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SEPP 15 REVIEW 

MULTIPLE OCCUPANCY (MO) OF RURAL LANDS 	00034 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT SURVEY 

+ 	
I. 	Has Council used SEPP 15 to approve MO developmen(applications 	Yes [3"  

withinitsnjralzones? 	- - 	 No 	0 

go to Question 2 

(a) 	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 POP 
1988 1  6 
1989 It. S 
1990  

199'  

1992 w-z 
1993 2 6 
TOTAL 25 u 13 

) 	What is the avenge size in hectares of MO developments approved by Council over the 
last five years using SEPP 15? (Please tick one box only) 

- 0 - 10 haD 	11-40 haD 	41-80 ha 2" 81-210 haD 	211-360 haD 	>360 haD 

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

Share-farming 0 
Horticulture 0 

- 	 - Per9i-'ctiture 	Sc Er 
Rural-residential Er 
Rainforest living/preservation 

- 

Tourist-oriented 0 
Weekend/Holiday Homes 	 - 0 

- 	 Other (Please Specify) 	 ...... 
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2. 	Has Council used SEPP 15 to Ldm MO development applications 
	

Yes 0 
within its rural zones? 

	
No 

lfNo, go to Question 3 

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

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

ft-ltW, ss4. 	 .. h 	 .. 

.4$. 
Is it usual practice for Council to notify DOP of these refusals?  

NoD 

3. 	Does Council have MO provisions within any of its LEP(s) which , Yes 0 
control the development of MOs in rural zones? 	 No 	2 

If No, please go to Question 4 

(a) 	Please complete the following Summary of Development Applications anoroved by Council 
using its LEP provisions: 

NumberorDAs approved TotalDwellings 

P
YEAR 

TOTAL 

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

0-10 haD 11-40 haD 41-80 haD 81-210 haD 211-360 haD >360 haD 
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(c) 	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) .............. 

Has Council used its LEP provisions to afu MO development 
applications within its rural zones? 

If No, go to "Instructions" below. 

	

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

	

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

	

rtes 	...'.,. .4s. .L. 
. 	. ............. 

0 - 	 - - 	 . 	.. 
4et\ackt'. 

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 SE?? 15 or Council's LEP. 

How mhny MO development applications are currently before Council which are subject to: 

SEPP 15 ? . .....1...... 
Council's LEP provisions? 
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0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Yes 0 
No 0 



H rj - 	•. LTJ 
- 

6. 

' 	 - 

Over the last 12 months, has the number of MO applications: (please tick one) 
10. 	at is the predom inant dwelling 	e consflcted on MO developmen ts in  your WA? 

(please tick one) - 

declined? 0 	remained constant:? (a' 	increased? 0  

Individual single family dwelling units dispersed throughout site 0 
OR were no applications received? 0 - 

* 	Individualsingle family dwelling units clustered on one portion 
of site 	 - 0 

7. Since 1988, Has the rural population in your LGA: (please tick one) • 	Clusters of expanded dwellings with shared facilities 0 
Individual expanded dweUing with shared facilities 0 

declined? 	0 	remained constant? 	0 	increased? 	[U7  Other (please specify) co. 	Mb 	crc -* ak,J oQ. 

- 	 . 	

. If the rural population increased: 11. 	Does 	SEPP 	15 	conflict 	with 	Council's 	rural 	planning 	policy 	Yes 13"  
. instruments? 	

- No 0 
• can a significant portion of this increase be attributed 	 Yes [E' - 	 (a) 	If Yes, In what way? • to MO developments? 	 No 0 

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

- 

If the rural population increased, 	have MOs been more 	Yes 
successful than  o ther forms of rural settlement In crea ting 	No 

(W 
0 

a 	nat-t 	c4,J 	 o'(' 	 tcgcJno . 	.t' 	
. 

population - 

.orJteok 	tsgcc4 	, ... . 

1000~ -  cesj'(cZwecA t?s 	 Yes 
-8. In Council's opinion, is the minimum allotment size of 10 hectares 	No 0 

12. 	Using the following 5-point scale, please indicate how successfully each of the following 
an appropriate minimum standard? 	 : 

pp 15 Objectives are being met by MOs in your WA. 
- 

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

Not 
Successful 

Very 
Successful 

Please explain your reasons. Encourage community based rural settlement; 	 1 	2 	3 K) 	s 
Encourage environmentally sensitive rural settlement; 	

- 	 - 	 1 	2 	. 4 	5 
Enable collective living; 	 1 	2 	3 (a) 	s 
Enable sharing of facilities and resources; 	 1 	2 	3 C) 	S 

9. Are the density standards established by SEPP 15 appropriate? 	 Yes 0 
Enablepoolingofresources; 	- 	 I 	2 	C) 
Facilitate clustered style rural development; 	 1 	 3 

5 
4 	5 

No • Q 	- Avoid demand for Council/Government 

 
- 

If No, what should the standard be? 	 , 	. 	.uftkL 
services; 	 I 	6) 	3 

4 Avoid subdivision of rural land; 	 1 	2 	3 

4 	5 
4 	C) 

(U? 	 SEtP t4a_,aaroc\ 
r)$ 	 ..........1c...... 

Increasç i 	rural popvlatio; 	
MO 	o((Q 	J 	2 	3 jt cj~ 5 

ca1o.Ao 	 ok'Q 	'JoZA 9 
. 

c(o <' R '°ZY4'& 	4 
, w

G4OMS. 
(a) 	If the objectives are not being adequately me 	hy is this the case. 

 Please explain your reasons. 	 ctouc4 	LQ. 	601.Qc( 	0t. 
CCP4aA.1 

	
Of 	r oL 	COP4aoSo%'4 1  

Cv'fVbt' 
oj*oi.&&cA 	 eQorcicj 	oIjqc)tAvc . .................. ...... 	 .......... 	........ 	.. . . ... 	

- .c4  ................... 
QXL4'53 	tQSokQ#n%'aA 	d..aeTht.t 	ctat.sckts 	hos t, 	Lç'% 

:•.• 

csu 	cfle 	S5 	LS 	kas 
- 

c 
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Not 	. 	 very 	 (a) 

Important 	 Important 

	

13.. 	Has thepolicy resulted in previously illegal rural dweUings 	. 	Yes being legalised in your LGA? 	 . 	
Nd o 

Ifp<please explain why? 

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

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

	

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

Encourage community based rural settlement; 
Encourage environmentally sensitive rural 

	 1 	2 	3 	@: 	S 

settlement; 	 1 	2 	3  
Enable collective living; 	 1 	2 :. 5 
Enable sharing of facilities and resources; 	 I 	2 	 4 	5 
Enable pooling of resources; 	 1 	2 	3 

	
4 	5 

Facilitate clustered style rural development; 	 1 	2 	3 	Q 	5 
Avoid demand for Council/Government 
services; 	 -. 	 1 	2 . 3 	Q 
Avoid subdivision of rural land; 	 1 	2 	3 	4 
Increase in rural population; 	 lJ 	3 	4 	5 

Have any MO applications received by Council been accompanied by any of the following 
documentation: 

Proposed ownership/occupancy structures 	 Yes 0 No B' 
Community plans 	 Yes 0 No Er 
Land Management plans 	 Yes 0 No LW 
Other (please specfy) ........................ Yes Cl No 0 

(a) 	In general, have the developments occurred in accordance with Lhesd 	Yes 0 
plans/documents? 	

