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NORTH COAST DRAFT REGIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL PLAN

Submission to the Secretary, Department of Envernmcnt and'
Planning - Section 43, Environmental Planning and Assessment:
Act, 1979, W
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1. SUMMARY:

Council is deeply concerned with the some of the pcss1b1e
affects of the Draft North Coast Regional Environmental Plan.

The Regional Environmental Plan does not prov ide an overview
of the future direction of urban development and other’
landuse on the North Coast nor does. it provida a framework'
for establishment of the necessary physical 1nfrastrucLurg=
~required for the future. i i : i

What we do have is a mixtyre of ad hoc policies and contrqlsg
that will restrict devélopment and economic yroth,.interfereu
with the day to day management of farms;' deny persons the“
choice to live in rural areas; and introduce another, laye f-
bureaucratic controls, many of which will dupltcate those oﬁ
other departments.

g ‘E{l\

T

-}
The cost to local Councils and ratepayers to 1dm1n15ter these
extra planning controls is alarmlng.

Council therefore strongly submits that the prosent Draft'
. Repional Environmental Plan shanld: hm nernbrﬂda '

e e

LE this action {s not to- be cuken,.Councll would seek to, hava
many of the:Regional' Environmental!Plan Clausps'deletad":
 amended to remove some of the' more | restrictive énd et =
unreasonable planning controls.” /it

2. General Comments:

2.1 Council submits that the "Draft North Coast Regional '
Envirenmental Plan" (Draft R.E.P.) should be rajected 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, development and landuse of_
the North Coast Region. It fails to sct guidelines for;,

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

.. "« Location of major industry including noxious and o
hazardous industry.
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. Areas to be set aside for regional parks, recreation
arvas, foreshore and riverside rescrves and any ;
proposed alterations to Natfonal Parks. il

. Arvrecas for treatment and disposal of sewerapge f*om
ma jor urban. areas.

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

. Aerodromes, ports, railways and principal roads.

. Sites for mining and extractive industries.

. Areas to be preserved for commercial timber g
production. '

. Sites for power stations and major transmission lines.

. Sites for major public institutions, goals, mental '
hosplitals, etc. RN

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.

The Draft R.,E.P. has failed to plan the future landuse
and physical infrastructure of the repion 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 ftuture public facilities and 1nfrn,tchturé
and vosist being brought under one planning wmbrellad
Faced with this Yack of authority and «c<operation the
PD.E.P. have resorted to abandoning their plerning

function and instead have compiled the collection of'
restrictive rules and policies we now have in the Draflt
Bl

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

The Draft R.E.P. seeks to compel Councils to rcgulakéf
activities (partxcularly rural activities), that are'noﬁ
now controlled.. Councils have not sought these powers,}

and the cost to| administer and police these concrols- .
could lead to a reduction in funds available Loy essentxal
services such as ‘road,and bridge maxntenance. ' v

. .I-"" r da R 5, z 1

“In 1980 the H1nister, Paul Landa, Lntroduced the
Environmental, Planning and Assessment Act. ' It was;

stated that the'environmental study and plan prepafa?ion;
process would result'in''plans which give a much clea rer
guide to development and environment protection needs.»‘
This; in term, shall, reduce the emphasis on the g'
development control process by bringing the. majof' i
con51derat10ns orward for resolutlon in the plan"‘w '
The 'Draft: R. E PJ has failed th;s pegby DFTE does ndPn
address major, Iinduse issues and in fact places Ear*mote.

A i)

‘emphasis on: control aud restrictlon at the development

control stage.,

(T
|

The language in many sections oE the R E... is vaguamﬁdﬁ\
ambiguous. As 'such:it is open to widg 1nterpretati0d‘5§a
D.E.P. Officers when reviewing L.E.P.'s from' Gouncil&kf

and on matters of direct R.E.P. development controlih’

T
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This could lead'to possible abuse by over zealous DIE] P
Officers and conflict with. Councils reﬂarding e

interpretation. The R.E.P."should not have: been o
éxhibited until these Clauses had 'been rewrictpn b?“
deleted.

Him

2.17 'The" bratt R. E'P is'a means by’ which bureaucraLict
planning controls will be imposed on normal, accepteﬂs
farming pracc1ces : L

Planning Polioies soaeks to further the 1ncrusinu“o£=qﬂ

State Government into local planning ma;Qer
CpuhvArER Rhe nhjnnrtqnn‘ar whalARE AWl b
thelr planntng powars,

'2.18 The Draft R.E.P:iin c¢ommon wiLh many State, Envifﬁnﬁg“?

"

2419 The Draft' R.E.P. 'in snveral areas seoks to dupllcal:c
controls, already in place by othar Po‘nrnmcnt
departments.

2.2 Council submits that after the rejection of the current Drafk

i R.E.P. that any future Draft shall be preceeded L; a
comprehension environmental study followed by a public
exhibition and submission phase to properly identify the!' rear
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 1If the current Draft R. E P., is not rejected in its entirety, '
: Council submits that many of. the zastrictive rules | (and pollCleS
i should be removed'to reduce the negzative’ impact of 'the’ R. E}P "j
{ These alterations and" amendments are detailed in Sectlon 3 i 2584
this Submission.

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 znd amendments should be made.,

Clause 2 — Aims of Plan. . |
' Council submits that Item (c) should b-1 the top priority and thar

Item (a) relating to the natbral envircnment should have a lower )
priority in the R.E. P.I~__ L : eyt ‘%V[ ot 'Q £ (LY

Clause 7 - Objectives;" Agric 1tura1 Resources.'.' = !
Council has no argument withlthese obgactiveS,,but, due
consxder the means proposed to do this will'be ‘fair to

Clause 8 i e R et y ; b
(a) The R.E.Pi does not provide Eor tne Eact thaL mapping of'“P
Agricultural Land!/’ is less ‘than peffect and Ehat‘WithinJlaﬂ
classified as prime’there dre' often 'sections of land_thath'
. not justify this»classification “QAsithe*R o P.whasﬁyhosenf; s
. mapping as a maans.of controllxng‘and rnatricL{ngwdQVaJopme § ?
on land so classified, there} shodld be, some,mcangkof ‘aj eal% I
‘against the classification and’ scae;’ acknowledgemen Eat}fha%g
lands classified:are  not. always hamOgenan"Furthér -
‘restrictions, should ot apply: to sections, of land within the
prime classxfication area’ which are inot - nocessarily ol khaE‘ﬂ
standard. - i
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A.

;@QI* Anomalieg?a;séfﬁfiééjftbmfghgj%ééle“afjmabéiﬁsgﬁ?ﬁ%ﬁﬁ%h;§@5§d
e I;convenience;priméﬂ}éndfcléﬁsigiﬁécLoﬁﬂboﬁﬂaa;igéfﬁay%@fﬁzﬁéﬁw‘
i e
gn L;: Krt;;ﬂi:gé?ﬂfﬁhtﬂh Msling g nannp!t_h)& F?ﬂ,ﬁ”ﬁ“ﬁh it

These problems iliustéaﬁe the darzer of éaifyiﬁ;ﬂoht~maé;;§éf¥?
for one purpose and then using it for a means of fstatutoryi "t
control for another unrelated pursose. If whon the mapping was'
carried out there had been more publie iﬁvolvemcnt and ! v Lok
landowners had known of its'ultimate purpose_the}e would have
been more questioning and objections to the}methodology[useﬂﬁ"
and competance of those.carrying out thermappingal” == - Y

(c) Clause 8(a)(i) is considered 'to ke toofrestfictive:aﬁd‘ﬁﬁéﬁ

allow any merit judgement of factors other' than agriculturel’
The word "prevent' stiould 'be. replaced with ""discourage',

Clause 8(a)(ii) allows noldiscretion to Council in, this ﬁacﬁérg,
. 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 1
action with reasoned argument. The D.E.P. can thenfarbriatéﬁﬁ

the matter at the Section 69 stage. w0 §mi LT A

Clause 8(b)(ii) delete "the advice andsubstitute with , '
"consultacion with" for same reasons as stated in.(c)si | i/

P

: i UF
Clause 10 i ' ; M
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 (n slze
and concessional lots have represented a large proporation of the;!
original holding. _ £t ! : {1
This situation is not the case in areas further Erom the coast such’
as Kyogle Shire. In these areas the prime cause of fragmentation ' /I
has been 40ha subdivisions and sale of existing portions. Typical
viable farm sizes range from 100ha to/1000ha, the integrety of ‘these,
holdings is not destroyed by the ‘subdivision of small 2ha lots, but}
it is seriously damaged by:crea;idn;of;thg-same_numbe:&;f;&Ohdﬂthgﬁ
or selling off axisting parish portions." T S

A\ i AP TR bewini 3 n LR e 1{_ .
/Concessional lots have had a bengficai_affect'ln prgvgn;ingg;héi_

fragmentation of viable fa:ms;ﬁﬁif7therer1s;a;démandff0t{sgygldoﬁ H

rural residential lots per year this can be satisfied by %' - <A
concessional lots at an,averagé:éizg:df“say15ha”resd1ting?in”jopﬁg;
being withdrawn'from,commnrcinlﬂagrlcultu;n.:jTé_nntiéEy the same)
demand in 40ha lots will result in 4000ha=heing withdrawn from'/i

commercial agricultura, ExpnrihngafbnsIshpwﬁj;hat_méhy;#ﬂhqﬂ :
purchased for rural residencial purposes are larger ‘chanre

owners and the'méjority-of-eaéhﬂlot*isfhnutil;iéd and'subject!itol
neglect. ey . 3

E_LF!‘_______*UB&! 11 ) i S— ; T TR T okt 1S ;
Council submits that the primary function of co~operacive lLarm | | .;
holdings is agricultural production and the residential 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 11(b) could result in a viable farming venture being
prevented for no logical reason. Clause 11(b) should, therefore be
deleted.
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Clause 12 Cin i ok

