O Wozfawf \aﬁv%&ﬁf\o«%-@é
D y‘ M%u L@qu_)é g‘?ﬂﬂ/s L.‘I.

e




g ;%oﬁw"#y - Condlputct v LGl %)

‘ {;‘ WL@_____ “M o MAW ;""‘J/M&MW
Wa M W)

CbVlO ?%QW MM A—Wﬁé M WMM
| MOWM 3 Eﬁ&w

B L%W&éd %G Dot ANy Ao ¥,

e 28l Jols 1o A B o K frspipend
M7 73 W%&(a% g |

M___wad_%h@/_'ﬂm ple -

Ma@ %Qxa«dea( W\.Zd/?/‘g)\ MO o Miseral StSanchd ypall
/K/Z MM Y aa WMM |

(> ¥ wéde&&w |
Mm—w dufp by cation i s foteter i tvportlins .

0_____ am.g* caidirion_orne caliiad o Mo SEMPr
. 8.9 RO - WMW%{
)&cumm
ool il iholf Foans Moo sphein Yo ngledl o
MO_QQAM _

W}& Feloaih J ey o Dep
MO~

\Lz W\m

s o DMt Cr &/31”

F%_Qf,bg_ o der




— af”@;@;tgfwfwgﬁx%w, b
E— A A
I VY. 2" A




N,&esﬁft ¥D MM Wvﬁw%wc,awf_%




A MW Mma& J
_ g_‘ED?-IS : o

@,g%fmvﬂw(m. » o

. PR

j%«/ i M@Qfl@a&%i{k Gzl

W@uﬁfﬁpmww
Mo et Fdley Rlidtiin For




2671/97

xzﬂmﬂw MWM

/. WZ@A W{ﬁdw%\fbm |

M_%W \;loodcf'a\.
W@m% Mm

0—,@6%'-/1’& .);M,/Lm@ma/e WW{WA

WW

2 A cpod MMW?M_;W%

%AMMWWW —

3 mwva‘r’w./\(‘a.d M%aa%«ﬂ/ﬁ,\pf

A, HaWaﬂﬁéﬂéﬁ
= % ﬁ‘@weoﬁ?//f

M &o-oca—-/im.%

o @f,m-omeﬁy&q&mcjw%

-

/,uzti, : _




»UEMORE CITY COUNGIL - Meeting held januiry 28, 1997 44 ;

Subject/File No: DRAFT SEPP NO. 15 - MULTIPLE OCCUPANCY OF RURAL LAND
' (NJ:MJK: §523/3)
Prepared By: Group Manager-Planning and Development - Nick Juradowitch
Reason: To brief Council on the form and content of a Draft SEPP proposing the re-
introduction of multiple occupancy.
Objective: Council endorsement of & submission to the Department of Urban Affairs

and Planning.

Management Plan Activity: Strateiic Plannins
Background:

Councillors may recall that the previous State Government repealed’ SEPP No.' 1S Multiple
Qccupancy primarily on the grounds that the then Government believed that multiple occupancy was
a local rather than a State planning issue. The incoming Minister for Planning, Craig Knowles,
however, expressed a contrary view and indicated that he was conmdermg reintroduction of a SEPP
for multiple occupancy.

Last year Council considered the implications of a reintroduction of SEPP No. 15 and-resolved that
the Minister be advised that Council did not support the reintroduction of SEPP No. 15 (see
Annexure | copy of letter to the Minuster attached to this report and dated March 20, 1996).

Council further advised that 1f the Minister decided to proceed with the reintroduction of SEPP No.
15 then the following matters should be included in the proposed SEPP.

() 12 months moratorium on the SEPP coming into force so as to provide for local Councils to
prepare their own multiple occupancy strategies and planning provisions.

(1) Multiple occupancy development on the North Coast shall be consistent with the Department
of Urban Affairs and Planning’s Rural Settlement Guidelines for the North Coast and be
restricted to land which is physically suitable for such development and accessible to services:

(i) A limit is placed on the number of MO dwelling sites which may be approved by Councils over
a five year time frame, as currently applies to more traditional rural residential development.

