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KYOGLE SHIRE COUNCIL 

NORTH COAST DRAFT REGIONAL ENVIRONMENT., PLAN 

Submission to the Secretary, Department of Environment and :  
Planning - Section Ii3, Environrnent:al Planning nd AssesstnenL 

Act, 1979. 

I 	SUN11ARY 

Council Is deeply concerned with the some of the possible -, 
affects of the Draft North Coast Regional Environmental P1an 

The Regional Environmental Plan does not provide an Overview 
of the future direction of urban development and other 
landuse on the North Coast nor does it provide a framework 
for establishment of the necessary physical infrastruct:ur 
required for the future. 

What we do have is a mixtIre of ad hoc po1iciis and controls:, 
that wil I restr Ict dev l.opmcnt and economic g 	 e rowth; Lflterfer 
with the day to day management of farms; dnv persons the. - 
choice to live in rural areas; and introduce another 1ayeThf 
bureaucratic controls, many of which will dupl icate Lhoe of 
other depai- tinents. 

The cost to local Councils and ratepayc'.rs todriiini.st e r these 
extra planning controls is alarming. 

Council therefore strongly submits 
Rc'onal E n v ronm'ntaj Plan hnnld 

if this action is not to 10 tnkeu, 
many of the Regional Environmental 
amended to remove some of -the more 
unreasonable planning controls. 

2. General Comments: 

that the present Draft 
he 

Council would seek to. have 
Plan Ciausde l e t ecJ ;. .; 
restrictive and 

2.1 Council submits that the "Draft North Coast Regional 
Environmental Plan" (Draft R.E.P. ) should ho rejected in its 
entirety for the following reasons: 

2.11 The Draft R.E.P. fai is to be a plan whci sets a 
framework for future grawch , dt've topil!n. and I anduse of 
the North Coast Region. 	It fail; to :;.r guidelines for: 

Distribution, function and size of major urban area 
deve I oprnent. 
locat ion of major inuustry inciuci I n noxious and 
hazardous industry. 



P2..  
q  • 	Areas 	to be 	set 	aside 	for 	regional 	r;rks, 	recreation 

:lre1S, 	(oroshorc 	and 	riverside 	rvsvivvnaiid 	any 

1)ro1loSed 	al terat ions 	to 	Nat lotia I 	Pa i 

• 	Areas 	for 	treatment 	and disposa I 	or 	sewerage 	from 

mijor 	urban areas. 
• 	Si l:es 	for major 	water 	supply 	source. 	storagc 	and 

I 	i'' 	it 	Inc lit 

• 	A 	rodroines , 	ports , 	railways 	and prQuipW 	roaL 

• 	Sites 	for mining 	and extract ive 	indagurins. 

• 	Areas 	to 	be 	preserved 	for 	coinmo.rc:i a! 	t Ember 

product i on. 
• 	Sites 	for 	power 	stations 	and ma icr 	ralismission 	lines. 

• 	Sites 	for major 	public 	institutions, 	goals, 	meatal 
lup I ta Is 	etc. 

in other words it does not provide a ''i:lan" at all, what 
it does provide is a collection of ill considered 
rst: r jet i ye ml os and pci Ic i cs wli i.cli vi I I not ''gu:de'! 
development, but, will conf.ise and inhibit development 

2.12 The Draft R.E.P. has tailed to plan the tuture lariduse 
and piiyS ical infrastructure of the reg on because it has 
fri ii ed to requ i re other govu rntneiit iipa utinents to - submi.t 
to the rep. Lanai planning process. 0th' r governniat 
departments arc all doing theIr O'.411 iii I c, regard jag 
r1ltIIhuhlg of Lutuce public facE! itie 	atH infrastrjcturo 
and rvqi :t be lug brought tln(IPr one pt lIc: I llf 	tiiiihi', 11 a 

1ricvd '•,itii this lade of autiioi'ity and 	'-)peL:il'):l the 
I). E . I'. have ro soc to ci to abandon i ng I ii' I 7  p1 "s& I tug 

funct ion and instead have coinpi led tIii' uiil loct ion of 
restrictive rules and pol Ic los We nrw l';''' in tin' Dralt 

- E. I'. 

2.13 The Draft R.E.P. , in its present form, brause of poor 
d ra I ti ng w ill rest r i ci deve I opine itt: ac i -'i I es not 

intended or foreseen by its authors. 

2.14 The Draft R.E.P. seeks to compel Councils to regulate, 
activities (particularly rural activities) that are'no't 
now controlled. Councils have not sought these powers,. 
and the cost to administer and police these controls: 
could lead to a reduction in funds riv:t i lab Ic to esenttaJ 
services such asroad and bridge maintenance. 

2.15 In 1980 the 'linister, Paul Landa, introduced the 
Environmental, Planning and Assessment Act. Itwas, - 
stated that theenvironmental study and plan preparatioti, 
process would result-in "plans which gIve a much clearer 
guide to development and environment p:'otection needs 
This, in term, shall reduce the emphasis on the 
development control process by bringiiig the major. 
considerations orward for resolution in tile. i1.an "'.': 

The Draft R.E.P has failed this test. 	it does no& 
address major iánduse issues and in fact places farinore 
emphasis on control and restriction at the development. ,, 
control stage.  

2.16 The language in many sections of the R.E.?. is vaje..at%d, 
ambiguous. As such it is open to wide interpretation'by: 
D.E.P. Officers when reviewing L.E.P.'s from Council.'s' 
and on matters of direct R.E.P. development control. 



This could lead to possible abuse by over zealous DE 
Officers and conflict with Councils rearding 
interpretation. The R.E.P. should not have been 
exli i hi ted un t ii these Clauses had tn'eu rcwr it ten oi 
de.leted. 

2.17 The Draft R.E.P. is a means by vhich burcaucrati 
planning con. t ro Is will be imposad on normal , aCcep td 
farming practices. 

2.18 The Draft R.E.P in common with many State Evironmnta 
Plaiintng Pol ides seIcs to furthtr the tutrun ten Q f't1jo• 
State Government Into local planning matters. Thi 
pt;1,' 	1:1,0 	,ljjnnt. t viA  i or 	tItn ,S''t 	'iI'I 	'nl 

thel r planning powers 

2.19 The Praft R.E.P. in several areas seek; to clupi Icate" 
controls, already in place by other Go,'r'rnment: 
departments. 

2.2 Council submits that after the rejection of the current DráE 
R.E.P. that any future Draft shall be proceeded L, a 
comprehension environmental study followed by a public 
exhibit Ion and submision phe to properly iden.ti fy the real 
planning issues which affect our region. 

Any future Draft R.E.P. should include projected landuse and', 
infrastructure plans such those contained in the hunter Region 
R . E. P. 

2.3 Ii the current Draft R.E.P. is no: rejected in Its entirety. 
Council submits that many of the restrict Lye rules and poLicie, 
should be removed to reduce the negative impact of the R.E.P 
These alterations and amendments are detailed in Section 3 of 
this Submission. 

3. 	Draft R.E.P. - Deletions and Amendmrncs: 

Council submits that 	if 	the draft 	R.E.?. is 	not 	rejected 	in its 
entirety then the €ol lowing delet ions and amendments should be made. 

Clause 2 - Aims of Plan. 
Council submits that Item (c) should be the top priority and rim: 
Item (a) relating to the natiral environment should have a lower 
priority in the R.E.P. ' S  

Clause 7 - Objectives, AgricLltural Resources. 
Council has no argument witb these objectives, but, does' not 
consider the means proposed to do this will be fair to: laidownersor. 
effective is achieveing' these objectives. 	, 

Clause 8 	 , 
(a) The R.E.P. does not proVide for te fact that mapping of' 1Primè. 

Agric' 1 turil Land" is less than perfcct and thL wLLiiln lanJ 
classified as prime 'there are often sections of land. that do 
not justify this classificatton 	As Lhe R C 	P has chosen ...nis 
mapping as a means, of controlling' arid restricting' dvelpmcth" 
on land so classified, ,there shouLd, bu, sonie.means ,of'appeal'; 
against the classification and 'scme acknowledgement tTat 
lands classified are not always homogerious Further, 
restrictions should not, apply to sections of land within the 
prime class i fication area 'which are not uecessari}y of ihat:* 
standard. 



4. 
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(b) Anomalies also arise from the 
Convenjerc prime, laud classi 

or Lhn , r tine I ii,,j 

sca'e of maps' u Id and where 
fication bound,r1 $ h ivCollo.jed 

'If' 	 • fl 	
,, c 	''i I ,  I '.' 	) 	 ti i', 	:;' 

	 ii 

These problems illustrate the dar.zor of carrying out 
mappir 

for one purpose and then using it for a means of statutory 
control for another unrelated purJoSc'. 	If when the mapping wa 
carri(d out there had Yen more public illvolvernel)t and 
landowners had known of its Ultiate purpose there would have. 
been more questioning and objections to themethodojogy used 
and competance of thosecarrying out the mapping. 

(c) 	
Clause 8(a)(i) is considered to be too restrictive and not 
allow any merit judgernent of factors other than agriculturl ,  The word Sip revent" should be replaced with ''di SCOUrC". 

Clause 8(a(jj) allows no discretion to Council in this thatter. 
The word "advice" should be replaced with "consultation with" 
as, it is conceivable that Councilcould on occasions dispute 
advice, from the Department of Agriculture and si.npport this 
action with reasoned argument. The D.E.P. can Lhen ar b r i at  
the matter at the Section 69 stage. 

Clause 8(b)(ij) delete "the advice" and substitute with 
"consulta ion with" for same reasons as stated in (c). 

CIajse 10 

Council objects to this Clause and submits that it should be 
deleted. 

There is a perception within the D.E.P. and Department of 
Agriculture, that consessional lots have been the major cause of the 
frazmentation of viable agricultural concerns. This may be the case 
in coastal areas where holdings are traditionally very small In •size 
and concess ioncil lots have represented a large proporac ion of th e  
original holding. 

This situat ion is not the case in areas further iroiti the coast such 
as Kyogle Shire. 	In these areas the prime cause OF fraginentat Lou 

H has been 40ha subdjvisios and sale of existing portions. Typical 

viable farm sizes range from lOOha to 1000ha, the intecgrety of these., 
holdings is not destroyed by the subdivision of small 2h a  lots, but, 
it is seriously damaged by creation of the same number A 40ha lots; 
or selling off existing parish portions. 	 . 	 -. 

Concessional lots have had a bene.[ca1' effect in preventing th 
franiientation of viable farms. If there isademarid for say 100 
rural residential lots per year this can be satisfied b y  " 
concessional lots at an average sizeof say Sha resulting in 500lia 
being withdrawn from cotnmercjl agrIc.uir:,r(i . 	To ,-u: isly the same 
demand in 40ha lots will result in 4000tia being vi Lhdrawn f rom  
commercini egriculturo . Experience has shown tlint many 40ha i ot H .  
purchased for rural residential purposes are larger than requLr 
owners and the majority of each: lot, is unutilized and subject to 
neglect. 

CIani,,&• 	II 	 .- 	 - 

Council submits that the primary function of Co—operative L am1  
holdings is agricultural product ion and the res i,dontal component is 
ancillary to this purpose. The residential component  should not 
have to be conSistent with a residential land release strategy as 
this is irrelevant to the primary function of co—operative farms. 
Clause I (U) could result in a viable farming venture being 
prevented for no logical reason. Clause 11(b) should, therefore be 
delated. 
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Clause 12 

This Clause is ambiguous and could be construed to require 
dev1opment consent for normal farm :ract ices such as 
convert ing pasture to crop land, rerevitig or pitiii i.ru orchard 
trees, farm earthworks, spraying and fertilizing crops and 
construction of farm buildings. The Clause should be reworded 
to clearly state that development cc15011t: is not rquired for 
agrftul I nrc' with perhaps the CXCCpLus of intensive initita1 
establishmeats and traffic generatira development such as 
roadside dairies and roadside loadina ramps. 

Clause 17 

This Clause assumes all L.E.P.'s are comprehensive, detailed 
plans. Low key L.E.P.'s without environmental studies as are 
prepared by many rural Council's do not identify detail such as 
envisaged in Clause 1 7(a). 	The 	rd "shal 1" in the second 
line of Clause 17 should be deleted and substituted with "may".. 

Clause 19 

Couuc.il subaits that houses in inulti:Le occupancies have almos 
identical effect on demand for servi:es etc as rural 
resident ial houses and, therefore, bcch types of rural housing , 
should he control led by the saute planned strategy. 

Clause 19(b) should be deleted and after the word "lots" In the 
second line of Clause 19(a) the 
and multiple occupancy". 