This Clause is ambiguous and could bz construed to require
development consent for normal farm aractices such as.’
converting pasture to crop land, remeving 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 consent is not required for
agriculture with perhaps the exceptiocns of intensive animal
establishments and traffic generatin: development such as
roadside dairies and roadside loadin:z 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 17(a). . The word "shall" in the second
line of Clause 17 should be deleted znd substituted with Hmayﬁ.)
. . b et
Clause 19 - e Rl Tt oS l :-ii
Council submits that houses in multizle occupancies have almost)
identical effect on demand for servizes etc as rural e h AT ;Jf
residential houses and, therefore, both types of rural’housing

i

should be controlled by the same plaaned strategy. iy

Clause 19(b) should be deleted and aZter the;wbgd "lﬁtsﬁ“in'théé
second line of Clause 19(a) the follawing9wq;ds@5hnulﬁjb¢ﬁaddé@?
"and multiple occupancy'. . - o : i

Clause 20 . _

This Clause seems to suggest that all Ffuture rural housiug on

small lots has to take place in'planaed and fully serviced 'F:ﬁ
rural residential subdivisiona: The ovarwhalming demand in .4
Kyogle Shire over the past 10 years has been for dwellings, on, |
small lots scattered throughout the general'ruﬁal'areag.:Thesé:E
people generally desire to be part of a'no;mnl‘équntfywaréa'aqd’
to segregate them into a rural resicsntial ghetto would'defeat ./
the whole purpese of moving to tha esuntry, | S

It is not argued that such persons should be requirec :‘to' pav I

full costs for services and that'smzll rural subdivisons and
housing should be located in a maunner that does not projudice
commerical farming, but, is considerad that any proposal to
require all persons who desire rural living (except commerical .
farmers and multiple occupants) to live in zoned rural residencial
subdivisions is absurd. : : _ O S D WL
It is considered that Clause 20 should gghowledge that a rural
land release study can allow for scattered rural residential
development throughout the rural areas of a Local Government %y
area provided the creation of such lots does not prejudice the ik
viability of commerical farms, adequate services arc available, and
the provisions of Clause 20 (2)(e) are enforced. '« -

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

"(3! The strategy referred to in Subclausé'(1}Imay;prcvidg’§dfﬂ

creation of scattered rural residential lots provided:y

(a) All lots created have frontage to an allwezzher)
road connecting them to the nearest popuiaticn
centre. 1 s =l e R

(b) Lots are not creataed on prime agricultural land. il

(c) The creation of the lots will not, in the opinion.of
the Department of Agriculture, render the balance;b?i
the farm commerically unviable. L B



6.

(d) The lots created arze suizable [or on hite d: :poedl
of sewerage, sullaze and solid wasza.

(e) There is access :to'an adequate water supply or local‘
ralqkﬁll is SucH t1at rainwater tanks will =Jpp1y 3
adequate water. e

(f) The strategy limits the portion of any holding, and
the aggregate area on any holding that mawx ba used
to create scattered rural residential lots. 4 “-

(g) The subdivider 'is required to meet full ccst of all!
necessary services. K S )
(h) All lots created are within walkinz distaﬂce.ofraﬁ‘
existing school or school bus service. . ° ! e
The land is physically suited for rural housing.fi
(j) The number of lots created is cont*olled in

[ accordance with .((2)(b) and (c).'W

Clause 21(1)

This Clause could have unforeseen efEecLs.. fake the casa oﬁ“
existing vacant ccncessxonal lots: on prime agz Lcuhtural landy
It is unlikely that the Department of Agriculture couln evenE'
cerzify that a dwelling house '"is necessaryrto main:ain ' l
efficient, sustainable agricultural productica'" oun/’ sucﬁ lot;..i
This Clause would deny owners of asuch lot#;|who have pufchaanh]
thea in good faith, their exlsting right to constrUCt ‘cne
dwelling. This is unfair and upjust and Clause, 21 ) ‘should® be
deleted. Clause 20 could be: altcrod to discourage céeation“
further rural residential 'lots/on prime agricultural | 1and.\1"

Glause 22

Council submits that this Clause should be qualified tc, ensure
tha: multiple occupancy is subject to the same controls and
ressrictions as rural rosidential dwallings.

Mulziple Occupancy should not be given preferential treatménc
over other forms of rural housing.

Clause 24

Clause 24(c) should not be mandatory as when low key L.E.P.
are prepared without the aid of an environmen: al 5tudx these‘
areas are not identified and not able to be includec in such
ZONeS.

Clause 24(c) -should be prefixed’ by H'may't rather thanr“=ha11“$

Clause 25 - -
Clause 25 requires Council approval for '"large scale vegetation
clearance'" and raquires Council take into account affect on®

" soil erosion, wildlife and ‘endangered species. 1t s

considered this Clatse is an unnecessary. iatrusion 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 control they can be,

_included in environmental protection zones. Blanket control as

envisaged by this Clause is unnecessary, cojectionable to
landowners and would be a nightmare for Ceuncils to adm1nister.

Council submits that this Clause should be deleted.



Clause 34(d)

Clause 34(d) forbids urban expansion on laand which has
conservation value. This. blanket ban is not logical. The
conservation value of a piece of land is a major factor to be
considered when contemplating development. but, thore can be
cases when other factors may be more important. Each case must,
be considered on its merits. '

ok

Glause 34(d) sheculd be deleted and substitutgd withe: o X

"(d) Discourage urban expansion on land with'significaqq_ i
conservation value." 4 1

Clause 38(d) . i

: L o s il
This Clause seems unreasonable if {t.is meant to apply to.small’
villages. The Clause should be clarified to exclude’ this @«
provision from rasidential developlment: in small villagess!

(."I. ‘P” "" Jll.t{.a‘uf.!, 'I{.\ d{t‘!\_ r{ﬁ{l-'tLo‘;“‘ ﬂ_‘b' (,._;‘_‘__ i I

Clause 67 . ia

This Clause requires tourist accommodation .on Earms to.be . |
secondary to and ancillary to the continuing uso of the land "
for agriculture. This ia unnecessarily restyrictiva,  In | soma’y

¥

" 4 ? W :It'.j.-

PORCE (T TOUOAEE, 80" a s Na bR ", U L g R e A

load ro substancial invpstmant and empluymuntLq;éation’iq}ﬁh&k i

region. The clause should be modified iso cases can bel jlidgad
on their merits. el o

g

Clause 77(b) I

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 circumstanceés when an authority's desire for a“
certain piece of land may be -a matter of dispute in the
community or may not have received adequate environmental
assessment. Councils must have the right to judge each case on
its merits.
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: ' : B |
Submission to the Secretary, Department of Environment ‘and:s
Planning - Section 43, Environmental Planning and Assessment:
: Act, 1979, e L Y

§ e e —— . y . i

) | i ' 1 :_.
1. SUMMARY: ; g
' ' | ' ol . . : 1 o
} T '!I‘ .
Council is deeply concerned with the some of'the.pcssibleﬁh
affects of the Draft North Coast Regional Environmental 'Plany

The Rngional'Environmc@tal Plan does not provide nnfoveryig?’
of the future direction of urban development and other: .
landuse on the North Coast nor does.it proviﬁe'aiframewo:k?
for establishment of the necessary physical infrastructurgy
"required for the future. ko AT DS RO |
‘What we do have is-a mixtyre of ad hoc policins'and tonﬁféi?
that will restrict devdlopment. and economic growth}ﬂintéiﬁﬁféﬁ
~with the day to'day management of Earms;‘deny-persons“thé?
choice to live in rural areas; and introduce another, layer"g Ly
‘bureaucratic.controls, many of which will dplecate.EhogdﬁaF?

A v
U A

.other departments. Tl e Ti
. . i j i ' _‘_-'. a’;"
The cost to local Councils and ratepayers  to adminisﬁer'ﬁh6$k
‘extra planning controls is alarming. - e e SRS
Council ctherefore strongly submits that the'prasanq“Draﬁ;ﬁf

HRoaipnal;EnvtgonmoncnliPJpnpshnuldghagsgnnbﬁﬁdi“”
: ; : i ) e J : . AR AR b TN e iy o,

(LE this action is}no;-tqvbﬂ‘taken,:Counc;l.woulgygeekl;gmhagb
‘many of thg~Regional?quironm$nta14RL&ﬁfCLay;gsTdél§E§m¢é: i
y.amended’ to ramoye*gqmefbfﬁthe?mqrg;:gﬁpt#@ﬁivalﬁﬁdﬁﬁf’”“
:Unreasongble_pignningfton;rolsi"'.ﬁ"i“”"" ’

2. General Comments:

2.1 Counclil submits that the "Draft North Coast Regional e
Environmental Plan" (Draft R.E.P.) should be rejected in its:i
entirety for the following reasons: B o)

2.11 The Draft R.E.P. fails ro’be a plan which sets a ~ﬁ“}f;
framework for future growth, development and landusehgfﬁu
the North Coast Region. It fails to sot guidelines for:}

CLa T W

AT

* « Distribution, function and size of major urdan éreaf

development. 1R
« Location of major industry including noxious and’ ;4.0

4 b

P 1 ¢ A

hazardous industrv. Rt i



2.12

2.14

15

2

. Areas to be set aside for regional parks, recreation:
areas, foreshore and viverside reserves and any ;
proposed alteracions to National Padles. ;

. Arcas [or treatment and disposal of sewerape from
ma jor urban. areas. “

. Sites for major water supply source, storage and
et et .

. Aerodromes, ports, railways and principal rvoads.

. Sites for mining and extractive industries. :

. Aveas to be preserved for commercial timbar s
production. ) B

. Sites for power stations and major transmission lines.

. Sites for major public institutions, poals, ment;hﬁ
hospitals, ete. g

In other words it does not provide a "plan" at all, what
it does provide is a collection of ill ¢onsidered @ -
restrict{ve rules and policies which will not "puide'
development, but, will confuse and iuhihit development .

.

The Draft R.E.P. has failed Lo plan the future landuse
and physical infrastructure of the vepion because it has
failed to require other government dopartments to, submit
to the replonal planning process. Other povernment'
dopartments are all doing theip own thing reparding ! ;
planning of Luture public facilitles and infrascructure
and resise being broupht under ooe plancelopg ambrella.
Faced witly this Yacl of autharity @l oopevation the
D.E«. have resorted to abandoning their plo=ning
function and instead have compiled the collection off
rostirictive rules and policies we now have {n the Dralt
R.E.P.

