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- PAN-COMMUNITY
COUNCIL

P.O. BOX 102,
NIMBIN 2480

20th March 1995

Mr Bob Carr
Opposition lL.eader
Parliament Housc
Macquarie Street
Sydney 2000

Dcar Mr Carr,
Re: the Reintroduction SEPP 15

Our group established in 1989 is the current peak organisation for
multiple occupancy (MO) communitics replacing the Rural
Resettlement Task Force with which vou dealt as the Minister for
Planning in the last Labor Government.

Pan Community Council belicves SEPP 15 that you introduced Lo
satisty the demand for MO has been most successtul and has stood
the test of time well,

The communitics that vou visited 5 ycars ago. Bodhi Farm and
Dharmananda are flourishing. They are beginning to move into
their sccond gencration with yvoung adults lcaving school and
deciding their tfutures. including the possibility of expanding their
own communily or sclling up ncw communitics, hence our great
concern over the action ot the National Party's Webster in
repecaling SEPP-15.

We understand that your Shadow Minister for Planning Pam Allen
brought Robert Webster's decision to repeal SEPP-15 to your
attention in October last.

Following discussions, in particular with Janclle SafTin and north
coast candidates Trevor Wilson. John Maxwell and Veronica
Black we arc declighted and apprcciative ol your parly's
commitiment to reinstate SEPP-15 should your party come to
power in the lorthcoming clection.

We consider Webster's review of MO to be Mactually Mawed and
totally lacking in "procedural fairness" and we believe it may be in
breach of administrative law cspccially il the original SEPP-15
was a cabinet decision.

Robert Webster's decision to withdraw SEPP-15 was couched in
terms off MO not being a state wide issuc and that it was rightly a
decision for Local Govermment.

Lismorc Council's reccent decision not Lo incorporatec MO into ils
LEP highlights the predicament caused by the repeal of this policy.
We belicve that the Lismorce Council decision was not bascd on
any substantive grounds. but on the prejudiced views held by a
number of the Councillors.

Il the Labor Partly is recturned to government we will contact your
Minister for Planning with suggestions regarding the upgrading of
the policy in the light of our expecricnce since yvou introduced the
policy .

Thanking vou again in appreciation of your past contribution in

facilitating MO and wishing you well for your clection to
covermment.

Yours sincercly

Simon Clough
for Pan Community Council
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Summary of Department of Planning Review of SEPP 15

1.

Early in 1993 we heard that the Department of Planning:
(DOP) had sent out 11 brief to 4 or 5 consultants for a review
of SEPP 15. Our investigations showed that the review was
at the Minister's direction. None of the consultants asked to
tender had any experience of MOs.

We subsequently learnt that both the local National Party

members had lobbied for this review having themselves been
lobbied by Real Estate Agents and other interests. The Real
Estate Agents were keen to see subdivision of MOs allowed.

The brief to consultants included consideration of the repeal
of SEPP 15. We were assured by the Regional Manager at
Grafton that this was purely routine and that there was no
suggestion that repeal was being seriously considered.

We wrote to the Minister expressing our concern about the
review and in particular the fact that none of the consultants
had any MO experience. Nonetheless n Canberra based
consultant with no MO experience was appointed.

Pan Comununity Council (Pan Com) offered the Departiment
of Planning (DoP) Regional Manager and the consultant full
cooperation including inspections of MOs. The consultant
declined to inspect anyv MO on the grounds that it was not
included in the budget for the study. At no stage did they
inspect an MO,

Pan Com asked to comment on the draft survey of MOs.
When we received a copy we considered it to be seriously
flarwed and made many suggestions for its improvement.

These were mainly accepted by the DoPP.
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Dcar Trcvor.

Hopc your day with Bob Carr was rewarding!
Following is the maitcrial that Poter Hamilton onc of our Pan Com
mcmbers preparcd lor the Byron Council debate on MO.

From a bricl reading of David Brovd's rcport I'd like to make somec
COoOmmcnls:

1) Pan Com belicves that il is a lundamenital democratic and
Icgal right that pcoplc that arc to be alffTccted by a change should be
consultcd aboul the naturc of that change and its implications. Onc
ol the main recasons we arc so dissatislficd with Webster's decision
on Multiple Occupancy is that it happcecned without consultation. Its
not clcar Lo mc rrom Broyd's report il he consulted with MO
rcsidents or not. but it scems that he did not. Becausc of this Pan
Com would like 1o scc a process where MO members arc consulted
cven belfore any possible changes g0 on public exhibition. MO
resident’s can have their interest severcly affected by the removal of
MO provisions. TL can limit the expansion of thcir community and
prevent their children on reaching adulthood rom living on any
MO conmmunily .