No 0 
Not Known GY 

In general, does Council feel that they can enforce such 	Yes 0 plans/documents? 	
No 

(a) 	If No, Please explain why 

11. 	Which of the following should be a requirement of application? 

Proposed ownership/occupancy structures 	 Yes 	No 0 
Community plans 	 Yes B' No 0 
Land management plans 	 Yes ElY No 0 
Other (pleases ecU5') .......... 9+. 	''Y9' .. 	Yes @'No .0 
£(4c*, Jcxecch-.s sA'P c\a.Ai.es. 	 A 

Please explain your reasons. - 

o-,rjC 	A1 

\.  

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

More than avenge 0 	Average (fl" 	Less than avenge 0 

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

Alternative lifestyle opportunities 
Lower cost rural living 	 . 2 
Good environmental management (e.g. decreased land degradaiion) 
Improved land management pnctises (e.g. decreased weed 
infestations) 

Introduction of new forms of agricultural activity 
Continued use of land for agrièulture 
Innovative house styles 	 . 
Increased bushfire fighting facilities 	 , 
Other (please speqfr) 	.sp00 Q0.n 
ac& (.jli-'JCO-( Ulqo  
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20. 

21 

(a) 

In your opinion, what are the three mamsad divantages of MOdeveloprnents? (please rank 
24. 	In 	Councils opinion 	is 	the 	prohibition 	on 	subdivision 	of MO 	Yes 	ES"  

1 (03 only -  with) being the biggest disadvantage). developments 	necessary 	to 	maintain 	the philosophy 	behind 	the 	No 	0 
. sp' 15? 

. 	 o- 	f-tO 	s 	-. 
Increased demand forCouncil services I (a) 	Please 	s why CO 	

fcLC*tdfl& - lo •Mn. 	J645 c%.tQe\ 	04 
Social disruption 
Increased traffic on rural roads 

"v..(i4" ccc 	onc&, , 	4 	(wk. 	(MoLn.w 	V¼ 	IcsI 
(P.t!5?. ......ct$. g. 	

': Interference with traditional agricultural activities ocUSt\2 CA Clv1 

:::::::::::: 
Non-p 	nent of rates 	

. 
-* 	 *0 

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

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

Adverse effect on water quality 
25 	Could the community living objectives for MO's be achieved by other forms of rural 

Pooi solid waste disposal practices 	
.- 

residential development such as: 

. 	 Standard Subdivision 	 Yes 0 	No -  ER' -  
Other (please specO5') 	....................... ............. .... 

What is the g&neral community attitude towards MO developments? 
StrataTitle 	 Yes 0 	No 	l 
Community Title 	 Yes  0 No 9' 

Opposed 0 	Neutral 0 	Mixed 2' 	Supportive 0 . (a) 	Please explain your reason(s). 	0Ct\i4O 	cpo3es 	o- 

If opposed, what are the nature and reasons for this opposition? 
"lva\vicA.acx 	 °4- ea*-k. 	o$'i4-& 	(ø. c1 	.o4..i$k —. &c'&4. 	 '- .crt'O-c .1k. 

I C9n'n,.a~ Ot-t% 	4CS 'At co.,-ute* O 	caJl, 14O4Qt4 1 	c4 	VDS 
.. 

22. •Have any MO developments received opposition at the time of 	Yes 2' 
public notification? 	 No 	0 

N/A 0 

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

M I k< ,° 

Lat' 
414t qatcu&.-  

Where the dvelopment has been completed, were the concerns 	Yes 	0 
realised? 	 No 

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

Opposed 0 	Neutral 0 	Mixed Lu" 	Supportive 0  

(b) 	What implications would such subdivision have locally? 

Yç\a...sQoL IVtO.A ce*kIen-a.1,A 

4. .-k 

Has Council received repeated requests for the subdivision of 	Yes 0 
existing MO developments? 	 No 	CD7  

Would Council be receptive to the concept of rezoning existing MO .: • Yes  @' 
developments to enable their subdivision under community titld 	No 	0 
legislation? 

ijok: O...L f -i4.. ;czwA t.,.lteok ,jti\ Ctv.cZAc (Z0.k 
&sicko..4SaA Po(;c4. 
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 Is Council aware of instances where MO applications have been 	Yes 
 Is Council satisfied that, in comparison with other rurl residential 	yes 0 submitted 	with 	the 	intended 	use 	being 	for 	conventional 	rural 	No U developments, MO developments adequately contribute towards the 	No residential purposes rather than communal/community living? cost of funding services and in -  frastructure? 

(a) 
- 

If Yes, What is the main reason applicants have chosen MO over other forms of Land 
(a). l If No, pease expan w 	 . l 	hy.i - • 	. Tenure? (please select one reason only) 

- 	 . 	- 

 . 	.... 

• Development cost 

Fewer legal land management requirements 

I A. 	....... 	 !:k 
Avoidance of zoning requirements 
Avoidance 

o 	.................. 
41 	 f) 	 t 

'm-. 	.c'e. .'q-%1 
of minimum lot sizes in planning instruments 0 

Other (please-specify) 	........................ 0 33 Is Council satisfied with the current arrangements for levying rates 	Yes 0 
 In Council's opinion, 	does cluster housing offer advantages 	for 	Yes 

on MO developments? 	 . 	 No lit 

environmentally sensitive land management over those offered by 	No 0 
N/A 0 

dispersed housing? 
(a) - If No, please explain why. . ... 	 .ip  

(a) If Yes, what are the main advantages? (please rank 1103 only) )ed 	.i-i c-. •e -ç. .cc' 	1k 	 ..... 

limits road consction 	 ....t ec 	.4c.. 
Avoids land slip 

. 

Minimises vegetation clearance t.- 	- 	I  
Eases servicing - 
Increases ftre protection 	 - 
Other (please specify) 	..................................... 34, How many ru 	residenti 	Community Ti al 	 de 	subdivisions 	are 

I located in your LC3A? 
 Using the following code, please indicate how frequently each of the following community 

facilities 	are 	constructed 	as 	part 	of 	existing 	MO 	developments? 	(1 = 	never, 35. I-1 ow 	many 	applications 	for 	rural 	residential 	Community 	Title 
2 = sometimes, 3 = often. 4 = always)  subdivisions in your LGA 	has 	Council 	received 	in 	the last 	12 

months? 

Communi 	shop . ... 
Play equipment 	 - 	 - 

36 Would Council prefer to: (please select one only) 
Schools  

Community hail 	

- 
-  Introduce a replacement provision in Council's LEP? 0 

Artists workshops/gallery 	- 
'i 

Revoke SEP? IS 0 
Farm buildings Retain SEPP 15 in its present form? • 	 , 
Stables - 	Retain SEPP 15 in an amended form? 

Other (please specify) 	........................ ........... Other? (please specfy) 	......................... 0 

 Do you 	have 

topen 	
which enables you to levy 	Yes 

r 
(a) If you would prefer to amend SE 	IS, what changes would improve its operation? n 

No P?P. to .&s. .......... 	 .°—'-...... 
(a) If Yes, What level of Section 94 contributions, if any have beeo 

applied to MO sites? (please indicate in $per dwelling unit) QLIQ 
?iA 0 	'3' 	t,ncA ioaCk 2cao :.A 	 . .'t.& ceJet4iQs  

i a4L 	JcUpç 	;.,ctQ4S'-', 	o C 	'c\airenk . 	h( 	cMcc,kook — 
• %ocnjnL. 
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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? 	- 

.. .cs4i. .tc. .'yw$—...cA. . has; . ..uyç)teck 

. -i-c. 	ç'qo — .. 	
atOV 

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

Contact Details 	 - 

Narne....... 	 . Sit 
Position: - .?J9!.......... R4i. . (!°-'.......................... 
Council: - 	 ................................ 