The Draft R.E.P., in its present form, because of poor®
drafting will restrict development activilLies not
intended or forescen by its authors.

The Draft R.E.P. seeks to compel Councils teo rvyulat
activities (part;cularly rural activities) that are nnE
now controlled.: Councils. have not sought these powers,,k

and the cost to| admlnlster and police these controls- e
could lead to a; redchxun in funds available to! cssenLla]
services such as ‘road;and bridge mdLnlonance. g g
i 3 g
. ",.-'a Pl it ) 4 i ‘ i

In 1980 the-Miniéter{:Paul'Landa. intraduced'thé'}‘
Environmental, Planning and. Assessment Act. ! It wasy
stated that thefenVLronmental study and plan preparétiﬁn
process would result“-in''"plans which give a much cleﬁrer
guide to development and environment protection needs.»'
This, in term, shall) reduce the emphasis on the i’
development control process by bringing the ‘major! 4
considerations orward for resolution in the plan"?

L:a I

]

The Draft R.E. P] has'failed this test. 1t does not~
address major landuse issues and in fact, places: far*moré

-emphasis on: con:rol and restriction at the development&’J

)
control stage.-}_
%] e
|

The language in. mény sections of. the« R, F.-. is vagueqanq\
ambiguous. 'As such it is'open to wide 1nterpretati9ﬁpgf!
D.E.P. Officers when reviewing L.E.P.'s from Louncil'i

and on matters of direct R.E.P. development conLrol.y‘ ’

Ly




3.

This could lead'to possible abuse by over zealous' DIEY P”
Officers and conflict with . Councils rcﬁnrdlng i

interpretation. . The R.E.P." should not have been Zx
exhibited uneil thﬂao Clauses had 'boen rewrlitbon, ;O 51

deleted. u

2.17 'The Draft R.E.P. is a means by «hzch'bufc;ucrat{é$
: planning controls will be Lmpos seld on unrmnl ncﬁdhhgﬂs
favming praccices.-.h

2,18 "The Draft R E. E.stn common wlth many' Staté, Envirbq@;”g

Plauning Pollctcn'annks Lo furthn: the lucrusiohﬂoc :H
‘. . State Government 1uto local planning mntqers ‘Zﬁh#ﬁ
raulvnaves fthm o wbjannlqpn ofrha’ Ak ainl rnh--ﬂuuun
thelr planniog powers,

| [ . “apr .;.I
2.19 The Draft R.E.P. in soveral arcas scuoks to dupllcatcw

controls, already in place by other Fn*nfnmcnt
departments.. . .

3.9 “Council submits that after the rejection of the current Drafh

+t: R.E.P. that any future Draft shall be procceded L; a
comprehension envirommental study followed by a public . &
exhibition and submission phasc to properly identify the ' rear
planning issues which.affect our repgiou.

Any future Draft R.E.P. should include projected landuse’and:,

infrastructure plans such those contained in the Hunter® ReéiOn
R.E.P.

2.3- If the current Draft R. E.P. is no:t rejected in Lts entirety, '
] Council submits that many of. the castrictive rulés. ;and pol1c1ei
! should be removed’to reduce the negative impact of ‘the R. ECR L

: These alterations‘and”amendments zre detailed in: Sectlon o oE:}

this Submission.'. i . k

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

Mt ! 3 Fh -II- "'..:I «"- ‘
Council submits that if the draft R.E.?. is not rejected in its:'n /|
entirety then the following deletions znd amendments should be made::

L |

Clause 2 — Aims of ‘Plan. . | ' 3 o
Council submits that Ltem (cs should ba tho top. prlurlty and thar
Item (a) relating to the naLhraL envxrunnan should have a Lower
priority in the R.E.P. f T“’L ThEIs: X L o

L)
,

Clause 7 - 0bjccn1ves, Agricthural Resources. .. ,1{?;..'1I hy *,

Council has no argument with these obJact1ves,*but, ‘does

‘consider the means proposed to do this will be fair toﬂgaﬁdogﬁepéuopi
effective is achlaUELng these DbJBCth*S.'3ﬂﬂ:*?.J_ : A '

\--' A ','.' L ¥

Clause 8 : SRR L L S Ss AR
‘(a) The R.E.P: does not provlde ‘for) the. fact thaL mapping'oflnPr;“m*
- Agricultural Land''is. less ‘than: ‘patfect andrthatlwithin¢1andf’ ?
; classified as prime tthErare often sections of, land that?do¥b
i mnot justify ithiss 13551fxcat{cnq .QSltho R.E: P;“hasthosenv5h£l
.0 . mapping, as a mean ot conérolllnv.and restriuL{ngxdev iL¢ pmaﬂaiw
: on land so classified, there: shnnxd bo, ‘somesmeans{ 8f ‘appealll *
B against the classiEicaLzon and’ 'sce: acknowlcdhcmcnt Lhat l:h:’rlr
lands classified:are-.not. always homogunous.*Further,|. h
restrictions should not: apply: to sections of ‘land within“thels
prime c1a551fic1tion area which are not noc0ﬂ,ar1lyfof Ehafrn
standard. ;
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'Pqﬂnnruy-bnuuﬂhriﬂjﬂphinh?gr&?nnuﬂnuahnpgﬁﬁ}pyh;ﬁ;ﬁﬁgéﬁ”ﬁy$ﬂﬁ¥

4.

lowe

AnomaLies;anqfafﬁségfrbmf:heﬂkqéle”of:mabé?ﬁsgd?gﬁ:;"v¥3'?§
the et SO ATIG AN .
_ aver; d

°°“V6nieﬁce:vriméﬁ1and%ciassif;cécionﬁbounaarﬁgswg fol

af tha prime land,

L

B e i s N o,
These problems fllustrate the darznr of carry[ng’out'mappiﬁg{ o
for one purpose and then using it for a means ofstatutory’iit Y
control for another uncelatad ‘pursose. IF when the ma ‘
cavvied out there had been more public involvement and ; .
landowners had Known of its ultimate purpose there would have, '
been more questioning and objections to theime;hodblogy[uéqﬁi

and compgtance,oE.;hosercarrying out the mapping.! Tl

P R Ay ;

pp ing wah

I ' [
b

Clause 8(a)(i) is considered to te too'restrictiUi"aﬁd.nééﬁ

allow any merit5jngementloﬁ{factérs other’ than agricultures:
The word "prevent': should ‘be. replaced with "discourage'.

LY

Clause 8(a)(ii) allows noidiscretion to Council infthié,ﬁaﬁﬁép@

- The word "advice" 'should be replaced with ”¢onsultation'withﬂ¥ﬁ
P ; i

SH
e

as, it is conceivable that Council.could on oc&asibds.diSputpﬁw
advice from the Department of Agriculture and support this _ 4"
action with reasoned argument. The D.E.P.. can then arbriaté,
the matter at the Section 69 stage. {14z AR T AT

FieC It ! ! 5

Clause 8(b)(ii) delete "the advice" and subs;lLute with ﬁ
"consultacion with" for same:reasons as stated in (c)iv i
: : RS T

| Ly

Clause 10 ¥ ' 1 B
Council objects ro this Clause and submits that it should be

dele:ed. :

i

There is a perception within the D.E.P. and Department of ‘'
Agriculture that consessional lots have been the major cause of, the
Erazmentation of viable agricultural concerns.. This may be the case
in coastal arcas where holdings are traditionally very small in 512@

and concessional lots have represented a large proporation of the;’
original holding. : it o - 14 8

This situation is not the case in areas further  from the coast ‘such,
as Kyogle Shire. 1In these areas the prime cause of fragmentation’ i
has been 40ha subdivisions and sale of existing'portions. | Typical,iy!
viable farm sizes range from 100ha to‘1000ha, the integrety ‘of 'these,
holdings is not destroyed by the ‘subdivision oE.smmil-Yhdflots;ﬁbpgm
it is seriously damaged-by:creatiop of the same number . £ 40ha (lotsy
or selling off axisting ﬁar%sh‘bortiqﬁs.W " S

“rural residential lots per year this can be satisfied by " .’

TRAEY

e

d 1 T

!Concessional lots have' had é'b§h§f¥ééf”efféc5?¥ﬁ br?#eﬁﬁ%ﬁgiﬁﬁé?
Eragmentation of viable farms. :IF there:is. a;demand ‘for'sa

y1100% [

Wy - ¥i v R £ % .-;if
concessional lots at an average size:of say:Shafresultang&in-500Ha§

. o) ] s
being withdrawn from}commurcinlﬁagrlculturn.';Tu_nnttsfy'thnwsamqk

demand in 40ha lots will result in 4000ha ‘being withdrawn Erom'i,
commercial agrlculture. Experionce has shpwﬁ;phnt.many;QthﬁLgkﬁﬁﬁ

o

purchased for rural residenttal./purposes are larger ‘chanjrequidadiby
* v i

owners and the majority: of each?lot'is”hnutilgééd and¥sub jectitot
neglect. ; P e

Clause 1) : 3 - . T o o _
PR i O] . - o L o AT AT e e L .
Council submits that the primary function of co—ppcruqive.ﬁa:m?*-ﬂLq

holdings is agricultural.production and the residential component i

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 11(b) could result in a viable farming venture balnpg
prevented for no logical reason. Clause 11(b) should,” therefore be
deleted.
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Clause 12 4 3
This Clause is ambiguous and could b: construed to require

~development consent. for normal Farm sractices such as

converting pasture to crop laund, vemeving or pruning orchard '
trees, farm earthworks, spraying and fertilizing erops and
construction of farm buildings. The Clause should be reworded:
to clearly state that:' development ceoasent is not required for
agriculture with perhaps the'excepticns of intensive animal
establishmeats and traffic generatin: dovelopment such as
roadside dairies and roadside loadin: ramps. S

Clause 17 IS : :

This Clause assumes all L.E.P.'s ara comprehensive detailed

plans. Low key L.E.P.'s without environmental studies as are .

prepared by many rural Council's do aot identify detail such as

envisaged in Clause 17(a). . The word "shall® in the seccond

line of Clause 17 should be deleted znd substituted with "may".]
' i Vg LR it

Clause 19 ' I COLAN T e S E R b

AL AL R ! s AR AN SR Y
Council submits that houses in multisle occupancies haveialmost

ldentical effect on'demand for servites etc as rural o' &}

residential houses and, therefore,; both types of ruth*hpdﬁ;ﬁg
should be controlled by the same. plaancd stratepy.. S B

Clause 19(b) should be deleted and aiter the;wqu UL&tsffin'tﬁéé~
second line of Clause 19(a) the Eollawing'wq;dsgshoulﬂ$bé€addéQ?

