 4s a11c,ec1. 

The brief to consultants included consideration of the repeal 
of SEPP 15. We ve,e assured b the R.cgioraal N4ati:iter at 
Grafton that this was pu.iielv routine and that there v;is no 
stiggestioli that repeal was beini. seriousl coaisicleiecl. 

We wrote to the Minister epi -essirig our concern about the 
rc-vie 	at ad in part icii lii r the flict t I rut uiorie of t lie corasii 1 tarits 
had any 4C) eNpericrice. Nonetheless a C'anberx'a brisech 
consultant xvith Lid) l\1() e>.perience 'VVZLS appoiitted. 

Pan C'o111111L,iait Council (Pa ii Cotii) offeiecl the Iepartiiieiit 
of E'lztaataing (LoP) .R.ecional N4aiizui.er and the coiisiiItant full 
cd)C)l)elatid)11 iliclildililt iilSl)Cctic)tiS of N4Es. Tlie cc)lasalltant 
declilledi to inspect any E\4G on the grounds that it was not 
inciticled in the budget for the study At lid) stige did they 
inspect an N4G. 

c. 	Paii Corn askedl to coirirnerit oii the draft 5hz -vet of N4C3s. 
\Vhcii we received a copy we considered it to be seriously 
flavecl arid ziladle riian stictestioris tbr its i 11ipI -oeiaaelat 
Thiese were jitaizilt accepted by the )'oP. 
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L)caz l're' or 
1-lope our day ith ETob ('arr was rewarding! 

FoIIoing is the material that Pçter E-lainilloii one ofoir Pan C'oimi 
niciiibcrs prepared For the I3 ron C'oincil debate on N4. 

From a brier reading of 	id l3rovd's report i'd like to make soiiic 
Co I I ii i i ci i t s 

I) 	Pan C'oni bcIie es that it is a fttndaiiienial democratic and 
legal right that people that are to be alTeclecl b a change should be 
comistilled about the liatuire or that change and its iiiiplicatioiis. C311C 
or the main reasons we are so dissatisried ith \'Vebster's decision 
on 1efiiltipIe ()ceLIpanc is that it happened 	ithoit consiullatioa,. Its 
not clear to inc fi -oni ro d's report i r lie consulted vitli 1v1() 
residents or not, but it seenis that he ctict not. Hecaise of this Paii 
Coin would like to see a process where N-IC) iiiemnbers are consulted 
e eli berore aii' possible changes go oii public ehiibitioii, N-IC) 
resictent's can have their interest seerel a flcted b the renioal of 
1\,T() pros isioiis. Ti eati liniit the e1)aiisio1i or their coinn1uinit and 
prevent their children on reaching ad,iltliooct l'roni li ilig on ans 
N4C) coni,nLLiiiLs. 

2 	I don't 	 lerstancl t lie di ITictil (s 	it Ii s94 contributions re 
N4C)s, iii L.isinore t liese are si inpis calculated L-'> a lbriitula and 
eaclictellingpasiIscoiitrihu,tionas it is built. 

I am 	CF\ sLiSpmcIO(L5 about the colilmneilts iii the re,ort about 
land use on N4(i)s. \'cr' si in i 1am -  colnineilt s haN c been i nacte iii 
Tasniore and vlicit Ilies vere eainiiiecI b C'otincil ollicers it \ as 
established 

 
that there as in fact no clilTereiice between N4C)s ZInC! 

other rural properties. So I vot,Icl be interested on (he basis oF N4r 
I3ros d's comnlnelits. 

Ves it his difficult to get loans for !\4C) properties especially 
mortgage fi ha Iice t hotugli pe rsoi ia I loans are oFten a a i lable. 
T-TONNeNer people ho choose to li c on N1C)s are s elI 	are or this 
FZcI and ''cut their cloth accordiiigl ". C'omn,nunils 'Title is an 
option to people ho wish to ha e independent legal title and 
tiiererore ha e access to housing fiiiaiice, but Ilie option of N4C) 
should be available to those ho do not ant i nctependent title a tic! 
are more COiiCCrlied to live more like an "etendcd faiiiil ", 