Phone:- - 	- 	 OO 	 . 
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(a) 

ru 
- 	 SEPP 15 REVIEw 

MULTIPLE OCCUPANCY (MO) OF RURAL LANDS 00034 
• 	 LOCAL GOVERNMENT SURVEY 

Has Council used SEPP IS to approve MO development applications Yes 	13"  
within its rural zones? 	 ,• No 	0 

If No, go to Question 2 - 

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

YEAR Number or DAs approved Total Dwellings Number of D.ks Notified to pOP 

1988  

1989  

1990 Ia 

1991  
1992 

1 2 b 
TOTAL u'3 

What is the avenge size in hectares of MO developments approved by Council over the 
last five years using SEPP 15? (Please tick one box only) 

-0-10 haD 	11-40 ha C 	41-80 ha 	81-210 haD 	211-360 haD >350 haD 

Please listthe main themes present in ponroved MO developments using SEPP IS 

Share-farming 0 
- 	• Horticulture C 

Pern)i-Ctilture 	Sr 	 - er 
Rural-residential gr 
Rainforest living/preservation 

- 
21  

Tourist-oriented 0 
Weekend/Holiday Homes 0 
Other (Please Spec) 	• '99s 
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2. 	Has Council used SEPP 15 to Itfm MO developnient applications 	Yes Cl 
within itsrural zones? 	 No 	B' 

If No, go to Question 3 

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

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

F?*4. .............. 	 .c':'. .'r½S . 

.......... 	 tAQco.A .. 	.i... 

H4., sks'4. k° - 	t?r54 

.
A 	 . 

Is it usual practice for Council to notify DOP of these refusals? - - 	- 	les 

NoD 

3. 	Does Council have MO provisions within any of its LEP(s) which 	Yes 0 
control the development of MOs in rural zones? 	 No 	1W 

If No, please go to Question 4 	 - 

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

NumberofDAsapproved TotalDwellings 

P 
TOTAL 

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

0-10haD 11-40haD 41-80haD 81-210haD 211-360ha0 >360haD 

Pardon Associates 1993 	 SEPP 15 REVIEW 	 2 

Pu 
(c) 	Please list the main themes present in these aporoved MO developments using its LEP 

provisions. 

Share-farming 0 
Horticulture o 
Pet-mi-culture 	 -- 0 
Rurai-residential 	 - 0 
Rainforest living/preservation o 
Tourjsc-otjented 0 
Weekend/Holiday Homes 0 
Other (Please SpeØfy) 	.............. 0 

4. 	Has Council used its LEP provisions to refuse MO development Yes 	0 
applications within its rural zones? 

No 	0 

If No, go to 'Instructions' below. 	 - 
How many MO applications have been refused by Council over the 
last five years using its LEP? - 	............ 
What were the main reasons for refusal of MO development applications using its LEP. 

a 	 4. :............. 

.1. 	.4!-' 	............. 

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 nâny MO development applications are currently before Council which are subject to: 

SEPP 15?- 	 .....1 ...... 
Council's LEP provisions? 

0 Purdon Associates 1993 	 SEPP 15 RE VIEW 
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If 

	 L?L 
6. 	Over the last 12 months, has the number of MO applications: (please tick one) 	

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

declined? 0 	remained constant? (j2' 	increased? 0 
-f 	Individual single family dwelling units dispersed throughout site 	 0 

OR were no applications received? 0 Individual single family dwelling units clustered on one portion 
ofsite 	 . 	 0 

7. 	Since 1988, Has the rural population in your LGA: (please tick one) 
Clusters of expanded dwellings with shared facilities 	 0 

- Individual expanded dwelling with shared facilities 	 0 
declined? 	0 	remained constant? 	0 	increased? Other (please specQ5') COw 	\0.MO- 	o 	% OJoOQt 	 Gy 

If the rural population increased: 	
. 11. Does 	SEff 	15 	conflict 	with 	Council's 	rural 	planning 	policy 	Yes 	[B" 

instruments? 
No 	0 

• 	(a) 	can a significant portion of this increase be attributed Yes 	CTh" - If Yes, In what way? • 	 to MO developments? No 
- 

• 	03'tQ( 	9t-c... 
 (b) 	If the rural population increased, 	have MOs been more 

successful than other forms of nir -al settlement in creating 
Yes 	(W . 	. 	. 	

. 

No 	0  
population in,çrease? 	

cit 	(g(OJ 	 kCLAht ..................................... 	• 
t 	CO,Si-dt-' 	20k Q.4 

Yes 
8. 	In Council's opinion, is the minimum allotment size of 10 hectares No 	o 12. Using the following 5-point scale, please indicate how successfully each of the following - 

an appropriate minimum standard? I 
SEPP 15 Objectives are being met-by MOs in your WA. 	 - 

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

Please explain your reasons. 

9. 	Are the density standards establisled by SEPP IS appropriate? 	- 	Yes 0 
No • I3- 

If No, what should the standard be? ..................i-4 .  k+'t'$. .W't .... aas4-e) 
(U? 1-a 	 SE?? 	ao.-oks.\ ot4-.j 

	

.jc' .!.AtLln c..a ..... 	 52.4C& (CL . 

c&oW4. 	k-Qcuc*e. 

Please explain your reasons. Dens.$- 1  '\Ou 	La ioQt_Qck 
ccteckE.*.%l of '-_-..&, 	 ujt'Y'  

c-Q........................... QxtL*.c3 	$c&Q.Jn'aA cL3aU\ 	c -s.'4'-cs e( hOs \i, LQ 

Not Very 
Successful Successful 

Encourage community based rural settlement; 	 I 	2 3 0 
Encourage-environmentally sensitive rural - 
settlement; 	- 	 1 	2 6) 
Enable collective living; 	 1. 	2 3 (j) 5 	1 

Enable sharing of facilities and resources; 	 1 	2 3 C 5 
Enable pooling of resources; 	 1 	2 (3) . 	4 
Facilitate clustered style rural development; 	 I 	(J) 3 4 5 
Avoid demand for Council/Government 
services; 	 1 3 4 5 

4 Avoid subdivision of rural land; 	 . 	1 	2 3 4 C) 
A 	Increasçi 	opS 	 2 3 C) 5 

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

oç'-'c -n . 

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

Purdon Associates 1993 
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Has thepolicy resulted in previously illegal rural dwellings 	 Yes 12' being legalised in your LGA? 	
No 	0 

IfyC"please explain why? 

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

.\*a ¼. .Qr ........ 
çç ç,'\Q.• .pc . '\t 

Using the following 5-point scale, please indicate the relative importance given by Council 
to each SE?? IS objective in the assessment•of MO development applications? 