"and multiple occupancy". . N

Clause 20 .

This Clause seems to suggest that ali future rural houslug-on;g
small lots has to take place in planaed and fully serviced' 7.
rural residentlal asubdivisions. The ovarwholmbng demand’ in !4
Kyogle Shire over the past 10 years 4as been for dwellings, on.| .
small lots scattered throughout the zeneral rural area.’' These.’
people penerally desire to be part cf a nu:mnl“équhtfy”aféa“aud;
to segregate them into a rural'resicantial. ghetto wouldtdefeat
tha whole purpose of maving to tho caunery, | L f .
It is not argued that such persons sziould be required to pay”F}
full costs for services and that small rural subdivisons and: '
housing should-be located in a mannes that'does not prnjudicdfx
commerical farming, but, is considerzd that any proposal’ to [
require all persons who desire rural living (except commerical -
farmers and multiple occupants) to live in zoned rural residentcla)l
subdivisions {5 absurd. _ RN S
It is considered that Clause 20 should Qﬁhowlodgc that' a ‘rural
land release study can allow for scaztered rural residential ]
development throughout the rural arzas of a Local Government . i
area provided the creation of such lots does not prejudice the ik
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 '
addad as follows:

"(3} The strategy-refer;ed to in Subclause (1) may iprevide fory

creation of scattered rural residential lots:provided:¥

(a) All lots created: have frontage to an all;weszher),
road connecting them to the nearest popuiaticm
centre. s : L5

(b) Lots are not c¢reated on prime agricultural land.' . ,

(c) The creation of the lots will not, in the opinion:of
the Department of Agriculture, rendar the balunce}b£§
the Earm commerically unviable. o ' ik

b1
\
o



&,
(d) The lots created aze suizable for on site u.:posnl
ol sewerage, sSullage and solid waste, '

(e) There is access to an adequate watar supply ar local“
ralqgﬁll is sucH that rainwater tanks will =Jpp1y“ )
adequate water. R SIS

(f) The strategy limits the portion of any holdiag, nnd\T
the aggregate area on any holding that mas ba usudej
to create scattered rural residential lots. ok hv

(g) The subdivider ‘is required to meet LulL cost of all'

necessary services. : LY, “Wupzfy
(h) ALl lots created ace witiin w41k1n= distaﬂce of an;
existing school or school bus service. & * iihiie

(i) The land is physically suited for rural housLng;fi

(j) The number of lots creatad is cont*ollqd in.
accordance with [(2)(b) and (c)." :

Clause 21(1) . " ] R

This Clause could have unforéseen effects.  Take tle ééae ot
existing vacant concessional lots on prime ags Lcultural landl

1t is unlikely that the Department of Agriculzure coulc even

cercify that a dwelling house '"is necessary - to mnintain 2
efficient, sustainable agricultural production" on'such LoL J Y
This Clausa would deny ownsrs ol sueh lots,:who hnva'purghnnnd
themn in good faith, their existing right to constructene’
dwelling. This is unfair and.unjust and Clause. 21\‘; sHould
delaeed. CGlause 20 could be-altered to- dlscourage roattq:.
furcher rural’ residential ‘lots.om prime agricuLtural landly Y

N
1
i

e,
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4
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Ulause 22
Covacil submits that this Clause should be qualtfied tc. ensure
thaz multiple occupancy is subject to Lhe same controls and

rec=rictiont ay rurnl ras;dnncial dwallings.

Mulziple Occupancy should not be given preferential treatment

" over other forms of rural housing.

Clause 24

Claase 24(c) should not be mandatory as when low kew L:E.P.
are prepared without the aid of an environmen: al study these j
areas are not identified and not able to be includec in such’
ZOnes.

Clause 24(c) should be prefixed by '"may" rather'thaﬁrfshéxkﬂ;%
Glause 25 - £ # VY N by,
Clause 25 requires Council approvai for, ”large scale VEgetat}On
clearance" and raquires Council take into account affect ont’

" spil erosion, wildlife and endanoered species. 1t is"

considered this Clause is ‘an unnecessary intrusion into the :
management of rural propertles. Controls already ecxist for
steep land and along streams under the Prctected lands» = _
legislation administered by the Soil Conservation Servite and

if other significant arcas need clearing control they caw “bel}
included in onv-roumanal protection zones. Blankat control aq.
envisazed by this Clause is unnecessary, scdjectionable to .
landowners and .ould be a nightmare for Ccuncils to admlnlster.

.Ccuncil submits that thisiClause should be deleted.



“for agriculture. This ts unnecessartly rnﬁtrlttiv&l%;ln:sgmq?“f
Ymenins ke tnogeldl o jjas [1f Ehaadamt aould s “ppnupnﬂ“innfmaJuiﬁg

Clause 34(d)
Glause Jﬂ(df forbids urban expansion on land which has
conservation value. This. blanket ban is nrot logical. “The
conservation value of a piece of land is a2 major factor to be
considered whon contemplating development o but, there can be

cases when other Lactors may be more fmportant. Each case must
4 i [}

be censidered on its merits. . >
Clause 34(d) sheuld be deleted and substituted with:: T N
"(d) Discourage urban expansion on land with significant A

conservation value." o i)
Clause 38(d) 4

: : , 4 SIS X
This Clause scoems unreasonable if it .is mecant to apply to/small’

villages. The Clause should be clarified to exclude’ this %

_provision from rasidential developlment. in small villages.'

CO Al = S Cin LIPS <r{ﬁ'u (l’on.‘.r.-‘.ﬂ\ et Cerin L

Clause 67

This Clause requires tourist accommodation .on Farms.to.be /.. _

accondary to and aneillary to the continuing uso of tha! land ™
.?__fll

funcbiobn, dounétl can aano oabhLliy Wiy it Lo, andid e

boad to substancial tnvescmant: and cmpluymnnt.gfdutionfinjyhék"

region. The clause should béhmodifichso-cascs_dun'béfﬁﬁﬂgaam

on their mericts. ' ' i

Clause 77(b) 5 G < R . A3
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
compunity or mar not have received adequate anvironmental
assessment.  Councils must have the right to judye each case on
its merits.,
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NORTH COAST DRAFT REGtDNAL ENVIRONMENTAL PLAN

Submission to the Secretary, Department of Environment and?
Planning ~ Section &8, Environmental Planning and Assessment
- Act, 1979. T

4
Ly
|
|
|

1.I ' ISUMMARY: ' : !
|

6ounci1 is deeply concerned with the_somé.of the possibléﬁ,ﬁ
affects of the Draft North Coast Regional Environmental 'PL

any
The Regional Environmental Plan does not provide an overview
of the future direction of urban development and other o
landuse on the North Coast nor does it provica a‘frameworky
for establishment of the necessary physical infrastructurg,
‘required for the futura. ' AT el ek L rAC i ”&
What we do have is.a mixtyre of ad hoc policies ‘and controls
that will restrict devélépment and economic growth; interfe;
with the day to day management of farms;' deny persons the:
choice to live in rural areas; and introduce another layerWgE
_bureaucratic controls, many of which will duplicate thosefaf,
other departments. T s & R M

j

The cost to local Councils and ratépayeré to admiﬁi?te? E§§§}

extra planning controlsiis adlarming. flHh,

i
WAL

Council therefore strongl
‘Remional Environmencal:
"LE this action is no
many of the Regional
(amended to remove so
‘unreasonable planning

y Bdbmiﬁséfﬁap ﬁhe pra%&_ﬁ

srayei;

2. General Comments:

$234 .Council-submits that the "Draft North Coast Regional
Environmental Plan'" (Draft R.E.P.) should be rejected 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, development and landuse of
the North Coast Region. It fails to set guidelines for:

Distribution, function and size of major urban area
development.

Location of major industry including noxious and
hazardous industry.



x o

Areas to .be set aside for regional parks; recreatlon
areas, foreshore and riverside reserves and any !
proposed alterations to National Parks. S
Areas for treatment and disposal of sewerage from
ma jor urban areas. @
Sites for major water supply source, storage and
treatment.
Aerodromes, ports, ra11ways and principal roads.
Sites for mining and extractive industries. _
Areas to be preserved for commercial timber 3-3-1
production. '
Sites for power stations and major ‘transmission 1ines;
. Sites for major public institutions, goals, me1tal'; ;
hospitals, etc. i i

R4

In other words it does not provide a ''plan! at ally what
it does provide is a collection of 1ill considered _'pH_
restrictive rules and policies which will not "guide'ls:
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 regardlqg__ i
planning of future public facilities and infrastchtu“,‘
and resist being brought under one planning umbrella.
Faced with this lack of authority and co-operation the
D.E.P. have resorted to abandoning their planning
function and instead have compiled the collection of’
restrictive rules and policies we now have in the Draft
R.E.P.

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

r
activ1ties (particularljjruralcacﬁivit1eslﬁ”””‘5”
~ now controlled! Councils have not. saughtﬂthesé
. and the cost to/administer and pol{ce these con
S o could lead to'a reddctlon in Eunds avallabl.