{(iv} That multiple occupancies be offered the choice of either remaining in one title with common
ownership or opting for Community Title with most of the land held in common ownership
with individual Community Title lots for house sites.

 No response has been received from the Minister regarding Council’s correspondence despite several
requests for a reply. The Draft SEPP has now been prepared and placed on exhibition without any
prior consultation with Local Government, The Minister has also ignored Council's requests for a
meeting. Exhibition of the draft SEPP will conclude on March 14, 1997, N

MMO Comn. Fbp
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. LISMORE CITY COUNCIL - Meeting held January 28, 1997
Draft SEPP No. 15 - Multiple Occupancy of Rural Land

The Proposed Draft SEPP -
A copy of the Draft SEPP No. 15 - Multiple Occupancy is attached separately as Annexure 2 for the.
information of Councillors. It differs only minimally from the previously gazetted SEPP No. 15.

The aims and objectives (Clause 2) defirutions (Clause 4), multiple occupancy specifications (Clause
7), density (Clause 11), subdivision prohibition (Clause 12), application monitoring (Clause 13) and
suspension of certain laws (Clause 14) are virtually a word for word reproduction of the previous
SEPP.

The only significant differences between the previous and proposed SEPP’s are summarised as
follows: ’ o

(a) The proposed SEPP includes references to the repeal of SEPP No. 42 which was the SEPP
which repealed the original multiple occupancy SEPP No. 15, |

(b) Some Councils (Byron, Hastings, Nambucca) have been deleted from the LGA list of Councils
in the proposed SEPP but which were included in the original SEPP No. 15 and some Councils
have been added {(Cowra and Wingecarribbee).

(¢) The désignated development advertising provisions apply to all multiple occupancy DA’s and
not just those for 4 or more dwellings as previously applied.

(d) The previous SEPP included a list of matters to be included in a site analysis for DA’s
involving 4 or more dweliings. This requirement has been extended to include multiple
occupancies with the required minimum number of dwellings (3) and the number of issues
which must be considered in the site analysis has been significantly increased (see Schedute 3
of the Draft SEPP). Interestingly, Schedule 3 does not require any consideration of potentially
conflicting landuses on surrounding landholdings. This is a significant flaw in the proposed
policy, although the Department does indicate it is proposing to produce guidelinés on the
SEPP which will address issues such as landuse conflicts and waste management.

(&) A new clause has been added reqﬁiring a management plan to be submitted with the DA, This
plan 13 to address issues such as bushfire management, noxious weeds and provision and
maintenance of internal services (eg roads, water supply, etc).

The draft policy is a slight improvement on the previous policy, but still represents a rather heavy.
handed approach to achieving the State Government's objective of reintroducing multiple
occupancy. It certainly should not be gazetted until supporting guidelines are prepared.

Is A Multiple Occupancy SEPP Necessary

Multiple occupancy has been a controversial landuse planning issue in Lismore, notwithstanding that
it constitutes a legitimate form of rural settlement. Essentially the only major difference between
muitiple occupancy and other more traditional forms of rural residential settlement is the manner in

which title 15 held, ie MO’s require a single common title rather than individual titles for each
dwelling site.

One must question whether multiple occupancies are of such significance to the State that they
should be the subject of a State Planning Policy. Some 90% of MO's are located within one region,

w
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%' / Draft SEPP No. 15 - Multiple Occupancy of Rural Land

-/
‘/ the North Coast, and the bulk of these are located withun haif a dozen LGA’s. On this basis any
~  multiple occupancy provisions should be part of the North Coast Regional Environmenta), Plan rather

than an SEPP. 979 o m? Fa s ACE uol’ Fru O Wy i &l 3

It could be argued that a SEPP is necessary because of the failure of local governments to

O incorporate MO provisions within their LEP’s. There is some merit in this argument. By way of
U Lg‘ comparison, the failure of many Councils in Sydney to open up more residentially zoned land to
medium density housing prompted the previous State Govermment to introduce an REP which.

applied to the metropolitan area and permitted dual occupancy subdivision. This plan was very

controversial and was the subject of considerable objection from Sydney Councils. :

14 Ironically it is the present State Government which repealed the Sydney dual occupancy subdivision
provisions on the grounds that such an approach was considered to be 100 heavy handed. The
current Government directed Sydney Councils to introduce residential development policies which
provided for more medium density housing. Councils which did this were exempted from State

\xm\’ imposed medium densnty planning controls. .