Clause. 20 

This Clause Seems to suggest that all future rural housi,,g on 
small lots has to take place In p lanned and fit I ly serviced 
rural. run LdeUtLal subcljvjsjo,-in 	The 'ivurwtiolin(np dvria "d Lu 
Kyogle Shire over the past 10 years has been for dwellings, on 
small lots scattered throughout the general ruial area. These 
people generally desire to he part cE a normal country area and 
to segregate theiri Into a rural res Ideutial ghetto would defeat . 
the who lt purpose '1 moving to tlio c 

It is not argued that such persons sou1d be required to pa-.' 
full costs for services and that small rural subdlvtons and 
housing shou1j be located In a manner that does noi prejudice 
commerical farming, but, is considered that any proposal to 
require all persons who desire rural livi n (except comme ri cal 
farmers and multiple occupants) to live in zoned rural res iden Ia] 
subdivisions is absurd. 

It is considered that Clause 20 shouLd 9nowledge that, a rural 
land release study can allow for scartered rural residential 
development throughout the rural areas of a Local Government 
area provided the creation of such lots does not prejudice the 
viability of commerical farms, adequate services are available, and 
the provisions of Clause 20 (2)(e) are enforced. 

It is submitted that an additional Clause 20 (3) should be 
added as follows: 

"(3 	The strategy referred to in Subclause (1) may prc'iide for, 
creation of scattered rural residential lots provided:: 

All lots created have frontage to an all wca:her 
road connect ing them to the nearest populaticn 
centre. 
Lots are not created on prime agricultural land. 
The creation of the lots will not, in the ooinion of 
the Department of Agriculture, renier the balance of 
the farm commerically unviable. 
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d) 	The l(its create:i arc' suitahl( fur on ;ire dposa1 
of Seerage , sullao atiJ so Lid waste 

(e) There is access to an adequate water supply •r local 
rain,ll is such that rainwater teaks will supply' 
adequate water. 

	

(1) 	TIn' stritegy limILS the port i''i of any lnJld2tg, and 
the aggregate area on any holding that. may ke used 
to create scattered rural resident tl lots. 
The subdivider is required to meet 1u1.L cast of all 

cessarv services. 
Al. I lots created are witaiu walkinz distance of an - 
existing school or school bus service. 

	

Ci) 	The land is physically suited for ritra I housing.. :. 

(j) The number of lots created is controlled in 
accordance with (2)(b) and (c)." 

Clause 21(1) 	 - 
This Clause could have unforeseen effects.. Take the case of 
existing vacant concossional lots on prime agricultural land 
It is unlikely that the Department of Agriculture could ever 
certify that a dwelling house "is necessary to maintaii 
efficient, sustainable agricuLtural productioa" on such lots. 
This Clue would deny owuors of iech lots wlu lnv 	tOl,anc'cj 
th'a In good faith, their exist tog right to construct one 
dwelling. This is unial r and unjust and Clause 21( ) should be 
rl,'ted. Clause 20 could be altered Lu d1courae creation of 
fir:her rural residential lots on prime agrlcdturat lead. 

LiaiSe 22 
Coe:ici 1 submi ts that this Clause should be qua I If Led t c ensure 
the: multiple occupancy is subject to the sare controls and 

	

res:rict 	ioii 	it 	rurni rc,sLdntiAl dwnll ingu. 

Multiple Occupancy should not be given preferential trcatmeflt 
ove: other forms of rural housing. 

Cl 'ise 2 1,  
CLeise 24(c ) should not be mandatory as when low key L.E.I' . 
are prepared without the aid of an environmen:al study these 
areas are not identified and not able to be included in such 

7.or.es. 

Clause 24(c) 'should be prefixed by "may" rather than"shalt' 

Clause 25 
Clause 25 requires Council approval for "large scale vegetation 
clearance" and requires Council take into account affect on 
soil erosion, wildlife and endangered species. 	It is 
considered this Clause is 'an unnecessary intrusion into the 
management of rural properties. 'Controls already exist for 
steep land and along streams under the Protected lands 
legislation administered by the Soil Conservation Servite and 
if other significant areas need clearing cDntrol they can be 
included in environmental protection zones. Blanket control as 
envisaged by this Clause is unnecessary, cbjectionable to 
landowners and ;ould be a nightmare for Ce'incils to administer. 

Council submits that this Clause should be deleted. 
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Clause 36 (.l ) for5 i ds urban expans ton cii la:id wh i eli has  
coilservat ion value . This blanket ban is not loc [cal . 	The 
conservation value of a piece of land is a major factor to be 
con:; I de re (I wiw' ii coit emp Ui I: I ng dove 1 up,' lit - liti I • ! here Call be 
cis es when other factors may be more Iciportatit . Each case musE 
be considered on its merits. 

Clause 36(d) shculd be dc leted and subst i 'JLn(l with: 
"(d) Discourage urban expansion on land with significant, 

conscrvatjon value." 

Clause 38(d) 

This Clause sees unreasonable if it.is  meant to apply to small 
villages. 	The Clause should be clarified to exclude this 
provision f,roui residential developlment in small villages. 
(C 	., 	

, t 	
r 
/ 	• 	r.1, 	c( Clause (1 

This Clause reqtlres tourist accotninodat ion on fares to be. 
eccondary to ant! nor! I lary to thn continuing ur of the land 
for 2 [ cujI. This is unnecessarily restrictive. 	In sonic 

ohm 	- rs-l.- 	ui 	ii -wi 	Ir''t 	r',.itlrI 	flhi'1 	' 	ltti* 	 I'i''•. I tinc t. (O • 	 I 	ecu ,, 	I ,i 	•..i, 	vi I t Lji Li, 	nd it ,  cu 
I nod to aubnLantLaL 1 nvuit Linont and e111, loyii;eui C mat Ion Wthw  
region. The clause should be modified so cases can be judg o d 
on their merits. 

Clause 77(b) 

This Clause requires Councils to include open space, special - 
uses zones or reservations in L.E.P.'s when requested by public 
authorities. This blanket requirement should be deleted as 
there are circumstances when an authority's desire for a 
certain piece of land may be a matter of disputE' in the 
enintiunity or nv: tot; have received ad(•quate onvi rtimonl al 
assessment. Counc i Is must have the right to judce each case on 
its merits. 
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KYOGLE SHIRE COUNCIL  

NORTH COAST DRAFT REGIONAL ENvlRONNENTL PLAN 

Submission to the Secre.ary, Department of Environment and. 
Planning - Section 68 ,  Environmental ['lanning and AssessinenE: 

Act, 1979. 

I . 	SUMMAR'': 

Council is deeply concdrned with the some of the possible. 
affects of the Draft North Coast Regional Environrncntai'p1j 

The Regional Env i ronmetita 1 P lan does not provide an ove rview' 
of the future direction of urban development and other 
landuse on the North Coast nor does it provide aframework 
for establishment of the necessary physical infrastructur 
required for the future. 	 . 	.. 	. 

What we do have isa mi'xtm.jreof ad hoc policies 'and contro1 
that will rcstr Lct dev6 lopment and economic growth; imter :fe 
with the day to day management of farms;' deny persons the. 
choice to live in rural areas; and introduce another layebf.' 
bureaucratic controls, many of which will duplicate chosif 
other departments.  

The cost to local Councils and ratepaye.rs to administer these  
extra planning controls is alarmina. 	 . 

Council therefore strommIy rMbillItS that the present DraCt2J 
Roil 

 
ion'il rnvi ronmPntl P. n mhnmml '1 Jlfl se rrthr 	I 

If this action is not- Co bu taken, Council, would seek 	 have  
many of the R&gonal Environmentalp].an Clau Cs dtleLcd oi'..-' 
amended to remove some of the more resLtjcliyo and 1 
unreasonable planning controls.' 

2. 	G'neral Comments: 

2.1 Council submits that the "Draft North Coast Regional 
Environmental Plan" (Dra it R. . P. ) should be rejected in its. 
entirety for Lime lollowing rermsons: 

2.11 The 1)rait R.E.P. fails to'bc a plan which sets a 	- 
framework for futu re growth , dove 1opmnent and 1 anduse -p f 
the North Coast Region. 	It fails to set go ide1 ines for:'. 

Distribution, function and size of major urban areaj. 
dove I Of)tflemmL 

Location of major industry including noxious and' . ; 
hazardous industry. 	 - 



ode 
Z. 

• 	Ari'a 	L' 	bc 	set 	aside 	for 	rcgtonil 	rarks , 	recreation 

:i rri 	I u r'sho re 	and 	rivvrn i di' 	I 	"'''e;.'i and 	-i nv 

p t.ii' ci 	a I Ic ra t: I on S 	1.0 	Mat I on a I 	Pi 	I 	- 

• 	i\eas 	for 	treatment 	and 	d tspo:;i 1. 	rl 	q"wmrngv 	from 

major 	urban areas. 

• 	Si :os 	for major 	water 	supp1 	snorer'. 	;torag 	and 
I 	liii' Ii 

• 	Ai'roIrcniies, 	pcicts, 	i-al Iwavs 	and 	iii. ipi I 	i <'aik. 

• 	Sites 	for 	mining 	and 	extract: ivc' 	iiidii:L r ics 

• 	Ar'as 	to 	be 	preserved 	for 	coinmor<: i a I 	r iniir 

product ion. 
• 	Si I:es 	for 	power 	s 	at ions 	and ma 	or 	I ransini ss ion 	lines 

• 	Sites 	for 	major 	public 	itistititti ons , 	oa1 s , 	mental 
etC. 

in other words it does not provide a "iil;ln'' at all, what 
it dons provide is a collection of ill considered 
restrictive rules and po'iicir's which nil I not ''guicIe 

dcvciopincnL, but, will COnIIIS" and inhibir dcvotopinciit 

2.12 This DrafL R.E.P. has failed Lu plan the I uture landuse 
and physical inirastruccure of the rnj'i"'ii 1>i'causr' It has 
ía I I r d t: o Cc qu i re at he r go' c' r nine ut (i p I tuuir' nt s to 5 ubmi. t 
to the i:egional plannHn proc ('05. 	01 h'-r govvrvitliont 

nrc all did ug tin' Ic own rhino regard log 
f1I;ttiI1g of Luturo public mdl IL: los :uu, 	IoU rastr'jcturrn 

I ol: he I up 	heOtil'lit 	unu'Ir-r ouii' 	pl :0 -lliV uiiih,e hi, 

1 ii i_his lack ol autiio'i ly anti 	jnia,Ina the 

l).E.I'. have resorted to abandon i ii; I hi'.i 	liing 

focI ion and instead have compi led Lit' erd loct ion of 
rvstrirLivv Nil o s and po I Ic I no we ie;c,  Woo in Liii' Draft 

R.E.P.  

2.13  The Pm ft R. U. P. , in i ts present form, h&•c. -iusc of poor 

(IL- a f. t I iig will rest r ic I: dove I oilmen?: :ic I 	:1 I. leo not 

jntOIRIO(i or foreseen by its atitIiois 

2.14 The Draft R . E. P. seeks to compel COUILC I is to regulatu.. 
activities (particularly rural ncti.vitit's),tliat areuo 
now controlled. Councils have not sou:Itt these powes. 
and the cost to administer and pnLtc e riese controls: 
COIL 1 tI lead to a reduction in funds av:i I I able to assAL161 
services such as:roadand bridge tnailiteulauuce. 

2.15 In 1980 the Minister; Paul Landa, introduced the 
EnvironmentaL, Planning and Assessment Ac:. lt:was 

stated that cheHenvironmental study and plan preparatiot 
process would rcsult -in "plans vhich gve a much clerer: 
guide to deve loômeit and environment protection needs 
This , in term, shall, reduce the cinphas s on the 
development control process by bringing the Inajor 
considerations torward for resolution in the plan" 

The Draft R.E.P has failed this test. 	it does not.- 
address major 1nduse issues and In facL places' 
emphasis on control and restriction at thedevelopiien. 
control stage 

2.16 The language in many Sections of the- 	is vaiarid; 
imbigou' 	As such it is open to wide inrerplet-it ion by 
D.E.P. Officers when reviewing L.E.I'. 'o from Cou1iCU5 
and on mat:ters of direct R.E.P. dove io'nietit control. .. 



This could lead 
Officers and co 
i ilL P rpre tat ion. 
xhibitc'd tolL ii 

delet-d 

to possible abu;e by over zealods. 
'iflict with Couici1s rrarding 

The R.E. P. 	w'i1ch nor iia'iv 1)11(111 

tilE' c' C). ItU P 	hid hi' 0w rc t ILL li 

2.17 The Draft R.E.P. is a means by ltich burcaucrati 
p 1 roIling cot.cruLs will be. l%lli)o.'ti eu ttr.rmai , acceptiJ 
fau:iiiitg practices. 