2) T don’'t understand the diffTiculty with s94 contributions rc
MOs. In Lismorc these arc simply calculated by a formula and
cach dwelling pays ilts contribution as it is built.

3) I am very suspicious aboul the comments in the report about
land usc on MOs. Very similar comments have been madc in
Lismorc and when they were examined by Council ofTicers it was
csilablishced that there was in fact no difference between MOs and
other rural propcertics. So T would be interested on the basis of Mr
Broyd's commeaents.

4) Yes it his difTicult to get loans for MO propertics especially
morigage lNnance. though personal loans arc olften availablc.
However pecople who choosc Lo live on MOs arc well awarc of this
hct and "cul their cloth accordingly"”. Communily Title is an
option to pcoplc who wish to have indcecpendent lecgal title and
therclfore have access Lo housing lMnance. but the option of MO
should bc availablc 1o thosc who do notl wanlt independent title and
arc morc concerncd to live more likec an "extended MAmily ™.

5) The comments rom the Condong devcecloper show very clecarly
that MO is not suitablc lfor his purposcs. MO was never designed
for deveclopcers il was dcesigned lor pcople who wish Lo cstablish
communitics nol create necw avenuces for development.

Onc of the critical issucs in this wholc dcbaltc is that MO can't be
replaced with Communily Title for the following rcasons:
a) C'T docs no give a communily any control over who lives
thecre,. Mcombcership will be determinced by the highcest bidder
for a dwelling. For many pcoplc the csscential clement ol a
communily (MQO) is that the poerson is compaltiblce with the
olther communily mcecmbers,

b) Orfits naturc C'T must be Mar morc expensive than MO
beccecausce pecople arc gelting indecpendent lcecgal title.

Pan Com beclicves that MO is not incompalible with CT. both
should bc availablc undcocr appropriate planning controls. MO
should bec prescerved as a choicce lfor perhaps a small group ol pcoplc
who choosc Lo lTorcgo Ilcgal title lor the opportunily Lo build a low
cost home and live in a communily as the MO policy intended. Tn
ot considering Tweed has averaged onec MO DA a yvear onc
wonders why MO is attrcting so much attention. should n't it simplc
bc allowed to continuc as an option for pcoplc who wish 1o live in
this way.

Rcgards.

Simon Clough
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; The Pan Community Council -{(Pan-Com), was

TR AL established in 1989 to act for Multiple
Occupancy (MO) communities,; primarily in oAl F
the north coast region of the State.

=35 Pan-Com replaces the Rural Resettlement =
Task Force with which you dealt at the
time you were Minister for Planning and
Environment.

Since its inception Pan-Com has been well : e
pleased with SEPP-15 as a planning
et = . instrument. e e

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

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

Since its inception Pan-Com 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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ATTENTION: Ian Cohen
DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT. Not for circulation. For background info. only.

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

Since its inception Pan-Com 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 "A").

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:-
(i) there is little demand for MO, and,
(ii) 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



==
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-10 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!

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.

Thanking you again in anticipation for your further support.
We await four reply.
Yours sincerely,

------------------- L I I I T Y

‘ Simon Clough J.P.

For and on behalf of Pan Community Council Coordinators:

Eddie Buivids ... (Architect), Rob Doolan ...... (Planner),

Peter Hamilton .. (Architect-Planner), Simon Clough .... (TAFE Teacher),
Diana Roberts ... (Councillor, Lismore City Council).
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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). oo, 5

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! &4

On appointment of the consultant, Pan-Com offered the DOP and.fhe
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! s . '

Pan-Com 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.

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 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:

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

(ii) 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

Jg+3>26¢ﬁu43~f779’ e
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(To be added)

While we support that councils should have a h

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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ATTACHMENT "A"

e — —————————
e 11

news rele ase Lﬁqf:ﬁ minister for planning

minister for housing

13 October 1994

CHANGES TO MULTIPLE OCCUPANCY PLANNING

Following 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
SEPP 15 until 30 November 1994.