A similar approach should be taken with muitiple occupancy. The draft SEPP if proceeded with,

J should not come into force until say July 1, 1998. This would provide sufficient time for Councils to
introduce MO provisions within their LEP's in order to qualify for an exemption from the State

Policy. The SEPP should be converted to an amendment to the North Coast Regional

Environmental Plan as it is only a significant planning issue on the North Coast. "

Multiple Occupancy and Rural Settlement Strategies
The State Government now requires that North Coast Councils prepare rural settiement strategies
consistent with the Depariment of Planning and Urban Affairs Guidelines on rural settlement, before
\‘W introducing any changes to existing rural seitlement planning controls, The introduction of an MO
\ SEPP seems to run counter to this planning requirement.” %Q,Z( 05~ SEPI8 U £’7 4

With re-gazettal of an MO SEPP as much as 30% - 40% of rural settlement in the Lismore LGA |
Sl © could comprise multiple occupancy dwellings. This constitutes 8 major ympact on Lismore's rural

! w area and should only be considered in the context of an agreed rural settlement strategy. 43, ofnees |

Council may recall that the detached rural dual occupancy provisions in Clause 15 of the LEP were
removed from the LEP as part of the repeal of the provisions dealing with rural residential
subdivision in 1(2) zones, This was necessary as the two planning initiatives were integrated within
the one LEP clause. It was intended to promptly reintroduce rural detached dual occupancy by way
of a separate clause. ’

The Department of Urban Affairs and Planning has by letter dated December 16, 1996, advised that
it will not consider reintroduction of detached rural dual occupancy until Council has a rural
settlement strategy in place. Inits letter the Department states:

“The (exhibition) certificate requires the removal of those sections of the draft instrument which
eal with dual occupancy provisions in rural areas. These sections are inconsistent with clauses 20
and 22 of the North Coast Regional Environmental Plan 1988, the Guidelines on Rural Settlement
on the North Coast of NSW, and the conditions noted in the letter of April 19, 1996, from the
Department to Council on this issue (copy of letter attached). Inconsisiency with clause 22 could
e jusuﬁed but only if the provisions were part of Council's Rural Residential Strategy and

P "9" ' Pagde No. 42
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complied with the Guidelines on Rural Settlement on the Norih Coas! of NSW. It is suggested that
Council should defer this part of the amendment until the Strategy issue is resolved. ™

??_ M C
Multiple occupancy provisions like their dual occupancy counterparts, should not be reintroduced
GD into Lismore until Council has completed a rural settlement strategy which addresses the following
isgdes: ‘
O‘J;py the preferred locations and form of multiple occupancy. @
m

(i) a release strategy which manages the number of dwelling entitlements approved per annu
(averaged over a 5 year period).

{QV(‘“J key plannng criteria which need to b et. \(_D 0/ %
.
P ) Gazettal of the SEPP without a rural settlement strategy nlI esult in a different set of rules for
W form of rural settlement. )l)é,, Jé}‘;‘/ P S
A - el \,\;/; w.b\f

@ Planning Criteria in the Draft SEPP /,r._ M 70 : Mﬂ‘fﬂh@ -
The SEPP does not provide sufficient direction as to appropnate locations for MO's and fails to
. {4/ address compatibility issues with respect to neighbouring landuses and communities. Council
discovered with its previous rural residential planning controls that there needs to be extensive prior
. %ﬁ commumty conz.ultauon as part of the process,Qf identifying suitable locatlons for rural settlement.

mmﬁlo ‘y(/.’:M °{< (:' ¥4

The SEPP prowdes for MO'’s to be located virtually arfywhere where land suitability and service
5 availability meet the necessary standards. No provisions are included with respect to compatibility
with adjoining landuses or community expectations and values. There are locations in Lismore
5 Jwhich are suitable for MO’s and can be identified within a rural settlement strategy which is prepared
in consultation with the community. The imposition of an SEPP is an overkill in the extreme, more