2.18 The Draft R.E.P In common 
Plain trig I Lc ci noics t:o 

State Government into local 
Jnnr. t V v A or : 

t he I r 1)1ari111 11 	powerS 

with rn -niy State Lnvi roIin1rita 
U the Liitrui 1 • 00 Qlhl' 

plarinin 	aters.Thli\ 	- 

2.19 	The. Praft R.E.P. in several ara; 	'k; to dupi 1cnte, 
controls, already in place by other ('.rnmciiI: 
departments. 

2.2 Council submits that after the reject ion of the cur:c'.nt DrafL 
R.E.P. that any future Draft shall be precceded L- 1  a 
comprehension environmental study followed by a public 

exhibit ion and submission phase to propi'r y idetiti ly the 'rc1' 
PlrlmiIlL issues which affect our repinti. 

Any future 
in Ira St ruc. t 
R. E . P. 

Draft R.E.P. should include projected landuse 
ure plans such those contained in the hunter' 

and., 
Regou 

2.3 	II the current Draft R.E.P. Is no: rejected in its entirety, 	. 
Council submits that may of the restrictive rules arid poLici 
should be removed to teduce the n iti'.e imp ICL of the R C P 
These alterations and amendments are detailed in Section 3 of.', 

this Submiss ion. 

3. 	Pt- aft R.E.P. - Deletions and Amendmcnt: 

Coullci I submits that if the draft R.E.?. is not: reectud in its 
entirety then thc following deletions and ;lmcludInent.; should be made. 

CLause. 2 - AilIls of Plan. 	I 
Councit subunits that Item (c) should be the top priority and that', 
Item (a) relating to the natUral environment should have, a Lower 
priority in the R.E.P. 

Clrius 0. 7 - Objectives, AgriciLturaL Re5ources . 

Council has no argument with these objectives, : but dos. not 
consider the means proposed to do this wiLl. bc'fair :oialdowers l :o 
effective is achieveing these objectis 

Clnice 8 
(a) the R F P does not provide for the fact that niippin of dP. ime  

Agi icel turt] Land 	is less than prfect tnd thu t 4,4 iL1iin land 
classified as prime theie ire oftii c ctions of lund that do' 
not justify this classification 	As the R I P has chosen nis1 
m -ippinI as u meuns of controlling and ieqtri Ling clev lopmea 
on laud so class if.ied, there. shodid be, someune.ans dfThppeal' 
ugi in t the cl issi C iciL ion and .cuc acknowlc d1 cmcIuL LitaL Lhe 

lands classifiedare notalwayshemogculous..Further,, 
Lestrictions shouLd not apply to Sections of land within the. 
prime class i fication 'area which are not uuecssari'] V'oE 	1iaL'. 
S ti It da r d. 



.4. 

404 (b) Anomalies a iso aie from the scale of map 

Convenience prime land classlflca:joii bounchris have 
follO4Cd 0 r' , t. > 	 •' V 	 r I 	ii 	Ii F p 

 I ho p r I ito L en (I , 

These probir.ms illustr,1e the dapor of carryilig our nIappii: 
for one purpose and then using it for a means of 'statutor) 

	

control for another tinrelated purponv. 	r I whr' 11  the In:tpp I n was I r I oil our the rc had boc'ii more puh 1 it 1 no I vement nud 
1idownrs had known of its ulti;te purpose there would have, 
been more questioning and objections to thcmer.houology used;' 
and Comnetance of those., carrying out the tnapp lug. 

(c) 	
Clause 8(a)(i) is Considered to be too restrictive and nó' 
allow any merit judgement oE.rcactors other titan. ag tcuLru' 
The word "prevent" should be replaced wi Lh °di scou 

Ulause, 8(a)(jj) allows nodjscretioii to Council inthj thatr 
The word "advice" should be replaced with "consultation with'.; 
as, it is conceivable that Councilcould on occa.';ions dispute;' 
advice from the Department of Agriculture and support this 
action with reasoned ar2ument. The D.E.P. can then arbrjate::' 
the matter at the Section 69 stage.  

Clause. 8(b) (ii) delete "the advice" and substitute with 
'consulta ion with" for same reasons as stated in (c). 

Cii.'e N) 

Council objects to this Clause and submits that it should be 
deleted. 

There is a percept ion within the D.E. 1'. and Department of 
Agriculture that consessional lots have been the major cause of the 
franentation of viable agriulturai concerns. This may be thecas 
in coast:ii areas where holdin5s arc traditionaLly very small Iii • ize 
and cnflCt'5S  innal lots have rearescnT.cci a large propurat ion of the: 
oritinal holding. 

 

This situat ion is not the CaSe in areas lurther from the coast sucit': 
as Kvogle. Shire. 	In these areas the prime cause of iragmentatjo 
has been 40ha subdivisions and sale of existing portions. Typical . 
viable farm sizes range from lOOha to 1 00011a, the i.rttegrety of 'thsè 
holdings is not destroyed by the 'subdivision of small 2ha lots,: bu 
it is se riously damaged by creation of the same number7z I 40haIoEs 
or "lling cii existing parish portiomis.' 	, 	 ,. 	.....-- 

Concessjonai lots have had a benfjcaj ci Eect"In prevenLng.thdi. 
frammct1tatton of viable. farms. 	11 thereisa..deInand'for'$ay.1OO:. 
rural residential lots per year this can be satisficd:by 	

) 
concessional lots at an.averagesize:oFsay..5ha.resuitjng.jn5ooij 
be Lug w t hd rawn from coirime rc In I, rig r icu ii:t, re . 	To eat: t fy Cue' 
demand 1 n 4Oha tots will result In 4000ha being w i I: hd rawit I roin coireie.rc in 1 egricu I turci . 	Experience has shown ; that many 4Oha1otsc 
purchased for rural residentIal purposes are larger thtait ; equj: 
o ner' and the nrijority of emch lot s unutil Lz d mnd subjc'ci' to1 
neglect. 

Cl n ume I. I 
	 - CoLinc ii subini ts that the. primary funct ion 0 I Co—ppera1ve ' tarn,'-

holdings is agricultural product Ion and the res ident jal cOIflpOflCI)t is 
ancillary to this purpose. 	The res ident ial. cotnpoltent should not 
have to be consistent with a residential land releasestrategy as 
this is irrelevant to the primary function of Co—ui)eratjve farms. 
CI ,iusc 1 1(b) Cflii I d result in a vi nh I e ía i:ri img VCII tti re he Lug 
prevenLed [or 110 logical reason. Clause 11(1.)) should, therefore be 
de Icted. 



;liuse 12 

• 	 This Clause is ambiguous and could be construed to require 
development consent. for normal ['arm :r.icc Ices such as 
t:ollv,' it ing ;);lulII1 - t' 	to crnp 	1:111(1, 	r':''Ij iij 	or jiruti 	ii 	orelia II 
L. rees , I arm ca rthwo rks , spray I ug and E( rt ii iZ ing C U05 ;JI'i(I 

construction of farm buildings. The Clause should be reworded 
to clearly state that development cClsent is not requred for 
agriculturo with perl1aj); the ('xce•1)t. i.Il; of 	liii ,'ii I vi' •tciiimt 
('Stahl isIiinuats and trafi ic generating d' vrIopinent such as 
roadside dairies and roadside loadia ramps. 

Clause 17 

this Clause assumes all L.E.P.'s are comprehensive, detaiLed 
plans. 	Low key L.E.P.'s without environmental studies as are 
prepared by many rural Council's do not identify detail such as 
envisaged in Clause. 1 'l(a) . 	The 	ard "slia 11." in the second 
line of Clause 17 should be deleted and substituted with "may". 

Clause. 19 	 1 	 S  

Council. suhaits that houses in multi: Le occupancies have .lmosc 
identical effect on demand for servizes etc as rural 
ms [dent ial houses and, therefore,, bcthi types of rur1housing 
should be control led by the same. pla:uied strategy.. 

Clause 19(b) should be deleted and after the word "lots'' in the  
second line of Clause 19(a) the 
"and multiple occupancy". 	 - 

Clause 20 

This Clause seems to suggest that ali future rural housig on-
small lots has to take place iii plauted and ['ii]. ly 	ervicecl 
rural ron cte,ir:Lt,l 	Eiubdjvjsjor,n . 	Tli' 	, viwti,it,,itii ,  Ct'i,:l,,(t jfl 	. 
Kyole Shire, over the past 10 years has been for (hwol l.ings on 
small lots scattered throughouL the enera1 ruial area. 'These,I 
people generally desire to he part of a normal country .ara and 
to segregate them Into • a rural resletitial ghetto would 1 deCeat, 
tho whol.n pIrpeso of moving to tbo rJunery, 

It is not argued that such persons should be required to parn.' 
full costs for services and that small rural subdivisons and 
hounin' should he locate(l in a rnaiinr: that doen not p.-eJudica 
conmie,rjcal farmine,, but, is considcrd that any proposal to 
require all persons who desi re rural livi nc (except cotiliileri cal 
farmers and niul tiple occlifaii.) to l Eva in zoned iii:J. re;Ldcntlaj 
subdivisions is absurd. 

It is conjdcred that Clause 20 shouLd 900w1dg that- a rural 
land releasetu(ly can allow for scattered rural residential 
development throughout the rural areas of a Local Government 
area provided the creation of such lts does not prejudice the 
viability of commerical farms, adequate services are availableand 
the provisions of Clause 20 (2)(e) are enforced. 

It is submitted that an additional CLause 20 (3) should be 
added as follows: 

"(3 	The strategy- referred to in Subclausç' (1) inay.prcvide for, 
creation of scattered rural residential lots:provided:' 

All lots created have {ront:age to an alL;wca:hur -
road connecting them to the nearest popuLatian 
centre. 
Lots are not created on prime agricultural land. 
The creation of the lots will tint, iii the, ooiiiion-of. 
the Department of Agriculture, ren.ier the, baLaiiccof 
the farm cornmericaliy unviable. 	. 



S 

Cd) 	Ilu' lots creare:1 are sc,j;1h1( for on site dposai 
ol sewo r.1e , su 11 a :. 	and s"Ild 

(c) There is access to an ad.!r iatn water supply or local 
rainli11 is such that ran'.•/aLer tanks will suppLy 
adequate water. 

(1) 	11cc' si ri r ('g) , 	1 ilcci I.'; tici 	p,cl i WI 	, IIIV 1w Id :n 	auI 
the ;1grc'gaLe area on any hoI'Iiicg ticaL cn;1:.  he used •. 
to create scattered rural resi dent: Thi Lots.. 
The subdivider is required to meet Cull. cos: of all 
necessary Services. 
ALL lots created are within walking distarcce of an, 
existing school or school bus service. 

Ci) 	The Land is physically suited for :ccra I. licusirig. 
(j) The number of Lotscrcatedis controlled 

accordance with(2)0) and (c)." 

Clause 21(1) 
l'h is Clause. could have unforeseen cC Cect . 	rake the case of 
exist ing vacant concess [onal lots on prime agricultural. lad 
It is unlikely that the Department of Agricul:ure. coulder 
cer:ify that a dwelling house ''is necessary to maintain, 
eff:cient . susta iciable agricuLtural pLodncLio:c'' on such 

	

C1iucn would clLtty o'9nerS oL' nuch luLn 	whu have ptlnc1t 

thei In goud faith, their existing right to construct cne. 
dwell ing . Tb is Is un Ca i r and urcjUs c and C Lause 21 ( 1 ) 4hoU Ed be 
dclz'teci. 	Clac.ise 20 could bcattc'.red Lo discourage creattou;'of 
furzhc'r rural residential lo.ts.oii prime. agrIctLturaLlaadH 

(.laiSe 22 
CounciL subcui t:4 that this Clause should be quail lied Ic ensure 

tha: multiple occupancy is subject to tic' sacr.e controls and 

re:rlcc ion' itu rurtcl rCl5LdOnliAl dvel Lng9. 

Nul: iple Occupancy should not be given pre [erc'tct l.a I trc-atncent 

ovc: other Iorncs of rural housing. 

Cluse 2' 
Clase 26(c) should not be mandatory as when low key L.EJ'. s. 
are prepared without the aid of an environcnen:al study these 
areas are not ident ified and not able to be i :ccluded in sucl 

zones. 

Clause 24(c) should be prefixed by "may" raLlier tliacc "hafli... 

Clause 25 
Clause 25 requires Council approval for "large scale vegeiation 
clearance" and raquires Council take into account affect on 
soil erosion, wildlife and endangered species. 	It is 
considered tic is Clause is an unnecessary intrus ion into the 
tuanagemecit of rural properties. Controls already exist for 
steep land and along streams under the Prcte.ctcd lands 	- 

legislation administered by the Soil Conservation ServiCe and. 
if other significant areas need clearing cantrol they cail z be,  

included in environine,ctnl protecrion ;ccces. 	Rlarcket control as 

envisaed by this Clause is unnecessary, 'cbject ionable to 
landowners and yculd be a nightmare for Ccuncils to administer. 