V] ;‘serv1ces such as‘road ¥

1

'2;15'!1n 1980 the Miﬂléter, \ introduCeJ thé\J
. Environmental, Planning and1Assessment Aczd i )
.l stated that the'envirOnmental Study and plaﬂ*prepél
process would. re5u1t in‘"plans ‘whichigive a much j
guide to development and environment proEection
‘This, in term, shall reduce ‘the. emph351s on the’
development control process by bringing the mgjor
'_conSLderatlons forward Eor resolution in the'planwkh

is test

-'..'-_'_"j"rhe Deaf ¥ RIE. Pl has fahed th

rnambiguous. AS’such 1t\-_ wide | tat
_ D.E.P. Officers when reviewing L.E.P.'s from Counci
. ‘and on matters of direcE R Ef? ;developmen eontro



3.

3.

‘This could lead!to poésib .e 'abuse by over: zealoqﬁmnsﬁg@?

| Officers and confllcﬁ wit Cohnciis reoardiﬁg”'
vihterpretation.;{The £hon ). N&Ehudldﬁnot havbmb

.éxhibited untii E i

d _

2 17 :ﬂhe Draft R-E :
.“ et pianning contro!
T . )

3y The Draft R.-.
P}nnntns #olto

ﬁi‘ ¢ .
'1mmiphhvavtr Ehe wbiee
; thalr plann ng powar

2,19 The Draft R.E.P. in saveral areas aeeks to duplica&d#’

controls, already in place.by other Gavernment
dapartmants. ﬁv‘m__.{ et g

0

Z.EEﬁCouncil submits that after the rejection of the ?ur*ent ﬂrdf%ﬁ
. 'R.E.P. that any future Draft shall be preceeded a
11, comprehension environmental study followed by a public

:2.3/ ' 1f the curfent Drde“R E. phi is no:

S L ‘neg
RO .These alteratlons’an amendﬁehESaatexdetalled iwf‘

_Clause 2 — Aims of Plan..;ﬁfkf' i
" Council submits that Item' (¢

‘Item (a) relating to the,uatbral environment’
.prxcrity in the RIGE PRt

consider the means propoSed to do«thi .wtl?ﬁ

Clause 8 f

 exhibition and submission phase to properly ideatify the fégf
planning issues which affect our region.

“Any future Draft R.E.P. should include projected landuse an

‘infrastructure plans such those contained in the Huntet"@'f'
RYE: Py ! e

Council.: submlts that many of;th 1*é§trg§Etﬁe rule
' esat 'a;fmpact of

. ('] \ b Rl 0k
‘ ¥ II GO 7 e * i .'"‘: gl

Draft R. E P.-- Deletions ‘and| Améndmente

P T T il e *.iw»r*r
Council submxts that if’the draft R. E.. is hot rEJecEed"ln’iEm#pékg

entirety then the following delet10ns 3nd amendments should be mades

should ba the\top priori y“and tha ;

Clause 7 - Objectives,“Agric ltu;i "Re§pUrc55¢l %;
Council has no argument. witH theseﬁobjéctiﬁeﬁih;

(a) The R.E.P: does not provide forita
Agricultural Land“ is 1ess“tpqﬂﬁ
‘classified as pr'merh iere &fe'B :

ed ement that' Eﬁ
Furﬁk ?%ﬁ :
1 .',_;s ‘i‘z% i

; “restrictiunSushoqu 10
ot neces

‘prime c1a551fi¢§




" rural residential lots per ygafﬂth'W

. convenfence prime/iland
L preRerty DaundarEasi
" of the gZLMHng Lt

b Pl o e N ST, e _-':*‘ o R ey v et AT e L
These problems. ‘_1,.13- E’é éraigtﬁiyiﬂ ngé%ﬁﬁgﬁf{: m%tfi_hrg‘outf ma
for one pﬁrpose*qna?tygn-usin ‘NNﬁd?ﬁé;mé&ﬂéﬁbfﬁstatutory
control for another un PRV, S i e e

carried'qﬁt';hgrézﬁid;b“h

el e e BB e o A B,
(c) Clause 8(a)(i) is conisidered to'be ol rasttictive snd nofh
allow any meritfjgdgemenc;bgﬁfa orsiother! thaniagriculturey

The word "preventﬂ{shopldﬁﬁgi v

v

Feplaced uith fdistouratan. "

Clause 8(a)(ii) allows pbfdiééf&ﬁi@qwtdj Iﬂﬁbil 1n{§ﬁ{53ﬁétfé%§i
+ The word "advice' should be'replaced wit ”éﬁnSUItéyiph“wi;hﬂ@E

Was; itiis conceivable that Council.could Loc¢asions dispute

f

advice from the Department.ofngriéultufé;aﬁd:Suppbffithféfglgf

¥

action with reasoned argument. Ihdlnpgﬁﬁ; Qan.thgﬁﬁér§rﬁét
the matter at the Section 69 stage i L SRR o S
B i Rl L O

Clause 8(b)(ii) delete "thg.ﬁdviéeﬁiénqégdbéfitutéwwiﬁh_{

"consultacion with" for Samqggeqéon 4 i A
ey Jiﬁlj“i ! il
Clause 10 : Rl 4 ) Gl
Council objects to this, Clause and;submits that it should be
deleted. ! s 'f (e e M A g ;
: - A THOMGI el S R > MR . i B SAAT
There is a perception within thE‘ﬁgEtPﬁ{énd7D8pértmenthof Il

Agriculture that consessional lots have been the major cause of the

fragmentation of viable agriéuftdfilfdbnﬁérns._fEhis may be the case
in coastal areas where holdings are traditionally very small in size
and concessional lots have rep;ééehtedﬂagla:ge'bropotah?oﬁ;of:thf '
original holding. L R IS TR ey O RERAIS T

- RO e O e P R s
This situation is not the case in areas further from the coast such’
as Kyogle Shire. 1In these areasﬁthéfpg}meﬁéapséﬁof'f;ﬁgméﬁtétip‘ o
has been 40ha subdivisions an&gSaLe[oﬁ*éxistiﬁg?pbrtioﬁsiﬁlTypié’ g

viable farm sizes range-from’1b0haﬂto{ib00h?;ﬂ£he;integrgtf‘bffﬁl'§;
TRt L i ; 7]

holdings is not destroyed by the subdivisioh Eismall 2ha lots,ibu ,
| ition of the same, £, - £ 40ha (loksy

o el

!Concessional lots have had a benefilaT et

enet CEIR prévencingthdl
fragmentation of viable farms. #1f theresis 0

160k 7

It

concessional lots at an averag "§iq§nqﬁﬂﬁgy¢} i
‘being withdrawn from;¢bmmercia1ﬁth£¢QL§uﬁphfg
demand in 40ha lots wilL-rgsulﬁjinH&OQOhﬁgbgiﬁﬁ
gommerclal agricultura. Experiance haslishown that man
purchased for rural residential purposes ""{B}gqﬁfgﬁa'

| lalpUrposes are larger than)requis
owners and the majority of each! Qﬁﬁi#ﬂ&pﬁﬁiig?kﬂ_éhdﬁd““ i
neglect. U _ e i G Ly

E-!-—.-M t : : T R e T N TR o ‘:'-'-'F":{':' T '
Council submits that the priméty;function“ofapo—opqégqiﬁa-ﬂhﬁ&ﬁ%{iﬁﬁﬁ
holdings is agricultural production and the residential component is
ancillary to . this purpose.  The residential component should not i\ '
have to be consistent with a residential land release strategy as
this is irrelevant to the primaryﬁfuﬁction:of-co—operatiﬁeﬁfafmst f
Clause 11(b) could result ingg'viqble{ﬁarming_ventuféﬁbeinglﬂiﬁ}'-
prevented for no logical reason. Clause 11(b) should,! therefore be
deleted. i ¢ BaLL o W
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Clause 12 . : 3 '"f'f“;._; Tyt LA i3
This Clause is ambiguous and could be construed to require’
development consent for nofmal,fé#mfgratticéé%Such asgf- g
converting pasture to crop land, removing 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 conséent! is not required’ for
agriculture with perhaps the-exdéphicns-oEfintensive animal
establishments and traffic generating development such és
roadside dairies and roadside loadinz ramps: s

Clause 17 W% g AR RS ¢ - AR
This Clause assumes all L.E\P.'s fare comprehensive detailed
plans. Low key L.E.P.'s without.environmencal}studies-asfare‘:
.prepared by many rural Council's do not. identify detail ‘such as
envisaged in Clause 17(a).’ | ".The word "shall't in the second
line of Clause 17 should be delétngandISUbstitpted witb’ﬁméyﬂ.?
v Rl y Sk A SEALLE
olatisat 19 feoniose v TR W S
Council submits that houses in multiple occupancies have'almost
identical effect on demand for Serviﬁeg‘etc:és';ural_jgi_:}-.ftl
residential houses and, therefore, both types of rursl housing |
should be controlled by the saménpiénqed{sfratei-;[;' ol g
\ { ; A Lt s bl WY gl sy Pl &
Clause 19(b) should be deletéd!dhﬂiaité'ﬂtﬁé?wqu "lots'" 4n the
second line of Clause 19(3)-;heFhp}1§q@pg;woﬁgaﬁghcuiﬁjﬁéfaddégi
and multiple occupancy!'. /7 s S SRR Y

Clause 20 e a—— - i
This Clause seems to suggest thadt all future rural housiug 6
small ‘lots has to take place Lﬂ*plagﬁEﬂﬁahgﬁfdlly serviced !
rural residential suhdivilionlUﬁﬁtbﬁﬁpvgiﬁhglm;ﬁﬁﬁdaﬁéﬁi‘1&" |
Kyogle Shire over the past 10,yqité&ﬁai_bﬁ?ﬁ;fﬁﬁﬁdWelliqéé?dh_l
small lots scattered throughcdﬁhthg[3§qétaL330g§1Lhrgq}n‘The
people generally desire to be pa ﬁ{cfngﬁﬁq;hal?ﬁﬁun;tyh e:
to 'segregate them into a rura{ﬂfé$iﬁgntiqr¥gjétﬁ@;ﬁpﬁlg
the whele purpose of mnvinu1hnf§p§13§bppby[ﬁh'" —

