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SEPP 15 REVIEW )
MULTIPLE QCCUPANCY (MO) OF RURAL LANDS 00034
LOCAL GOVERNMENT SURVEY

Has Council used SEPP 15 to ggp_[p_q MO developmcnl “zpplications Yes [B/
within its rural zones? . . O
iIf No, go to Question 2

Please complete the following Summary of Development Applications approved by Council
using SEPP 15 Provision:

YEAR _|Number of DAs approved |Total Dwellings {Number of DAs Notified to DOP
1988 ! w3y Ao
1989 = L =
Hf 1990 S [ 2
1991 3 q 2
1992 =3 “wp Sy
1993 2 [ -
TOTAL 25 w3 22

What is the average size in hectares of MO developments approved by Council over the
last five years using SEPP 157 (Please rick one box only)

0-10ha0) 11-40hal] 41-80ha @ 81-210ha ] 211360 ha O  >360 ha O

Please list the main themes present in approved MO developmenis using SEPP 15

" Share-farming
Horticulture
Perl;u'«ﬁlture >
Rural-residential
Rainforest living/preservation
Tourist-oriented
Weekend/Heliday Homes
Other (Please Specify) .Rﬂ-l“a“-‘"s

QDD@QQDD
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®)

()

(a)

(b}

Has Council used SEPP 15 to refuse MO development applications
within its rural zones? .

If No, go to Question 3

How many MO applications have been refused by Council over the
last five years using SEPP 157

Exdonk of prtmme ag: Ao ‘:.?'\v.d‘?%’\\‘:\&. On, plime 4

A gporsed  seflewend; mpulfeiomd  tnformothon vr
woter | olluend disposed ) aisK 2ma hazard | \mpadts of |
adidining  devehd ) lnesdequele Sk dame
Is it usual practice for Council to notify DOP of these refusals? . ; Yes B
SR : o No [

Does Council have MO provisions within any of its LEP(s) which Yes O
control the development of MOs in rural zones? No &

If No, please go to Question 4

Please complete the following Summary of Development Applications approved by Council

using its LEP provisions:

YEAR |Number of DAs approved |Total Dwellings
1988

1989

1990

1991

1992

1993

TOTAL

What is the average size in hectares of MO developmenis approved by Council over the

last five years using its LEP provisions? (Please rick one box only)

0-10ha (1 11-40ha 03 41-80ha 00 §1-210ha 00 211-360 ha (]

What were the main reasons for refusal of MO development applications using SEPP 15.

>360 ha O

: .‘.“.‘"d';
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() Please list the main themes present in these approved MO developments using its LEP

provisions.
Share-farming a
Horticulture O
Permi-culture . O
Rural-residential . O
Rainforest living/preservation ]
Tourist-oriented a
Weekend/Holiday Homes a
Other (Please Specify) . ............. -0
4, Has Council used its LEP provisions to refuse MO development Yes [l
: " applications within its rural zones? Ne [
If No, go to "Instructions™ below.
(2} How many MO applications have been refused by Council over the
last five years using its LEP? SRETOUONN N

- ()  What were the main reasons for refusal of MO development applications using its LEP,

'Od‘c(b—f (g,equ_u- Q-HO-\\’ \C\J( of ‘W\Q)JM c_;\-\q-.,\ .

Adwece Impact o adfoining tewd  vsee, \adk | of

1ssves | de&c\%c‘\c

$a00)

Please attach a copy of your LEP provisions with your completed questionnaire.
tion

If you have answered No to all questions above, you need go no further. Please fill in the
details at the epd and return the questionnaire. Thank you for your assistance.

The following questions relate to all MO development in rural areas regardless of whether
they were approved under SEPP 15 or Council’s LEP.

5. How many MO development zpplications are currenily before Council which are subject to:

SEPP 157 N S
Council’s LEP provisions?

© Purdon Associaies 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW . 3
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Over the last 12 moaths, has the pumber of MO applications: {please tick one)
declined? 3 remained constant? 2 increased? O
QR were no applications received? (1

Since 1988, Has the rural population in your LGA: (pleese tick one)

declined? O remained constant? [  increased?

If the rural population increased:

(a) can a significant portion of this increase be attributed . Yes l]/
to MO developments? . Ne 3

) If the rural population increased, have MOs been more Yes &
successful than other forms of rural setlement in creating Ne 0O
population ingrease?

(0%\9-!' Al O'c (\N‘o.l go:b“w l‘ﬂ.Al
[%Y-1=7% % ) COm VT edh Q.% '-I-Qv{‘;v\%\ Yes @/
In Council’s opinion, is the minimum allotment size of 10 hectares No O

an appropriate minimum standard?

If No, what should the minimum lot sizc- be?

Please explain your reasons.

If No, what should the siandard be? 09.*.5\.*."?5. should hg  habved it

Wales alosihies

porsible € develgmno A is. closteced and ta | T

adeq vahe.

Please explain you% re:isons. ADQ/\'\S“H s\\o\y\d ‘o-o_%lﬂami B %v‘:;v\' \
¢ o G, oi ke : oAl Gtng

:?f?o:ﬁ"\ VLe | dand\ ,'socvt\e, degree o“w fe/luﬁi‘}* " ;:;5 :? ’

© Purdon Associaies 1993
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10.

1.

@)

12,

Increasg in rural popx&atio H
* et O e o s

@

PURD

What is the predominant dwelling type constructed on MO developments in your LGA?
{please rick one) o

*  Individual single famity dwelling units dispersed throughout site a
% Individual single family dwelling units clustered on one portion
of site ~ ’ O
Clusters of expanded dwellings with shared facilities (e}
Individval expanded dwelling with shared facilities O
Other (please specify) COmMunninbtrn of % aloove L&
Does SEPP 15 conflict with Council's rural planning policy Yes E'/
instruments? “"No 0O

If Yes, In what way?

Using the following 5-point scale, please indicate how successfully each of the following
SEPP 15 Objectives are being met by MOs in your LGA.

Avoid demand for Council/Government

Not Very

Successful Successiul
Encourage community based rural settlement; 1 2 3 @ 3
Encourage environmentally sensitive rural
settlement; - 1 2 - @ 4 5
Enable collective living; 1 2 3 - @ 5
Enable sharing of facilities and resources; 1 2 3 @ 5
Enable pooling of resources; I 2 @ 4 5
Facilitate clustered style rural development; 1 3 4 5

Ko
?

services; 1 3 4 5
¥ Avoid subdivision of rural land; 1 3 4 ®
2 3 @ s

Hak MO0s otre ot
de-facte fragmehahno. .
If the objectives are not being adequately mel, why is this the case?

Sex alladkad 0pmion . reaarding. ebjeckive | - (<)(W)

W ezt | colledker diskidAg v L&A has a. ... ..

© Purdon Associares 1993
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13..  Has the policy resulted in previously illegal rural dwellings
being legalised in your LGA? :

If}‘(,'plcase explain why?

factially | some. “illegal ' 1os “ave . apea

Yes
No

................................

14.  Using the following 5-point scale, please indicate the relative importance given by Council
- to each SEPP 15 objective in the assessment.of MQ development applications?

Not

Important
Encourage community based rural settfement; 1 2
Encourage environmentally sensitive rural -
settlement; 1 2
Enable collective living; 1 2
Enable sharing of facilities and resources; 1 2
Enable pooling of resources; 1 2
Facilitate clusiered style rural development; 1 2
Avoid demand for Council/Government
services, .. 1 2
Avoid subdivision of rural land; 1 2
Increase in rural population; 1 @

15. 'Have any MO applications ;eceived by Council been accompanied by any of the following

documentation:

oW

Very

Important

e ® oka A&@@

M@M Lh LA LA Ln wn

Proposed ownership/occupancy structures Yes 0 No &
Community plans Yes O No @
Land Management plans Yes {1 No ¥
Other (please specify) . ... ... .. ... ... Yes 0 No OO
(@) In general, have the developments occurred in accordance with thess Yes [3
plans/documents? No 0O
Not Known @~
© Purdon Associates 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW 6-

16.
plans/documents? No
(a)‘ If No, Please explain why
cAwadequake vesowcces.
17.  Which of the following should be a requirement of application?
Proposed ownership/occupancy structures . Yes @ No O
Community plans Yes @ No O
Land management plans . . Yes W’ No O
Other (please specify) Stedewerd ot Envivou AY Yes, 3 No O
Ellecis qic’\(es.?-\h_s SEPP clowtes & =A0L) &fA A
{a)  Please explain your reasons, ~ . ) .
fovdes, Covncd omd. 2Ommady & lao#hes | gpportuady
. L]
Yo poperly assess . DAs aud eveurdes cowma . @raink
Sor Rtuee occopeds.
18. Compared with other rural residential/living development applications, what level of
Council resources is taken up in the determination of each MO development application?
(please tick one only) ‘ ’ - .
More than average O Average =g Less than average ~ [0
19.  In your opinion, what are the three main advantages of MO developments? {please rank 1
to 3 only with 1 being the biggest advaniage). ’
Alternative lifestyle opportunities
Lower cost-rural living
Good environmental management (e.g. decreased fand degradarion)
Improved land management practises (e.g. decreased weed ...
infestaticns)  eetieeeneay
Intreduction of new forms of agricultural activity S 2
Continued use of land for agriculture g
Innovative house styles s el
Increased bushfire fighting facilities . T feeren
Other (please specify) \\CHERLLS 1) SO ledien socho. @con
alol cvliured al}wus.!'—ul G &i%\,

il

In general, does Council feel that they can enférce such Yes 0O

© Purdon Associaies 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW 7



.20.