Council submits that this Clause should be deleted. 



V. 

Cl aii' 36 ((I) 

a ii (' 36 ( d) I orb i d s urban exp;i us I on o n 1 a:nI t,li I t: h has 
col)scrvac ion value.. 	This blaiiki'c baii is VOL logical. 	The.  

conso.rvation value of a piece of land is a niajor factor to be 
c otis I (if' N'L! t'hr. ii COIl t e.ifl) Ia ti ng devn I ('HII'' ii . I'u I 	i IIr rr' Ca ii be 
Ca ::';Iii'. ii ot h' 	Lie t or s may bo no C C I mpo F'.. a ii L . 	Each ca e titus I:. 
be considcrecJ or its merits. 

Clause 36(d) shculd be deleted and sulistjtute(I with:- 
"( d) 

	

	1)jscottrat.c urban expansion on land with signi C icant. 
conservation value." 

Clause 38(d) 
This Clause se.es  unreasonable if It Is meant to apply to sml 1' 
vil1acos. 	The Clause should be clarified to e<c[udetlils- 
provision lrom residential. developlinent. in small villagàs. 
C C 	I ._ 	 IO  Clause (/ 

This Clause requires f:ourist accomntodation.on iarins-o.be 
e.ecotidar y  to nnd nun I lary to i;Iict rant. mu inn uri -c'F tho 1:%iitl 
for ar [cult: tire . 	Tb Is is unneces san LI V rp';i: C [CL lye. . In some 

r'tt'ii 	I 	1 	II Mr. 	u I 	t Iii - 	Irt "I) 	"i's, 	d 	ttii-I 	?Ii 	I' 	I' ft  ltii 	I. tui. 	t:t',s,i 	LI 	Cull 	Snu 	usul:IiI.,ii; 	s.ti,.1i1' 	altit 	t.1L, 	,zit1C.CtiIt 
I ('(ill to iu(Ib,;l.,int [a I Lnvi 	innt nitd ump loynnnL CLa!ttt.ton iii' 
reg ion. The clause should be. inodif ted so cases can be. jiudgd 
on their merits. 

CI atise 77(b) 

This Clause requires Councils to include open space, special 
uses zones or reservations in L.E.P. '5 when requested by public 
authorities. 	This blanket requirement should be deleted as 
the.re  are circumstances when an authority's desire for a 
Certa in piece of land may be a natte.r of dispute in the 
1('lIllIILujl itV or may not: have 	rece ivet] adir1ti;,;' nilvi i:i'i;tiiniul ii. 

Cou;ue i Is must have tite ri lIt to juclun each case on 
its merits. 
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PLE.5r QUOTE, 

KYOGLE SHIRE COUNCIL 

NORTH COAST DRAFT REGIONAL ENVIRONNEN..j, PLAN 

Submission to the Secretary, Department of Environment and 
Planning - Section 68, Environmental Planning and Assessment 

Are. IQ7Q 

I. 	SUIThIARY: 

Council is deeply concerned with the some of the possible 
affects of the Draft North Coast Regional Envfrontnental. Plá 

The Regional Environmental Plan does not provide an overview' 
of the future direction of urban development and other 
landuse on the North Coast nor does it provio a framework: 
for establishment of the necessary physical infrastructure 
required for the future. 

What we do have is a mixtl4re 0 

that will restrict development 
with the day to day management 
choice to live in rural areas; 
bureaucratic controls, many of 
other departments. 

f ad hoc polici:s and controls 
and economic growth; inter 
of farms; deny persons the-
and introdUce another laye'f 
which will dupt icate those,. f 

The cost to local Councils and ratepayers to administer these 
extra planning controls is alarming. 

Council therefore strongly submits 
RLqnl E;ivironmn1 	Ian.honci 

if this action is not to be taken, 
many of the Regional Environmental 
amended to remove some of themore 
unreasonable planning controls. 

2. General Comments: 

that the present Draft. 
be 	 . 

Council would seek to have 
Plan Clau,r- s  deleted o: 
restrictive and 

2.1 CounciL submits that the "Draft North Coast Regional 
Environmental Plan" (Draft R.E.P.) should be rojected in its 
entirety for the following reasons: 

2.11 The Draft R.E.P. fails to be a plan which Sets a 
framework for future growth, developm -' nt and landuse of  
the North Coast Region. It fails to 	't guidelines for: 

• Distribution, function and size of major urban area 
development. 

• Location of major industry including noxious and 
hazardous industry. 



• Areas to be set aside for regional parks, recreation 
areas, foreshore and riverside reser'.'es and any 
proposed alterations to National Parks. 

• Areas for treatment and disposal of sewerage from 
major urban areas. 

• Sites for major water supply source, storage and 
treatment. 

• Aerodromes, ports, railways and principal roads. 
• Sites for mining and extractive indurtries. 
• Areas to be preserved for commercial timber 

production. 
Sites for power stations and major transmission lines. 
Sites for major piblic institutions, goals, mental 
hospitals, etc. 

In other words it does not provide, a "plan" at all, what 
it does provide is a collection of ill considered 
restrictive rules and policies which will not "guide" 
development, but, will confuse and inhibit development. 

2.12 The Draft R.E.P. has failed to plan the future landuse 
and physical Infrastructure of the region because It has 
failed to require other government departments to,submit 
to the regional planning process. Other government 
departments are all doing their own thing regarding 
planning of future public facilities and infrastructure 
and re8it be ing brought under one pliinn Ing timbre I l. 
Faced with this lack of authority and r opei'a tion the 
D.E.P. have resorted to abandoning their pluing 
function and instead have compiled the collection of 
restrictive rules and policies we now ha.e in the Draft 
R.E.P. 

2.13 The Draft R.E.P., in its present form, because of poor 
drafting will restrict development activities not 
intended or foreseen by its authors. 

2.14 The Draft R.E.P. seeks to compel Councils to regulate, 
activities (particularly rural activities) that are' not 
now controlled. Councils have not sought these powers 
and the cost to administer and police these controls 
could lead to a reduction in funds available to esential 
services such as road and bridge maintenance. 

2.15 In 1980 the Minister, Paul Landa, introduced the 
Environmental, Planning and Assessment Act.. It was. 
stated that the environmental study and plan preparation 
process would result in "plans which give a much clearer 
guide to development and environment protection needs. 
This, in term, shall reduce the emphasis on the 
development control process by bringing the major 	, 	 '0 

considerations forward for resolution in the plan". 

The Draft R.E.P. has failed this test. 	Ic does not 
address major landuse issues and In fact places far .mor 
emphasis on control and restriction at the development 
control stage. 

2.16 The language in many sections of the R.E.P. is vague and 
ambiguous. As such it is open to wide incerpretatibn.by 
D.E.P. Officers when reviewing L.E.P.'s from CounciUS 
and on matters of direct R.E.P. development control. 
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This could lead to possible abuse by over zealous. E' 
Officers and conflict with Councils rearding 
interpretation. The R.E.P. should not have been 
exhibited until these Clauses had been rewritten-s 
deleted. 
	 ' 

2.17 The Draft R.E.P. is ameans by which bureaucratic 
planning controls will be imposed on.normal,acó,  
farming practices. 

2.18 The Draft R.E.P. in common with many State Environmental 
Planntng Pot icie seeks to further the Intru8ton ut the 
State Government into local, planning matters. - 
still VO4  VA 6  It h0 øbJøor tvP 	 .SUt 4W1 t'Ip  

their planning powers. ' 

2.19 The Draft R.E.P. In several areas seeks to duplJcatc" 
controls, already in place by other Gc".rnment 
departments. 

2.2 Council submits that after the rejection of the current Drifh 
R.E.P. that any future Draft shall be preceeded 	a 
comprehension environmental study followed by a public 
exhibition and submission phase to properly identify the rJ 
planning issues which affect our region. 

Any future Draft R.E.P. should include projected landuse and 
infrastructure plans such those contained in the Hunter Region 
R.E.P. 

2.3 If the current Draft R.E.P. is no: rejected in its entirety, 
Council submits that many of the restrictive rules and policies 
should be removed to reduce the negative impact of the R.E.?. 
These alterations and amendments are detailed in S ection 3 of 
this Submission. 

3. 	Draft R.E.P. - Deletions and Amendments: 

Council submits that if the draft R.E.?. is not rejected in its 
entirety then the following deletions and amendments should be made. 

Clause 2 - Aims of Plan. 
Council submits that Item (c) should be the top priority and thao 
Item (a) relating to the natural environment should have a lower 
priority in the R.E.P. 

Clause 7 - Objectives, Agriciltural Resources. 
Council has no argument with these objectives, but, does not 
consider the means proposed to do this will be fair to' landowner; or 
effective is achieveing these objectives. 

Clause 8 
(a) The R.E.P. does not provide for tae fact that mapping of ' 1 P:ime 

Agria"itural Land" is less than perfect and that within, land 
classified as prime there are oEtn sections of land that do 
not justify this classification., As the ,R.E.P. has chosen Lhis 
mapping as a means of controlling and restricting development 
on land so classified, there shouLd be some means. of appeal 
against the classification and seie acknowledgement diat the 
lands classified are not always hamogerious. Further, 
restrictions should not apply to sections of land within the 
prime classificationarea whichare not necessarily of that 
standard. ' 
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Anomalies also arise from the scaTe of maps u d'and wher L  for 
convenience prime land classifjca:ion boundaries havi fo]lo.ec1 
lit lip a rL.) tj' ,  44' 	A 	wh 4"h 	i (, ;tqpi 	 tMfl$ 	i o the prime Land, 

These problems lllustrae thcdar.Rer of cat-eying out mapping 
for one purpose and then using it for a means of statutory 
control for another unrelated purose. If when the mapping was 
carried out there had been more public involvement and 
landowners had known of its ultitiate purpose there would ha7e 
been more questioning and objections to the methodology used 
and competance of those carrying out the mapping. 

Clause 8(a)(i) is considered to be too restjctjvp and riot 
allow any merit judgement of factors other tlin agrtculturè. 
The word "prevent", should be replaced with discourae". 

Ulause 8(a)(ii) allows no discretion to Council in this iiiattcr'. 
The word "advice" should be replaced with "consultation with" 
as, it is conceivable that Council.could on occasions dispute 
advice from the Department of Agriculture and support this 
action with reasoned argument. The D.E.P. can then arbriate 
the matter at the Section 69 stage. 

Clause 8(b)(jj) delete "the advicell and substitute with 
"consultajoii with" for same reasons as stated in (c). 

Cle 10 
Council objects to this Clause and submits that it should be 
deleted. 

There is a perception within the D.E.P. and Depart:ment of 
Agriculture that consessional lots have been the major cause of the 
fragmentation of viable agricultural concerns. This ma y  be the case 
in coastal areas where holdings are traditionally very small in size 
and concessional lots have represented a large proporation of the 
original holding. 

This situation is not the case in areas further from the coast such 
as Kyogle Shire. In these areas the prime cause ot fragmentation 
has been 40ha subdivisions and sale of existing portions. Typical 
viable farirt sizes range from lOOha to 1000ha, the integrety of 'these. 
holdings is not destroyed by the subdivision of small 2ha lots, but, 
it is seriously damaged by creation of the samenurnher :E 40ha lots, 
or selling off oxisting parish portions. 

Concessional lots have had a benefical effect in preventing the 
fragmentation of viable farms. If there. is.a demand for say 100 
rural residential lots per year this can be satisfied by 
concessional lots at an average size of say 5ha resulting in 500ha 
being withdrawn from commercialagrjcultt,r. To 	tisfy the same 
demand in 40ha lots will result In 40001 -ui being withdrawn from 
corrnnercial agrIculturt. Experience has shown that many 40ha lots 
purchased for rural residential purposes are lar;e r than required H, 
owners and the majority of each lot is unuti1Led and subject to ................................. 
neglect. 

Clue LI 

Council submitf. tLit the primary function of co—operacIve fac,,' 
holdings is agricultural production and the residntia1 component is 
ancillary to this purpose. The residential component should not 
have to be consistent with a residential land reU-'ase strategy as 
this is irrelevant to the primary function of co--e'perative farms. 
Clause 11(b) could result in a viable farming venture being 
prevented for no logical reason. Clause 11(b) should, therefore be 
deleted. 



to Clause 12 

This Clause is ambiguous and could he construed to require 
development consent for normal farm practices such as 
converting pasture to crop land, recving or pruning orchard 
trees, farm earthworks, spraying and fertilizing crops and 

• 	 construction of farm buildings. The Clause should be reworded 
to clearly state that development ccisent is not required for 
agriculture with perhaps the exceptins of intensive animal 
establishments and traffic generatiria development such as 
roadside dairies and roadside loadir. ramps. 