Bl B 1

e

fe

de

It is not argued that such persons siould be required to pay !
full costs for services and that!smzll rural subdivisons ‘and
housing should be located in a manner that does not prajudice
commerical farming, but, is considersd that any proposal’ to
require all persons who desire rural living (except commerical
farmers and multiple occupants) to live in zoned rural residencial
subdivisions is absurd. i ' thi
It is considered that Clause 20 should gggowledge thatia rural

land release study can allow for scattered 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. gt '

‘It is submitted that an'additionai;Clddééi2é163)ZShQuld:béF
added 'as follows: i g

"(3) 'The strategy-reEerredﬁfdgiﬁjSubclahsé’(lqzma?jbrévlﬁq;gdﬁ&
creation of scattered rural fresidential lots provided:|
(a) All lots createdihave frontage to an all wezther)
road connecting them to the nearest popuiation .
centres g ﬂgf'ﬁfj'fhﬁfmﬁ. B
‘(b) Lots are not ¢rea-ed'oﬁ.priméyégéicultupal_1;ndﬂ¥3‘_
‘(c) The creation of ‘the lots will ‘not, in the bpiﬁidﬂ;dﬁﬁ

the Department of igriculture, rencer the balanceé of

¥ i i

the farm commerically unviable: |




L

.ex1sting vacant ccnc9551onal lots

efficient, sustainable agriCuLtur

‘dwelling. 'This is unfairjand; up just:

" further rurall rasidentialné&%ﬂﬁaﬂﬁ .T

4

(d) ' The lots creatediare: ‘suitable for on site. c posal B
- of sewerage, sullage and solid was: & i ¥
(e) There is acce554to an. adequate water supplv ar 1

ralqkﬁll is suchﬁtnat rainwater taese will f;ppl
‘adequate water fi#4

(B

necessary serviqes.;31r3=n= i il
f(h):'All lots created are within walkinz distanCEJ b
. existing school or school bus se%xxce.é PRl

(1) i The land is physicallywsuiﬁed for rural hé s{ g."

(j) The number of lOté creﬁtedfisﬂcoht'ol ,i$ s
accordance with (2)(b) ‘and * (c)ﬁﬁt o

Claise 21(1) I
This ' Clause could have !.n1£t:u‘i=.se.=_*n""T

cercify. that a dwelling house igh eEessafyvtq maintai‘
producticﬁ” on*éuc

This Clause would deny owne whnwhevd
'8 co

thea i{n good faith, their txistinihr

delated. Clause 20 could 'I:J‘Hllteu.ﬂedlx

Clause 22

Council submits that this Clatise should be'qualifiec téiensure
tha: multiple occupancy is Subject to. the same controls: and
restrictions as pural restdanttal danllinga.

Multiple Occupancy should notibe given preferential treatMEnt
over other forms of rural housing..

Clause 24

Clzuse 24(c) should not be mandatory as when low ke" LiE. E..s.
are prepared without the aid of an environment al study these’
areas are not identified and not able to be included 1ﬁ such
zones.

Clause 24(c) ‘should be prEFE%QQﬁﬁiﬂﬂ@éyﬁffétﬁetﬁgﬁgﬁggeﬁﬁgigﬁg
Clause 25

Clause 25 requires Council approval Ear ”1arge scale vegetamiOn
clearance! and requires Gouncil take into account ‘affect ont

" soil erosion, wildlife and’ endangered species.. €T

considered this Clause is an unnecessary intrusion into the

‘management of rural prOperties ‘Controls already exist for’

steep land and along streams under the Pretected lands

~legislation administered by the Soil Coﬂse*vat1cn Setvlte and

if other ‘significant areas need clearlng tantrol they can be',

dncluded in environmental protection zones. Blanket control] as.

envisaged by this Clause is unnecessary, chjecti ionable to-
landowners 'and would be a nightmare for Ccuncils to admxnlster.

Cotncil submits that ‘this Clause should be deleteﬂ.'




R AR

Clausa 34(d)

Clause 34(d) forbids urban expension cn 1aﬂd which has
conservation value. This blanket ban is ‘not loglcal. The
conservation value of a piece of land is & major factor to - be
considered when contemplating development, but, there can' be )
cases when other factors may be more important.: Each case;musf
be considered on its merits. haaan gl

Clause 34(d) shculd be deleted and substituted with:

"(d) Discourage urban expansion on. land thh signiflcann 4
conservation value.!'! 1

Clause 38(d) e E o ui
‘This Clause seems unreasonable! iE/{ENis meanr to. apply tol all
villages. 'The Clause should ba clarified to exclude' this &
provision jiom rasidential deveiOplment in sdall villagesﬂ

elivte. Yo ﬂ-lzh'u {OMJJ.“‘ > ML
Clause 67 .

This Clause requires rourisk’ accommodatton on farms Eos be
secandary to and ancillary to. nht.continulnd hge-afnuhu

‘for agricultu This s unnecessar trictives
RORETLERY aunAtt g e aﬁﬂﬁﬁ I ;1; a
lead to substantial invescme, employment craat

region. The clausa should b modtfied s
on their merits. SR, 155

Clause 77(b) e

This Clause requires Counc1ls to: include open ‘space, qpecial
uses zones or reservations in L.E.P.'s when requested by public
authorities. This blanket! requirement should be deleted as.
there are circumstancés when an authority's desire for a.
certain piece of land may be'a matter of dispute in the
community or mav not have received adequate environmental
assessment. Councils must have the right to judge each caseé on
its merits. ey : '
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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. Ynauthorised 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 15
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 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 Acrt

in using unauthorised development. This procedure has several
drawbacks being:-

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

2
@k‘wpqwf¢’ 2. This method is not applicable for ?
™o WY single dwelling on lots of 4Oha or more. ¢

(T?A. e

The advantage of the Section 317B(1A)demolition 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, Councillors
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 demonstrate it can

j make difficult unpopular decisions on the illegal building

l situation or else abandon_building/planning control altogether

in rural areas. o 4
[ o
qe

THIS IS PAGE NUMBER FOUR AND FINAL PAGE OF TOWN PLANNING AND .&')"‘é‘
BUILDING COMMITTEE. REPORT NO. 10.86, SUBMITTED TO THE PLANNING 'g,,wi‘ Ly
COMMITTEE ON MONDAY, JUNE 16, 1986. ‘

11
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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. Mpauthorised 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 175
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

/ ylile 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 being:-

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

\
5 ( v
@f\ ‘Jl ./ 2. This method is nort applicable for F
Tjk'“'f,tl“ single dwelling on lots of 40ha or more.
> AV

—_— [

L

'l

The advantage of the Section 317B(1A)demolition 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 < £o both the owners of illegal buildings, Councillors
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 demonstrate’'it can

! make difficule unpopular decisions on the illegal building

| =

v

f‘.-ft :Crl .

situation or else abandan_building/planning control altogether

in rural areas. i »s
/1 ot
f®

THIS IS PAGE NUMBER FOUR AND FINAL PAGE OF TOWN PLANNING AND _ .()"’& =
BUILDING COMMITTEE REPORT NO. 10.86, SUBMITTED TO THE PLANNING Nyt ©
COMMITTEE ON MONDAY, JUNE 16, 1985. X ;
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INFORMATION REPORT SUBMITTED TO THE ORDINARY MEETING OF THE COUNCIL

OF THE SHIRE OF KYOGLE, HELD ON MONDAY, APRIL {lJ7, 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 ro this report is a letter from Solicitors, Mcdonell,

Moffit, 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 PAGE NUMBER TWENTY FIVE OF THE INFORMATION REPORT
SUBMITTED TO THE ORDINARY MEETING OF THE SOUNCIL OF THE SHIRE
OF KYOCLE, HELD ON MONDAY, APRIL 7, 1986.

sesiaasasvesansaneissnesvs SHLIRE CLERK i osnsveostnnsanoes CHAIRMAN.



'INFORMATION REPORT SUBMITTED TO THE ORDINARY MEETING OF THE COUNCIL
OF THE SHIRE OF KYOGLE, 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. Unauthorised Buildings — Legal Options. Con't.
2(a) Obtain restraining order 2(b) Order under S. 317B (1a)
in Land & Environment of Act requiring either
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 Court.

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). 1f the object of the
exercise is to force persons to come Lo Council then 2(b)

may be preferable as it applies to all unauthorised dwellings.
At least rhis will force the offending owners Lo come O 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
317 of the Local Government AcCtC.

THIS IS PAGE NUMBER TWENTY 51X OF THE INFORMATION REPORT
SUBMITTED TO THE ORDINARY[MBETING OF THE COUNCIL OF THE SHIRE
OF KYOQLE, "HELD ON MONDAY, APRIL 7 1986.
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WeDONELL MOFFITT DOWLING TAYLER

SO TC FTORS

Sth FLOOR., LOMBARD HOUSE
Y BLIGH STREET, SYDNEY. 2000
PHONE: 233 11K4 :

Ny D"\l"s\ :107 : OUR REF: DF:8:
MB2165. YOUR REF: 3004»

—

21 September, 1984

sy U e om sitAg '\ n..bi;...,.
The Director 23 SEP]984
i Administration Division e b & o P N LB e L
Shires Association of N s o .
New South Wales .mmmmm—*mm?ﬁm
DX 1346 SYDNEY S
e Loy o e |
) faale] L L TR e i
Dear Sir, 2 |
"'-ria.. e s AT ’
Re: KYOGLE SHIRE COUNCIL - Unauthorised Dwellings

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 cases such
as the present in our letter of 10 June, 1983.

However, to summarise the following remedies would appear o he
available to Council on rhe information avaitable to us:=

s Council could prosecuze the persons who =2r2czed rhe
duildings or caused their eraction pursuant to Section
317(1) of the Local Governament Act. Any presecution must
be commenced within twelve (12) months after the ia%te on
which the building work was decne. A prosecution My
result in a maximum fine of $200.00. Of course, a
prosecution would not cause the removal of the
unauzhorised structures if this is Council's obj2ctive.