Not Very 
Important Important 

1 2 3 Q: 	5 

1 2 3 5 
1 2 4 	5 
1 2 Q) 4 	5 
1 2 (3) 4 	•s 
1 2 3 Q 	S 

I 2 3 Q 	5 
1 2 3 4 
I 3 4 	5 

Have any MO applications received by Council been accompanied by any of the following 
documentation: 

Proposed ownership/occupancy structures 	 Yes 0 No 19' 
Community plans 	 Yes 0 No [ 
Land Management plans 	 Yes 0 No ElY 
Other (please specify) ........................ Yes 0 No 0 

(a) 	In general, have the developments occurred in accordance with thesd 	Yes 0 
plans/documents? 	

No 	0 
Not Known (Q-' 

In general, does Council feel that they can enforce such 	yes 0 
plans/documents? 	

. 	 N 

(a) 	If No, Please explain why 

- k94fcpJoit. ( Q$j,ççQe=, 

Which of the following should be a requirement of application? 

Proposed ownership/occupancy structures 	 Yes BNo 0 
Community plans 	 . 	 Yes (9' No 0 
Land management plans 	 Yes Ci)' No 0 
Other (pleases ecQ) '4C4QVOC19+. 'w9'k. 	Yes 13"No : 
E(1&C 	acZc&4ecc 	$t4'p c.\aos,Qs 	stQ() t f 

(a) 	Please explain your reasons. 

- .....kce. - 	.................................. 

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 avenge 0 	Avenge (2" 	Less than avenge 0 

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

Alternative lifestyle opportunities 	 . 

Lower cost rural living 	............ 
Good environmental management (e.g. decreased land degradation) 

Improved land management pnctises (e.g. decreased weed 

infestations) 	
. 	........ 

introduction of new forms of agricultural activity 	 .. .. 
Continued use of land for agriculture 

Innovative house styles 

Increased bushftre fighting facilitie 

Other (please specify) kqeSfltfl •r J4"--. soo- @o'.n 

a....0t cgIi-ao-4 oJCWQ.4%k1  04 (Qo 

Encourage community based rural settlement; 

Encourage environmentally sensitive rural 
settlement; 

Enable collective living; 

Enable sharing of facilities and resources; 

Enable pooling of resources; 

Facilitate clustered style rural development; 

Avoid demand for Council/Government 
services; 

Avoid subdivision of rural land; 

Increase in rural population; 

0 Purdon Associates 1993 
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.20. 	In your opinion, what are the three main disadvantages of MO developments? (p/care taM 
1 to 3 only - with 1 being the biggest disadvantage). 

Increased demand for Council services 	 I 
Social disruption 

Increased traffic on rural roads 

Interference with traditional agricultural activities 

Lower property value 

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

Increased bushfire hazard 

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) ........................ ............ 

21. 	What is the general community attitude towards MO developments? 

Opposed 0 	Neutral 0 	Mixed lM 	Supportive 0 

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

LU 
In Council's opinion is the prohibition on subdivision of MO 	ye 	0"  
developments - necessary to maintain the philosophy behind the 	No 	0 SEPP IS?. 	So 	o 

(a) Please ex lain why ce 
	adfl& 	.11.0 Wa %Ie4.5 CentQe\ 

occre 04 (a 	 c 	Ici 
Ss$'. .t-Q ...cc. .. 

4'o.isc. ikp oc\aA 't.&ck 0ArOv nL.4 cA o6 cA4a.s 
0-'-'cX 949. .ç1.o#?s ....... 

Io...j toM 	 4t 	tØ&O tCO4o4G.)o%t 

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

Standard Subdivision 	 Yes 0 No (3' 
StrataTitle 	 Yes 0 No 
Community Title 	 . 	 Yes 0 No 

(a) 	Please explain your reason(s). Su\octwso.., rJo$es o.... a 	r4g.tt4t1 	r. 

eex&Q:.o$..t-1ot 
 ......... 

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

	 ... 

22. 	Have any MO developments received opposition at the time of 	Yes 93' 
public notification? 	

No 	0 
N/A 0 

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

. y .. MS9k 	 .. 

o su6po1 kacA ;çc&a 	foocks,OA'JQ.tsQ c-(€4 
9 i, çoi. c  

cycCurta- 	vcs 
Where the dvelopment has been completed, were the concerns 	Yes 	0 
realised? 	

No 	(V 
23. 	In general, what is the attitude of adjacent landowners to MO developments? 

Opposed 0 	Neutral 0 	Mixed 1i1 	Supportive 0 

0 Purdon .4ssocia,e, 1993 	 SEPP 15 REVIEW 	 8 

(1,) 	What implications would such subdivision have locally? 

.kctqc4. k. y 	90t evqo-A cSk(enc.A 

4. .-: co.4n,. .k 

Has Council received repeated requests for the subdivision of 	Yes 0 
existing MO developments? 	

No 	LU' 

Would Council be receptive to the concept of rezoning existing MO: 	Yes EY 
developments to enable their subdivision under community dUd 	No 	0 
legislation? 

NOW OwLs  E -ftQ lcz 	crtp0& tW CncAc (ZgrcsA 

&d..a4J o(z4 
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Is Council aware of instances where MO applications have been 	Yes [W'  
submitted with the intended use being for conventional rural 	No 	0 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 	 - 	 19' 
Fewer legal land management requirements 	 o 
Avoidance of zoning requirements 	 0 
Avoidance of minimum lot sizes in planning instruments 	 0 
Other (please-rpecy) ........................ 0 

In Council's opinion, does cluster housing offer advantages for 	Yes 
environmentally sensitive land management over those offered by 	No 	0 dispersed housing? 	 - 

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

Limits road construction 	 .:.. 
Avoids land slip 

Minimises vegetation clearance 

Eases servicing 

Increases fife protection 
Other (please speqfy) ........................ . 

Using the following code, please indicate how frequently each of the following community 
facilities are constructed as part of existing MO developments? (1 = never, 

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

Community shop 	 . . . .'- 
Play equipment 	 '3!.... 
Schools 

Community hail . 	 ' .... 
Artists workshops/gallery 

Farm buildings 

Stables 

Other (please specify) 

Do you have a Section 94 Plan which enables you 10 levy 	Yes 12" 
contributions on MO developments? 	

No 	0 

(a) 	If Yes, What level of Section 94 contributions, if any have beec 
applied to MO sites? ('pleoseindicate in $ per dwelling unit) VcFt\bJo' 

iooa 	
¶t 1 000 4s,soo 

;.c 	otc 150\4eok We cUt, L.4. 

Purdon Associates 1993 	 SEPP IS REVIEW 	 10  

Is Council satisfied that, in comparison with other rural residential 	Yes 	0 
developments, MO developments adequately contribute' towards the 	No 	[9"  cost of funding services and infrastructure? 

(a). 	If No, please explain why. 

00-4tec3 Ja,ck ,4.a r4t.0.r 'ttyz,, 	 Csr 

' t..O ceth1................. 

Is Council satisfied with the current arrangements for levying rates 	Yes 0 
on MO developments? 	

No 

N/A 0 

(a) 	If No, please explain why. ,OA.'\Q,4 . JA \1.jcQ 

coJ . ç4 eci . 

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

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

-months?  c?... 
Would Council prefer to: (please select one only) 

Introduce a replacement provision in Council's LEP? 0 
Revoke SEPP 15 0 
Retain SEPP IS in its present form? 0 

- 	Retain SEn IS in an amended form? 19"  
Other? (please specfy) 	....................... 0 

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

t0..t\4S. ......... .'— 	..... 