5 	'The comninents Irosii the C'oiictong cte eloper slio 	em-s clearly 
that N4C) is not st,ilablc for his purposes. l'vIC) u -as iie er ctesigiicd 
ror developers it xNas, designed ror people ho \\ isli  to estat,lisli 
coinhiithiities not create mie 	a eiiucs br ctcclopiiiemit. 

cDne of the critical issues in (his hole debate is that N/IC) can't be 
i-cplacecl 	itli C'oninittiiits 'Title Iör the iblloing m -eascnis: 

("I' does no gi e a coiiiii'uiiiits ans control o•cr 	ho li es 
there. N'Teinbcrsliip ill be determined b' the highest bidder 
For a d ellimig. For malls people (he essential element or a 
coin mull its ( N4C) ) is t I ia t I lie I,crsoii is coinpat ible wit Ii t lie 
ot lie,-  com ii in &tiii ty mnenibers. 

() its nat tire C"F must be iir miiore CNpCII.,JN e t hami NI() 
because people are getting independent legal title. 

Pan C'omii bclic es that N/IC) is hot imiconipatiblc 	itli C"T', both 
should be available tinder appropriate planning controls. N'T() 
should be preserved as a choice for perhaps a small rotLp of people 

ho choose to rorego legal title [or the oppol - liinits to build a loss 
cost home and Ii e iii a coin Inunils as the NA(D polics i ,itemictcd. In 
fact comisideri hg '['vt ced has a eragcd one N/IC) [)A a car one 

oiicIers vt lis N/IC) is atiretilig 50 miiticli atlemitiolL should Ii't it siiiiple 
be aIloved to continue as an option for peo,le vt ho vt isli to live in 
this sas 

Regards. 

Simlicimi ('lotigli 
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The Pan Community Council -(Pan-Corn), was 
established in 1989 to act for Multiple 
Occupancy (MO) communities, primarily in 
the north coast region of the State. 
Pan-Corn replaces the Rural Resettlement 
Task Force with which you dealt at the 
time you were Minister for Planning and 
Environment. 

Since its inception Pan-Corn has been well 
pleased with SEPP-15 as a planning 
instrument. 

The particular communities that you 
visited some five years ago, Bodhi Farm 
and Dharmananda, continue to flourish. 
Children born on these communities are now 
in the process of completing High School 
and deciding their futures. 
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The Pan Community Council (Pan-Corn), was 
established in 1989 to act for Multiple 
Occupancy (MO) communities, primarily in 
the north coast region of the State. 
Pan-Corn replaces the Rural Resettlement 
Task Force with which you dealt at the 
time you were Minister for Planning and 
Environment. 

Since its inception Pan-Corn has been well 
pleased with SEPP-15 as a planning 
instrument. 

The particular communities that you 
visited some five years ago, Bodhi Farm 
and Dharmanarida, continue to flourish. 
Children born on these communities are now 
in the process of completing High School 
and deciding their futures. 
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ATTENTION: Ian Cohen 
DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT. Not for circulation. For background info, only. 

On Pan Corn Letterhead 23 November 1994 
Mr. Bob Carr, 
Opposition Leader, 
Parliament House, 
SYDNEY, 2000 

Dear Bob Carr, 

Re: REPEAL OF SEPP-15 MULTIPLE OCCUPANCY 

The Pan Community Council (Pan-Corn), was established in 1989 to act for 
Multiple Occupancy (MO) communities, primarily in the north coast region 
of the State. Pan-Corn replaces the Rural Resettlement Task Force with 
which you dealt at the time you were Minister for Planning and 
Environment. 

Since its inception Pan-Corn has been very happy with SEPP-15 as a planning 
instrument. 

There are now some 251 approved MO,s in 20 of the 67 councils covered by 
the Policy. These MO's house a total population of about 7000 people. 
Most of the MO's are located in the North Coast region of the State 

The Bodhi Farm and Dharmananda communities, that you visited near seven 
years ago, continue to flourish. Children born on these communities are 
now in the process of completing High School and deciding their futures. 

On 13 October last, without any warning or public consultation Minister 
Webster announced the repeal of SEPP-15 Multiple Occupancy. (See 
Attachments "At 1 ). 

For a Summary of the extraodinary events leading up to this repeal, see 
Attachment "C". 