21.

@

22,

@

®)

23.

. T
ELHLL‘
=
L -’

In your opinion, what are the three main disadvantages of MO developments? (please rank
1 10 3 only - with 1 being the biggest disadvarniage). .

Increased demand for Council services

Social disruption

Increased traffic on rural roads

Interference with traditional agricultural activities

Lower property values

Non-payment of rates .
Adverse environmental impact (e.g. increased land degradation)
Increased bushfire hazard

Poor land management practises (e.g. increased weed infestations)
increased conflict between different land uses

Adverse effect on water quality

Poor solid waste disposal practices

Other (please specify} . . ....... e e

What is the general community attitude towards MO developments?
Opposed O Mixed &

If opposed, what are the nature and reasons for this opposition?

Neutral O Supportive O

public notification? No

“Have any MO developments received opposition at the time of Yes &7
O
O

If Yes, what were the main reasons for this opposition?

F
biecA \laamd A ow voads , advene effe
Sﬁ,.ﬁf .*ﬁrtfr\.@s. Jrapack, Om 992}'0.\&.\353 ! wp??t*.&.’é 1 .-gwqgisg!?.
Wit " aari cutur v P8
Where the development has been completed, were the concerns Yes O
rca!.ised? . No

. | &
| (rasely)

In general, what is the attitude of adjacent landowners to MO developments?

Opposed O Neuwtral O Mixed G Supportive O

© Purdon Associates 1993
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24,

()

25.

@

®)

26.

27.

)

PURL

In Council's opinion is the prohibition on subdivision of MO Yes 42/
developments necéssary to maintain the philosophy behind the Noe 0O

SEPP 157 . Subdivisos b S MO g -

IS

. cowiept  of
Please explain wh
" naul rih oz.t_u eany ol laud. Rda\v\i"\S oune It
oinfErees. o tonclel of communmal pumersia

' ag%‘{?‘zm . céoclb. .oc.c_qewvis ok odso

Could the community living objectives for MO's be achieved by other forms of rural

residential development such as:

Standard Subdivision
Strata Tite
Community Tide

Please explain ayiur rp:ason(s). ‘50‘06‘\0'3_0-4 ci‘*eaif:’é. = 39y oet:or*\-uv\ﬂ«.] Gos
S ivdivida OUunlWIe" o . ot Yo la-v.ffl ot with—
';*w'\;\'“"‘"ﬁ otoe Shaled” fa Whee waan, 2xs P ISe s

................................

contvady thomy ot conceet ol all, ngw«, badhng vosk

\'V‘\"“..Q‘_ ‘&‘f-g\,;? --'!K ‘@'.3 -t.r-\‘v;c-\\-e.‘.e .O_F_. 'MOS .............

Has Council received repeated requests for the subdivision of
existing MO developments? No [

Would Council be receptive to the concept of rezoning existing MO:
developments (o enable their subdivision under community title Noe O

* legislation? . .
fsgceafwz)wha f e land cm.ehpok Wit Covmcthse  [Qureh

= Residoukiad Poli ey

Ruvclaw@nded

Yes O No .o
Yes O No ‘M
Yes D_No =gl

© Purdon Associaies 1993
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28.

(@

29.

@

30.

31

(a)

Is Council aware of ins!a.ncesr where MO applications have been Yes IE/
submitted with the intended use being for conventional rural No 0O
residential purposes rather than communal/commaunity living?

If Yes, What is the main reason applicants have chosen MO over other forms of Land
Tenure? (please select one reason only)

Development cost &
Fewer legal land management requirements

Avoidance of zoning requirements .

Avoidance of minimum lot sizes in planning instruments

Other (please:specify) '

O

a

a

O
In Council’s opinion, does cluster housing offer advantages for Yes &7
_environmentally sensitive land management over those offered by O
dispersed housing? .

If Yes, what are the main advantages? (please rank I 1o 3 only).

Limits road construction 3 ..... .
Avodsfandslip
Minimises vegetation clearance SRS - T
Eases servicing !

Increases fire protection
Other (please specify)

Using the following code, please indicate how frequently cach of the following community
facilites are constructed as part of existing MO developments? (I = pever,
2 = somerimes, 3 = often, 4 = always)

Community shop L
Play equipment ’ T e 3.
Schools o e
Community halt . -
Artists workshops/gallery A
Farm buvildings N
Stables ' ’ B

Other fplease specify}

Do you have a Section 94 Plan which enables you to levy Yes o
contributions on MO developments? No O

If Yes, What level of Section 94 contributions, if any have beén
applied to MO sites? (please indicate in $ per dwelling unit} vad< wkle

t’hd O‘c ‘Q\J i 'CQJ‘ \'\JTQJ‘ fOch\ $3|°°0 - iblooo

up-drading® LyiHn chalgx increasha Cor wore  Tsgleded
\ocodb.x

© Purdon Associares 1993
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" 32,

(a).

33,

(@)

34. -

35.

38

(a)

-months?

{7

Is Council satisfied that, in comparison with other rural residential Yes O
developmenis, MO developments adequately coniribute towards the No.
cost of funding services and infrastructure?’ .

Is Council satisfied with the current arrangements for levying rates Yes O
on MC developments?

How many rural residential Community Tile subdivisions are i
located in your LGA?

How many applications for rural residential Community Tide
subdivisions in your LGA has Council received in the last 12

Would Council prefer to: (please select one only)

Introduce a replacement provision in Council’s LEP? ]
Revoke SEPP 15 0O
Retain SEPP 15 in its present form? 0
Retain SEPP 15 in an amended form? IB/
Other? {please specify) . ... .. ... .. ... ... . .. ... U I |

agplicohbn. Rumorke demehies do he boased gu. parhioulor
loced qonut area avdh  lamd capaloibihes | (Reder Councds
Aot DCE for MO, —Qﬂ\qcl‘\eo\)

© Purdon Associates 1993 SEPP ]5'1"?EWEW . . 11



37

Do you have any other comments regarding the effectiveness of SEPP 15 for the
management of community-based developments on rural lands? .
Rase 1elr. to. mbsimahsn | Cognch . has . Sugphed

Fo. Chais, Muwye ..(..DT!!-‘.".*‘e‘f...,gafm' candh

A G U g ML e

vanous, cepeets\ U

.Thank you for your co-operation. In the event that, we’réquire further information or
clarification of your responses, please supply a contact name and phone number

Contact Detailg

Name: . . M“l‘-o\m S‘-&“ .......................................
Position: . BN""-N’Q wowk Conktoh Plamwer o
Comcit: . Lismaote. Gy’ Cowned .
Phone: .-, 06k 290 800 .

© Purdon Associates 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW ' 12



PURD.

- - | = ok 50:..;@%- Ri
. . . SEPP 15 REVIEW -

MULTIPLE QCCUPANCY (MO) OF RURAL LANDS 0nd34
LOCAL GOVERNMENT SURVEY

X Has Council used SEPP 15 to approve MO aeveIOpment applications Yes 4{
_ ’ within its rural zones? ) . ) Ne 0O
A - .
v \ T If No, go to Question 2
‘ (2) Please complete the following Summary of Development Applications approved by Council
i using SEPP 15 Provision: ;

YEAR |Number of DAs approved |Tatal Dwellings Number of DAs Notified to DOP
1988 ! w3, As
1989 c \2, .= R
1950 S [ -
1991 S 4 T
1992° s %7 B
1993 2 =) 3>
TOTAL 25 w3 A

()  What is the average size in hectares of MO developments approved by Council over the
last five years using SEPP 157 (Please tick one box only)

0-10ha 0 11-40ha{] 41-80ha @ 81210 ha 1 211-360ha @ > 360 ha O
{c) Please list the main themes present in approved MO developments using SEPP 15

Share-farming
. + Horticulture
) Permi<ulure - St

- Rural-residential
Rainforest living/preservation
Tourist-oriented
Weekend/Holiday Homes
Other (Please Specify) .&-.‘\‘.‘3‘0"5

QOORRROD

@ Purdon A.r.r.-;cr'aru 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW



(a)

-(b)

©

()

®)

/ 1992

Has Council used SEPP 15 to efuse MO development applications Yes [
within its rural zones? No &

If No, go to Question 3

How many MO applications have been refused by Council over the .
last five years using SEPP 157 2

TxdowX o{ piime as. \O-v\.a\, "l\uo.l-l\v\s, ov ?J:MQ a ‘a"\“‘,

Asporsed  saflewedd; tnsulRciond  tnfovmethon ve

Is it usual practice for Council .to notify DOP of these refusals? | - Yes B

A ‘ No U

Does Council have MO provisions within any of its LEP(s)} which C Yes O
control the development of MQOs in rural zones? No &

If No, please go to Question 4

Please complete. the following Summary of Development Applications appioved by Council
using its LEP provisions: ) .

YEAR |Number of DAs approved | Total Dwellings
1988

1989

1990

1991

1993

TOTAL

What is the average size in hectares of MO developments approved by Council dver the
last five years using its LEP provisions? {Please rick one box only)

0-10haJ 11-40ha 0 41-80ha 0 81-210ha 0 211-360ha 0 >360ha O

© purdon Associates 1993 . SEPP 15 REVIEW . ) 2

(©) Please list the main themes present in these approved MO developments using its LEP

provisions.
Share-farming O
Horticulture ]
Permi-culture O
Rural-residential a
Rainforest living/preservation 0
Tourist-oriented . 8
Weekend/Holiday Homes (]
Cther (Please Specify) .. ............ a
4, Has Council used its LEP provisions to refuse MO development Yes O
' applications within its rural zones?- No O
If No, go to "Instructions” below.
()  How many MO applications have been refuged by Council over the
last five years using its LEP? Lo !