“The new SEPP 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.

telephone 368 2666 facsimile 368 2688




21 04 1994 OFFICIAL NOTICES ATTACHMENT "B"

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING AND ASSESSMENT ACT 1979
STATE ENVIRONMENTAL 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 Planning and Assessment Act
1979, has been pleased to make the State cnvironmental planning policy
set forth bereunder in accordance with the recommendation made by the
Minister for Planning.

ROBERT WEBSTER MLC  Minister for Planning.
Sydney, 19 October 1994,

Citation

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:

(a) to repeal State Environmental Planning Policy No. 15—Multiple
Occupancy of Rural Land; and

(b) to allow a period of 2 months 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.

Comimencement
'3, This Policy commences on 1 December 1994.

Definition

4, In this Policy, “SEPP 15” means State Environmental Planning
Policy No. 15—Multiple Occupancy of Rural Land.

Land to which this Policy applies

5. This Policy applies to the land to which SEPP 15 applied
immediately before: its repeal.

Repeal _
6. SEPP 15 is repealed.

Transitional provision

7. (1) A council may, at any time before 1 February 1995, determine a
development application made to it before 1 December 1994 as if SEPP
15 had not been repealed by this Policy.

(2) Such a development application, if not determined before 1
February 1995, is taken to have been determined on that date by the
refusing of consent.

(3) The Land and Environment Court may hear and dispose of an
appesl made against a determination of a council pursuant to SEPP 15, or
this Policy, as if SEPP 1° had not been repealed by this Policy.

END

NEW S0UTIH W TES GOVERNMENT GAZETTE No. 143
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Pan Com Letterhead -

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

Dear Bob Carr,

Re: REPEAL OF SEPP-15
MULTIPLE OCCUPANCY

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

Since its inception Pan-Com 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").

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!

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

(i) there is no demand for MO, and,

(ii) 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-

@AJ Hm;-c)

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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ATTENTIOO - Gvaham Tvvine (fo de co)

Pan Com Letterhead

Mr. Bob Carr,
Opposition Leader,
Parliament House,
SYDNEY, 2000
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Dear Bob Carr, ' (F;%ﬁFf

Re: REPEAL OF SEPP-15
MULTIPLE OCCUPANCY

- ————————————

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

Since its inception Pan-Com 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 WY

17 November |99%

L@ci%a%)

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!

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

(i) there is no demand for MO, and,

(ii) 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-

(Gdd these)

------

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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Pan Com Letterhead

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

Dear Bob Carr,

Re: REPEAL OF SEPP-15
MULTIPLE OCCUPANCY

————————— -

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

Since its inception Pan-Com 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").

B e -
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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!

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

(i) there is no demand for MO, and,

(ii) 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- :

(éAA *ﬁﬂ;g)

......

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 Review, it is totally lacking in

Dear Bob Carr, - "procedural fairness" and we believe may
be in breach of Administrative Law,
Re: REPEAL OF SEPP-15 especially if the original SEPP-15
MULTIPLE OCCUPANCY involved a Cabinet decision!

Our organisation refutes the contention in
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the north coast region of the State.
Pan-Com replaces the Rural Resettlement
Task Force with which you dealt at the
time you were Minister for Planning and
Environment.

and,

(ii) 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,
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visited some five years ago, Bodhi Farm (éAA *ke;%)
and Dharmananda, continue to flourish.
Children born on these communities are now
in the process of completing High School
and deciding their futures.

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

------

On 19 October last, without any warning or We consider that the Survey results show
consultation Minister Webster announced that there is a small, but steady demand
the repeal of SEPP-15 Multiple Occupancy. for MO’s, and that the number of councils

(See Attachments "A" and "B"). which have MO’s is increasing!



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
Murwillumbah, John Maxwell in Lismore and
Patricia Black in Ballina, have all
indicated their support for a statewide MO
policy.

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.



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 Clough
Coordinator, Pan Community Council.

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

—————————— o — ———————————
1

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

1. 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.

2 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).



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
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-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!

MO!

6.

At no stage did they inspect an

Pan-Com 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!

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.

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: -

(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.

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

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

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

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,
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.

some

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

communities that have been affected in
this way.

ITn the case of the Lismore City Council,
the difficulty has been compounded
because the Council has chosen not to
advertise that the deadline for any new
MO Development Applications, is 1lst.
December 1994.

End
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