As you will see from this Summary it raises serious questions of 
"procedural fairness" and may well breach the principles of Administrative 
Law, especially if the original SEPP-15 involved a Cabinet decision! 

In mid 1993 The Department of Planning (DOP) engaged a consultant to carry 
out a statewide review of SEPP-15. The Consultant found that:- 

there is little demand for MO, and, 
that MO is not a suitable matter for a statewide SEPP as 80% of 
MO's are located in the north coast of the State (2). 

Our organisation categorically refutes this contention. 

(a) We consider that the Survey results show that there is a small, but 
steady demand for MO's, and that the number of councils which have MO's is 



f. 

-2- 
increasing! 

The number of MO's we submit, matches the demand and in doing so, achieves 
the optimum relationship! 

(b) If Minister Webster was to repeal all SEPP's which did not have "a 
statewide application" (stated as a ground for repeal in the News 
Release), then to not be discriminatory, this should for example include 
repeal of:- 

SEPP-9 	Group Homes, SEPP-lO Retention of Low Cost Rental 
Accommodation, SEPP-12 Public Housing, SEPP-14 Coastal Wetlands, 
SEPP-12 Tertiary Institutions, SEPP-30 Cattle Feedlots. 

Unfortunately there are still some councillors who are strongly opposed to 
the MO form of settlement. 

Minister Webster states in his News Release, that, "local councils will 
need to prepare provisions in their local plans for MO." 

Despite the Lismore City Council having the most MO's in its area, at its 
meeting on 15th November 1994, a motion to amend the local LEP to permit 
future MO development in appropriate rural locations, was OVERWHELMINGLY 
REJECTED 1 

Needless to say, there was no public consultation in this process! 

In summary we consider that the Policy has been repealed for expedient and 
political reasons, and not for social and professional planning reasons. 

In the light of this we submit, that a statewide Policy is still needed to 
enable the availability of this type of low impact settlement, with its 
low cost (mortgage free) self help housing, and, the freedom to adopt a 
family lifestyle of ones own choice. 

While any vestige of prejudice prevails there is just as much need for a 
SEPP MO Policy today, as when it was introduced by yourself in 1988. 

Some people have expressed concern about the rating of MO's. Though 
rating was not part of the Review brief, the consultant makes some very 
superficial comments about MO rating. No opportunity has been given for 
us to respond constructively to such questions. 

We hold that if the rating system is to be reviewed, then it should 
encompass all forms of development, including caravan and mobile home 
parks, company title units, dual occupancies, flats and MO etc. 

REQUEST 
We ask that if you attain government at the forthcoming election, you will 
commit the Government to reinstate the SEPP-15 Policy, for the reasons 
outlined above. 
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MARGINAL ELECTORATES IN THE NORTH COAST REGION 
MO continues to be part of the high rate of settlement in the north coast 
area generally. We consider that this new settlement is an important 
factor in the north coast electorates becoming marginal. 

The ALP candidates in the north coast, Trevor Wilson in Murwillumbah, John 
Maxwell in Lismore, Veronica Black in Ballina and Bruce Criage in Coffs 
Harbour, have all indicated their support for MO. 

FAMILY COMMUNITIES IN THE "INTERNATIONAL YEAR OF THE FAMILY" 
Many well established MO communities now consider themselves to be an 
extended family, or in the case of large communities, to be a cluster of 
extended families. Such bonding is seen as being a lifelong commitment. 

The Ministers action in repealing SEPP-15 is we believe an attack on the 
Premier's acceptance of and support for, there being a wide diversity of 
family lifestyle in NSW, especially in this, the "International Year of 
the Family" 

INVITATION 
Should you be again be visiting this area in connection with the 
forthcoming election, we would appreciate the opportunity of arranging an 
inspection of a member Multiple Occupancy. 

Should you wish further information in respect to any of the above 
matters, we would be happy to supply same, and if desired can arrange for 
a representative to meet you in Sydney. 

We wou1i alsrpreciate th_r 

Thanking you again in anticipation for your further support. 

We await your reply. 

Yours sincerely, 

Simon dough J.P. 