) (b)  What were the main reasons for refusal of MO development applications using its LEP.

Adecte Imeadt o adipining land vsec, lade of

Please attach a copy of your LEP provisions with your completed questionnaire.
tion

If you have answered No to all questions above, you need go no further. Please fill in the
details at the end and return the questionnaire. Thank you for your assistance.

The following questions relate to all MO development in rurai areas regardless of whether
they were approved under SEPP 15 or Council’s LEP.

5. How many MO development applications are currently before Council which are subject to:

SEPP 157 ol
Council’s LEP provisions?

© Purden Associaies 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW ' 3



6. Over the last 12 months, has liw number of MO applications: (please rick one)
declined? O remained constant? & increased? O
OR were no applications received? O

7. Sinca; 1988, Has the rural population in your LGA: (please rick one)
declined? O remained constant? [0 increased? [IJ/

If the rural population increased:

{a)  can a significant portion of this increase be auributed .~ Yes []/
to MO developments? . No (3

(®) If the rural population increased, have MOs been more Yes &
successful than other forms of rural settlement in creating Ne O

population ingrease? .
(OMT Al o‘t fuvel Co:ﬁ“w oL
LeGwn CEmthvesn ek ey mv\‘.m% Yes
8. - In Council’s opinion, is the minimum allotment size of 10 hectares No O
an appropriate minimum standard?

(a) If No, what should the minimum lot size be?

Please explain your reasons.

(@)  If No, what should the standard be? 0.9.“‘.5‘.'\':"‘.2.-‘: Sheuld Wag hadved Wity
Wigler J\O:u.s-?hu vp o i;(-oso,.-o\ SEeP g\a—v\d\o\m‘\s) Only
poasible if dovelemng o i3, chstered and lagA T
c,afcdo‘. \‘3’»\ q.c\@t‘ vahe. ‘ '

(b)  Please explain you% re.;sons. alDens'a'\\‘ :\\o\y\d la-o_%‘oﬂtﬁd \ B %v‘\m:;\‘\

¢ o A~ dlot B ATRRY
EA AP g niNg IS re S ol

ity (2SN diolling alms Hoe ot 04 Y L

© Purdon Associates 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW 4

PURL

10.  What is the predominant dwelling type constructed on MO developments in your LGA?
{please tick one) -

*  Individual single family dwelling units dispersed throughout site

O
% Individual single family dwelling units clustered on one portion
of site . ' 0O
Clusters of expanded dwellings with shared facilities O
Individual expanded dwelling with shared facilities O
Other (please specify) COmaMaatnbaa of 2 alooue - -
11. Does SEPP 15 conflict with Council's rural planning policy  Yes &
instruments? “"No O

(@  If Yes, In what way?

12.  Using the following 5-point scale, please indicate how successfully each of 'lhc‘followipg'r’

SEPP 15 Objectives are being met-by MOs in your LGA. . -
Not Very
" Successful Successful .
Encourage community based rural setlement; 1 2 3 @ 75T
Encourage-environmentally sensitive rural 7
setilement; . 1 2 @ 4 5 .
Enable collective living; . L 2 3 @ 5 -
Enable sharing of facilities and resources; 1 2 3 @ 5
Enable pooling of resources; 1 2 @ - 4 5
Facilitate clustered style rural development; 1 @ 3 4 5
Avoid demand for Council/Govemment L
services; 1 @ 3 4 5
% Avoid subdivision of rural land; R | 2 3 4 ®
2 3 @ s

Increase in rural popylation: 4 4 7“'\05 oo Aot

v <,
MRS I B Wey
(a) If the objectives are not being adequatzly mefl, why is this the case?

et | gopviadien

© Purdon Associates 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW ) 5



13.

14,

15.

()

Has the-policy resulted in previously illegal rurai dwellings - Yes @
being legalised in your LGAY . No (O
If}*(,'pleasc explain why?

farkiolly | seme. illegad ' s have  apoarendl, wet

Using the following S-point scale, please indicate the relative importance given by Council
to each SEPP 15 objective in the assessment.of MO development applications?

Not ) Very

Important Important
Encourage community based rural settlement; 1 2 3 @; 5
Encourage environmentally sensitive rural T
setlement; 1 2 3 @ 5
Enable collective living; 1 2 4... 5
Enable sharing of facilities and FESQUICES; 1 2 4 5
Enable pooling of resources; 1 2 4 -5
Facilitate clustered style rural developmerit; 1 2 3 @ 5
Avoid demand for Council/Government . ’
services; " 2 . 3. @ 5
"Avoid subdivision ‘of rural land; i 2 3 4 @
Increase in rural popuiation; @ 3 4 5

.

'.Have any MO applications r.eceived by Council been accompanied by any of the following
documentation: .

Proposed ownership/occupancy strucivres . Yes O No &
Community plans Yes 0 No I
Land Management plans Yes O No ¥
Other fplease specify) - . ........ ... . ...... Yes 0 Ne O
In general, have the developments occurred in accordance with thesg Yes 3
plans/documenis? Ne O

@ Purdon Associates 1993

SEPP 15 REVIEW . 6
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r

In pgeneral, does Council feel that they can enfc;rcc such Yes [

16.
plans/documents? - No @@
(a)‘ If No, Please explain why
cwadequake vesewcees.
17. Which of the following should be a requirement of application?
Proposed ownership/occupancy structures Yes @ No O
Community plans . Yes & No O
Land management plans . ' Yes W No O
Other (please specify) S*‘dw Q+ Emuwoan .\. ] Yes o O
Elheck, odadessing  SEAP classes & 1400 SFATA
(@)  Please explain your reasons. ' . .
ovdes Covucd and Commudily . o#ed | opportvai,
. L]
o proparly assess DA aud ovoutdes cowa . @raink
Sov fabure occupeds.
18.  Compared with other rural residential/living development applications, what level of
Council resources is taken up in the deterrmination of each MO development application?
(please tick one onky) . .
l More than average ([ Average IB/ Less than average 0O
19.  In your opinion, what are the three main advantages of MO developments? {please rank 1
10 3 only with I being the biggest advantage).
Alternative tifestyle opportunities e Lo
Lower cost rural living R
Good environmental management (c.g. decreased land degradation)  ............
Improved land management practises (e.g. decreased weed — .uuee.......
infestatiensy e
Introduction of new forms of agricultural activity -
Continued use of land for agriculiure g
Innovative house styles | s sl
Increased bushfire fighting facilities , L e
Other (please specify) \W 104888 ?Qg““i"“" $0€10- R(on
a_ c_ul"'\l"al A}\IQA’StL\,l 0{ faiov\
© Purdon Associaies 1993
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.20,

21.

@)

22.

(a)

®

23.

1L

In your opinion, what are the three main disadvantages of MO  developments? (p!ease rank
1 10 3 only - with I being the biggest disadvantage).

Increased demand for Council services

Social disruption

Increased traffic on rural roads

Interference with traditional agriculteral activities

Lower property values

Non-payment of rates

Adverse environmental impact (e.g. increased land degradation)
Increased bushfire hazad
Poor land management practises (e.g. increased weed infestations) 3 .....
Increased conflict between different land uses

Adverse effect on water quality -

Poor solid waste disposal practices

Other (please specify) . . ....... B

What is the general community attitude towards MO developments?
Opposed O Mixed &

If opposed, what are the nature and reasons for this opposition?

Neuwtral O Supportive [

"Have any MO developments received opposition at the time of Yes &7
public notification? No [0
’ a

If Yes, what were the main reasons for this opposition?

lack  of inkim o 3

of  Sob pd lamd | i mpeich ow roadks c\cld%& offe ‘-i‘
!-JGJ"’* covephifs, ) "Jr O ag 00\4-\'\3 ?‘0?‘."‘.‘*."‘.’%. Lot g-:r\
with  a fl. Cu\‘gv vses

Where the development has been completed, were the concems Yes a

realised? ‘ " No

‘ cd
E ( L rd_ﬁ)

In general, what is the attitude of adjacent landowners to MO developments?

Opposed O Neutral O Mixed &° Supportive O

© Purdon Associazes 1993
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24,

@

25.

(a)

®

26.

27,

I|-1 Counciis opinion is the prohibition on subdivision of MO Yes IB/
dcvclopmcnts -necessary lo maintain the philosophy behind the No .
SEPF 157 . Svbdwison of aw HO s a (‘\Jvo\umofdf-"
in why CORradkichdu to Hha Jeew Cowiept of
Please explaip why
“watfiele. ' oceu oy 01 laud. RedaiSmg Ov\q ot
0infErees o couc%p* ot Communad .O.u.m@‘s"u .......
WIS R o{k_o i Mcl Caivon nadad’ed o'o-qdwn_t. G oh
asgivarions ot e T R e oAso eroldes o
loww cot medhawizna to Provicke atfovAakle houslng
Could the community living objectives for MO's be achieved by other forms of rural
residential development such as:
“Standard Subdivision Yes O No &7
Stratz Title - Yes O No &
Communaity Titde ) Yes (0 No &7
Please explain cziur reason(s). $u‘od\~1$0v\ cfeoi% +‘\-\1 for L
"indAdivida Ouv\Qt}\'\\ o -\-Ln \d 1 ,\o w\{,{,\__. o
;‘Ovv\t‘k [V O Sha I-..e.d.. .-c.q.- ‘\‘+‘e ............
c_wdcro\ck‘tu\*ﬁ-ﬁa +Q g CWG@"" o{‘— oJ.l Y O.Hn1 be\v\s vo_d&
‘v-\ ..... -&-‘. ..... ;-5‘. ------ t. *-‘.v;cn‘\.e.\g O.c‘ M -------------
What implications would such subdivision have loch!y'?
Dramahe tnccons  in  vnplasaed .f\'-!ql. ceitlenand
Moconse M0 previsievs o, vt evdain | locahien o7
omoynt of MO dlevelsewed.
Has Council received repeated requests for the subdivision of Yes O
existing MO developments? Ne
Would Council be receptive tc.u the concept of rezoning existing MO: Yes [
developments to’ enable their subdivision under community titlé No O

legislation?