Clause 17 

This Clause assumes all L.E.P.'s are comprehensive hailed 
plans. Low key L.E.P.'s without environmental studies as are 
prepared by many rural Council's do not identify detail such as 
envisaged in Clause 17(a). 	The wcrd "shall" in the second 
line of Clause 17 should be deleted and substituted with "may". 

Clause 19 

Council subnits that houses in multiLe occupancies have almos: 
Identical effect on demand for servi:es etc as rural 
residential houses and, therefore, bath types of rural housing s  
should be controlled by the same planned strategy. 

Clause 19(b) should be deleted and after theword "lots" In the 
second line of Clause 19(a) the following words ,should be adde± 
"and multiple occupancy". 

Clause 20 

This Clause seems to suggest that aLl future rural. housii.g on 
small lots has to take place in planned and fully serviced 
rural re8identjnj subdjvjjons. 	The ovcrwho1ityig dnaicI in 
Kyogle Shire over the past 10 years has been for dwellings on 
small lots scattered throughout the ;eneral rutl area. These 
people generally desire to be part cE a normal count:ry area and 
to segregate them into a rural residential ghetto would defeat 
tho whole purpoo OF movinji to tIiO rauntry. 

It is not argued that such persons should be required to pa-.' 
full costs for services and that small rural subdivisons and 
housing should he located In a manner that does not prejudice 
commerical farming, but, is considered that any proposal to 
require all persons who desire rural living (except cornrnerical 
farmers and multiple occupants) to live in zoned rural residen:ia) 
subdivisions Is absurd. 

It is considered that Clause 20 shouLd 9nowledge that a rural 
land release study can allow for scattered rural r'2idential 
development throughout the rural areas of a Local ('vernment 
area provided the creation of such lots does not pr'judice the 
viability of commerical farms, adequate services are available, and 
the provisions of Clause 20 (2)(e) are enforced. 

It :s submitted that an additional Clause 20 (3) should be 
added as follows: 

"(3' The strategy referred to in Subclause (1) may provide for 
creation of scattered rural residential lots provided: 

All lots created have frontage to an all wca:her 	- - 
road connecting them to the nearest popuLticn 
centre. 
Lots are not created on prime ariciltural land. 
The creation of the lots will not, in the oDnion of 
the Department of Agriculture, renter the balance of 
the farm cornmerically unviable. 



The lots created are suitable for en site disposal 
of sewerage, sullae and solid waste. 
There is access to an adequate water supply .'r local 
rain, ll is such that rainwater tanks will s.ipply 
adequate water. 

(1) The strategy limits the portion of any holdfng, and 
the aggregate area on any holding that ma': be used 
to create scattered rural residenti-il lots. 
The subdivider is required to meet rui.l cast of all 
necessary services. 
All lots created are within walkir.z distance of an: 
existing school or school bus servite. 

(1) The land is physically suited forrtiral houng. 
(j) The number of lots created is controlled in 

accordance with (2)(b) and (c)."  

Claise 21(1) 
This Clause could have unforeseen effects. Take the case of 
existing vacant concessional lots on prime agricultural land. 
It is unlikely that the Department of Agriculture could ever 
certify that a dwelling house "is necessary to maintair, 
efficient, sustainable agricultural production' on such lots. 
This Clause would deny owrsrs of ucIt 1oL , wt lnvø 

then 	good faith, their existing right to cmsLruct one 
dwelling. This Is unfair andunjust and C1aus 21(1) should be 
deleted. Clause 20 could be altered to discourage creation of, 
further rural residential lots on prime agrlc.dturaL land. 

LiaIse 22 
Council submits that this Clause should be qualified tc ensure 
that multiple occupancy is subject to the sarre controls and 
re5:rict ionn no rutil ridontial dweiling9. 

Multiple Occupancy should not be given preferential treatment 
over other forms of rural housing. 

Clause 24 
Claise 2c) should not be mandatory as when low key L.E.P.'s 
are prepared without the aid of an environmental study these 
areas are not identified and not able to be included in such 

zones. 

Clause 24(c) should be prefixed by "may" rather than "shall". 

Clause 25 
Clause 25 requires Council approval for "large scale vegetation 
clearance" and requires Council take into account affect on 
soil erosion, wildlife and endangered species. It is 
considered this Clause is an unnecessary intrusion into the 
management of rural properties. Controls already exist for 
steep land and along streams under the Prctected lands 
legislation administered by the Soil Conservation Servite and 
if other significant areas need clearing cantrol they can be 
included in environmental protection zones. Blanket control as 
envisaged by this Clause is unnecessary, cbjecrionable to 
landowners and ;ould be a nightmare for Ccuncils to administer. 

Council submits that this Clause should be deleted. 

p a  



I 

4 
	

7. 

/ 	 Clause 34(d) 
Clause 34(d) for5ids urban expansion on 1a -id which has 
conservation value. This blanket ban is not logLcal. The 

- 	 conservation value of a piece of land is a major factor to be 
considered when contemplating development, but, there can be 
cases when other factors may be more important. Each case must 
be considered on its merits. 

Clause 36(d) shculd be deleted and substituted with: 
"(d) Discourage urban expansion on land with significant 

conservation value." 

Clause 38(d) 
This Clause seems unreasonable if it is meant to apply to small 
villages. The Clause should be clarified to exclude this 
provision irom r?stdential developinie.nt in small villages.' 	- 
Cc  Clause 67  
this Clause requires tourist accommodation on t:arrns to be 	 -. 
ctcandary to And ancillary to thc continuing uc of tho Und 

for 	 This is unnecessarily restdcLive,, 	in some 
b. 	P 	siv' 	'f 	 øt 	 I 	Ie,4 Iunct Ion, 	CQuneti 	nn S 	iQt ti't 	 wi tn titt, cd it Couj 

LsaU to aubsL4nttaL Lnvirmont nnd employment creation in th,e 
region The clause should be modified so cases can b judgè 
on their merits. 

Clause 77(b) 

This Clause requires Councils to include open space, special 
1ISCS zones or reservations in L.E.P. 's when requested by public 
authorities. This blanket requirement should be deleted as 
there are circurstances when an authority's desire for a 
certain piece of land may be a matter of dispute in the 
community or rnr: not have received adequate environmental 
assessment. Cou:icils must have the right to jude each case on 
its merits. 
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TOWN PLANNERS REPORT TO TOWN PLANNING & BUILDING COMMITTEE TO BE 
HELD AT 3:00p.m., MONDAY, JUNE 16, 1986 AT KYOGLE. 

7 Unauthorisel Building - Legal Action. 

At the Ordinary Meeting held March 3, 1986, Council resolved 
"This Committee to be requested to investigate the legal 
options open to Council to deal with unauthorised buildings 
and recommend appropriate action to Council within a period 
of 3 months". 

This matter was discussed informally by the Committee March 17, 
but no recommendation was made by Council. 

I would request members of the Committee to refer to the 
Leports and supporting papers presented to the Planning & 
Building Meeting March 17, 1986. 

At this stage around 30 letters have been sent out to owners 
of illegal dwellings (April 29 & May 29) and Councillors 
have a copy of the standard letter sent which requires the 
appending owners to commence procedures to legalise their 
building situations within a period of 3 months from the date 
of the letter. 

I am hopeful that the majority of owners of illegal buildings 
will comply with Council's request. However if there is a 
case where owners refuse to take any action I am in favour 
of the issueing of a demolition order under Section 317B&1A) 

-) 

	

	of the Local Government Act. If owners consider this action 
unwarranted they have the right to appeal and have the Land 
and Environment Court determine the matter and at least they 
will be required to comply with the Courts directions 
regarding the status of this dwelling. 

The other alternative is to prosecute under the Environmental 
Planning and Assessment Act for Continuing break of the Act 
in using unauthorised development. This procedure has several 
drawbacks be irui - 

Council must spend valuable resources 
in initiating the action in the Court. 

This method is not applicable for 
single dwelling on lots of 40ha or more. --

The advantage of the Section 317B(1A)demolitjon order is that 
it only requires a Council resolution and the onus is on the 
recipient to want the Court challenge and further it is 
applicable to all illegal dwellings. 

Any such action is of course distastful and could cause much 
trauma to both the owners of illegal buildings, Councjllors 
and Staff, however, the owners of illegal buildings are being 
given every opportunity to get their act together and 3 months 
is more than sufficient to initiate action to legalise their 
situation. I consider that Council must damonstrate'it can 
make difficult unpopular decisions on the illegal building 
situation or else abandon building/planning control altogether 
in rural ar.ic. 

BUILDING CO41TTEE REPORT NO. 10.86, SUBMITTED TO THE PLANNING7,, ' 
COMMITTEE ON MONDAY, JUNE 16, 1983. 	 - 

............ SHIRE CLERK ......................... .HAIRNAN. 
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TOWN PLANNERS REPORT TO TOWN PLANNING & BUILDING COMMITTEE TO BE 
HELD AT 3:00p.m., MONDAY, JUNE 16, 1986 AT KYOCLE. 

7 Unauthorisecl Building - Legal Action. 

At the Ordinary Meeting held March 3, 1986, Council resolved 
"This Committee to be requested to investigate the legal 
options open to Council to deal with unauchorised buildings 
and recommend appropriate action to Council within a period 
of 3 months". 

This matter was discussed informally by the Committee March 17, 
but no recommendation was made by Council. 

I would request members of the Committee to refer to the 
L-eports and supporting papers presented to the Planning & 
Building Meeting March 17, 1986. 

At this stage around 30 letters have been sent out to owners 
of illegal dwellings (April 29 & May 29) and Councillors 
have a copy of the standard letter sent which requires the 
appending owners to commence procedures to legalise their 
building situations within a period of 3 months from the date 
of the letter. 

I am hopeful that the majority of owners of illegal buildings 
will comply with Council's request. However if there is a 
case where owners refuse to take any action I am in favour 
of the issueing of a demolition order under Section 317B(1A) 

A of the Local Government Act. If owners consider this action 
unwarranted they have the right to appeal and have the Land 
and Environment Court determine the matter and at least they 
will be required to comply wit:h the Courts directions 
regarding the status of this dwelling. 

The other alternative is to prosecute under the Environmental 
Planning and Assessment Act for continuing break of the Act 
in using unauthorised development. This procedure has several 
drawbacks being:- 

Council must spend valuable resources 
in initiating the action in the Court. 

This method is not applicable for 
,_ J X 

	

	 single dwelling on lots of 40ha or more. - 

The advantage of the Section 317B(IA)deinoljrion order is that 
it only requires a Council resolution and thp onus is on the 
rccpient to want the Court challenge and further it is 
applicable to all illegal dwellings. 

Any such action is of course distastful and could cause much 
trauma to both the owners of illegal buildings, Councjllors 
and Staff, however, the owners of illegal buildings are being 
given every opportunity to get their act together and 3 months 
is more than sufficient to initiate action to legalise their 
situation. I consider that Council must demonstratejt can 
make difficult unpopular decisions on the illegal building 
Situation or else abandon building/planring control altogether 
in rural areas. 

THIS IS PAGE 

BUILDING COMMITTEE REPORT NO. 10.86, SUBMITTED TO THE PLAflN1Nc' 1,, ' COMMITTEE ON MONDAY, JUNE 16, 1986. 	 - 

..............SHIRE CLERK.........................CHAIRMAN. 
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INFORTION REPORT SUBMITTED TO THE ORDINARY MEETING OF THE COUNCIL 
OF THE SHIRE OF KYOGLE, HELD ON MONDAY, APRIL(1)77 1986. 

MINUTES OF THE TOWN PLANNING AND BUILDING COMMITTEE MEETING HELD 
AT THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS, KYOGLE ON MONDAY, MARCH 17, 1986. 

9. Unauthorised Buildings 	Legal Options. 

The Council meeting held march 3, 1986, has requested this 
Committee "to investigate the legal options open to Council 
to deal with unathorised buildings and recommend appropriate 
action to Council within a period of 3 months". 
Attached to this report is a letter from Solicitors, Mcdonell, 
tioffit, Dowling Taylor 	dated September 21, 1984 regarding 
this subject. The Letter was sent specifically concerning 
the Everest case, but, the priciples outlined cover 
unathorised buildings in general. 

All unauthorised dwellings are offences against the building 
provisions of the Local Government Act, 1919. Some are also 
offences against the Environmental, Planning and Assessment 
Act, 1979. Rural Dwellings that do not require planning 
approval are one or the first dwelling on a parcel of land 
of 40ha or more all other Rural dwellings require planning 
approval. 

The Solicitors letter outlined four types of legal action, 
these are:- 

(a) Environmental Planning 	(b) Building Provisions of 
& Assessment Act. 	 Local Government Act. 