(4
4
WW akin to using nuclear weapons to resolve a domestic dispute, w )(' ~ ok
4&3{"1 e/% %%, dj

W@F the standards in the SEPP are inappropriate for Llsmor Experience has shown that the
uﬁ,,u density provisions are too high. Do 3 or 4 dwellings really cantitute an MO? Maybe a 20 hectare

4/' 92 minimum with a density of 1 dwelling per 4 hectare Jnore appropriate. Would a 10 hectare
wﬁf ' A of a] landm

4t minimum area result in further fragmentation of ru oldings? Is a single lane poor quality
- gravel road sufficient public vehicular access to an MO allotment with 20 houses? MO's are
frequently located in isolated areas with very poor access road infrastructure. Pressure is the

W brought to bare on Council to redirect road expenditure ip improve the quality of road access [0
newly established MO’s. 92 4 - WM W7 WM’

Planning and development standards need to be developed at the local level through Council's
A exjsting LEP and a revision of its Multiple Occupancy DCP. The LEP shauld also identify accessible
land deemed suitable for multiple occupancy. This will provide greater certainty for the community
and the proponents of multiple occupancy development. The incidence of appeals to the Land and
Wf Environment Court will then be sigmficantly reduced.

""&"'/v Other Comments /M# *@ .

The comuments on the draft SEPP have been confined to planning issues. C0ncerns regarding, for

‘ example, the manner in which MO’s are rated or the lifestyle choices made by prospective MO's

@ residents are not really relevant to a discussion of the SEPP. These issues need 1o be, addressed
/y(::kmg chan%es to the way in which rates are levied, —.can 1050 Of tanoa

e R a,zeﬂ /@?wz ‘g-wtkf/lwm}f

separately, eg

Page No. 43



;‘ {1SMORE CITY COUNCIL - Meeting held January 28, 1997
! ’/ Draft SEPP No. 15 - Multiple Occupancy of Rural Land

" Finance Manager's Comments Not required

Other Group Comments Not required

Conclusion . /\( é%/ 7£
' 0

Council should seek an exemption from the SEPP or as 2 rmmmum require/that the SEPP not come |
@ into force until at least July 1, 1998, with Council agreeing to include its own multiple occupancy
planrung controls upon completion of the rural settlement/strategy being prepared in 1997. Council
has already previously resolved that multiple occupancy be considered as part of the rural settlement -
strategy The justification for an SEPP for multiple occupancy cannot be substantiated. It is at best
er fo nclusmn in the North Coast REP. .
ﬂ%ﬁ “"’s E//) e

Recommendation (PLAG)

I That Council make a submission to the Department of Urban Affairs and Pfnning.seeking
either an exemption from the proposed SEPP No. 15 Multiple Occupancy dr Jdeferral-of the
@ coming into force of the draft SEPP until at least July 1, 1998, on the basisthat Council will

agree to include multiple occupancy planning provjsions wuhm its LEP, introduced within_the
context of an agreed rural settlement strategy, ,% ﬂ3 %&(ﬁé “W

_ 2 That the submission outline the points of concern as detailed in the report to this Council
Meeting by the Group Manager-Plannmg and Development, and in_partiCular that the
@ introduction of a SEPP is inappropriate in view of the essentially local or at most regional -
imphcations of multiple occupancy. :
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Question 2
Are effective individualised reading programs developed to meet the needs of

each student?

As well as the initial testing for selection and placement referred to in Question 1 each -
student entering the intensive reading class is further screened individually by the
Intensive Reading teacher. The Intensive Reading teacher reports that this early screening (
more detail in Q.5) is largely informal and aimed at giving him a clearer picture of each |
child's reading behaviours and information for planning possible starting points for
individual needs based programs. Some information about group needs aiso emerge at this
tirne which assists the Intensive Reading teacher plan group strategies. In both discussion
and practice the Intensive Reading teacher expressed his commitment not oniy to the
individualisation of programs to student needs but also to using collaborative and interactive
small group work to support individual needs.