4O4k 	 4o 

tocek, ,o.A are.c 	kz.%,d .ccd0t,4ks 
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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? 

i4-i .k 	 tç- •  .........ueck 

A-c. se ..  

- 	trtAc........................................ 

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 '9\-. - 

Position: - -.--4$ M1l s&* c4G. - (!,°-'......................... 
Cotincil: . 	 . .c4-1: - ..................:................... 
Phone -  ... 	- 2S0 	QO 

Pardon Associates 1993 	 SEPP 15 REVIEW - 	 12 
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SEPP 15 REVIEW 
MULTIPLE OCCUPANCY (MO) OF RURAL LANDS 	00034 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT SURVEY 

Has Council used SEPP 15 to approve MO development applications 	Yes 
within its rural zones? 	

No 	0 

If 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 

1989  

1990_______ 
 

1991  

1992  

1993  

TOTAL 25  

What is the average size in hectares of MO developments approved by Council over the 
last five years using SEPP 15? (Please tick one box only). 

-0-10haD 11-40haD 41-80ha! " 81-210haD 211-360ha0 >360haD 

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

Share-farming 0 
Horticulture 0 
Perrpiat6tilture 	Sr Er 
Rural-residential 	 . . 

Rainforest living/preservation 
Tourist-oriented 0 
Weekend/Holiday Homes 0 
Other (Please Spec(fy) 	 S 

© Purdon Associates 1993 	 SEPP 15 REVIEW 	. 

C) 

1 
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Ile- 

2. 	Has Council used SEPP 15 to refuse MO development applications 	•. Yes S 
within its rural zones? 	 No 	[E1' 

If No, go to Question 3 

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

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

. 

sk4 	 ?t'4. k4it'et4s .'i. 
•4eA ...k4?. .$ 

Is it usual practice for Council to notify DOP of these refuals? 	Yes Er 
No 

3.. 	Does Council have MO provisions within any of its LEP(s) which 	yes. S 
control the development of MOs in rural zones? 	 No 	ftI- 

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) 

0-10haD 11-40ha0 41-80haD 81-210ha0 211-360ha0 >360ha0 

Pardon Associates 1993 	 SEPP 15 REVIEW 	 2 
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(c) 	Please list the main themes present in these approved MO developments using its LEP 

provisions. 

Share-farming . 	 U 
Horticulture 	 o 
Permi-culture 	 0 
Rural-residential 
Rainforest living/preservation 	 I 	U 
Tourist-oriented 	 o 
Weekend/Holiday Homes 	 0 
Other (Please Spec jfy) .............. . 	0 

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

If No, go to 'Instructions' below. 

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

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

........... 	 ta,.'...St .kck ..ci... 

..... 	 Y'2 °" ............. 

 . 	. 	.j. 

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 15? 	 .'....1 
Council's LEP provisions? 

[7 
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Over, the last 12 months, has the number of MO applications: (please tick one) 

declined? 0 remained constant? (12' increased? 0 

OR were no applications received? 0 

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

declined? 0 	remained constant? 0 	increased? [ii" 

If the rural population increased: 

• 	(a) 	can a significant portion of this increase be attributed Yes 
to MO developments? No 0 

2 
(b) 	If the rural population increased, 	have MOs been more Yes 

successful than other forms of rural settlement in creating No 0 
population increase? 
(ojt4j 	4-h 	(gjoJL 	C0\Q..4),4 kt.j4 

oSan Ce&S.jC.Qd Yes NY 
In Council's opinion, is the minimum allotment size of 10 hectares No 0 
an appropriate minimum standard? 

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

Please explain your reasons. 

Are the density standards established by SEPP 15 appropriate? 

	

	Yes 0 
No • EV' 

If No, what should the standard be? 	S4.'!k .Jç&•  .3-% . k"k't<. .w...... atst+"e) 	#0 p(4SQ-n'A SEtE> 	naotacA C) 

............cLs%eieok cta (CL . 

c&rak3;;4t\ nLok'Qt\uCkt'. 

Please explain your reasons. Des.st4-. 1  \toukA L-Q 6QtQ C( O"% Gn&vvfvvt 

cctrLJL of 	 %tV4 	 ck4O\t4t¼t5 
4tqt 104 teAaut41 ,4-g ....... 

Ql4sj t 	Q~sJn'czA cL4eAi\ 	ctQ.vc.ckQs c4 hOs \- LS $L 
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What is the predominant dwelling type constructed on MO developments in your LGA? 
(please tick one) 

4. 	Individual single family dwelling units dispersed throughout site 0 
% 	Individual single family dwelling units clustered on one portion 

ofsitè 0 
Clusters of expanded dwellings with shared facilities 0 
Individual expanded dwelling with shared facilities 0 
Other (please spec(fy)  cc 	,0_Mb 	0.c -* akogt 19, 

	

Does SEPP 15 conifict with Council's rural planning policy 	Yes 19/  
instruments? 	 No 	0 

(a) 	If Yes, In what way? 

	

. 	

.. 	 . 	. 

tk'. .crw (.......\Q yct . .{i . 
• 	 ................................... 

12. 	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. 

Not 
	

Very 
Successful 
	

Successful 

	

1 	2 	3 	6) s 

	

1 	2 	 4 	5 

	

1 	2 	3 0 5 

	

1 	2 	3 	c:iD s 

	

1 	2 	 4 	.5 

	

1 	 3 	4 	5 

services; 	 i 	( T.) 	3 	4 	5 
- Avoid subdivision of rural land; 	 1 	2 	3 	4 	CI) 

$ A 	 *O* tiCs ota )4 2 	3 (13 5 

40 % 	c&e-{ock 
(a) 	If the objectives are not being adequately mer, why is this the case? 

.4-. e* 	..I9-  

r's. .ç.si •  . ,*9-( ...* c?\5 .. . i-s's. Içts . 

ctecXLt 
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Encourage community based rural settlement; 
Encourage environmentally sensitive rural 
settlement; 
Enable collective living; 
Enable sharing of facilities and resources; 
Enable pooling of resources; 
Facilitate clustered style rural development; 
Avoid demand for Council/Government 



cc 

Has the policy resulted in previously illegal rural dwellings 	 Yes 2" 
being legalised in your LGA? 	 No 	C 

If$ "please explain why? 

• 	 ............. . 

enc9,çqtçr4%\ . 0•c• , 

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 Q:. S 
Encourage environmentally sensitive rural 
settlement; . 	1 2 3 () S 
Enable collective living; .1 2 3 4 .., 5 
Enable sharing of facilities and resources; 1 2 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 (1) 5 
Avoid subdivision of rural land; 1 2 3 4 () 
Increase in rural population; 1 () 3 4 s 

Have any MO applications received by Council been accompanied by any of the following 
documentation: 

Proposed ownership/occupancy structures Yes 0 No 
Community plans Yes 0 No V 
Land Management plans Yes El No . 

Qther (please spec(fy) 	........................ Yes El No 0 

(a) 
	

In general, have the developments occurred in accordance with thes6 	Yes C 
plans/documents? 	 No 	0 

Not Known [W'  

0  Puritan Associates 1993 	 SEPP 15 REViEW 	 N. 
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16: In 	general, 	does. 
plans/documents? 

Council 	feel 	that 	they 	can 	enforce 	such 	Yes 
No 

0 

(a) 	If No, Please explain why 

$.e\Jftes,.  