1(a) Prosecute for breach of 	1(b) Prosecute under S. 317(1) 
Act, resulting in fine, 	 of Act resulting in fine. 
Must be commenced no 	 Must be commenced no later 
later than 6 months after 	 than 12 months after 
offence 	 offence 

THIS IS PACE NUMBER TWENTY FIVE OF THE INFORMATION REPORT 
SUBMITTED TO THE ORDINARY MEETING OF THE SOUNCIL OF THE SHIRE 
OF KYOGLE, HELD ON MONDAY, APRIL 7, 1986. 

......SHIRE CLERK....................CHAIRMAN. 



INFORMATION REPORT SUBMITTED TO THE ORDINARY MEETING OF THE COUNCIL 
OF THE SHIRE OFKYOGLE, HELD ON MONDAY, APRIL 17, 1986. 

MINUTES OF THE TOWN PLANNING AND BUILDING COMMITTEE MEETING HELD 
AT THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS, KYOGLE ON MONDAY, MARCH 17, 1986. 

9. UnauthotiSed Buildings - Legal Options. 
	 Con' t. 

2(a) Obtain restraining order 	2(b) &der under S. 317B (1A) 

in Land & Environment 	 of Act requiring Pither 

Court for orders restraining 	demolition or as alternative 

use and requiring demolition 	such work as is necessary 

of dwellings, 	 to make building comply 
with Act and Ordinances. 
Such order issued by Council 
is subject to appeal in 
Land & Environment Courr. 

The above options should only be required when a owner refuses 
to voluntarily regularise his illegal building situation. 
Options 1(a) and 1(b) do not seem applicable because of the 
time limit. This leaves 2(a) and 2(b). If the object of the 
exercise is to force persons to come to Council then 2(b) 
may be preferable as it appLies to all unauthorised dwellings. 
At least this will force the offending owners to come to Council 
witn proposals to regularise their situation or at worst 
force them to appeal to the Land & Environment Court. Once 
they have done this, they are locked into the system and it 
will be settled one way or another. 

A more difficult problem is what to do with those who do come 
to Council. On the planning side they can be required to 
submit a Development Application and this can be processed in 

the normal way. 

The Health Surveyor can give more details on the building 
side however, I understand that retrospective approval is 
not strictly legal, despite this however it may be the fairest 
procedure, as long as the people involved are prepared to go 
along with it. Final builuing approval however, may exclude 
items such as footings which cannot be inspected after the 

event. 

This item is submitted mainly for discussion, which may lead 
to formulation of a policy on these matters. 

Also annexed to this report is a copy of Section 317A and 
317B of the Local Government Act. 

THIS IS PAGE NUMBER TWENTY SIX DVTHE INFORMATION REPORT 

SUBMITTED TQ 'THE ORD1NARY19RTLNG OF THE COUNCIL OF THE SHIRE 

OF KY09L, 'HELD ON MOND, APRIL 7 L986. 

,•, 	 ,,. 	...SitIRE CLERK .................... CHAIRMAN. 
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-• 	 Sth FL()uR. LOMBARD HOUSE 
4 hUGH STREhI. SYDNEY. 2000 

PHONL 23.1 I188 

DhY :o: 
LoS .1 OURR.EF: 	DF:8: 

YOURREF: 3004410  

21 September, 1984 

S 

The Director 	 2 5 SEP1984  
Administration Division 	.......... 
Shires Association of 	 . 

New South Wales 	 - 
DX 	1346 	SYDNEY 	 MSO 	.......................................... 

L.IE 

Dear Sir, 	
lfJe 

Re: 	KYOGLE SHIRE COUNCIL - Unauthorjsed Dwellincs 

Thank you for your letter of 12 September received by us on 13 
September, 1984. 

We have set out the remedies available to Council in c3-,es such 
as the prsnt in our 1Lti-  at LO June, 1983. 

However, to summari3e the EoUowin; remedics wouLd ippeir t 	tc 
available to CounciL on the infariation avaLLaDl to us:- 

Council COU1J rosecu:e the persons who 	c:d 
uildinjs or caused tneir erection pursuani to Sctitn 

317(1) of the Local Goverflment. Act. Any prcsecutn must 
be commenced within twelve (12) months after the 13'j 
which the building work was done. A prosecution sny 
result in a maximum fine of $200.00. Of course, a 
orosecution would not cause the removal of the 
unau:horised structures if this is Council's oDj.ctv. 

Council could prosecute the person who erected the 
structures for a breach of the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act, 1973, namely erecting the dwelinqs 
without the consent of Council or in the face o a 
prohibition contained in the olanning instrument. Such 
a prosecution, if commenced in a Court of Petty Sessions, 
would result in a maximum fine of $2,000.00. 	If 
proceedings were to he commenced in the Land and 
Environment Court, the written consent of the Minister 
would be rt.juirsd and there would be available a maximum 
penalty of $20,000.00. Any prosecution would require to 
be cominen:ed no later than six (6) months after the 
otfence was allegedly committed. The offence appears to 

AMATTA OFFICE. It FLOOR. 21 GEORGE STREET. PARRAMATrA. 2150. PHONE 633 3044 DX PARRAMATTA 

L)•VH) 	)LI HI N l'\I I I 	LI. H \N1II0 	R..UIA?.lI: 	 B .. I.L. B DtJGs)RI(ESTIR. B A. LLB 
"Al-I Hit II•\KJ 	I) 	II . 	Li. H SVD, LI. i V 	II &0M QLD P-LL 	 El. BA.. Li. M 
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have ntren committed more than Six (6) mOnths ago, although use of the premises in nreacil of the Planning instrument 
LS a ccnt Lnu m; 

Offence so that a prosecution Could be 
commenced in relation to the continuing use. 

However, any Prosecution would not, of course, result in 
the removal of the offending structures nor necessarily in the Cjt ion of the 	 thtr-f . 	 - 

Council COuld 
Env 	 commence Pcoceedings in the Lanc an ironment Court for orders restraining the use 

Ct the dwellings and requiring the demolition of the dwelling5 
In our view, such proceedings would, on the inform 
available to us, have good prospects of success and is Ehe 	

ation 
erab1e course oE action. 

Council could serve an order requiring demoljtjo of the 
cottages pursuant to Section 3 1"*7(l)(a) of the Local 
Government Act, 1919. However, an appeal is available 
against such an order in the Land and Environment Court 
and Should the order work and be confirmed by the Court 
it may be still necessary for Council to cornnien 
proceedings for mandatory orders if the demoILtj 	uJet- was not 

We await any 	rtne- 

Yours fthfu y. 
MCDOr';CL M(js-' 

Peç( 
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TOWN PLANNERS REPORT TO TOWN PLANNING & BUILDING COMMITTEE TO BE 
HELD AT J:OOp.m., MONDAY, JUNE 16, 1986 AT KYOGLE. 

7. 'Jnauthoriseçl Building - Legal Action. 

At the Ordinary Meeting held March 3, 1986, Council resolved 
"This Committee to be requested to investigate the legal 
options open to Council to deal with unauthorised buildings 
and recommend appropriate action to Council within a period 
of 3 months". 

This matter was discussed informally by the Committee March 17, 
but no recommendation was made by Council. 

I would request members of the Committee to refer to the 
reports and supporting papers presented to the Planning & 
Building Meeting March 17, 1986. 

At this stage around 30 letters have been sent out to owners 
of illegal dwellings (April 29 & May 29) and Councillors 
have a copy of the standard letter sent which requires the 
appending owners to commence procedures to legalise their 
building situations within a period of 3 months from the date 
of the letter. 

I am hopeful that the majority of owners of illegal buildings 
will comply with Council's request. However if there is a 
case where owners refuse to take any action I am in favour 
of the issueing of a demolition order under Section 31713(1A) 
of the Local Government Act. If owners consider this action 
unwarranted they have the right to appeal and have the Land 
and Environment Court determine the matter and at least they 
will be required to comply with the Courts directions 
regarding the status of this dwelling. 

The other alternative is to prosecute under the Environmental 
Planning and Assessment Act for continuing break of the Act 
in using unauthorised development. This procedure has several 
drawbacks being:- 

Council must spend valuable resources 
in initiating the action in the Court. 

This method is not applicable for 
single dwelling on lots of 40ha or more. 

The advantage of the Section 317B(1A)derno],jtjon order is that 
it only requires a Council resolution and the onus is on the 
recipient to want the Court challenge and further it is 
applicable to all illegal dwellings. 

Any such action is of course distastful and could cause much 
trauma to both the owners of illegal buildings, Councjllors 
and Staff, however, the owners of illegal buildings are being 
given every opportunity to get their act together and 3 months 
is more than sufficient to initiate action to legalise their 
situation. I consider that Council must demonstrateit can 
make difficult unpopular decisions on the illegal building 
Situation or else abandon building/plamijiig control altogether 
in rural areas. 

THIS IS PAGE NUMBER F OUR AND FINAL PAGE or TOWN PLANNING AND 
BUILDING COMMITTEE REPORT NO. 10.86, SUBMITTED TO THE PLANNING 
COMMITTEE OW MONDAY, JUNE 16, 1986. 

.............SHIRE CLERK ......................... . 
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INFORMATION REPORT SUBMITTED TO THE ORDINARY MEETING OF THE COUNCIL 
OF THE SHIRE OF KYOGLE, HELD ON MONDAY, APRIL 7, 1986. 

I 
MINUTES OF THE TOWN-PL,ANN1G AND BUILDING COMMITTEE MEETING HELD 
AT THE COUNCILCIIANBERS, KYOGLE ON MONDAY, MARCH 17, 1986. 

10. Council 	W. Everest.7/9  

At the Cl' ss 1 appal by W. Everest, Council was required to 

submit CondttiO11gifl case the Assessor granted approval. 

86/TP32 	RESOLVED: That the conditions be confirmed as:: 

Council will not undertake to improve roads, services or 
Community facilities in the area as a result of demand 
created by this development with the exception of those 
services or faciLities provided by developer 
contributions. 

Consent if for a maximum of five (5) dwellings to be 
constructed on the holding to be located in accordance 

with appended plan. 

Fire breaks, fire trails, hazard reduction, 	water 

storeage and other necessary bush fire fighting 
facilities are to be constructed and maintained in 
accordance with the written directions of Council's 
Fire Control Officer. All facilities must be 
completed prior to October 1986. 

Cedar Getters Creek Road is to be rendered all weather 
standard by the applicant to Council's satisfaction. 
In addition the applicant is to contribute $1,700 per 
workers dwelling for Council to upgrade the road to 
allow for increased traffic caused by the development. 

Applicant to contribute $70 per workers dwelling for 
provision of recreation facilities and amenities. 

A solid waste disposal area is to be established and 
maintained on the site to the satisfaction of Council's 
Health Surveyor. This site is to be availabe at all 
times to occupants of the property. 

The internal road system is to be designed and constructed 
in accordance with the advice of the N.S.W. Soil 
Conservation Service to minimize risk of soil erosion 

or land slip. 

House sites and site excavation are to be selected and 
excavated in accordance with the advice of the N.S.W. 

Soil Conservation Service. 

THIS IS PAGE NUMBER TWENTY SEVEN OF THE INFORMATION REPORT 
SUBMITTED TO THE ORDINARY MEETING OF THE COUNCIL OF THE SHIRE 
OF KYOGLE, HELD ON MONDAY, APRIL 7, 1986. 
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.SHIRE CLERK ............... . ........ CHAIRMAN. 
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INFORMATION REPORT SIThIBITTED TO THE ORDINARY MEETING OF THE COUNCIL 	 11 
OF THE SHIRE OF KYOGLE, HELD ON MONDAY, APRIL 7, 198b. 

MINUTES OF THE TOWN PLANNING AND BUILDING COMMITTEE MEETING HELD 
AT THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS, KYOCLE ON MONDAY, MARCH 17, 1986. 

10. Council v . Everes . 	 Con't. 

A progrmme i/to be prepared for COuncil's approval 
within 1T2-mo6ths of the date of consent, in conjunction 
with the Far North Coast County Council and carried out 
for the eradication of noxious weeds. 

No temporary or moveable dwelling shall be erected or 
placed on the site without the prior approval of 

Council. 

All dwellings shall be accessible to 4 Wheel Drive bush 
fire tanker and tanker turnarounds shall be placed near 
each dwelling to the Fire Control Officer's satisfaction. 

A minimum storage of 1 megalite of water, accessible to 
fire tanker, shall be maintained at all times. 

Each klwelling shall have a piped water supply to the kitchen 
and ablution areas. Each dwelling shall have storage 
of potable water of at lease 4,000 litres. 

Each dwelling shall be served by an earth closet, septic 
system or approved equivalent. 

All such closets or septic systems shall be in conformity 
with the requirements of the N.S.W. Health Commission and 
Council's Health Department. Septic system must have an 
adequate water supply. 