For and on behalf of Pan Community Council Coordinators: 
Eddie Buivids ... (Architect), Rob Doolan ......(Planner), 
Peter Hamilton .. (Architect-Planner), Simon dough .... (TAFE Teacher), 
Diana Roberts ... (Councillor, Lismore City Council). 
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ATTACHMENT "C" 

SUMMARY OF THE DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING, STATEWIDE REVIEW OF SEPP-15 

The following is a summary of the events leading 
up to the repeal of the SEPP-15 Policy. 

Early in 1993 we heard that the Department of Planning (DOP) had 
privately invited some five consultants to tender, to conduct a 
survey and prepare a report on the application of SEPP-15 throughout 
the State. 

Our subsequent investigations revealed that this Review was 
instigated at the direction of the Minister. 

On interviewing both Don Page M.P. and Bill Rixon M.P., we were 
advised by them that they had lobbied for the Review, having 
themselves been lobbied by Real Estate Agents, developers and others. 

(The Real Estate Agents were keen to see that subdivision of MO's be 
allowed). 

The brief to the consultant included consideration of repeal of SEPP-
15. We were assured however, by the Regional Manager at Grafton that 
this was purely routine review and that there was a no implication 
that repeal was seriously contemplated. 

We wrote to the Minister expressing our concerns about the review and 
in particular the fact that none of the consultants invited to tender 
had any experience of the MO form of development. Nonetheless a 
Canberra based consultant was appointed! 

On appointment of the consultant, Pan-Corn offered the DOP and the 
consultant our full cooperation and extended an invitation to arrange 
an inspection of MO's. 

The consultant declined to inspect any MO on the ground that the cost 
of so doing was not included in the budget for the Review! At no 
stage did they inspect an MO! 

Pan-Corn asked to be able to comment on the draft of the Survey 
planned to be sent to all MO's. 

When we received a copy of this draft we viewed it to be seriously 
flawed and made many suggestions for its improvement. These were 
mainly accepted by the DOP! 

We asked the DOP, that when the consultants Report was completed, 
that we be given a copy with time to comment, before any 
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recommendations were made on the Report. THIS WAS DENIED. 

As our constituents stood to be affected by the Report, we submitted 
that we were entitled to be heard, and, provided with an opportunity 
to rebut any false assertions should these be found in the Report. 

	

8. 	We were advised by the Regional Manager that if any amendments to 
SEPP-15 were proposed to be made, that such amendments would be 
placed on public exhibition for comment. 

The Regional Manager further indicated that the Department's 
Executive viewed that there should be no change in the Policy and 
that if it was proposed to make a change that: 

the consultant's report would be available before any amendment 
was made, and, 
there would be a public exhibition of the proposed amendment. 

	

9. 	Without any warning or public consultation the Minister announced 
repeal of SEPP-15 on 13 October 1994. (See Attachment "A"). The 
repeal was Gazette three days latter (See Attachment "B"). 

It is worthy of note in this regard, that in the consultant's main 
Report it is recommended that if an amendment was to be made that: 

there be a public exhibition of the proposed changes, and, 

there be a two year period of transition from SEPP-15 to local 
government control of MO. (It is generally held that an 
amendment of an LEP, takes between 12 to 15 months). 

In the Summary Report to the Minister however, the consultant DROPS 
the suggestion of a public exhibition, and, suggests that the 
transition could be carried out in one month without "any adverse 
impact on either councils or MO's". (See SEPP-42, Attachment "B"). 

Minister Webster has made the situation even more difficult by 
scheduling the three months transition, to fall over the Christmas/ 
New Year period! 

The repeal has, as may be expected, some adverse impacts on existing 
MO's. Dharmananda the community of which I am a part, has been 
rushed into making land use decisions for the future, which we saw as 
being an evolutionary process. 

Other communities are very concerned about the need to vary their 
development consent to make provision for their children. I am aware 
of four communities that have been affected in this way. 

In the case of the Lismore City Council, the difficulty has been 
compounded because the Council left it to 12th. November to advertise 
that the deadline for any new MO Development Applications would be 

I 	(v 
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1st. Deber 1994. 

End 	 I 

(To be added) 
While we support that councils should have a h gh level of autonomy in the 
delivery of services, this should not be at the expense of the denial of 
the basic freedom of association in a family lifestyle of the individuals 
choice. 
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ATTACNT "A" 

minister for planning news release 	minister for housing 
rw aouth w&ks 

13 October 1994 

CHANGES TO MULTIPLE OCCUPANCY PLANNING 

ollowing an independent review of the State policy on multiple occupancy of 
rural land, Minister for Planning and Minister for Housing, Robert Webster, 
today announced he would move for Its repeal. 