PURL

LA

Noke: Owly i e land Crmapliedd it Covncthe  flureh

= Rosideked Aliey
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28.  Is Council aware of instances where MO applications have been
submitted with the intended use being for conventional rurai
residential purposes rather than communal/community living?

t 32, Is Council satisfied that, in comparison wilth other rural residential Yes O
developments, MO developments adequately contribute’ towards the No
cost of funding services and infrastructure? .

Yes
No

(a) If Yes, What is the main reason applicants have chosen MO over other forms of Land © (- IfNo, please explain why.
cl Tenure? (please select one reason only)

Development cost . : seevies. A latae MO SMEA L PR veles |l Mol
Fewer legal land management requirements . . .
Avoidance of zoning requirements ﬂ‘a"* ., .QQJM .'f".“.“.‘. .o."?"\."fl. qQ4e. 'pc-"’"\“‘] ................
Avoidance of minimum lot sizes in planning instruments
Oiher (please'specify) ... ......... e 33.  Is Council satisfied with the current arrangements for levying rates Yes O
on MO developments? ] No GO
29.  In Council's opinion, does cluster housing offer advantages for ) Na O
environmentally sensitive land management over those offered by :

dispersed housing? (@) If No, please explain why . «03‘6‘ neede -‘-a ‘..M;lucie odAJ\n&«cA

(2) If Yes, what are the main advantages? (please rank ! 10 3 only).

Limits road construction
Avoids land slip
Minimises vegetation clearance i
Eases servicing I
Increases fire protection :
1
I

: 34. - How many rural residential Community Title subdivisions are
Other (please specify) .. ... ... ... ... . located in ;(our LGA? y e sbdvisions ae L
30. Usi‘n.g. the following code, please indicate how' fi:cquemly each of the following community 35. How many applicaions for rural residential Community Title
feciliies are consiructed as part of exising MO developments? (I = never, subdivisions in your LGA has Council received in the last 12
2 = sometimes, 3 = ofien, 4 = always) . - months? e
Community shop’ : . 36.  Would Council prefer to: (please select one only)
Play equipment oL 3. .
Sehools .; . Introduce a replacement provision in Council's LEP? O
Community hall . R S Revoke SEPP 15 . O
Ardsis workshops/gallery % ' Retain SEPP 15 in its present form? [}
Farm buiddings 5o - Retin SEPP 15 in an amended form? =g
Swables &L Other? (please specify) .. ... .. ... ... ........ - a
Other (please specify) . ... .. ... . . . .
- (a) If you would prefer 10 amend SEPP 15, what changes would improve its operation?
31. Do you have z Section 94 Plan which enables you to levy Yes [ . . . . .
contributions on MO developments? No O fownrk . oljedves Fo wmike prakicad in Wwhewk and
: , Y b ba wrhwlor
(@)  If Yes, What level of Section 94 contributions, if any have beeil.,le : : d{?\‘cd““\'\ . R‘M devsies do Ve based g fonwltt
i ites? “indi i i it) was i O L
[+ 5 v Yo e
UP-%(QA\“‘S ._,__,'lq'l-\ c}*\q..l %R ;'\cqus\V% QQJ “wWAQ ‘.Q “‘QO\M o{(c\_g- DCP ‘GOJ 0 L Qﬂqol\fok)
locakb.g

. -] ; ‘REVIEW
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37. Do you have any other comments regarding the effectiveness of SEPP 15 for the
management of community based developmems on rural lands?

Thank you for your ce-operation. In the event that we" require further, information’ or
clarification of your responses, please supp[y a contact name and phone number

Contact Details

Position: . D“‘JQ'Q'Q wgmk CGVCLG’\ ﬁﬂmd\a-’

Cotincil: Lismore. C*"“"’\“\-j ...............................
Phone: 0bb 259 Soo

® Purdan Associates 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW ~ 12



PURDO

.SEPP 15 REVIEW ‘
MULTIPLE OCCUPANCY (MO) OF RURAL LANDS 00034
LOCAL GOVERNMENT SURVEY '
Yes IB/

Noe O

1. Has Council used SEPP 15 to approve MO development applications
: within its rural zones?

If No, go to Question 2

(@) Please complete the following Summary of Development Applications a pproved by Council
using SEPP 15 Provision:

YEAR | Number of DAs approved |Total Dwellings Number of DAs Notified to DOP
S | 1988 | 7 w3 b
Q 1989 Loy \Z. =
1990 ES b S
1991 3 9 T2
1992 =3 WL R
& 1993 2. 6 BN
G TOTAL 29 wg@ 22

b) What is the average size in hectares of MO developments approved by Council over the
last five years using SEPP 157 (Please tick one box only).

i:p ~ .0-10ha E] 11-40 ha[J 41-80'ha @/ 81-210 ha O 211-360ha 0  >360 ha [
- (©) Please list the main themes present in approved MO developments using SEPP 15

~ Share-farming
- - Horticulture
Perlpi—‘ﬁ.l'lture ey
- AR Rural-residential
Rainforest hvmg/preservatlon
Tourist-oriented
Weekend/Holiday Homes

. Q Other (Please Specify) .&.l\\.’a‘QE’.‘-' ......

QOORQROO0

ot
i+

i

© Purdon Associates 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW
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@)

®

(©)

(a)

®) -

Has Council used SEPP 15 to refuse MO development applications  Yes
within its rural zones? No -

If No, go to Question 3

How many MO applications have been refused by Council over the i
last. five years using SEPP 15? Z

------------

What were the main reasons for refusal of MO development applications using SEPP 15,

Cx‘\@w-‘k o{ J\MQ q% \aanh "\qul-l\v\.ss O ‘-u_:me aq- lawd

--------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------

‘0\“‘“3 d%e)\'\ ', W\ecakec_\ucae ,S\'k ¢ RN

-------------------------------------------------

Is it usual practice for Council to notify DOP of these refusals? - Yes &7

e <

Does Council have MO provis‘ions within any of its LEP(s) which Yes [O
control the development of MOs in rural zones? No &

If No, please go to Question 4

Please complete the followmg Summary of Development Applications gprov by ‘Council
using its LEP provisions:

YEAR |Number of DAs approved |Total Dwellings

1988

1989

1990

1991

1992

1993

TOTAL

What is the average size in hectares of MO developments approved by Council over the
last five years using its LEP provisions? (Please tick one box only)

0-10had 11-40ha 0 41-80had 81-210ha (0 211-360ha (0 >360 ha (J

© Purdon Associates 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW 2
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Bl

© Please list the main themes present in these approved MO developments using its LEP

provisions.

Share-farming

Horticulture

Permi-culture

Rural-residential

Rainforest living/preservation

Tourist-oriented

Weekend/Holiday Homes

Other (Please Specify} ..............

4, Has Council used its LEP provisions to refuse MO development Yes
: applications within its rural zones? No

If No, go to "Instructions" below.

‘ (a) How many MO applications have been refused by Council over the

last five years using its LEP?

(b)  What were the main reasons for refusal of MO development applications using

= o+ e

Adsere Ameact on adfoining lomd usee fack | of

---------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------

oooooooo

oo

Atdscersenay -t -

its LEP.

.....

--------

........

Please attach a copy of your LEP provisions with your completed questionnaire.

Instructions

If you have answered No to all questions above, you need go no further. Please fill in the

details at the end and return the questionnaire. Thank you for your assistance.

The following questions relate to all MO development in rural areas regardless of whether

they were approved under SEPP 15 or Council’s LEP.

3. How many MO development applications are currently before Council which are subject to:

SEPP 157 U
Council’s LEP provisions?

------------

............

© Purdon Associates 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW
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£
W

(a)

(@)

(b)

L,

PURDO!
i‘-"} | .-
il

Over. the last 12 months, has the number of MO applications: (please tick one)
declined? O  remained constant;? G increased? O

OR were no applications received? (J

Since 1988, Has the rural population in your LGA: (please tick one)

declined? [0  remained constant? [J  increased? G

If the rural population increased:

(a) can a significant portion of this increase be attributed . Yes EB/
to MO-developments? _ No O

(b)  If the rural population increased, have MOs been more Yes ©&
successful than other forms of rural settlement in creating No I

population increase?

(othar wmy ot el coillemond e

‘ V2O CoOmsivoameot ey ’-OV\\\"\QS\ Yes &7
In Council’s opinion, is the minimum allotment size of 10 hectares No O

an appropriate minimum standard?

If No, what should the minimum lot sizé be?.

------------

Please explain your reasons.

........................................................

........................................................

If No, what should the standard be? Dosidies shoutd Mo hadved wikl,

-------------------------------

Wiokev Al sihies vp +o ?r-cso,-.d SEPP glawdavde only
?oss‘.\;\e € dou s cluictered and la,

Qafw\o,\c\\,\ . qo\{c\um\(’ ............................. \. .. '
Please explain your reasons. Dev\s‘-'\x‘ chowd bo bated en euuvivon |

C ¢ of \and | co Wil Wit adiomivia patlmms
Q?e?‘:\ﬁw V5, Ak | sowme | deare .‘:1.19{ . .“.Q.A'?’.“.Q‘\T\&-I. *—qs ? .

exash oy e s\ ad = JRY3 VAN g lome hes o

........................................................