No closet, sullage or septic effluent absorption trench 
shall be located within 50m of any watercourse. No 
sullage water shall be discharged direct onto the ground. 

No building shall be constructed until building approval 
has been obtained from Council under Part XI of the Local 

Government Act, 1919. 

Moved R. Standfield I S. Johnston. 
11. K. Holmes - Multiple Occupancy 

D.M.R. has forwarded three conditions to be attached to the 
development consent. These Are:- 

The access is located such that stopping sight distance 
of 160M (80kph Design Speed) is availab'e in Main Road 

No. 141. 

Discharge from culverts under the drains in Main Road 
No. 141 is contained within an easement. 

THIS IS PAGE NUMBER TWENTY EIGHT OF THE INFORMAI'ION REPORT 
SUBMITTED TO THE ORDINARY MEETING OF THE COUNCIL OF THE SHIRE 
OF KYOGLE, HELD ON MONDAY, APRIL 7, 1986. 

...SHIRE CLERK .......................CHAIRMAN. 
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LETTERS SENT OUT FOR UNAUTHORISED DWELL
INGS

b 
L1S EeNI __.. APRIL 29, 1986 	 .t 	I 	N b 	U? - 
00 	

J. & D.E. Jonge, Co-i-4.-. 	
5 Wotherspoon Street, 
LISMoR. 	2480. 

S.R. & M.R. flume, 
Doohans Road, 

L1t?Back Creek, 
BENTLEy. 	2480.  

PWCLL , . Mr P. 	& Mrs 	P.M. 	Pay, 
4Cf Doohans Road, 

Back Creek, , .iLEY l 	2480. 
(fl.J 	4€W  

PLuC 
H/s C. 	Forbes, 
Taylors Creek 

co 	Co-. Road, 
CollinsCreek, '-o VIAKyocLE: 	2474. 

/ 	Lot 7, D.P. 710079, 
Parish of Boorabee 
Back Creek Road. 

Lot 2, D.P. 263312 
Parish of Boorabee' 
Doohans Road. 

V 	Lot 4 D.P. 263312, 	 X 
Parish Of Boorabee, 
Doohans Road. 

Por. 86 & R.P. 1919/21, 
Parish of Warrazambil 
Taylors Creek Road. 

No ¶'L.lS - - 	Mr D.R. & Mrs V.R. Reason, 
Collins Creek, 	 Lot 122, D.P. 715206,  
VIA KYOCLE 	 2474, 	 Parish of Warrazambil, 

Collins Creek. 
- 	

LOT A 	
t._ Nabain El Safah Pty Ltd, 	

Por. 41 & 63,
LD/C/-  

e/_ Mrs K.:. Shields & Hr H.G. Calver, 	
Parish of Warrazambil, 

O 	

• 	"Clear Springs", 	

"Clear Springs", CollinsCreek. 
No v.A. 	 Collins Creek, 

VIA KYOCLE, 	 2474. 

Mr H. O'Loughljn, 	 / 

	

/ 
Mo 	--- 	Cl— Killjloe Road, 	 Por. 140,

Parish of Warrazambil, Collins Cr'ek, 	
Collins Creek Road. VIA KYOCLE. 	2474. 

W.R. & H.D. lioffatt, 	
Lot 1, D.P. 262903 S 	u 	. Smiths Creek Road, 	
Parish of Ettrick, 6 t' ni. 

D-A
VIA KYOCLE. 	2474. 	

Smiths Creek. 

A.R. & K.M. Nicol, 	
Lot 3, D.P. 619707, Smiths Creek Road,  

VIA KYO 	 Parish of Ettrick, GLE. 	2474. 	
Smiths Creek. 

'w .Jftt 
Ucc. 
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No Cc mTACX• Mr F.C. Klute, 	
Lot 13, D.P. 263600, Hr P.C. & Mrs L.M. Linke, 
	Parish of Findon, 

Lot 32, Mullumbimby Road, 	
"The Gorge", Crevillia. FEDERAL. 	 2480. 

Mr 	P.L. 	Martin, 
Grevillia, 

Lot 	12, 	D.P. 	263600, 	 K 

VIA KYOGLE. 	2474. 
y Parish of 	Findon, 

"The Gorge", 	Crevjllja. 

Mr A.C. 	& Mrs A.M. Martin, Lot 	11, 	D.P. 	263600, 
)ALco VA Grevillia, 

VIA KYOCLE. Parish of Findon, 
2474. 

"The Gorge", 	Grevjllja. 

Jo 	t!NTPC.(. 
Mr L.A. 	Van Den Berg, 
165 Ocean Street, 

- 
Lot 	6, 	D.P. 	701238, 

NORTH NARRABEEN. 2101. 
Parish of 	Jiggi, 
Lenna's Road. 

Copy 	to: 	Lenn's Road, 	Cawongla. 

0 	øN 
Mr A.W. 	Egert and 
Cl— 2/20 

M/s 	J.A. Gibson, /"Por. 129, 
Fletcher 

BYRON BAY. 
Street, 

Parish of Hanging Rock, 
2481. Williams Road. 

Lot 4, D.P. 631016, 

Parish of.Hanging Rock, 

Johnstons Road off Williams Road. 

a- 
tons 

57  

Mr U.J. & Mrs C. Basten, 
TEM'ca,.3,J 	

Lot 5, Williams Road, 
VIA KYOGLE. 	 2474. 

- 4ç AczovnAo 

e-.sc. 	2486 	
Mr A. Fernandez, yy9 
Williams Road, 
CA WON CLA. 	2474. 

Mr D. Turner, 
-1L 	

' Hurwjllurnbah Road, 
Uj 	 VIA KYOCLE. 	2474. 

(4.17 i.) 

Lot 2, D.P. 713816, 

Parish of Fairyrnount, 
Murwjllumbah Road. 

Hr A. & Mrs A. Turner, 
b 	(oti• 	

Williams Road, 
CAWONCLA. 	 2474. 

H/s H L 
/ 2 Andreive.1  

2026. 

Lot 5, D.P. 631016, 

Parish of Hanging Rock, 

Johnstons Road off Williams Road. 

Lot 1, D.P. 708300, 

Parish of Jiggi, 
Williams Road. 



Lot 2, D.P. 702226, 
Parish of Warrazambil, 
CollinsCreek. 

Por. 82, 

Parish of Warrazambil, 
tipper Horses1-Oe Creek. 

Por. 85 & 95, 

Parish of Hanging Rock, 
Upper Horseshoe Creek. 

Por. 81, 

Parish of Warrazambil 
Upper Horseshoe Creek. 

YC  

r'arsh of Hanging Rock, 

4 
AM 

—3- 

Mr K. Stieler, 
62 Richmond Street, 	

/ I0 '1rS. CASINO. 	2470. ( 60104 co Live 	
. 

Mr R.G. & Mrs R.G. Muirhead, O 	
Mr P.P. & Mrs J.R. Graf, 
Itorseshoe Creek, 
VIA KYOCLE. 	 2474. 

P.J. & K.A. Fish and J.L. Tibb, No cbwAcx . 	Upper Horseshoe Creek Road, 
VIA KYOGLE. 	 2474. -_- 

- Hr A.H. Masterman, No 	N ' 	
- Horseshoe Creek Road, 
VIA KYOCLE.2474. V/ 

A.C. & K.A. Hayes, 
Horseshoe Creek Road, 
VIA KYOCLE. 	2474. 

7TE('W Black Horse Creek Pty Ltd, 
Eden Creek, 
VIA KYOGLE. 	 2474. YES. 	PA. 

/1 Lot 31, D.P. 615701, 
Parish of Hanging Rock, 
Upper Horseshoe Creek. 

Lot 1, D.P. 627364, 
Parish of Ettrick, 
Black Horse Creek. 

2< 

norsashoe Creek, Via Kyogle 

'I Mr 	R.J. 	Bolton, 
Horseshoe Creek Road,  Lot 	1, 	D.P. 	263504, 
VIA KYOCLE 	2474. Parish of Fairymount 

) 

Horseshoe Creek. 

T. 	& C.R. 	Atkinson 
40 N. & R. 	Garrard, 	and H/s N.E. 	Hunt_Wade 

Por. 	125 & 
Parish of 

Pt. 	Por. 	124, 
Horseshoe Creek, Fairymount, 
VIA KYOC1E. 	

2474. 
Horseshoe Creek. 
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TOWN PLANNERS REPORT TO TOWN PLANNING AND BUILDING COMMITTEE TO BE 
HELD AT 3:00p.m., MONDAY, AUGUST 18, 1986, AT KYOGLE. 

6. Development Application No. 86/89. 	 con't. 
Recommendat ions: 

Approval be granted subject to:- 

1. No improvements to existing roads, access and services will 
be provided by Council or any other utility authority. 

2. Access to be approved by Council and Constructed at applicant's 
expense. 

3. Hall building to be minimum of 18m from road boundary. 
4. Off street car parking and new access roads to be gravelled 

to Council's satisfaction. The spaces are to comply with 
Traffic Authority guidelines dimensions. 

5. Any requirements of Traffic Committee to be carried out. 
6. Site to be used for public purposes only. 

- 

7. Northern Rivers Electricity. 

i J q1v'State they will be connecting electricity to W. Everest's 
Ciidwellings that are to be demolished by Council. 

8. 	Li11ifie1c1ptyr..rj 

Proposing alterations at Council's gravel pit adjoining their 
,A\) o 	Multiple Occupancy. 

Recommendations: 

I. Council not to consider that proposal. 
Agreement was made in November 1985 and the developer has 
defaulted in May 1986. 

If land is not transferred within one (1) month, that we 
obtain a restraining order from Land and Environment 
Court to prevent any further development. 

9. Department of Environment & Planning. 

Landcom Muitiple Occupancy. 

Attached:— 1. Copy of Letter. 
2. Council's Conditions. 

/1. 
' 

(P.v. KNIGHT.), 
TOWN PLANNER. 

THIS IS 

TOWN PLANNING A!'D BUILDING COMMITTEE TO BE HELD AT 3:00p.m.,, MONDAY, 
AUGUST 18, 1986, AT KYOGLE. 

..........SHIRE CLERK...........................CHAIRMAN. 
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INFORMATION REPORT SUBMITTED TO THE ORDINARY MEETING OF THE COUNCIL, 
OF THE SHIRE OF KYOGLE, HELD ON MONDAY, JUNE 2, 1986. 

MINUTES OF THE TOWN PLANNING AND BUILDING COMMITTEE MEETING HELD AT 
THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS, KYOGLE ON MAY 5, 1986. 

Development Application No. 86/35. ( t' 	Con't. 

5. Clearing is required around a very small cottage near the 
Common area. 

The balance of the dwellingsare adequately protected with 
surrounds well kept by mowing-and gardens. 

There is ample water supply on the property with two dams of 
large proportions which are readily accessible. 

There is adequate protection for persons in a very large clearing 
used as a common area. 

J.D. McCARTHY), 
FIRE CONTROL OFFICER. 

Unauthorised Dwellings. 

Letters were sent out to the undermentioned for these dwellings 
and a copy of the standard letter is attached for information. 

J. & D.E. Jonge, 
5 Wotherspoon Street, 
LISMORE. 	2480. 

S.R. & M.R. Hume, 
Doonans Road, 
Back Creek, 
BENTLEY. 	2480. 

Mr. P & Mrs. P.M. Pave, 
Doohans Road, 
Back Creek, 
BENTLEY. 	2480. 

H/s. C. Forbes, 
Taylors Creek Road, 
Collins Creek, 
VIA KYOGLE. 	2474. 

Mr. R.D. & Mrs. V.R. Reason, 
Collins Creek, 
VIA KYOGLE. 	2474. 

Lot 7, U.P. 710079, 
Parish of Boorabee, 
Back Creek Road. 

Lot 2, D.P. 263312, 
Parish of Boorabee, 
Dooharrs Road. 

Lot 4, D.P. 263312, 
Parish of Boorabee, 
Doohans Road, 

Por. 86 & R.P. 1919/21, 
Parish of Warrazambil, 
Taylors Creek Road. 

Lot 122, D.P. 715206, 
Parish of Warrazambil, 
Collins Creek. 

THIS IS PACE NUMBER EIGHTEEN OF INFORMATION REPORT SUBMITTED TO THE 
ORDINARY MEETING OF THE COUNCIL OF THE SHIRE OF KYOGLE, HELD ON MONDAY, 
JUNE 2, 1986. 

.....SHIRE CLERK. 	.........................CHAIRMAN. 



INFORMATION REPORT SUBMITTED TO THE ORDINARY MEETING OF THE COUNCIL, 
OF THE SHIRE OF KYOCLE, HELD ON MONDAY, JUNE 2, 1986. 