In future, local councils will need to prepare provisions in their local plans for 
the assessment of multiple occupancy applications. 

Mr Webster said the use of the policy (State Environmental Planning Policy No. 
15 Multiple Occupancy of Rural Land) had declined since its inception in 1988, 
to the point where it no longer had a statewide application. 

He said the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 specifies that 
State policies can only apply to matters of State significance. 

'The review, undertaken by Purdon Associates, found that about 80 per cent of 
multiple occupancies are located on the North Coast," Mr Webster said. 

"It is clear that in terms of the extent and range of its use the policy is not now 
serving a State need." 

The Minister said he would seek to make a new policy which would introduce 
transitional provisions, enabling applications to be lodged with councils under 
SEFF 15 until 30 November 1994. 

'The new SPP would mean that councils may assess multiple occupancy 
applications, using the provisions of SEPP 15, until 31 January 1995," Mr Webster 
said. 

"If councils have not prepared their own provisions by then, applications will be 
assessed using the matters outlined in section 90 of the Act," Mr Webster said. 

end. 

10 

telephone 368 2666 facsimile 368 2688 
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OFFICIAL NOTICES 
	 ATTACHMENT "B" 

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING AND ASSESSMENT ACT 1979 
STATE ENVIRONMEN'IAL PLANNING POLICY No. 42- 
MULTIPLE OCCUPANCY OF RURAL LAND (REPEAL) 

HIS Excellency the Governor, with the advice of the Executive Council, 
and in pUrSuanCe of the Environmental Plaiiiuing and Assessment Act 
1979, has been pleased to make the State cuviroiniterital planning policy 
set forth hereunder in accordance with the recommendation made by the 
Minister for Planning. 

IU3ERL' WUMUZ MLC Minister for Planning. 
Sydney, 	19 OcLor 	 1994. 

Cit.ation 

1. This Policy may be cited as State Environmental Planning Policy 
No. 42—Multiple Occupancy of Rural Land (Repeal). 

Aims, objectives etc. 

2. The aimS of this Policy are: 

to repeal State Environitiental Planning Policy No. 15—Multiple 
Occupancy of Rural Land; and 
to allow a period of 2 itiontlis after the repeal of that Policy for the 
determination by a council of development applications made 
before the repeal concerning development to which that Policy 

applied. 

Coinlncnceknent 

3. This Policy commences on 1 December 1994. 

Definition 

4. In this Policy, "SEPP 15" mneaiis State Environmental Planning 
Policy No. 15—Multiple Occupancy of Rural Land. 

Laud to which this Policy applies 

5- This Policy applies to the land to wh,cb SEPP 15 applied 
immediately before its repeal. 

Repeal 

SEPP 15 is repealed. 

Tiansitional provision 

(1) A coiinc:il may, at any time hefoic 1 Febtuamy 1995, determine a 
developnieiit application madeto it before 1 [)ecernber 1994 as if SEPP 
15 had not been repealed by this Policy. 

Such a development application, if not detennined before I 
February 1995, is taken to have been deterinimied 011 that date by the 
refusing of consent. 

The Land and Enviroiuiieut Court may hear and dispoSe. of an 
appeal made against a determination of a council pursuant to SEPP 15, or 
this Policy, as if SEPP 1 had not beeu repealed by this Policy. 

Nb 
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Pan Corn Letterhead 	 17 November 

Mr. Bob Carr, 
Opposition Leader, 
Parliament House, 
SYDNEY, 2000 

Dear Bob Carr, 

Re: REPEAL OF SEPP-15 
MULTIPLE OCCUPANCY 

For a Summary of the events leading up to 
this repeal, see Attachment "C". 

As you will see from this Summary of the 
MO Review, it is totally lacking in 
"procedural fairness" and we believe may 
be in breach of Administrative Law, 
especially if the original SEPP-15 
involved a Cabinet decision! 

The Pan Community Council (Pan-Corn), was 
established in 1989 to act for Multiple 
Occupancy (MO) communities, primarily in 
the north coast region of the State. 
Pan-Corn replaces the Rural Resettlement 
Task Force with which you dealt at the 
time you were Minister for Planning and 
Environment. 