© Purdon Associates 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW 4
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o FTILLTAET ‘ i 8

N -‘f‘:-‘-:\.f‘_-f. N . i o

Ty et e =
Aoemd

. R . . o

10.  What is the predominant dwelling type constructed on MO developments in your LGA?
{please tick one) S :

" '_‘
<
e
e
=

R Individual single family dwelling units dispersed throughout site
% Individual single family dwelling units clustered on one portion
of site
Clusters of expanded dwellings with shared facilities
Individual expanded dwelling with shared facilities
Other (please specify) .COomMmBia o O A -o'c 3% alooue

11. Does SEPP 15 conflict with Council’'s rural planning policy Yes
instruments? " No

0 R 9000 O

(@)  If Yes, In what way?

-------------------------------------

----------------------------------

12, Using the following 5-point scale, pléase indicate how successfully each of the following
. SEPP 15 Objectives are being met by MOs in your LGA.

a4

Not : Very

Successful Successful
Encourage community based rural settlement; 1 2 3 @ 5
Encourage environmentally sensitive rural
settlement; 1 ‘. @ 4 5
Enable collective living; i 3 @ s
Enable sharing of facilities and resources: 1 3 @ 5
Enable pooling of resources; ‘ 1 @ 4 5
Facilitate clustered style rural development; 1 3 4 5

Avoid demand for Council/Government

2
2
2
2
@.
@
2
2

services; 1 3 4 5
¥ Avoid subdivision of rural land; 1 3 D)
Increase\iwral popl&atio ; _ Mot 3 5
w Ve, thoak ™05 ode Wo
* ft\oib‘;)‘ecidl FON o\:\_g cct,\e--(hch Lia qnrerAch o,

(@) If the objectives are not being adequately mef, why is this the case?

Seel oMadud 0pimion | roaaiding. objeckive, . 1 ()(W)

----------
-----------------------------

----------------

-----------------------------------------------

© Purdon Associates 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW ' 5



13.  Has the-policy resulted in previously illegal rural dwellings - YeS cd
being legalised in your LGA? , No O
Ifﬂ{please explain why?

factially | some. illegad ! n0s. have apeaveudly wet -

sovat  vxdlacisehon due to. & madd Cauvx&l\\‘*}

--------------------------------------------------------

--------------------------------------------------------

14.  Using the following 5-point scale, please indicate the relative importance given by Council
to each SEPP 15 objective in the assessment-of MO development applications?

Not . _ Very
~ Important Important
Encourage community based rural settlement; 1 2 3 @-_ . 5
Encourage environmentally sensitive rural ' ' .
settlement; 1 2 3 @ -5
Enable collective living; 1 2 4 .. 5
Enable sharing of facilities and resources; 1 2 4 5
" . Enable pooling of resources; 1 2, 4 5
Facilitate clustered style rural development; 1 2 3 @ 5
Avoid demand for Council/Government '
services; " 1 2 .. 3 @ 5
Avoid subdivision of rural land: - 1 2 3 4 G)
1 @) 3 4 5

Increase in rural population;

15. Have any MO applications received by Council been accompanied by any of the following

documentation:
Proposed ownership/occupancy structures ) Yes O No &
Community plans Yes 0 No
Land Management plans ‘ Yes 0 No ¥~
Other (please specify) . ................... ... YesO No O
(a) In general, have the developments occurred in accordance with these Yes [0 -
plans/documents? Noe O

Not Known &

© Purdon Associates 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW 6



16.

()

17.

@)

18.

19,

AR - L2 2 mmy §F J
N R ‘\:” :
P =

In general, does. Council feel that they can enfdrce such Yes [
plans/documents? No

If No, Please explain why

.........................................................

--------------------------------------------------------

........................................................

Which of the following should be a requirement of application?

Proposed ownership/occupancy structures Yes & 'No O
Community plans ' Yes @ No []
Land management plans . ; Yes 0 No O
Other (please specify) Stedewed ot Envivon'\ Yes, @ 'No O
E{te ko o.ickvtess\vxg STPP clavses & sA0() &FA A

----------------------------------------

b properly assess DAr aud evoutdes sowma . @etainty

‘. Q94 Qﬂ'\l\’ﬁ aCCy Al S, |

-------------------------------------------

Compared with other rural residential/living development applications, what level of
Council resources is taken up in the determination of each MO development application?
(please tick one only) L ' ;

More than average [J Average [9/ Less than average (O

In your o'pinion,_what are the three main advantages of MO developments? (please rank I
to 3 only with 1 being the biggest advantage). '

Alternative lifestyle opportunites ‘ ......
Lower cost rural living el
Good environmental management (e.g. decreased land degradation)  ............
Improved land management practises (e.p. decreased weed - ............
infestations)

------------

Introduction of new forms of agricultural activity
Continued use of land for agriculture

------------

Innovative house styles . . ?’ .....
- Increased bushfire fighting facilitieg . T e

Other (please specify) \nC104sgs ?"g\l"‘i““" S$9CVO0: RO

a. A\ cvlburod Alyoq S"L“l 0“ 3&0\4_

© Purdon Associates 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW 7



20.

21.

@)

22.

(@)

®)

23.

In your opinion, what are the three main disadvantages of MQ developments? (please rank -

« 110 3 only - with 1 being the biggest disadvantage).

Increased demand for Council services R bo...
Social disuption.
Increased traffic on rural roads : L e Z.....
Interference with traditional agricultural activities - e,
Lower property values
Non-payment of rates
I Adverse environmental impact (e.g. 1ncreased land deoradauon) ............
Increased bushfire hazard T e,

- Poor land management practises (e.g. increased weed infestations) T S
Increased conflict between different land-uses C eeeeeeeaeen. :
Adverse effect on water quality Cerigeaneas :
Poor solid waste disposal practices .. .
Other (please specify) .. ....... e e, ,

What is the general community attitude towards MO developments?
Opposed [J Neutral [J Mixed EE/ ' Supportive [

If opposed, what are the nature and reasons for this oppoeitio'n?

---------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------

"Have any MO developments received opposition at the time of Yes B

pubhc notification? No O

If Yes, what were the main reasons for this opposition?

---------------------------------------------------

e lamad | impeich A t
g(idas? ‘o G.:'f?l‘\."?‘ ack, Om . .9 “ 1}0‘(3:3\\; ?%Ogg‘*f.%’é .Q. Om f)"tl\g;
wiHA i cuver vees

Where the evelopment has been completed, were the concerns Yes O
realised? "~ No

In general, what is the attitude of adjacent landowners to MO developments" <~"\
. & J

Opposed (O Neutral O Mixed IQ/ Supportive []

© Purdon Associates 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW 8
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24, In Council’s opinion is the prohibition on subdivision of MO Yes [E/
developments . necessary to maintain the philosophy behind the

\ No [J
SEPP 157 - SubdWisown of @ MO iy «a leoknwxoz‘?id
(a) Please ex laiplwhy Ce"d«““dtd\o“ 10 the \}9:1‘\5 QNLQ{.\ ©
“wsliele. | oceu ean ot (@mat. Retalx "My Bne lot
TOINTEres. tho tonc@ed of  communal pumersh

---------------------

£ , al Qud Qunrown wlad el ochive s
qg%\\’?‘e 'O'\r\-ti\e oéoc‘\l"\t ocCuy M‘\(S and also of'od\fﬂ?s O\O—U\o{

..............................

lows cott medvanwienn to Trovide q%;‘.“%‘éni‘é’.";\-";ﬁn.'

--------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------

25.  Could the community living objectives for MO’s be achieved by other forms of rural
residential development such as: :

Standard Subdivision : Yes O No &
Strata Title Yes 0 No &
Community Title ' Yes (0 No B~
(@  Please explain yo'ur reason(s). Sx_lbo\\"\’i“ﬂ GQO*% Raq ‘O-ef‘o"*'\l“*‘j""] ‘c"'r
o " | Q* © Q(‘}\’\\ " "‘l‘\ﬂ. ’ =
.m;“is oHor Sa Jed” .ﬁg\.\dief gy, @338 ! This 1s .
w\%\ro\i\u\va—h& to e cmec‘} oft all Q«ogo,rtﬁ \ae\ws voslee

‘(V-\-M. -&-‘k ..... _._.E*. .. : .... t. ':“.\’;é}\.e.\g: O_p Ho ..... co

--------------------------------------------------------

(b)  What implications would such subdivision have locally? '

.......................................................

.......................................................

----------------------------------------

--------------------------------------------------------

26. Has Council received repeated requests for the subdivision of Yes [
existing MO developments? ' No oV

27. Would Council be receptive to the concept of rezoning existing MO: Yes &7
developments to’ enable their subdivision under community titlé No O
legislation? ' . Ruro
Note: Owly i Yo land Crwaplied Ny 12N Co-uv\ch: v
T Regidewkak Aoliey . R

—J

© Purdon Associares 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW 9



29.

(2)

30.

31.

@ -

Ll
% p %m :
» 7 HAk
ey i
Is Council aware of instances where MO applications have been Yes lB/
submitted with the intended use being for conventional rural No O

residential purposes rather than communal/community living?

If Yes, What is the main reason applicants have chosen MO over other forms of Land
‘Tenure? (please select one reason only)

Development cost ' ' &
Fewer legal land management requirements

Avoidance of zoning requirements

Avoidance of minimum lot sizes in planning instruments

Other (please specify) . . .......... e,

0
O
0
O
In Council’s opinion, does cluster housing offer advantages for Yes [E/
environmentally sensitive land management over those offered by No O
dispersed housing?