MINUTES OF THE TOWN PLANNING AND BUILDING COMMITTEE MEETING HELD AT 
THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS, KYOGLE ON MAY 5, 1986. 

8. Unauthorised Dwellings. 

Nabam EL Safah Pty Ltd., 
C,- Mrs. K.M. shidles & 

Mr. H.G. Calver, 
Collins Creek, 
VIA KYOGLE. 	2474. 

Mr. M. O'Loughlin, 
Cl-. Killi].oe Road, 
Collins Creek, 
VIA KYOGLE. 	2474. 

W.R. & H.D. Moffatt, 
Smiths Creek Road, 
VIA KYOGLE. 	2474. 

A.R. & K.M. Nicol, 
Smiths Creek Road, 
VIA KYOGLE. 2474. 

Mr. F.G. Klute, 
Mr. P.C. & Mrs. L.M. Linke, 
Lot 32, Mullumbimby Road, 
FEDERAL. 	2480. 

Mr. P.L. Martin, 
Grevillia, 
VIA KYOGLE. 	2474. 

Mr. A.C. & Mrs. A.M. Martin, 
Grevillia, 
VIA KYOGLE. 	2474. 

Mr. L.A. Van Den Berg, 
165 Ocean Street, 
NORTH NARRABEEN. 	2101. 

Copy to: Lenna's Road, Cawongla. 

Mr. A.W. Egert & M/s.J.A. Gibson, 
Cl- 2/20 Fletcher Street, 
BYRON BAY. 	2481. 

Mr. A. & Mrs. A. Turner, 
Williams Road, 
CAWONGLA. 	2474. 

M/s. M.L. Pedicini, 
12A/2-12 Andrews Avenue, 
BONDI. 	2026. 

Con' t. 

For. 41 & 63, 
Parish of Warrazambil, 
"Clear Springs", 
Collins Creek. 

For. 140, 
parish of Warrazambil, 
Collins Cree Road. 

Lot 1, D.P. 262903, 
Parish of Ettrick, 
Smiths Creek. 

Lot 3, D.P. 619707, 
parish of Ettrick, 
Smiths Creek. 

Lot 13, D.P. 263600, 
Parish of Findon, 
"The Gorge", 
Grevil].ia. 

Lot 12, D.P. 263600, 
Parish of Findon, 
"The Gorge", 
Grevillia. 

Lot 11, D.P. 263600, 
Parish of Findon, 
"The Gorge", 
Grevillja. 

Lot 6, D.P. 701238, 
Parish of Jiggi, 
Lenna's Road. 

Por. 129, 
Parish of Hanging Rock, 
Williams Road. 

Lot 4, D.P. 631016, 
Parish fo Hanging Rock, 
Johnstons Road off Williams Road. 

Lot 6, D.P. 631016, 
Parish of Hanging Rock, 
Johnstons Road off Williams Road. 

THIS IS PAGE NUMBER NINETEEN OF INFORMATION REPORT SUBMITTED TO THE 
ORDINARY MEETING OF THE COUNCIL OF THE SHIRE OF KYOGLE, HELD ON MONDAY, 
JUNE 2, 1986. 

...... SHIRE CLERK. 	......................... CHAIRMAN. 
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INFORMATION REPORT SUBMITTED TO THE ORDINARY MEETING OF THE COUNCIL, 
OF THE SHIRE OF KYOGLE, HELD ON MONDAY, JUNE 2. 1986. 

MINUTES OF THE TOWN PLANNING AND BUILDING COMMITTEE MEETING HELD AT 
THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS, KYOGLE ON MAY 5. 1986. 

8. Unauthorised Dwellings. 

Mr. H.J. & Mrs. G. Basten, 
Lot 5, Williams Road, 
VIA KYOGLE. 	2474. 

Mr. A. Fernandez, 
Williams Road, 
CAWONGLA. 	2474. 

Mr. D. Turner, 
Murwillumbah Road, 
VIA KYOGLE. 	2474. 

Mr. K. Stieler, 
62 Richmond Street, 
CASINO. 	2470. 

Mr. R.G. & Mrs. R.G. Muirhead, 
Mr. P.P. & Mrs. J.R. Graf, 
Horseshoe Creek, 
VIA KYOGLE. 	2474. 

P.J. & K.A. Fish & J.L. Tibb, 
Upper Horseshoe Creek Road, 
VIA KYOGLE. 	2474. 

Mr. A.H. Masterman, 
Horseshoe Creek Road, 
VIA KYOGLE. 	2474. 

A.C. & K.A. Hayes, 
Horseshoe Crekk Road, 
VIA KYOGLE. 	2474. 

Black Horse Creek Pty Ltd., 
Eden Creek, 
VIA KYOGLE. 	2474. 

Mr. D.T. & Mrs. M.E. Hall and 
M/s. L. Murphy, 
27 Fifth Avenue, 
KATOOMBA. 	2780.  

Con' t. 

Lot 5, D.P. 631016, 
Parish of Hanging Rock, 
Johnstons Road of Williams Road. 

Lot 1, D.P. 708300, 
Parish of Jiggi, 
Williams Road 

Lot 2, D.P. 713816, 
Parish of Fairymount, 
Murwillumbah Road. 

Lot 2, D.P. 702226, 
Parish of Warrazambil, 
Collins Creek. 

Por. 82, 
Parish of Warrazambil, 
Upper Horseshoe Creek. 

Por. 85 & 95, 
Parish of Hanging Rock, 
Upper Horseshoe Creek. 

Por. 81, 
Parish of Warrazambil, 
Upper Horseshoe Creek. 

Lot 31, D.P. 615701, 
Parish of Hanging Rock, 
Upper Hoiseshoe Creek. 

Lot 1, D.P. 627364, 
Parish of Ettrick 
Black Horse Creek. 

Por. 63, 
Parish of Hanging Rock, 
Upper HOrseshoe Creek, 

Copy to MIs. L. Murphy, 
Upper Horseshoe Creek, Via Kyogle. 

Mr. R.J. Bolton, 	 Lot 1, D.P. 263504, 
Horseshoe Creek Road, 	 Parish of Fiarymount, 
VIA KYOGLE. 	2474. 	 Horseshoe Creek. 

THIS IS PAGE NUMBER TWENTY OF INFORMATION REPORT SUBMITTED TO THE ORDINARY 
MEETING OF THE COUNCIL OF THE SHIRE OF KYOGLE, HELD ON MONDAY, JUNE 2, 
1986. 

..........SHIRE CLERK. 	......................... CHAIRMAN. 



INFORMATION REPORT SUBMITTED TO THE ORDINARY MEETING OF THE C 
OF THE SHIRE OF KYOGLE, HELD ON MONDAy, JUNE 2, 1986. 

	
OUNCIL, 

 

MINUTES OF THE TOWN PLANNING AND BUILDING COMNITTEE MEETING HELD AT I 	THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS, KYOGLE ON MAY 5, 1985, AT KYOGLE :  
8. Unauthorised Dwellings. 	

Can't. 
T. & G.R. Atkinson, 	

Por. 125 & Pt. For. 124, H. & R. Garrard, and 	
Parish of Fairymount, M/s. M.E. Hunt—Wade 	
Horseshoe Creek, I 	Horseshoe Creek, 

VIA KYOGLE. 	2474. 

Mr. Jonochan Chance, 	
Lot 6, D.P. 263504, I 	Horseshoe Creek, 	
Parish of Hanging Rock, VIA KYOGLE. 	2474. 	
Horseshoe Creek. 

Mr. K.V. Taranto & 	
Lot 2, D.P. 598292, I 	H/s. R.P. Mailman, 	
Parish of Hanging Rock, KYOGLE. 	2474. 	
Horseshoe Creek. 

I 86/Tp49 	
RESOLVED: That the report be received. 

Moved S. Johnston I R. Standfjeld. 

I 9. B. Ribbons. 

The Committee was informed that the developer had not commenced 
work and the Bank Guarantee had been drawn upon as previously resolved. 

10. Certificates under Section 149. 

New detailed Certificates under Section 149 of the Environmental 
Planning & Assessment Act, 1979, are required as from May 1, 

 at the Vendor's expense. The fee may have been reduced to 
	

1986 
 $25 for all information Supplied thereon. 

THIS IS 
ORDINARY MEETING OF THE  
JUNE 2, 1986. 	 COUNCIL OF THE SHIRE OF KYOGLE, HELD ON MONDAY, 

.........SHIRE CLERK. 	.........................CHAIRM4jq. 
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25 ALL COMMUNICATIONS TO BE AODRES$EO 
To THE SHIRE CLERK 

P.O. Box No. 11 
KYOGLE. 2474. 

CONTACT.................. .................................................... 

FOR FURTHER ENQUIRIES 

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE: 
STRATHEDEN STREET 

 

O 
KYOGLE. N.S.W. 2474. 
TELEPHONE ;  KYOGL.E 32 1611 (4 LINES) 

IN TOUR REPLY 

PLEAIE QUOTC: 

Unauthorised Building 

Dear Sir, 

Yourproperty ............................................was 
visited by Council Officers at ........a..m./p.m. on 

, 1986, and it was observed that the 
buildings shown on Annexure "A" have been constructed/placed on 
your property without the necessary written approvals of Council. 
A summary of the general approvals required are shown on 

Annexure "B". 

Council is most anxious that all buildings are legally authorised 
and you are invited to consult with Council's Town Planning and 
Building Staff who will be pleased to advise you of steps which 
can be taken to obtain approval for your building(s). It i& 
required, however, that you commence these steps within a period 
of three months from the date of this letter, otlerwise, Council 
will take legal action. 

If you have any questions or if you do not fully understand the 
contents of this letter please contact the Town .a.lanning and 
Building Staff on (066) 32 1611. 

(Shire Engineer/Town Planner: 	
Mr P. Knight) (Senior Engineer/Development Control Officer: 	Mr B. Hannigan) (Chief Health and Building Surveyor: 	 Mr R. Judd) 

(8.00 a.m. to 8.30 a.m. (Mon—Thurs) for Mr Judd) 

Yours faithfully, 

(P.o. ThEW), 
SHIRE CLERK. 
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("I" 

ANNEXURE "A" 

PROPERTY: 	Location: 

Parish: 

Portion(s): 

OWNER(S): 

UNAUTHORISED BUILDING(S): 

REMARKS: 



2? 
Lip 

ANNEXIJRE 

Approval Required for Construction/Erection or Placement of 

Building in Rural Areas 

Agricultural Building s.  

Approval is not required for construction of normal farm 

sheds, yards, dairys, etc that are not for human habitation. 

The location of these buildings, however, is still governed 

by set back regulations from road boundaries. 

Large animal housing establishments (e.g. piggeries, poultry 

• 	 farms, etc) sometimes require approval, depending on their 

size. 

Planning Approval: 

I 	
Planning approval is required for all buildings that are not 

used for dwelling houses, agriculture or forestry. Planning 

I 	
approval is required for all dwellings on properties of less 

than 40ha. Planning approval is not required for the first 

or only dwelling on a property of more than 40ha. Planning 

I approval is required for the second and any more dwellings on 

a property of more than 40ha. 

To obtain planning approval, submit a development application 

to Council (forms available at Council's Office). 

Building Approval: 

All buildings (apart from farm sheds, etc) require building 

approval. 

Forms . . . / 



ANNEXURE "B" 	(2) 

3. 	dinA2I2!! 	
(Cont'd) fl  

Forms are available at Council's Office. (It may be 

necessary to have previouSlY obtained an Owner Builders 

Permit from the N.S.W. Builders Licensing Board, forms 

available from Council's Office). 

4. SubrniSSi0T of AppliCati0n! 

It is usual for single dwellings to submit the development 

application (if required) and building 
applications at the 

same time. 

When there is more than one dwelling on a property a 

development application for either Multiple Occupancy or 

workers dwelling is required. When development approval is 

granted the bu
ilding applications should be submitted. 

5. Conjj° 

Council requires no development contributions for properties 

with one dwelling only. 

Contributions are required for 
upgrading of local roads and 

recreation reserves for any other d
we llings on a property. 

The current (1986) rate of contribution is $1,770 per 

dwelling ($1,700 roads and $70 reserves). 

The Contributions are not required with a development 

appliCati0n but, are required when building applications are 

submitted for the second and subsequent dwellings on a 

property. 

28 
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ANEXURE1!. 	(3) 

6. TentsfCaravans/TemP0' and t4ovabl.e Dwelin
2 s. 

provided development approval has been obtained or 

development approval is unnecessary, as on interim measure 

Council may issue a license for occupation of a temporary or 

moveable dwelling. 

Applications for temporary or moveable dwelling license are 

to be in writing with a fee of $25. License is for a period 

of six months, but, may be extended if a building application 

with plans, and specifications has been submitted to Council. 