2. Council could prosecute the person who erected the
structures for a breach of the Environmental Planning and
Assessment Act, 1973, namely erecting the dwellings
without the consent of Council or in the face of a
prohibition contained in the planning instrument. Such
a prosecution, if commenced in a Court of Petty Sessions,
would result in a maximum fine of $2,000.00. 1If
proceedings were to be commenced in the Land and
Environment Court, the written consent 5f the Minister
would be reguired and there would be available a maximum
penalty of $20,000.00. Any prosecution would require to
be commenced no later than six (6) months after the
otfence was allegedly committed. The offence appears to

AMATTA OFFICE. 15t FLOOR. 21 GEORGE STREET, PARRAMATTA. 3150. PHONE: 633 3044 DX PARRAMATTA

DAVID EOUTHE AN PATIEN LL K ANTHONY GRAHAME FDGAR, B A LL B DOUGLAS FORRESTER. B A.. LLB.
PALL RICHARD ANDERSON B A LLHE SYD)LLM (VA B COM (QLD1 PAUL WARD-ITARVEY, B AL, LL M )
ASMID STANLE Y cPDONNELL LLH SYD) LA FONDY ASSOUIATE OWEN WILKIE NICOL CONSUETANT-4bAN ALEXANDER NICOL. LL3
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have been commitred more than six (6) months 490, although
use of the pramiscs in breach of the Planning instrument
1S a continuing offence SO that a prosecution could be
commenced in relation to the continuing use. ‘

However, any Drosecution would not, of course, result ijin
the removal of the offending structures O necessarily
in the cessution of Ehe use thereas, - : i g

dwellings and requiring the demolition of the dwellings,
In our view, such proceedings would, on the information
available to us, have good prospects of Success and is
the preferable course of action.

COottages pursuant to Section 317(1)(a) of the Local
Government Act, 1919. However, an appeal is available
dgainst such an order in the Land and Environment Court
and should the order work ancd be confirmed by the Court
it may be still necessary for Council to commence
proceedings for mandatory orders if the demolition arder
Was not comglied with. :

We await any turtner instructions,

JOWL TG TAYLER,
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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. Unauthorised 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 317B(1A)
of the Local Government Act. TIf 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 alrernative 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:-

1. Council must spend valuable resources
in initiating the action in the Courc.

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

The advantage of the Section 317B(1A)demolition 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
Lrauma < to both the owners of illegal buildings, Councillors
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 demonstrate it _can
make difficult unpopular decisions on the illegal building
situation or else abandon_building/planning control altogether
*  in rural areas. .

THIS IS PAGE NUMBER FOUR AND FINAL PAGE OF TOWN PLANNING AND
BUILDING COMMITTEE. REPORT NO. 10.86, SUBMITTED TO THE PLANNING
COMMITTEE ON MONDAY, JUNE 16, 1985,
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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.

."_
MINUTES OF THE TOWN-RLANNING AND BUILDING COMMITTEE MEETING HELD
AT THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS, KYOGLE ON MONDAY, MARCH 17, 1986.
10. Council \{W. Everest.
At the thﬁ;tiozggg by W. Everest, Council was required to
submit Con ior§ in case the Assessor granted approval. :
86/TP32 RESOLVED: That the conditions be confirmed as:-

1. 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.

2. Consent if for a maximum of five (5) dwellings to be i
constructed on the holding to be located in accordance
with appended plan.

ry—

3. 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 facilitries must be
completed prior to October 1986.

4. 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.

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

6. A solid waste disposal area is to be established and |
maintained on the site to the satisfaction of Council's | 48
Health Surveyor. This site is to be availabe at all
rimes to occupants of the property.

7. 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.

8. House sites and site excavation are to be selected and
excavated in accordance with the advice of the N.S5.W.
Soil Conservation Service.

THIS 1S 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.

e e WeesesssnssssssSHIRE CLERK.:cuse camemvaessen ey CHATRMAN,
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INFORMATION REPORT SUMBITTED TO THE ORDINARY MEETING OF THE COUNCIL
OF THE SHIRE OF KYOGLE, HELD ON MONDAY, APRIL 7, 1986.

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

10, Council v é. Everesl. Con't.

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

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

11. 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.

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

13. Each Mwelling 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.

14. 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.

15. 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 / S. Johnston.

11. K. Holmes — Multiple Occupancy

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

1. The access is located such that stopping sight distance
of 160M (80kph Design Speed) is available in Main Road
No. 141.

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

THIS 1S PAGE NUMBER TWENTY EIGHT 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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»

LETTERS SENT ouT FOR UNAUTHORISED DWELLINGS

= APRIL 29, 1986:

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

No Cowrpdf.

S.R. & M.R., Hume
&g q -
i . Doohans Road,
Back Creek,

BENTLEY. 2480.

PWELLING Mr P. & Mrs pP.M. Pav,

= Doohans Road,
?2;1’65—‘6:5:{;_ Back Creek,

o P\J‘f ?L,]\NSIH BENTLEY-('
ON WewW puletuN 6

Mis Cs Forbes,

2480,

“TI?ﬂ? TMAEULWQL

Taylors Creek Road, 1771-7-%
No CoMTACHY - - Collins Creek,
No ®i-CEaviReDvra KYOGLE. 2474, IS/’éb.
P = Mr D.R. & Mrs V.R. Reas?n,'
i SRS - . Collins Creek, M‘(‘\__\l_.n ro 'T(}w\(j-
ViS\Ep CouneL . yia KYOGLE. DLTUN &

i 4
. E£U1Lbué£>

<zoMabam El Safah Pty Ltd,
SLBMITED "ﬂ"‘% = Mrs K.M. Shields & Mr j.g. Calver,

No ewnms "Clear Springs",
No p.A. Collins Creek,
VIA KYOGLE.
T e
Mr M. O'Loughlin,
No com,r' C/= Killiloe Road,

Collins Creek,

VIA KYOGLE, 2474,
—_— .

NTRC \3(gc

W.R. & Bl MoffaCt,
ENMZ. Pl oL

Smiths Creek Road,

6 Wumasyul . VIA KYOGLE. 2474,
D-A

S gy v AR & KiMe Nicol,

e Smiths Creek Road,

?-6- 9 VIA KYOGLE, 2474,
TEMD owlfuiees

\\cewss, b Mondys .

s/sy,.

3 Mo THS

-

2474,

v«

<

. NOT BEund
F?é%i‘ﬁigé;oL43g:cu3

7

Dﬁmo
0}\'.4&7:55
IS NDwW VP
e -
i
Lot 7, D.p. 710079,
Parish of Boorabee,
Back Creek Road.
Lot 2, D.p, 263312,
Parish of Boorabee,
Doohans Road.
X
Lot 4,.D.p. 263312,

Parish of Boorabee,
Doohans Road,

Por. 86 & R.p. 1919/21,
Parish of warrazambil,
Taylors Creek Road.

Lot 122, p.p. 715206,

Parish of Warrazambil,

Collins Creek. !

CROVPED [/ ustresr
A COSpIAC 1y y

Por. 41 & 63, 3 ks € Skt b

Parish of warrazambil,

"Clear Springs", Collins Creek.

Por. 140,

Parish of warrazambil,
Collins Creek Road.

Lot 1, p.p, 262903,
Parish of Eterick,
Smiths Creek.

Lot 3, p.p. 619?0?,
Parish of Ecerick,
Smiths Creek.
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Mr F.G. Klute, Lot 13, D.P. 263600, A
No e‘”‘"““l, Mr P.G. & Mrs L.M. Linke, / Parish of Findon,
A 7 Mullumbimby Road, "The Gorge", Grevillia.
FEDERAL. : 2480.
K
No Co M Bl Martin, Lot 12, D.P. 263600,
“ﬂ“(xll Grevillia, V/ Parish of Findon,
VIA KYOGLE. 2474, "The Gorge'", Grevillia.
Mr A.G. & Mrs A.M. Martin Lot 11, D.P. 263600
. (] ] ’ ¥
£1TeR 5113 "L Grevillia, LENTR Parish of Findon,
INABLE 10 ‘“?j VIA KYOGLE. 2474, 4 il ¢  "The Gorge", Grevillia.
e
Mr L.A. Van Den Berg, \/ Lot 6, D.P. 701238, 3
o ONTRS - - 4465 Occan Street, _ Parish of Jiggi,
“ NORTH NARRABEEN. 2101. Lenna's Road.
Copy to: Lenna's Road, Cawongla.
Mr A.W. Egert and M/s J.A. Gibson, Por. 129, ,
o OONTHzt-“f C/~- 2/20 Fletcher Street, Parish of Hanging Rock, =
BYRON BAY. 2481. Williams Road.
' Mr A. & Mrs A. Turner, Lot 4, D.P. 631016, ¥
lo (Comtrnex.: Williams Road, Parish of. Hanging Rock,
CAWONGLA. 2474,

Johnstons Road off Williams Road.

I\-‘ /
) Mfsw'femz-ﬁe-__-,,&uuu NG Lot—6+—§ ﬁom.
1 2 Avenuecy —————==—_""", k,
S ot L
T e — *4¢£ima*““fhfﬁma
s C) - e :
o6 8o W Mroy.y. & Mrs G. Basten, 0 16/%/(‘(“' Lot 5, D.P. 631016,

e owaum ! © Lot 5, Williams Road,
b mor vy S

A K
W0 0 Parish of Hanging Rock,
VIA KYOGLE. 2474, Tﬂ;ﬂ FLE?;(” Johnstons Road off Williams Road.
g5c Mot ACcousned 'C-ot..) '
/—_.

f'i'sgpm'ﬂﬁ;. Mr A. Fernandez, Lot 1, D.P. 708300,
E:_ s Williams Road, Parish of Jiggi,

WSS CAWONGLA . 2474, Williams Road.

‘7 Mr D. Turner, Lot 2, D.P. 713816,

\-1- 86 zy@& - Murwillumbah Road, Parish of Fairymount,
[BM? - Do VIA KYOGLE. 2474, Murwillumbah Road.