The intensive reading teacher incicated that each intensive reading program followed a
similar pattern, The first few weeks emphasised group orientated sirategies particularly
focussed on personal development concepts offering each student lots of shared support and
then as the weeks progressed anc the students gained greater identity and independence
within the group the program became more individualised. There was much evidence of
individualisation observed and the teacher was ncted to be continually updating his anecdotat
" records in his folders of individual student progress. Other indications of individualisation
that were elaborated on by the intensive reading teacher were;

* Each student carried an individual Life Bag containing their latest reading books and
related activities, their communication book, an envelope containing problem sight words
and blends) that went with them to and from the Intensive Reading class.

* Each student had a Personal Point Score Table attached to his/her workplace in the
classroom. This table listed each student's special targets (e.g. Don't distract myself, Not to
say | can't do it), aspects of his/her reading progress, {e.g. my sheet work, my words, my
sounds,) aspects of reading behaviour (e.g., my focus, my co-operation). Students were
aware of, reminded about and asked to recall their special targets regularly and ail strived
for awards on their Personal Point Score Table. The intensive reading teacher was observed
frequently to provide feedback to students that was tailored to their personal reading needs.
As well, during class sessions when students moved from shared to partnered or individual
activities one student was usually always scheduled to work in conference with the teacher
on his/ her individual program. The information gieaned above was gathered during
observation of classroom sessions, interviews with the Intensive Reading teacher, students
and parents and from the Intensive Reading teacher's program as presented in » &

Public School's Information Booklet for it's Support Class (Intensive Reading).

Question 3

Which teaching/reading strategies are utilised in the classroom and are they
consistent with those outlined in the Policy Statement and Support
Document?

In interview situations and evidenced in practice the Intensive Reading teacher took the
position that "teaching students to read is all about teaching them what to do when they
became blocked during the reading process'. He also believed that the type of miscues that
students make when reading, form patterns and relationships that give insights into what is
happening during an individual's reading process and the kind of support strategies they need
most. However, from the Intensive Reading teacher's experience of students entering the
class, it was his view that most come with a "significant lack of phonemic understanding”.
Teaching/reading strategies utilized in the classroom and observed or discussed in depth
tended to focus on reading comprehension incorporating a range of strategies to develop the
semantic and syntactic cueing Systems to extract meaning from print and on a graphophonic
skills based approach.

&
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'FAX DOCUMENT FROM PETER HAMILTON

/ 1/50 Paterson Street, Byron Bay, 2481 (066) 858 648 (F/T)
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each pair should write their new scripts on butcher's
‘paper, indicating where the specific responses have been
used. .

b) When everyone is clear about what to do, send them away in
pairs to spend about 15-20 minutes on each person's script
(a2 total of 30-40 minutes for the exercise).

[l

S
oL

ACTIVITY 3 <>t~ ™" . CONCLUSION 40 MINS

a) Draw the small group together again. Post each séript in turn
on the wall next to its original version. Ask the author
to review the new version in contrast to the original.

b) As 'a pgroup, discuss the extent to which the interaction
skills you have been considering have the potential to
produce- more  positive results -than the previously
established repertoire of group members.

c) Ask group members to complete the evaluation section of their
SESSION OUTLINE and OBJECTIVES sheet.
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Subject/File No;  DRAFT SEPP NO. 15 - MULTIPLE OCCUPANCY OF RURAL LAND
' (NJ:MJK: §523/3)

Prepared By: Group Manager-Planning and Development - Nick Juradowitch

Reason: To brief Council on the form and content of a Draft SEPP proposing the re-
introduction of multiple occupancy.

Objective: Council endorsement of & submission to the Department of Urban Affairs
and Planning.