If Yes, what are the main advantages? (please rank 1 to 3 only).
Limits road construction ' e T
Avoidsland slip e
Minimises vegetation clearance : N
Eases servicing o e,
Increases fire protection cereenees
Other (please specify) . . . .. . i i e C eieeeieaes -

Using the following code, please indicate how frequently each of the following community
facilities are constructed as part of existing MO developments? (I = never,
= sometimes, 3 = often, 4 = always)

Community shop ' N
Play equipment L 2.
Schools <
Community hall D
Artists workshops/gallery il
Farm buildings O, 3
Stables A Z..

Other (please specify) . . ...... e e e e i,

Do you have a Section 94 Plan which enables you to levy Yes
contributions on MO developments? No O

If Yes, What level of Section 94 contributions, if any have bef\:n :
applied to MO sites? (please indicate in $ per dwelling unit) vasiatat@

NV“ O'C \Q‘U s 'C&f futad yoadh 1:-5,000 - iﬁ,‘OOO

UP-%(qo\\v\S Wi chasog .‘,\cqus\\«S Cov wo e 1splated
locahbx

© Purdon Associares 1993 S}_:_,'PP 15 REVIEW 10
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IR "
el
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s

* 32,

(a).

33.

(2)

34.

35.

36.

@)

Vo

Is Council satisfied that, in comparison with other rural residential Yes O
developments, MO developments adequately contribute towards the No el
cost of funding services and infrastructure?

If No, please explain why.

--------------------------------------------------------

-----------------------

................................... Moo
Is Council satisfied with the current arrangements for levying rates Yes 0O
on MO developments? ) No B

' N/A O

If No, please explain why ((07\6 neede o ‘.J\c-,l’uo\e adol/&{ov\d'

----------------------------------------

chorge | por gccypied gde e e MO e a

..................................................

Sgected ok Ns veeded.

. How many rural residential Community Title subdivisions are

located in your LGA? - |

............

How many applications for rural residential Community Title
subdivisions in your LGA has Council received in the last 12 ‘
*months? : 0

............

Would Council prefer to: (please select one only)

Introduce a replacement provision in Council’'s LEP? 1
Revoke SEPP 15 B
. Retain SEPP 15 in its present form? U
"~ Retain SEPP 15 in an amended form? IQ/
Other? (please specify) . ................. ... .. 0

-------------------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------

Avaft DC fov MO — athackeol)

© Purdon Associares 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW 11
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. N P o B ! \ ‘ .
. _,_H\‘: _q . “ v -~
e Je-
o Vondcaeigtiiin e 1L {- 7%
- L > 1t
TN LR e

Saw N

- N {

Do you have any other comments regarding the effectiveness of SEPP 15 for the
management of community-based developments on rural lands?

Aaase velr to WMbstmathew Csuv\olk. Was 30_?{{‘?;{?*'

--------------------------------------------------
----------------

--------------------------------------------------------
........................................................

--------------------------------------------------------

Thank you for your co-operation. In the event that we ‘require further information or
clarification of your responses, please supply a contact name and phone number

Contact Details

Name:

--------------------------------------------------------

Position: . b"\‘a’\"‘fﬂm CQV\‘!P'G& f\wvw\a-’

Coﬁncil: ) LISMO‘.Q— ...... | C‘&‘N\FJ

Phone:

----------------------------------------

----------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------

© Purdon Associates 1993
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B SEPP 15 REVIEW. ‘
o e 'MULTIPLE OCCUPANCY (MO) OF RURAL LANDS G0034
- Nof L . LOCAL GOVERNMENT SURVEY :

1. ' " Has Councﬂ used SEPP 15 to a ggrov e MO development applications Yes [
within its. Tural zones’? No- 0O

If No, go to Question 2 '

- (a) Please complete the following Summary of Development Apphcatmns pprov by Council
using SEPP 15 Provision:

YEAR |Number of DAs approved |Total Dwellings Number of DAs Notified to DOP
1988 '

1989

1990

1991

1992 . ’

1993

TOTAL

(b) What 1s the average size in hectares of MO developments approved by Council over the
last five years using SEPP 157 (Please tick one box only)

0-10had 11-40ha 0 41-80ha 0 81210 ha(J 211-360 ha 0  >360 ha O
(c) Please list the main themes present in approved MO developments using SEPP 15

Share-farming

- Horticulture
Permi-culture
Rural-residential
Rainforest living/preservation
Tourist-oriented
Weekend/Holiday Homes
Other (Please Speqiﬁ;)

goaoaoooao

© Purdon Associates 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW 1



(a)

(b)

(c)

(@)

®)

3 - T

Has Council used SEPP 15 to refuse MO development applications Yes 0O
within its rural zones? Ne O

If No, go to Question 3

How many MO applications have been refused by Council over the
last five years using SEPP 157

............

What were the main reasons for refusal of MO development applications using SEPP 15.

........................................................

........................................................

........................................................

LR R T T T R R e ]

Is it usual practice for Council to notify DOP of these refusals? Yes O

No [
Does Council have MO provisions within any of its LEP(s) which Yes O
control the development of MOs in rural zones? ' No O

If No, please go to Question 4

Please complete the following Summary of Development Applications approved by Council
using its LEP provisions:

YEAR [Number of DAs approved |Total Dwellings

1988

1989

1990

1991

1992

1993

TOTAL

What is the average size in hectares of MO developments approved by Council over the
last five years using its LEP provisions? (Please tick one box only)

0-10ha 0 11-40ha] 41-80ha 0 81210 ha (] 211-360 ha (0 >360 ha [J
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© Please list the main themes present in these approved MO developmems using its LEP
provisions. :

Share-farming

Horticulture

Permi-culture

Rural-residential

Rainforest living/preservation

Tourist-oriented

Weekend/Holiday Homes

Other (Please Specify) . .............

ogodoo0oocdaad

4, Has Council used its LEP provisions to refuse MO development Yes
. applications within its rural zones? No

0Qg

If No, go to "Instructions" below,

() How many MO applications have been refused by Council over the
last five years using its LEP?

...............

(b) What were the main reasons for refusal of MO development applications using its LEP.

.........................................................
.........................................................
........................................................

........................................................

Please attach a copy of your LEP provisions with your completed questionnaire.

Instructions

If you have answered No to all questions above, you need go no further. Please fill in the
details at the end and return the questionnaire. Thank you for your assistance.

The following questions relate to all MO development in rural areas regardless of whether .
they were approved under SEPP 15 or Council’s LEP,

5. How many MO development applications are currently before Council which are subject to:

SEPP 157
Council's LEP provisions?

............

© Purdon Associates 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW 3
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6. Over the last 12 months, has the nuﬁber of MO applications: (please tick one)
declined? [J  remained constant? ‘l:l increased? (J
OR were no appﬁéations received? (]

7. Since 1988, Has the rural population in your LGA: (please tick one)
declined? (]  remained constant? [J  increased? [J

If the rural population increased:

(a) can a significant portion of this increase be attributed Yes O
to MO developments? _ No 0O
() If the rural population increased, have MOs been more Yes O
successful than other forms of rural settlement in creating Ne O
population increase?
. Yes O
8. In Council’s opinion, is the minimum allotment size of 10 hectares No [
an appropriate minimum standard?
(a) If No, what should the minimum lot size be?
Please explain your reasons.
9 Are the density standards established by SEPP 15 appropriate? Yes [
No [J

(a) If No, what should the standard be? . ... ... ... ..... ... ... ..... .

----------------------------------------------------------

(b) Please explain your reasons.

--------------------------------------------------------

--------------------------------------------------------
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ik
PURDON

n

10.  What is the predominant dwelling type constructed on MO devclopments in your LGA?
(please tick one)

Individual single family dwelling units dispersed throughout site
Individual single family dwelling units clustered on one portion
of site

Clusters of expanded dwellings with shared facilities

Individual expanded dwelling with shared facilities

Other (please specify)

11.  Does SEPP 15 conﬂxct with Council’s rural planning policy Yes
instruments? " " No

OO0 Oooo o

(a) If Yes, In what way?

..........................................................
........................................................

..........................................................

12, Using the following 5-point scale, pléase indicate how successfully each’ of ‘the following
SEPP 15 Objectives are being met by MOs in your LGA.

Not Very

Successful Successful
Encourage community based rural settlement; 1 2 3 4 5
Encourage environmentally sensitive rural
settlement; 1 2 .3 4 5
Enable collective living; 1 2 3 4 5
Enable sharing of facilities and resources; 1 2 3 4 5
Enable pooling of resources; ' 1 2 3 4 5
Facilitate clustered style rural development; 1 2 3 4 5
Avoid demand for Council/Government
Services; 1 2 3 4 5
Avoid subdivision of rural land; 1 2 3 4 5
Increase in rural population; 1 2 3 4 5

(a) If the objectives are not being adequately met, why is this the case?

.........................................................
.........................................................

........................................................

© Purdon Associates 1993 : SEPP 15 REVIEW : 5



13.  Has the policy resulted in previously illegal rural dwellings
being legalised in your LGA?

If No, please explain why?

........................................................

........................................................

........................................................

---------------------------------------------------------

........................................................

14.  Using the following 5-point scale, please indicate the relative importance given by Council
to each SEPP 15 objective in the assessment- of MO dévelopment applications?