Since its inception Pan-Corn has been well 
pleased with SEPP-15 as a planning 
instrument. 

The particular communities that you 
visited some five years ago, Bodhi Farm 
and Dharmananda, continue to flourish. 
Children born on these communities are now 
in the process of completing High School 
and deciding their futures. 

On 19 October last, without any warning or 
consultation Minister Webster announced 
the repeal of SEPP-15 Multiple Occupancy. 

* 	(See Attachments "A" and "B") 

Our organisation refutes the contention in 
the consultant's report that: 

there is no demand for MO, and, 

that MO is not a suitable matter 
for a statewide SEPP as 80% of 
MO's are located in the north 
coast of the State. 

If Minister Webster was to repeal all 
SEPP's which did not have "a statewide 
application" (as stated in the News 
Release), then to not be discriminatory, 
this should for example include repeal of 
SEPP- 

We consider that the Survey results show 
that there is a small, but steady demand 
for MO's, and that the number of councils 
which have MO's is increasing! 
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MO's are located in the north 
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SEPP's which did not have "a statewide 
application" (as stated in the News 
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the consultant's report that: 
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(ii) that MO is not a suitable matter 
for a statewide SEPP as 80% of 
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Unfortunately there are still some 
councils who are strongly opposed to the 
MO form of settlement. (Some councillors 
in private, even boast that they have no 
MO's in their council area! Intending MO 
applicants naturally avoid attempting to 
settle in these council areas) 

At the meeting of the Lismore City Council 
on the 15th November 1994, a motion to 
amend the local LEP to permit future MO 
Development Applications, WAS 
OVERWHELMINGLY REJECTED! 

In summary we consider that the Policy has 
been repealed for expedient and 
political reasons, and not for social and 
professional planning reasons. 

In the light of this we submit, that a 
statewide Policy is also still needed to 
enable the availability of this type of 
low impact settlement, with its low cost 
(mortgage free) self help housing, and, 
the freedom to adopt a family lifestyle of 
ones own choice. 

While any vestige of prejudice prevails 
there is just as much need for a SEPP MO 
Policy today, as when it was introduced by 
yourself in 1988. 

There are for some, an issue about the 
rating of MO's, along with other forms of 
development such as caravan and mobile 
home parks, company title units, dual 
occupancies and flats etc. 

Though rating was not part of the Review 
brief, the consultant makes some very 
superficial comments about MO rating. No 
opportunity has been given for us to 
respond constructively to such questions. 

We hold that if the rating system is to be 
reviewed, then it should encompass all 

forms of development. 

REQUEST 
We ask that if you attaining government at 
the forthcoming election, you will commit 
the Government to reinstating the SEPP-15 
Policy, for the reasons outlined above. 

MARGINAL ELECTORATES IN THE NORTH COAST 
REGION 
We consider that the high rate of 
settlement in the north coast area along 
with the MO settlement, is an important 
factor in the trend of the north coast 
electorates becoming marginal. 
The ALP candidates, Trevor Wilson in 
Murwillurnbah, John Maxwell in Lismore and 
Patricia Black in Ballina, have all 
indicated their support for a statewide MO 
policy. 

FANILY COMMUNITIES IN THE "INTERNATIONAL 
YEAR OF THE FANILY" 
Many well established MO communities now 
consider themselves to be an extended 
family, or in the case of large 
communities, to be a cluster of extended 
families. Such bonding is seen as being a 
lifelong commitment. 
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There are those of us who see the 
Ministers action in repealing SEPP-15 as 
being an attack on the Premier's 
acceptance of and support for, there being 
a wide diversity of family lifestyle in 
NSW, especially as this is the 
"international Year of the Family". 
INVITATION 
Should you be again be visiting this area 
in connection with the forthcoming 
election, we would appreciate the 
opportunity of arranging an inspection of 
a member Multiple Occupancy. 

Should you wish further information in 
respect to any of the above matters, we 
would be happy to oblige, and, if 
convenient to you could arrange for a 
representative to meet you in Sydney. 

Thanking you again in anticipation for 
your further support. 

We await your reply. 