Mzinagement Plan Activity: Strate&ic Plannins

Councillors may recall that the previous State Government repealed SEPP No.' 15 Multiple
Occupancy primarily on the grounds that the then Government believed that multiple occupancy was
a local rather than a State planning i1ssue. The incoming Minister for Planning, Craig Knowles,
however, expressed a contrary view and indicated that he was considering reintroduction of a SEPP
for multiple occupancy. -

- Last year Council considered the implications of a reintroduction of SEPP No. 15 and resolved that
# 7 the Minister be advised that Council did not support the reintroduction of SEPP No. 15 (see
Annexure | copy of letter to the Minuster attached to this report and dated March 20, 1996).

Council further advised that if the Minister decided to proceed with the reintroduction of SEPP No.
15 then the following matters should be included in the proposed SEPP,

(1) 12 months moratorium on the SEPP coming into force so as to provide for local Councils 10
prepare their own multiple occupancy strategies and planning provisions.

(1) Multiple occupancy development on the North Coast shall be consistent with the Department
of Urban Affairs and Planning's Rural Settlement Guidelines for the North Coast and be
restricted to land which is physically suitable for such development and accessible to services.

(i) A limit is placed on the number of MO dwelling sites which may be approved by Councils over
a five year time frame, as currently applies to more traditional rural residential development.

"'. (iv) That multiple occupancies be offered the choice of either remaining in one title with common
~ ownership or opting for Community Title with most of the land held in common ownership
+ with individual Community Title lots for house sites.
No response has been received from the Minister regarding Council's correspondence despite several
requests for a reply. The Draft SEPP has now been prepared and placed on exhibition without any
prior consultation with Local Government. The Miruster has also ignored Council's requests for a
meeting. Exhibition of the draft SEPP will conclude on March 14, 1997,

(ﬁ“
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Draft SEPP No. 15 - Multiple Occupancy of Rural Land

LS
,/-

The Proposed Draft SEPP
A copy of the Draft SEPP No. 15 - Muluple Occupancy is attached separately as Annexure 2 for the:
information of Councillors. It differs only minimally from the previously gazetted SEPP No. 15,

The aims and objectives (Clause 2) definitions (Clause 4), multiple occupancy specifications (Clause
7), density (Clause 11), subdivision prohibition (Clause 12), application momntonng (Clause 13) and
suspension of certain laws (Clause 14) are virtually a word for word reproduction of the previous
SEPP.

The only significant dnfferences between the previous and proposed SEPP’s are summarised as
follows:

(3) The proposed SEPP includes references to the repeal of SEPP No. 42 which was the SEPP
which repealed the original multiple occupancy SEPP No. 15,
Lo
(b) Some Councils (Byron, Hastings, Nambucca) have been deleted from the LGA list of Councils
in the proposed SEPP but which were included in the original SEPP No. 15 and some Councils
have been added (Cowra and Wingecarribbee).

(¢) The désignated development advertising provisions apply to all multiple occupancy DA’s and
not just those for 4 or more dwellings as previously applied.

(d) The previous SEPP included a list of matters to be included in 2 site analysis for DA’s
involving 4 or more dwellings. This requirement has been extended to include multiple
occupancies with the required munimum number of dwellings {3) and the number of issues
which must be considered in the site analysis has been significantly increased (see Schedule 3
of the Draft SEPP). Interestingly, Schedule 3 does not require any consideration of potentially
conflicting landuses on surrounding landholdings. This is a significant flaw in the proposed
policy, although the Department does indicate it is proposing to produce guidelings on the
SEPP which will address tssues such as landuse conflicts and waste management,

(e) A new clause has been added requiring 2 management plan 1o be submitied with the DA, This
plan is to address issues such as bushfire management, noxious weeds and provision and
. maintenance of internal services (eg roads, water supply, etc),

The draft policy 15 a slight improvement on the previous policy, but still represents a rather heavy
handed approach to achieving the State Govermment's objective of reintroducing multiple
occupancy. It certainly should not be gazetted until supporting guidelines are prepared,

Is A Muitiple Occupancy SEPP Necessary

Multiple occupancy has been a controversial landuse planning issue in Lismore, notwithstanding that
it constitutes a legitimate form of rural settlement. Essentially the only major difference between
multiple occupancy and other more traditional forms of rural residential settlement is the manner in

which title is held, ie MO's require a single common title rather than individual titles for each
dwelling site.