Not

Important
Encourage community based rural settlement; 1 2
Encourage environmentally sensitive rural
settlement; 1 2
Enable collective living; 1 2
Enable sharing of facilities and resources; 1 2
Enable pooling of resources; 1 2
Facilitate clustered style rural development; 1 2
Avoid demand for Council/Government
services; : 1 2 -
Avoid subdivision of rural land; 1 2
Increase in rural population; 1 2

W W W W W

tay L

TV R RV R

y
Very

Important
4 5
4
4 ..
4

4
4
4 5
4 5
4 5

15. Have any MO applications received by Council been accompanied by any of the following

documentation:

Proposed ownership/occupancy structures Yes [0 No OJ
Community plans Yes OO0 No [OI-
Land Management plans Yes O No O
Other (please specify) . .. ....... ... . ... .. ..., Yes (1 No O
(a) In general, have the developments occurred in accordance with these Yes [ -
plans/documents? No O .
Not Known [J
© Purdon Associaies 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW 6
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17.

(a)

18.

19.

More than average (] Average [J

ir

::{? © ' m‘

NS

In general, does Council feel that they can enforce such
plans/documents?

If No, Please explain why

S

Yes

No

PURDON

a

........................................................

........................................................

........................................................

Which of the following should be a requirement of application?

Proposed ownership/occupancy structures
Community plans '

Land management plans

Other (please speczﬁ)

........................

Please explain your reasons.

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

oo

Oo0ooa

No .

.........................................................

........................................................

........................................................

Compared with other rural residentialfliving development applications, what level of

Council resources is taken up in the determination of each MO development apphcanon'?

(please nck one only)

Less than average [J

In your opinion, what are the three main advantages of MO developments? (please rank 1

to 3 only with 1 being the biggest advantage).

Alternative lifestyle opportunities

Lower cost rural living

Good environmental management (e.g. decreased land degradation)
Improved land management practises (e.g. decreased weed
infestations)

Introduction of new forms of agricultural activity

Continued use of land for agriculture

Innovative house styles

Increased bushfire fighting facilities

Other (please specify) o

............

............

------------

------------

------------

------------

............

------------

© Purdon Associates 1993
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21.

(@

22.

(a)

()

23.

e
@?
\
1
\\“ 3
PURDO

- *
In your opinion, what are the three main disadvantages of MO developments? (please rank

1 10.3 only - with 1 being the biggest disadvaniage).

Increased demand for Council services

Social disruption '

Increased traffic on rural roads

Interference with traditional agricultural activities

Lower property values

Non-payment of rates

Adverse environmental impact (e.g. increased land degradation)
Increased bushfire hazard '

Poor land management practises (e.g. increased weed infestations)
Increased conflict between different land uses

Adverse effect on water quality

Poor solid waste disposal practices

Other (please specify)

.........................

What is the general community attitude towards MO developments?

Opposed [ Neutral (] Mixed (O Supportive

If opposed, what are the nature and reasons for this opposition?

---------------------------------------------
............................................

............................................

"Have any MO developments received opposition at the time of

public notification? -

If Yes, what were the main reasons for this opposition?

............................................

............................................

Where the development has been completed, were the concerns
realised? ' :

............
............
............
............
............
............
............
............
............
............
............
............

.

------------
------------

------------

Yes O
No [
N/A O

............

............

' Yes O
No O

In general, what is the attitude of adjacent landowners to MO developments?

Opposed [ Neutral [ Mixed OJ Supportive

O

© Purdon Associates 1993
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24, In Council’s opinion is the prohibition on subdivision of MO Yes (O
developments necessary to maintain the philosophy behind the No O
SEPP 157

(a) Please explain why

........................................................

25.  Could the community living objectives for MO’s be achieved by other forrns of rura.l
- residential development such as:

Standard Subdivision ' Yes OO0 No O
Strata Title ' Yes O No O
Community Title ‘ ' Yes OO No O

(@  Please explain your reason(s).
- (b)  What implications would such subdivision have locally?

........................................................

26. Has Council received repeated requests for the subdivision of Yes
existing MO developments? No

OJ

|

27.  Would Council be receptive to the concept of rezoning existing MO Yes [

developments to enable their subdivision under community title No O
legislation?

© Purdon Associates 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW : 9
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28. Is Council aware of instances where MO applications have been - Yes O
- -submitted with the intended use being for conventional rural No O
~ residential purposes rather than communal/community living?

(a) If Yes, What is the main reason applicants have chosen MO over other forms of Land
Tenure? (please select one reason only)

Development cost O

Fewer legal land management requirements O

Avoidance of zoning requirements ]

Avoidance of minimum lot sizes in planning instruments R

Other (please specify) . . .. .. ... ... . .. . . .. .. ... - Ul

29. In Council’s opinion, does cluster housing offer advantages for Yes [
environmentally sensitive land management over those offered by No [

dispersed housing?
(a)  If Yes, what are the main advantages? (please rank 1 to 3 only).

Limits road construction
- Avoids land slip
Minimises vegetation clearance
Eases servicing
Increases fire protection
Other (please specify) . . ... ... ... .. .. .. ... ...,

............
------------
............

------------

30.  Using the following code, please indicate how frequently each of the following community
facilities are constructed as part of existing MO developments? (I = never,
2 = sometimes, 3 = ofien, 4 = always)

Community shop

Play equipment

Schools

Community hall

Artists workshops/gallery

Farm buildings

Stables .

Other (please specify) . . . ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

............
............
------------
............

............

31. Do you have a Section 94 Plan which enables you to levy Yes
contributions on MO developments? No [

(a) - If Yes, What level of Section 94 contributions, if any have been
applied to MO sites? (please indicate.in § per dwelling unit) ...

® Purdon Associates 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW 10



32.

(a).

33.

(@

34,

35.

36. -

(a)

NS
Is Council satisfied that, in comparison with other rural residential Yes
developments, MO developments adequately contribute towards the No

cost of funding services and infrastructure?

If No, please explain why.

PURDON-.

........................................................

........................................................

........................................................

Is Council satisfied with the current arrangements for levymg rates Yes
on MO developments? No
N/A

........................................

........................................................

.........................................................

........................................................

How many rural residential Community Title subdivisions are
located in your LGA?

How many apphcahons for rural residential Commumty Title
subdivisions in your LGA has Council received in the last 12

- months?

Would Council prefer to: (please select one only)

Introduce a replacement provision in Council’s LEP?
Revoke SEPP 15

Retain SEPP 15 in its present form?

Retain SEPP 15 in an amended form?

Other? (please specify)

.......................

............

goooo

If you would prefer to amend SEPP 15, what changes would improve its operation?

.........................................................

--------------------------------------------------------

.........................................................

© Purdon Associates 1993
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37. Do you have any other comments regarding the effectiveness of SEPP .15 for the
management of community-based developments on rural lands?

........................................................
........................................................
........................................................
........................................................
........................................................

........................................................

Thank you for your co-operation. In the event that we require further information or
clarification of your responses, please supply a contact name and phone number

Contact Details

........................................................
..........................................................
........................................................

........................................................
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SEPP 15 REVIEW
MULTIPLE OCCUPANCY (MO) OF RURAL LANDS
LOCAL GOVERNMENT SURVEY

1 Has Council used SEPP 15 to approve MO development applications Yes ([

within its.rural zones? No O

If No, go to.Question 2

(a) Please complete the following Summary of Development Applications appréved by Council
using SEPP 15 Provision:

YEAR | Number of DAs approved | Total Dwellings Number of DAs Notified to DOP
1988

1589

1990

1991

1992

1993

TOTAL

’ -

(b) What is the average size in hectares of MO developments approved by Counc1l over the
last five years using SEPP 157 (Please tick one box only)

0-10hal] 11-40hald 41-80had 81-210had 211-360ha 0 >360 ha L]

(c) Please list the main themes present in approved MO developments using SEPP 15

Share-farming
Horticulture
Permi-culture
Rural-residential
Rainforest living/preservation
Tourist-oriented
Weekend/Holiday Homes
Other (Please Specify)

OOO0O000do
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(a)

- (b)

PURDON

Has Council used SEPP 15 to refuse MO development applications Yes O
within its rural zones? No O

If No, go to Question 3

How many MO applications haQe been refused by Council over the
last five years using SEPP 157

............

What were the main reasons for refusal of MO development applications using SEPP 15.

........................................................
........................................................
........................................................

........................................................

Is it usual practice for Council to notify DOP of these refusals? Yes (O

' Ne O
Does Council have MO provisions within any of its LEP(s) which Yes., O
control the development of MOs in rural zones? No [

R (i No, please go to Question 4

Please complete the following Summary of Development Applications approved by Council
using its LEP provisions:

YEAR |Number of DAs approved |Total Dwellings

1988

1989

1930

1991

1992

1993

TOTAL

What is the average size in hectares of MO developments approved by Council over the
last five years using its LEP provisions? (Please tick one box only)

0-10ha 0 11-40hal] 41-80hadJ 81210 ha(] 211360 ha] >360 ha OJ

© Purdon Associates 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW 2



PURDON

n

©) Please list the main themes present in these approved MO developments using its LEP
" provisions.

Share-farming

Horticulture

Permi-culture

Rural-residential

Rainforest living/preservation

Tourist-oriented

Weekend/Holiday Homes

Other (Please Specify) . .............

poooaocadad

4. Has Council used its LEP provisions to refuse MO development Yes
applications within its rural zones? No

O

If No, go to "Instructions” below.

(a) . How many MO applications have been refused by Council over the
last five years using its LEP?

(b) What were the main reasons for refusal of MO development applications using its LEP.

........................................................
........................................................
........................................................

........................................................

Please attach a copy of your LEP provisions with your completed questionnaire.