Which of the following should be a requirement of application? 

9 	. 	Proposed ownership/occupancy structures 	 Yes 	No 0 
Community plans 	 Yes IPY No 0 
Land management plans 	 Yes [iY No 0 
Other (please s ecfy) 'M0t4tW3 .cA . 9+. 	'!k. 	Yes 	?fo 0 
E44tcir, aL 4 eSS1 	Sfl c\aos. 	a. s4o() ti ñ Aoc 

(a) 	Please explain your reasons. 

.rcr tJ.  ..S1'5?k. .tA5. . 	f3ck5 
4çQ. 

 

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

Compared with other rural resideiitialiliving development appffcatiotis, what level of 
Council resources is taken up in the determination of each MO development application? 
(please tick one only) 

More than average 0 	Average 	Less than avenge C 

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 facilitie 
Other (please speqfy) 	%Sf.(fl .re44'. .SoP0 QcQ.- 
o-ok cuIl-.Jtc4 ou'n;L1  d 
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a. 

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

t 

I 

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 landuses 
Adverse effect on water quality 
Poor solid waste disposal practices 
Other (please specify) ......................... 

V/hat is the general community attitude towards MO developments? 

Opposed 0 	Neutral 0 	Mixed 	Supportive 0 

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

I ...... 

2., 

22. 	Have \any MO developments received opposition at the time of 	Yes 
public notification? 	 No 	0 

N/AD 

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

.. A'Sk .c$.,'krL-'*c.. 
ct su4'eoi tcu9...St 	 acJ¼vQ4JQ QLS€4 

1t . fl,.\flScLc.4 ..O,,. 9\y'y .vc9'1.conlic... 
L4i 1 

Where the dévéiopment has been completed, were the concerns 	Yes 	D 
realised? 	 •• 	No 

(r4QAj) 
23. 	In general, what is the attitude of adjacent landowners to MO developments? 

	

•1 	 -I  

Opposed 0 	Neutral 0 	Mixed 	
A 	

Supportive 0 

© Purdon Associates 1993 	 SEPP 15 REVIEW 	 8 



In Council's opinion is the prohibition on subdivision of MO 	Yes 
developments necessary to maintain the philosophy behind the 	No 	0 SEPP 157 . 	SJ6a,%%A5QU^ oc a- 	HO 15c.¼ 

ce4w&,. *0 a Qn C1flQ 	4 (a) 	Please explarn why 	 IL 	ti  
,11 	 101 . (4s.Ad, f(4a%t-nfl 	Ot. 	I 

q Cp'  
4ecus.e,  tkp .vc\aA &4 Q..sj\vQ%4 	 tA 06 c)AiP.s °-'-ok ...c& . 1'—l-gcc?-4S. .o-ä.9kip .çco'*#?S ...... 
(g-,laj Qfl4 	 a vtat 	li*ic%t 

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

Standard Subdivision 	 . 	 Yes 0 No (B' 
StrataTjtle 	 Yes 0 No Ia" 
Community Title 	 Yes 0 No tW 

Please explain your reason(s). S 	t'iss ej-c4e 	cftct4vvtt4i A.r: 
tff* o.?  

ck,c,s- 4Wt t9 vtcGel 	. 

.. ... . 

What implications would such subdivision have locally? 

	

.c.ç9e4 
. k. . i 	,c4 . 

49. - 

. 	 . 	.. . ... 

	

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

Has Council received repeated requests for the subdivision of 
existing MO developments? 

Would Council be receptive to the concept of rezoning existing MO 
developments to enable their subdivision under community title 
legislation? 
t'Jo-€: OL ; -jtq  lcjA CllPo& 	 Cp,vcAç 

w.Ic&w-AJt,a.A ro% %  £44  

C Purdon Associates 1993 	 SEPP 15 REVIEW 
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Is Council aware of instances where MO applications have been 	Yes LW'  
submitted with the intended use being for conventionaj rural 	No 	0 
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 
Fewer legal land management requirements 
Avoidance of zoning requirements 
Avoidance of minimum lot sizes in planning instruments 
Other (please speciyy) ........................ 

In Council's opinion, does cluster housing offer advantages for 
environmentally sensitive land management over those offered by 
dispersed housing? 

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

LV 

U 

U 
U 

Yes 
No 0 

 

 

Limits road construction 
Avoids land slip 
Minimises vegetation clearance 
Eases servicing 
Increases fire protection 
Other (please spe4fy) ........................ 

t 

t .  
I 

Using the following code, please indicate how frequently each of the following community 
facilities are constructed as part of existing MO developments? (1 = never, 
2 = sometimes, 3 = often, 4 = always) 

Community shop . .3-..... 
Play equipment 
Schools 
Community hail 

. ..... 3.  

Artists workshops/gallery 
Farm buildings 
Stables 
Other 	(please spec(fy) 	........................ ............ 

Do you have a Section 94 Plan which enables you to levy 	Yes 1Th' 
contributions on MO developments? 	 No 	0 - 

(a) 	If Yes, What level of Section 94 contributions, if any have beec 
applied to MO siles? (please indicate in $ per dwelling unit) V41-3" 

tksA o' (e.j 	. -Co-i eta q,ock 	
*t,000 

-"-.- 	 ;ncQ4 \w, Qcw 	o"C co\$eok 
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H 	. 	. 
Is Council satisfied that, in comparison with other rural residential 	Yes 	0 
developments, MO developments adequately contribute towards the 	No. cost of funding services and infrastructure? 

(a). 	If No, please explain why. 

{?$e!, va4ed t"a ¼UQ- vo*tos  it 

klvti. . 	
.. .

c&. 

Is Council satisfied with the current arrangements for levying rates 	Yes 	0 
on MO developments? 	

. 	 No 
N/AD 

(a) 	If No, please explain why .........4eedc. 
.1P . .\99 	. 

.... 

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

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 Council's LEP? 	 0 
Revoke SEPP 15 	 . 	 0 
Retain SEPP 15 in its present form? 	 D 
Retain SEPP 15 in an amended form? 	 211.1,  
Other? (please spec{fy) ........................ 	. 	0 

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

.......
t eç$V9.$ •  + 	roMccxA 

...........ctks. .kQ  
Igc4 •?' 	°-r4. cFe 	.(W 
c,Lcx.f4 bC? 4-' NO. _c..t&c.ckt'ok\ 
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37. 	Do you have any other comments regarding the effectiveness of SEPP 15 	for the 
management of community-basS developments on rural lands? 

.. 	1 	.. 

.c. S' 	.  

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: . . . V1OA&$r&. . 

Position: 	 cPrkQ. . 
Council: . 	 C*vvcJ 

Phone.......  ... '?9. QO 	 .. 

a2 	9 

0 Pardon Associates 1993 
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SEPP 15 REVIEW 
MULTIPLE OCCUPANCY (MO) OF RURAL LANDS 	COO 34 

LOCAL GOVERNMtNT SURVEY 

Has Council used SEPP 15 to approve MO development applications 	Yes D 
within its/rural zones? 	 No 	0 

If No, go to Question 2 

1 

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 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

TOTAL 

What is the avenge size in hectares of MO developments approved by Council over the 
last five years using SEPP 15? (Please tick one box only) 

0 7 lOha ii 11-40 haD 41-80ha 0 81-210 haD 211-360 haD >360 ha D 

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

Share-farming 0 
Horticulture 0 
Permi-culture 0 
Rural-residential 0 
Rainforest living/preservation 0 
Tourist-oriented 0 
Weekend/Holiday Homes 0 
Other (Please Specify) 	.............. 0 
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Yes U 

No 0 

) 

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 15? 