One must question whether multiple occupancies are of such significance 1o the State that they
should be the subject of a State Planning Policy. Some 90% of MO’s are located within one region,

N—— M -
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the North Coast, and the bulk of these are located within half a dozen LGA’s. On this basis any
multiple occupancy provisions should be part of the North Coast Regional Environmental Plan rather
than an SEPP. '

It could be argued that a SEPP is necessary because of the failure of local governments to
incorporate MO provisions within their LEP’s. There is some merit in this argument, By way of
comparison, the failure of many Councils in Sydney to open up more residentially zoned land to
medium density housing prompted the previous State Government to introduce an REP which.
applied to the metropolitan area and permitted dual occupancy subdivision. This plan was very
controversial and was the subject of considerable objection from Sydney Councils.

Ironically it is the present State Government which repealed the Sydney dual occupancy subdivision
provisions on the grounds that such an approach was considered to be too heavy handed. The
current Government directed Sydney Councils to introduce residential development policies which
provided for more medium density housing. Councils which did this were exempted from State
imposed medium density planning controls, Ze

A similar approach should be taken with multiple occupancy. The draft SEPP if proceeded with,

should not come into force until say July 1, 1998. This would provide sufficient time for Councils to

introduce MO provisions within their LEP's in order to qualify for an exemption from the State

Policy. The SEPP should be converted to an amendment to the North Coast Regional
- Environmental Plan as it is only a significant planning issue on the North Coast. -

Multipte Occupancy and Rural Settlement Strategies
The State Government now requires thet North Coast Councils prepare rural settiement strategies
consistent with the Department of Planning and Urban Affairs Guidelines on rural settiement, before
introducing any changes to existing rural settlement planning controls. The introduction of an MO
SEPP seems to run counter to this planning requirement.

With re-gazettal of an MO SEPP as much as 30% - 40% of rural settlement in the Lismore LGA

could comprise multiple occupancy dwellings. This constitutes a major impact on Lismore’s rural

area and should only be considered in the context of an agreed rural settlement strategy. ;
Council may recall that the detached rural dual occupancy provisions in Clause 15 of the LEP were

removed from the LEP as part of the-repeal of the provisions dealing with rural residential

subdivision in 1(2) zones. This was necessary as the two planning iritiatives were integrated within

the one LEP clause. It was intended to promptly reintroduce rural detached dual occupancy by way

ofa separate clause.

The Department of Urban Affairs and Planning has by letter dated December 16, 1996, advised that
1t will not consider reintroduction of detached rural dual occupancy until Council has a rural
settlement strategy in place. Inits letter the Department states:

“The (exhibition) cerfificate requires the removal of those sections of the draft instrument which
deal with dual occupancy provisions in rural areas. These sections are inconsistent with clauses 20
and 22 of the North Coast Regional Environmental Plan 1988, the Guidelines on Rural Settlement
on the North Coast of NSW, and the conditions noted in the letier of April 19, 1996, from the
Department to Council on this issue (copy of letter atlached). Inconsisiency with clause 22 could
be jusnf ed but only if the provisions were part of Council's Rural Residential Strategy and
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comphed with the Guidelines on Rural Settlement on the North Coast of NSW. It is suggested that
Council should defer this part of the amendment until the Strategy issue is resolved.”

Multiple occupancy provisions like their dual occupancy counterparts, should not be reintroduced
into Lismore until Counci! has completed a rural settlement strategy which addresses the following
issues:

(i) the preferred locations and form of multiple occupancy.

(i) a release strategy which manages the number of dwelling entitlements approved per annum
{averaged over a 5 year period).

(iii) key planning criteria which need to be met.

Gazettal of the SEPP without a rural settlement strategy w1ll result in a different set of rules for one
form of rural settlement. .

Planning Criteria in the Draft SEPP : ' g

The SEPP does not provide sufficient direction as to appropriate locations for MO's and fails to

address compatibility issues with respect to neighbouring landuses and communities. Council
discovered with its previous rural residential planning controls that there needs 10 be extensive prior

community consultation as part of the process of identifying suitable locations for rural settlement.