Instructions

If you have answered No to all questions above, you need go no further. Please fill in the
details at the end and return the questionnaire. Thank you for your assistance.

The following questions relate to all MO development in rural areas regardless of whether
they were approved under SEPP 15 or Council’s LEP.

5. How many MO development applications are currently before Council which are subject to:

SEPP 157
Council’s LEP provisions?

© Purdon Associates 1993 SEPP [5 REVIEW 3
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6. Over the last 12 months, has the number of MO applications: (please tick one)

declined? L] remained constant? (0  increased? (J

OR were no applications received? (]

7. Since 1988, Has the rural population in your LGA: (please tick one)
declined? [0  remained constant? [ increased? (1

If the rural population increased:

(@)  can a significant portion of this increase be attributed Yes O
to MO developments? No (O
(5)] If the rural population increased, have MOs been more Yes (O
successful than other forms of rural settlement in creating No (1
. population increase? '
' Yes [J
8. ° In Council’s opinion, is the minimum allotment size of 10 hectares No O
an appropriate minimum standard?
(a) - -ff No, what should the minimum lot size be?
Please explain your reasons.
9. Are the density standards established by SEPP 15 appropriate? Yes (O
No (I

(a) If No, what should the standard be?

(b) Please explain your reasons.

........................................................

© Purdon Associates 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW 4
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10.  What is the predominant dwelling type constructed on MO developments in your LGA?
(please tick one)

Individual single family dwelling units dispersed throughout site
Individual single family dwelling units clustered on one portion
of site

Clusters of expanded dwellings with shared facilities

Individual expanded dwelling with shared facilities

Other (please specify)

11. Does SEPP 15 conflict with Council’'s rural planning policy Yes
instruments? No

oo oooo O

(@) If Yes, In what way?

........................................................
........................................................

........................................................

12.  Using the following S-point scale, please indicate how successfully each of the following
SEPP 15 Objectives are being met by MOs in your LGA.

; Not Very

- Successful Successful
Encourage community based rural settlement; 1 2 3 4 5
Encourage environmentally sensitive rural
settlement; 1 2 3 4 S
Enable collective living; I 2 3 4 5
Enable sharing of facilities and resources; 1 2 3 4 5
Enable pooling of resources; 1 2 3 4 5
Facilitate clustered style rural development; 1 2 3 4 5
Avoid demand for Council/Government
services; 2 3 4 5
Avoid subdivision of rural land; 1 2 3 4 5
Increase in rural population; 1 2 3 4 5

(@) If the objectives are not being adequately met, why is this the case?

........................................................
........................................................

........................................................

© Purdon Associates 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW 5



13.  Has the policy resulted in previously illegal rural dwellings Yes
being legalised in your LGA?

If No, please explain why?

PURDON

........................................................

........................................................

........................................................

........................................................

14.  Using the following 5-point scale, please indicate the relative importance given by Council

to each SEPP 15 objective in the assessment of MO development applications?

Not
- Important
Encourage community based rural settlement; 1 2 3
Encourage environmentally sensitive rural
settlement; 1 2 3
7 Enable collective living; 1 2 3
~ Enable sharing of facilities and resources; 1 2 3
Enable pooling of resources; 1 2 3
Facilitate clustered style rural development; 1 2 3
Avoid demand for Council/Government
services; 1 2 3
Avoid subdivision of rural land; . . 1 2 3
Increase in rural population; 1 2 3

Lh Lh Lh L L

Very
Important
4 5
4
4
4
4
4
4 5
4 5
4 5

15.  Have any MO applications received by Council been accompanied by any of the following

documentation:
Proposed ownership/occupancy structures Yes (1 No O
Community plans Yes (1 No (O
Land Management plans Yes [J No O
Other (please specify) . . . . . . oo i Yes [0 No 0O
(a) In general, have the developments occurred in accordance with these Yes [
plans/documents? : No 0O
Not Known [
© Purdon Associates 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW
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(a)

17.

@)

18.

19.

PURDON

In general, does Council feel that they can enforce such Yes [
plans/documents? No (I

If No, Please explain why

........................................................
........................................................

........................................................

Which of the following should be a requirement of application?

Proposed ownership/occupancy structures Yes (0 No O
Community plans Yes OO No O
Land management plans Yes (O No O

O No [

Other (please specify} . . .. . ... .. .. . ... Yes

Please explain your reasons.

........................................................
........................................................

.........................................................
R .

Compared with other rural residential/living development applications, what level of
Council resources is taken up in the determination of each MO development application?
{(please tick one only)

More than average [ Average [ Less than average [J

In your opinion, what are the three main advantages of MO developments? (please rank 1
to 3 only with 1 being the biggest advantage).

Alternative lifestyle opportunities

Lower cost rural living

Good environmental management (e.g. decreased land degradation)
Improved land management practises (e.g. decreased weed
infestations)

Introduction of new forms of agricultural activity

Continued use of land for agriculture

Innovative house styles

Increased bushfire fighting facilities

Other (please specify) . . ... .. ... .. ... . ...

............

............

............

............

------------
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21.

(a)

22.

(@)

(b)

23.

PURDON

-

In your opinion, what are the three main disadvantages of MO developments? (please rank
110 3 only - with 1 being the biggest disadvaniage).

Increased demand for Council services

Social disruption

Increased traffic on rural roads

Interference with traditional agricultural activities

Lower property values

Non-payment of rates

Adverse environmental impact {e.g. increased land degradation)
Increased bushfire hazard

Poor land management practises (e.g. increased weed infestations)
Increased conflict between different land uses

Adverse effect on water quality

Poor solid waste disposal practices

Other (please specify)

............
............
------------
............
............
............

....................................

What is the general community attitude towards MO. developments?

Opposed ([ Neutral [ Mixed O3 Supportive []

If opposed, what are the nature and reasons for this opposition?

.........................................................

Have any MO developments received opposition at the time of Yes [
public notification? No OO

NaA O
If Yes, what were the main reasons for this opposition?
Where the development has been completed, were the concemns Yes O
realised? No a

In general, what is the attitude of adjacent landowners to MO developments?

Opposed [ Neutral ] Mixed [ Supportive [J

© Purdon Associates 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW 2
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24. In Council’s opinion is the prohibition on subdivision of MO Yes [
developments necessary to maintain the philosophy behind the No O
SEPP 157

(@) Please explain why

........................................................
........................................................
........................................................

........................................................

25.  Could the community living objectives for MO’s be achieved by other forms of rural
residential development such as:

Standard Subdivision Yes [1 No O
Strata Title ' Yes (0 No O
Community Title ' Yes (0 No O

(a) '+ Please explain your reason(s).

(b)  What implications would such subdivision have locally?

26. Has Council received repeated requests for the subdivision of Yes
existing MO developments? No

O

.

27.  Would Council be receptive to the concept of rezoning existing MO Yes [

developments to” enable their subdivision under community title No O
legislation?

© Purdon Associates 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW 9



28. Is Council aware of instances where MO applications have been Yes
submitted with the intended use being for conventional rural No
residential purposes rather than communal/community living?

PURDON

7

O
O

(@) If Yes, What is the main reason applicants have chosen MO over other forms of Land

Tenure? (please select one reason only)

Development cost
Fewer legal land management requirements

Avoidance of zoning requirements

Avoidance of minimum lot sizes in planning instruments
Other (please specify)

........................

29. In Council's opinion, does cluster housing offer advantages for Yes
environmentally sensitive land management over those offered by No
dispersed housing?

(a) If Yes, what are the main.advantages? (please rank 1 to 3 only).

Limits road construction
Avoids land shp

Minimises vegetation clearance
Eases servicing

Increases fire protection

Other (please specify)

2

........................

-

oo oocgaoo

............

............

............

30.  Using the following code, please indicate how frequently each of the following community
facilities are constructed as part of existing MO developments? (I = never,

2 = sometimes, 3 = often, 4 = always)

Community shop

Play equipment

Schools

Community hall

Artists workshops/gallery

Farm buildings

Stables

Other (please specify) . .. ... ... ... ... ... ...

31. Do you have a Section 94 Plan which enables you to levy Yes
contributions on MO developments? No

(a) If Yes, What level of Section 94 contributions, if any have been
applied to MO sites? (please indicate in § per dwelling unit)

............

............

............

© purdon Associares 1993 SEPP 15 REVIEW
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32.

(a).

33.

(2)

4.

35.

36.

(a)

Is Council satisfied that, in comparison with other rural residential Yes
developments, MO developments adequately contribute towards the No
cost of funding services and infrastructure?

If No, please explain why.

PURDON

O

........................................................

........................................................

........................................................

Is Council satisfied with the current arrangements for levying rates Yes
on MO developments? No
N/A

........................................

........................................................

........................................................

H'How many rural residential Community Title subdivisions are
located in your LGA?

How many applications for rural residential Community Title

subdivisions in your LGA has Council received in the last 12
months?

............

Would Council prefer to: (please select one only)

Introduce a replacement provision in Councii’s LEP?
Revoke SEPP 15

Retain SEPP 15 in its present form?

Retain SEPP 15 in an amended form?

Other? (please specify)

.......................

............

oooaag

If you would prefer to amend SEPP 15, what changes would improve its operation?

........................................................

........................................................
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37. Do you have any other comments regarding the effectiveness of SEPP 15 for the
management of community-based developments on rural lands?

........................................................
........................................................
........................................................
........................................................
........................................................

........................................................

Thank you for your co-operation. In the event that we require further information or
clarification of your responses, please supply a contact name and phone number

Contact Details

........................................................

.........................................................

.......................................................

.........................................................
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