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

(c) 	Is it usual practice for Council to notify DOP of these refusals? 	Yes 	0 
No 0 

3. 	Does Council have MO provisions within any of its LEP(s) which 	Yes 0 
control the development of MOs in rural zones? 	 No 	0 

If No, please go to Question 4 

(a) 	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 

(b) 	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) 

0-10ha0 11-40ha0 41-80haD 81-210haD 211-360ha0 >36OhaD 
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Please list the main themes present in these approved MO developments using its LEP 
provisions. 

ra 

(a) 

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

Has Council used its LEP provisions to refuse MO development 
applications within its rural zones? 

If No, go to "Instructions' below. 

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

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Yes 0 
No 0 

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 15? 
Council's LEP provisions? 

.0 
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6. 	Over the last 12 months, has the number of MO applications: (please tick one) 

declined? 0 remained constant? 0 increased? 0 

OR were no applications received? 0 

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

declined? 0 	remained constant? 0 	increased? 0 

If the rural population increased: 

can a significant portion of this increase be attributed 	 Yes 	0 
to MO developments? 	 No 0 

If the rural population increased, have MOs been more 	Yes 0 
successful than other forms of rural settlement in creating 	No 	0 
population increase? 

Yes 0 
8. 	In Council's opinion, is the minimum allotment size of 10 hectares 	No 	0 

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 0 
No 0 

If No, what should the standard be 9 	................................. 

Please explain your reasons. 
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What is the predominant dwelling type constructed on MO developments in your LGA? 
(please tick one) 

Individual single family dwelling units dispersed throughout site 	 0 
Individual single family dwelling units clustered on one portion 
ofsite 	 0 

Clusters of expanded dwellings with shared facilities 	 0 
Individual expanded dwelling with shared facilities 	 0 
Other (please specify) 	 0 

Does SEPP 15 conflict with Council's rural planning policy 	Yes 0 
instruments? 	. 	 No 	0 

(a) 	If Yes, In what way? 

Using the following 5-oint 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 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? 
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Has the policy resulted in previously illegal rural dwellings 	 Yes D 
1 

being legalised in your LGA? 	 No 	0 

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 development applications? 	J 

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

Not Very 
Important Important 

1 2 3 4 	5 

1 2 3 4 
.1 2 3 

:.. 	
5 

1 2 3 4 	5 
1 2 3 •4 	5.  
1 2 3 .4 	5 

1 2. 34 5 
1 2 3 . 4 	5 
1 2 3 4 	5 

'LI 
	

Have any MO applications received by Council been accompanied by any of the following 
documentation: 

Proposed ownership/occupancy structures Yes 0 No 0 
Community plans Yes 0 No 0 
Land Management plans Yes 0 No . 0 
Qther (please speqfy) 	........................ Yes 0 No 0 

(a) 	In general, have the developments occurred in accordance with these 	Yes 0 
plans/documents? 	 No 	0 

Not Known 0 
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16. 	In general, does Council feel that they can enforce such 	Yes 
plans/documents? 	 No 

(a) 	If No, Please explain why 

LIIIT"\ 

EL 
I! 
I 

17. 	Which of the following should be a requirement of application? 

Proposed ownership/occupancy structures Yes 0 No 0 
Community plans Yes 0 No 0 
Land management plans Yes 0 No 0 
Other (please specfj') 	....................... I 	Yes 0 No 0 

(a) 	Please explain your reasons. 

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 0 	Average 0 	Less than average 0 

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 speqfy) ........................ 
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20. 	In your opinion, what are the three main disadvantages of MO developments? (please rank 
1 to.3 only - with 1 being the biggest disc4vwuage). 

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 hazaid 
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 specfy) ....................... 

21. 	What is the gelieral community attitude towards MO developments? 

Opposed 0 	Neutral 0 	Mixed 0 	Supportive 0 

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

22. 	Have any MO developments received opposition at the time of 	Yes 0 
public notification? 	 No 	0 

N/AD 

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

Where the development has been completed, were the concerns 	Yes 	0 
realised? 	 No 	D 

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

Opposed 0 	Neutral 0 	Mixed 0 	Supportive C] 
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24. 	In Council's opinion is the prohibition on subdivision of MO 	Yes 	0 
developments necessary to maintain the philosophy behind the 	No 	0 
SEPP 15? 

(a) 	Please explain why 

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

Standard Subdivision 	 Yes 0 No 0 
StrataTitle 	 Yes 0 No 0 
Community Title 	 Yes 0 No 0 

Please explain your reason(s). 

What implications would such subdivision have locally? 

26. 	Has Council received repeated requests for the subdivision of 	Yes 0 
existing MO developments? 	 No 	C 

27. 	Would Council be receptive to the concept of rezoning existing MO 	Yes 0 
developments to enable their subdivision under cOmmunity title 	No 	0 
legislation? 
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Is Council aware of instances where MO applications have been 	Yes 0 
submitted with the intended use being for conventional rural 	No 	0 
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 	 0 
Fewer legal land management requirements 	 0 
Avoidance of zoning requirements 	 0 
Avoidance of minimum lot sizes in planning instruments 	 0 
Other (please spec jfy) ......................... 	0 

In Council's opinion, does cluster housing offer advantages for 	Yes 	0 
- 	environmentally sensitive land management over those offered by 	No 	0 

dispersed housing? 

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

Limits road construction 
Avoids land slip 
Minimises vegetation clearance 
Eases servicing 
Increases fire protection 
Other (please spec(fy) ........................ ............ 

Using the following code, please indicate how frequently each of the following community 
facilities are constructed as part of existing MO developments? (1 = never, 
2 = sometimes, 3 = often, 4 = always) 

Community shop 
Play equipment 
Schools 
Community hall 
Artists workshops/gallery 
Farm buildings 
Stables 

Other (please. spec(fy) ........................ 

Do you have a Section 94 Plan which enables you to levy 
contributions on MO developments? 

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

Yes 0 
No 0 

0  Purdon Aisociales 1993 	 SEPP 15 REVIEW 	 10 



cc.t 
z 
0 

EL 

Is Council satisfied that, in comparison with other rural residential 	Yes 	0 
developments, MO developments adequately contribute towards the 	No 	0 
cost of funding services and infrastructure? 

(a). 	If No, please explain why. 

Is Council satisfied with the current arrangements for levying rates 	Yes 	0 
On MO developments? 	 No 0 

N/A 0 

(a) 	If No, please explain why ......................................... 

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

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 Council's LEP? 	 0 
Revoke SEPP 15 	 0 
Retain SEPP 15 in its present form? 	 0 
Retain SEPP 15 in an amended form? 	 0 
Other? (please spec(fy) ........................ 	. 	0 

(a) 	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 

Name . ........................................................ 

Position: 	.......................................................... 

Council: 	....................................................... 

Phone.............................................. 	........... 

© Furdon Associates 1993 	 SEPP 15 REVIEW 	 12 
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SEPP 15 REVIEW 
MULTIPLE OCCUPANCY (MO) OF RURAL LANDS 

LOCAL COVERNMIENT SURVEY 
4 

1. 	Has Council used SEPP 15 to approve MO development applications 	Yes 0 
within its.rural zones? 	 No 	0 

If No, go toQuestion 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 DO!' 