Yours sincerely, 

Simon dough 
Coordinator, Pan Community Council.  

ATTACHMENT "Ct' 

SUMMARY OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 
PLANNING, STATEWIDE REVIEW OF SEPP-15 

The following is a summary of the 
events leading 

up to the repeal of the SEPP-15 Policy. 

Early in 1993 we heard that the 
Department of Planning (DOP) had 
privately invited some five 
consultants to tender, to conduct 
a survey and prepare a report on 
the application of SEP P-15 
throughout the State. 

Our subsequent investigations 
revealed that this Review was 
instigated at the direction of 
the Minister. 

On interviewing both Don Page M.P. and 
Bill Rixon M.P., we were advised by them 
that they had lobbied for the Review, 
having themselves been lobbied by Real 
Estate Agents and other interests. 
(The Real Estate Agents were keen to see 
that subdivision of MO's be allowed). 



	

3. 	The brief to the consultant 
included consideration of repeal 
of SEPP- 15. We were assured 
however, by the Regional Manager 
at Graf ton that this was purely 
routine review and that there was 
no implication that repeal, was 
seriously contemplated. 

	

4. 	We wrote to the Minister 
expressing our concerns about the 
review and in particular the fact 
that none of the consultants 
invited to tender had any 

experience of the MO form of 
development. Nonetheless a 
Canberra based consultant was 
appointed! 

	

5. 	On appointment of the consultant, 
Pan-Com offered the DOP and the 
consultant our full cooperation 
and extended an invitation to 
arrange an inspection of MO's. 

The consultant declined to inspect any MO 
on the ground that the cost of so doing 
was not included in the budget for the 
Review! At no stage did they inspect an 
MO! 

	

6. 	Pan-Corn asked to be able to 
comment on the draft of the 
Survey planned to be sent to all 
MO' s. 

When we received a copy of this draft we 
viewed it to be seriously flawed and made 
many suggestions for its improvement. 
These were mainly accepted by the flOP! 

4. 
7. 	We asked the DOP, that when the 

consultants Report was completed, 
that we be given a copy with time 
to comment, before any 
recommendations were made on the 
Report. THIS WAS DENIED. 

As our constituents stood to be affected 
by the Report, we submitted that we were 
entitled to be heard, and, provided with 
an opportunity to rebut any false 
assertions should these be found in the 
Report. 

We were advised by the Regional 
Manager that if any amendments to 
SEPP-15 were proposed to be made, 
that such amendments would be 
placed on public exhibition for 
comment. 

The Regional Manager further indicated 
that the Department's Executive viewed 
that there should be no change in the 
Policy and that if it was proposed to 
make a change that: 

(i) the consultant's report would be 
available before any amendment 
was made, and, 

(ii) there would be a public exhibition 
of the proposed amendment. 

Without any warning or 
consultation the Minister 
announced repeal of SEPP-15 on 19 
October 1994. (See Attachments 

and B ) 
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It is worthy of note in this regard, that 
in the consultant's main Report, it is 
recommended that if an amendment was to 
be made that: 

communities that have been affected in 
this way. 

(i) 	there be a public exhibition of 
the proposed changes, and, 

the Lismore City Council, 
has been compounded 
incil has chosen not to 
the deadline for any new 
Applications, is 1st. (ii) there be a 

transition 
government 
generally 
of an LJEP, 
months). 

two year period of 
from SEPP-15 to local 
control of MO. (It is 
ield that an amendment 
takes between 12 to 15 

In the case of 
the difficulty 
because the Co 
advertise that 
MO Development 
December 1994. 

End 

In the Summary Report however, the 
consultant DROPS the suggestion of a 
public exhibition, and, suggests that the 
transition could be carried out in one 
month without "any adverse impact on 
either councils or MO's". (See SEPP-42, 
Attachment "B") 

Minister Webster has made the situation 
even more difficult by scheduling the 
three months transition, to fall over the 
Christmas/ New Year period! 
The repeal has, as may be expected, some 
adverse impacts on existing MO's. 
Dharmanada the community of which I am a 
part, has been rushed into making land 
use decisions for the future, which we 
saw as being an evolutionary process. 

Other communities are very concerned 
about the need to varying their 
development consent to make provision for 
their children. I am aware of four 
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