6 wiows s

(#-TTG Ha.)

i8S . o.A.
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Yﬁs CormAel - Mr K. Stieler, Lot 2, D.P. 702226, A
NOT Buiwpmt¢oZ 62 Richmond Street, Parish of Warrazambil,
YRS . CASINO, 2470. . Collins Creek,
ol bowt to LiIVE N Puaunnyg - \.-’MCN(}E@ . / .
) \ ~ X
Mr R.G. & Mrs R.G. Muirhead, —~d=—q Por. 82,
No ConThcT . 7' Mr P.P. & Mrs J.R. Graf, Parish of Warrazambil,
) Horseshoe Creek, Upper Horseshoe Creek.
VIA KYOGLE. 2474,

.+ Ped. & KA. Fish and J.L. Tib, / Por. 85 & 95,
No Contact . Upper Hllorseshoe Creek Road,

A
Parish of Hanging Rock,
VIA KYOGLE. 2474, Upper Horseshoe Creek.
P BB S
_ Mr A.H. Masterman, Por. 81, A
No Cbﬂf“cr‘} o Horseshoe Creek Road, Parish of Warrazambil,
VIA KYOGLE. 2474, Upper Horseshoe Creek.
ol S IVGLLE.
A.C. & K.A. Hayes, \/ Lot 31, D.P. 615701, e
No Cow Horseshoe Creek Road, ) Parish of Hanging Rock,
VIA KYOGLE. 2474, Upper Horseshoe Creek.
— i uhE.
YES Con ' Black Horse Creek Pty Ltd, Lot 1, p.p. 627364,
] TEMP  DwelinG Eden Creek, Parish of Eterick,
Yi:‘;C‘”SEDSA VIA KYOGLE. 2474, Black Horse Creek.
= . . 5 et
Mo DUT & Mrs Mo Hall and Por. 63,
==iJ;:‘K;;r‘T“‘f"H??“rr-ﬂuﬁph¥,~ﬁ__ﬁ_h_‘_ PATish of Hanging Rock,
\ "2?-E;!th_5yﬂsgc, er Horseshoe Creefc.» v ™ oyt
,5» AN // RXTOOMBA, - -.. . . 2780. 17— T AT
# (.I L = V. _._"_-"_‘—'——“': Aeaba bt " -“ - il . O P L3 i - A . | 5 T
“L-b‘#‘éj Copy to: M/s L. Murphy, '*. ;
0 Upper Horseshoe Creek, Via Kyogle.
o ‘—zlgg,- Mr R.J. Bolton, / Lot 1, D.P. 263504,
Horseshoe Creek Road, Parish of Fairymounc,
vy . PWELLING . VIA KYOGLE. 2474, Horseshoe Creek.
s —= 2 IUULE.
(/>
|
N— T. & G, Ackinson, Por. 125 & Pt. Por. 124, a
l©  Comraer. M- & R. Garrard, and M/s M.g. Hunt-Wade, Parish of Fairymounc, o« Avties

= Horssahos Creek, Horseshoe Creek.
L) VIA KYOGLE. 2474,
— VL.



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,

Recommendations:

Approval be granted subject to:-

1. No improvements to existing roads, access and services will
be provided by Council or any other utility authorirty.
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.
ol 6. Site to be used for public purposes only.

Northern Rivers Electricity.,

ﬂwﬂfh/Scate they will be connecting electricity to W. Everest's

7
ﬁ%ﬁcﬁ*‘f 1¢5~&¥k~dwellings that are to be demolished by Council,

Lt
8. Lillifield Pty Ltd.

Proposing alterations at Council's gravel pit adjoining their
Multiple Occupancy.
0O P

Recommendations:
‘ \9"1 1. Council not to consider that proposal.
& 2. Agreement was made in November 1985 and the developer has
= defaulted in May 1986.
S ‘JL\ 3. If land is not transferred within one (1) month, that we
” ,‘KL . obtain a restraining order from Land and Environment
d& 1S : Court to prevent any further development.
.. u"c ’ A .
o« 9. Department of Environment & Planning.
.< Landcom Multiple Occupancy.
i? \\)0 Attached:~ 1. Copy of Letter.

2. Council's conditions.

> ~.’) :
b i [ ‘-:'L.

/- SEL,
(P.V. KNIGHT),
TOWN PLANNER.

THIS IS PAGE NUMBER FIVE AND FINAL PAGE OF TOWN PLANNERS REPORT TO
TOWN PLANNING AND BUILDING COMMITTEE TO BE HELD AT 3:00p.m., MONDAY,
AUGUST 18, 1986, AT KYOGLE.

.Il.-.l'.l’-Il‘..l.l.l.lSHIRE CLERKII'.IQ"'.I'II..‘.‘IIQ'.I..CI{AIRMAN.
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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.

t
Y of
7. Development Application No. 86/35. sanﬂg Con't.

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

The balance of the dwellings are 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.

’//é'%/é/
J.D. McCARTHY),
FIRE CONTROL OFFICER.

8. 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, Lot 7, D.P. 710079,

5 Wotherspoon Street, Parish of Boorabee,
LISMORE. 2480, Back Creek Road.

S.R. & M.R. Hume, Lot 2, D.2. 263312,
Doohans Road, Parish of Boorabee,
Back Creek, Dooharrs Road.

BENTLEY. 2480.

Mr. P & Mrs. P.M. Pave, Lot 4, D.P. 263312,
Doohans Road, Parish of Boorabee,
Back Creek, Doohans Road,

BENTLEY. 2480.

M/s. C. Forbes, Por. 86 & R.P. 1919/21,
Taylors Creek Road, Parish of Warrazambil,
Collins Creek, Taylors Creek Road.
VIA KYOGLE. 2474,

Mr. R.D. & Mrs. V.R. Reason, Lot 122, D.P. 715206,
Collins Creek, Parish of Warrazambil,
VIA KYOGLE. 2474, Collins Creek.

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

................. ssss0.«SHIRE CLERK. sessssesssessssasssnsess CHAIRMAN,



o

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.

Nabam EL Safah Pty Ltd.,
C/- Mrs. K.M. shidles &
Mr. H.G. Calver,

Collins Creek,
VIA KYOGLE. 2474,

Mr. M. O'Loughlin,

C/- Killiloe Road,
Collins Creek,

VIA KYOGLE. 2474,

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

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

Mr. F.G. Klute,

Mr. P.G. & 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,
C/- 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.

Por. 41 & 63,

Parish of Warrazambil,
""Clear Springs",
Collins Creek.

Por. 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',
Grevillia.

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

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

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.
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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.

THIS IS PAGE NUMBER TWENTY OF INFORMATION REPORT SUBMITTED TO THE ORDINARY

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.

Copy to M/s. L. Murphy,

Upper Horseshoe Creek, Via Kyogle.

Mr. R.J. Bolton,
Horseshoe Creek Road,

VIA KYOGLE. 2474,

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 Horseshoe Creek.

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

Pots 163,
Parish of Hanging Rock,
Upper HOrseshoe Creek,

Lot 1, D.P. 263504,
Parish of Fiarymount,

Horseshoe Creek.

MEETING OF THE COUNCIL OF THE SHIRE OF KYOGLE, HELD ON MONDAY, JUNE 2,

1986.

o e siae wse e n e ene .SHIRE CLERK.

...... sessacsnsasaveses CHAIRMAN.
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MINUTES OF THE TOWN PLANNING AND BUILDING COMMITTEE MEETING HELD AT
THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS, KYOGLE ON MAY 5, 1985, AT KYOGLE.

8. Unauthorised Dwellings. Con't,
Te & G.R. Atkinson, Por. 125 & Pt. Por. 124,
M. & R. Garrard, and Parish of Fairymount,
M/s. M.E. Hunt-Wade Horseshoe Creek,
Horseshoe Creek,
VIA KYOGLE. 2474,
Mr. Jonothan Chance, Lot 6, D.P. 263504,
Horseshoe Creek, Parish of Hanging Rock,
VIA KYOGLE. 2474, Horseshoe Creek.
A e U
Mr. K.V. Taranto & Lot 2, D.P. 598292,
M/s. R.P. Mailman, Parish of Hanging Rock,
KYOGLE. 2474, Horseshoe Creek.

86/TP49  RESOLVED: That the report be received.
Moved S. Johnston / R. Standfield.

9. B. Ribbons.
Sy 2 AP T,

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, 1986
at the Vendor's expense. The fee may have been reduced to

$25 forall information supplied thereon. ’

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

wiwiehataTalin 5 8l Sieiaie . 0in 0t «++.SHIRE CLERK. ttretseescsctetceesnnes. CHAIRMAN,

S
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ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE:
STRATHEDEN STREET

KYOGLE, N.S.W. 2474.

TELEPHONE: KYOGLE 32 1611 (4 LINES )

ALL COMMUNICATIONS TO BE ADDRESSED
TO THE SHIRE CLERK
P.O. Box No. 11
KYOGLE, 2474,
e IN YOUR REPLY
RNENGY FLEASE QUOTE:
ForR FURTHER ENQUIRIES

Unauthorised Building

Dear Sir,
Your property ............ 6 SRS 3§ mete RN AR e e s was
visited by Council Officers at ........ a.m./p.m. on

......................... s 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 is’
required, however, that you commence these steps within a period
of three months from the date of this letter, otherwise, 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 Planning 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.D. THEW),
SHIRE CLERK.




PROPERTY: Location:

OWNER(S) :

UNAUTHORISED BUILDING(S):

ANNEXURE "A"

REMARKS :
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ANNEXURE "B"

Approval Required for Construction/Erection or Placement of

Building in Rural Areas

Agricultural Buildings:

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:

Planning approval is required for all buildings that are not
used for dwelling houses, agriculture or forestry. Planning
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
approval is required for the second and any more dwellings on

a property of more than 40Oha.

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)

Building Approval (Cont'd)

Forms are available at Council's Office. (1t 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)-

Submission of Applications:

1t 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 building applications should be submitted.

Contributions:

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 dwellings 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
application, but, are required when building applications are
submitted for the second and subsequent dwellings on a

property.

28



L L E E B B BB B EEEEI}
E EEEEES]

.
SN

29

ANNEXURE "'B" (3)

Tents/Caravans/Temporary and Movable Dwellings:

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.