188 

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 SEPP 15? (Please tick one box only) 

0- 10 haD 11-40 haD 41-80ha D 81-210 haD 211-360 haD >360 ha U 

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

Share-farming 0 
Horticulture 0 
Permi-culture 0 
Rural-residential 0 
Rainforest living/preservation [Ill] 
Tourist-oriented 0 
Weekend/Holiday Homes 0 
Other (Please Speqfy) 	.............. 0 
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2. 	Has Council used SEPP 15 to refuse MO development applications 	Yes D 
within its rural zones? 	 No 	0 

If No, go to Question 3 

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

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 	0 
NoD 

3. 	Does Council have MO provisions within any of its LEP(s) which 	Yes. 0 
control the development of MOs in rural zones? 	 No 	0 

.Jf 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 

989 

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 11-40 haD 41-80 ha0 81-210 ha0 211-360 ha0 >360 ha0 
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(c) 
	

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

I 

4. 

 

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

Has Council used its LEP provisions to refuse MO development 
applications within its rural zones? 

If No, go to "Instructions" below. 

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

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Yes 0 
No 0 

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 15? 
Council's LEP provisions? 
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6. 	Over the last 12 months, has the number of MO applications: (please tick one) 

declined? E 	remained constant? D 	increased? D 

OR were no applications received? 0 

	

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

declined? 0 	remained constant? 0 	increased? 0 

If the rural population increased 

can a significant portion of this increase be attributed 	 Yes 	0 
to MO developments? 	 No 0 

If the rural population increased, have MOs been more 	Yes 0 
successful than other forms of rural settlement in creating 	No 	0 
population increase? 

Yes 0 

	

8. 	In Council's opinion, is the minimum allotment size of 10 hectares 	No 	0 
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 0 
No 0 

If No, what should the standard be 2 	................................. 

Please explain your reasons. 
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What is the predominant dwelling type constructed on MO developments in your LGA? 

(please tick one) 

Individual single family dwelling units dispersed throughout site 	 0 

Individual single family dwelling units clustered on one portion 

of site 	 0 

Clusters of expanded dwellings with shared facilities 	 0 

Individual expanded dwelling with shared facilities 	 0 

Other (please spec{fy) 	 0 

Does SEPP 15 conflict with Council's rural planning policy 	Yes 	0 
instruments? 	 No 	0 

	

(a) 	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. 

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? 
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Has the policy resulted in previously illegal rural dwellings 	 Yes 	0 
being legalised in your LGA? 	 No 	0 

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 development applications? 

Not 
	

Very 
Important 
	

Important 
II 

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

1 	2 3 4 5 

1 	2 3 4 5 
1 	2 3 4 5 
1 	2 3 4 5 
1 	2 3 4 5 
1 	2 3 4 5 

1 	2 3 4 5 
1 	2 3 4 5 

2 3 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 0 

Community plans Yes 0 No 0 
Land Management plans Yes 0 No 0 

Other (please spec(fy) 	. 	 . 	 . 	 . 	 . 	 . 	 . 	 . 	 . 	 . 	 . 	 . 	 . 	 . 	 . 	 . 	 . 	 . 	 . 	 . . 	 . 	 . 	 . 	
Yes 0 No 0 

(a) 	In general, have the developments occurred in accordance with these 	Yes 0 
plans/documents? 	 No 	0 

Not Known 0 
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In general, does Council feel that they can enforce such 	Yes 	0 
plai3s/documents? 	 No 	0 

a) 	If No, Please explain why 

Which of the following should be a requirement of application? 

Proposed ownership/occupancy structures Yes 0 No 0 

Community plans Yes 0 No 0 

Land management plans Yes 0 No 0 

Other (please spec{fy) 	........................ Yes 0 No 0 

(a) 	Please explain your reasons. 

• 

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 0 	Average 0 	Less than average 0 

In your opinion, what are the three main advantages of MO developments? (please rank I 
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 spec(fj') ........................ 
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In your opinion, what are the three main disadvantages of MO developments? (please rank 
1 to 3 only - with 1 being the biggest disadvantage). 

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) ........................ 

21. 	What is the general community attitude towards MO. developments? 

Opposed 0 	Neutral 0 	Mixed 0 	Supportive 0 

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

22. 	Have any MO developments received opposition at the time of 	Yes 0 
public notification? 	 No 	El 

N/A 0 

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

Where the development has been completed, were the concerns 	Yes 	0 
realised? 	 No 	El 

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

Opposed 0 	Neutral El 	Mixed 0 	Supportive 0 

20. 

I 
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In Council's opinion is the prohibition on subdivision of MO 	Yes 	D 
developments necessary to maintain the philosophy behind the 	No 	0 
SEPP 15? 

I 

	

(a) 	Please explain why 

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

Standard Subdivision 	 Yes 0 No 0 

Strata Title 	 Yes 0 No 0 

Community Title 	 Yes 0 No 0 

Please explain your reason(s). 

What implications would such subdivision have locally? 

Has Council received repeated requests for the subdivision of 	Yes 0 
existing MO developments? 	 No 	0 

Would Council be receptive to the concept of rezoning existing MO 	Yes 0 
developments to enable their subdivision under community title 	No 	0 
legislation? 
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Is Council aware of instances where MO applications have been 	Yes 0 
submitted with the intended use being for conventional rural 	No 	0 
residential purposes rather than communal/community living? 

A 

(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 
Fewer legal land management requirements 
Avoidance of zoning requirements 
Avoidance of minimum lot sizes in planning instruments 

Other (please spec (fly) ........................ 

FE 

Ii 

In Council's opinion, does cluster housing offer advantages for 
environmentally sensitive land management over those offered by 
dispersed housing? 

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

Limits road construction 
Avoids land slip 
Minimises vegetation clearance 
Eases servicing 
Increases fire protection 
Other (please spec(fy) ........................ 

Yes 0 
No 0 

Using the following code, please indicate how frequently each of the following community 
facilities are constructed as part of existing MO developments? (1 = never, 

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

Community shop 
Play equipment 
Schools 
Community hail 
Artists workshops/gallery 
Farm buildings 
Stables 
Other (please spec(fy) ........................ 

Do you have a Section 94 Plan which enables you to levy 
	

Yes 0 
contributions on MO developments? 

	
No 	0 

	

(a) 	If Yes, What level of Section 94 contributions, if any have been 
applied to MO sites? (please indicate in $ per dwelling unit) 
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Is Council satisfied that, in comparison with other rural residential 
developments, MO developments adequately contribute towards the 
cost of funding services and infrastructure? 

A 

(a). 	If No, please explain why. 

Yes D 
No 0 

Is Council satisfied with the current arrangements for levying rates 	Yes 	D 
on MO developments? 	 No 0 

N/A 0 

	

(a) 	If No, please explain why ........................................ 

34., 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 Council's LEP? 	 0 
Revoke SEPP 15 	 0 
Retain SEPP 15 in its present form? 	 0 

Retain SEPP 15 in an amended form? 	 0 

Other? (please spec(fy) ....................... 0 

	

(a) 	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? 

A 

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 

Coniact Details 

Name S 	 ........................................................ 

Position' 	........................................................ 

CounciL....................................................... 

Phone: 
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