The SEPP provides for MO’s 1o be located virtually anywhere where land suitability and service
availability meet the necessary standards. No provisions are included with respect to compatibility
with adjoining landuses or commumnity expectations and values. There are locations in Lismore
which are suitable for MO's and can be identified within a rural settlement strategy which is prepared
in consultation with the community. The imposition of an SEPP is an overkill in the extreme, more
akin to using nuclear weapons to resolve a domestic dispute.

Many of the standards in the SEPP are inappropriate for Lismore. Experience has shown that the
density provisions are too high. Do 3 or 4 dwellings really constitute an MO? Maybe a 20 hectare
minimum with a density of | dwelling per 4 hectares is more appropriate. Would a 10 hectare
minimum area result in further fragmentation of rural landholdings? Is a single lane poor quality
gravel road sufficient public vehicular access to an MO allotment with 20 houses? MO's are
frequently located in isolated areas with very poor access road infrastructure. Pressure is then
brought to bare on Council to redirect road expenditure to 1mprove the quality of road access to
newly established MO's.

Planning and d'evelopment standards need to be developed at the local level through Council’s
existing LEP and a revision of its Multipte Occupancy DCP. The LEP shauld also identify accessible
land deemed suitable for multiple occupancy. This will provide greater certainty for the community

and the proponents of multiple occupancy development. The incidence of appeals to the Land and
Environment Court will then be sigmficantly reduced.

Other Comments

The comments on the draft SEPP have been confined to planning issues. Concerns regarding, for
example,. the manner in which MO’s are rated or the lifestyle choices made by prospective MO's
residents are not really relevant to a discussion of the SEPP. These issues need to be addressed
separately, eg by seeking changes to the way in which rates are levied.
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" /7 Draft SEPP-No. 15 - Multiple Occupancy of Rural Land

" Finance Manager's Comments Not required

Other Group Comments Not required
Conclusion

Council should seek an exemption from the SEPP or as a2 minimum require that the SEPP not come
into force until at least July 1, 1998, with Council agreeing to include its own multnple occupancy
planning controls upon completmn of the rural settlement strategy being prepared in 1997. Council
has already previously resolved that multiple occupancy be considered as part of the rural settlement
strategy. The justification for an SEPP for multiple occupancy cannot be substantiated, It is at best
a matter for inclusion in the North Coast REP,

Recommendation (PLA6)

| That Council make a submission to the Department of Urban Affairs and Planning. seeking
either an exemption from the proposed SEPP No. 15 Multiple Occupancy or deferral of the
coming into force of the draft SEPP until at least July 1, 1998, on the basis that Council will
agree to include multiple occupancy planning provisions within its LEP, introduced within the
context of an agreed rural settlement strategy.

2 " That the submission outline the points of concern as detailed in the report to this Council
Meeting by the Group Manager-Planning and Development, and in particular that the
introduction of a SEPP is inappropriate in view of the essentially local or at most regional
implications of multiple occupancy. :

Pag_e No. 44



W‘f

PAN COMMUNITY COUNCIL ... MEDIA RELEASE

COUNCIL TO VOTE ON MULTIPLE OCCUPANCY
POLICY TONIGHT
(tuesday 28th january)

The future of Multiple Occupancy housihg In the Lismore region
could hinge on a vote at tonight's Limore_council meeting.

Council will respond to the State Governft}ent's draft SEPP 15,
which allows for Multiple Occupancy housing in rural areas.

The draft poliby was released last month for comment.

A Report prepared by council rejects the State policy even though it
concedes MOs are a LEGITIMATE form of rural settlement. it
argues that Lismore Council should be exempt from SEPP 15 if it is
reintroduced.

The Pan Community Council, which represents Multiple
Occupancies in the region, says the report has been prepared
without ANY public consultation. It doesn't even look at local
housing issues, such as housing shortages, homelessness and the
need for optlons for low income residents.

‘Pan Com says successful intentional communities have been
established in the Lismore region for more than 20 years, and they
have provided a huge range of advantages for residents, the
environment, and the wider community.

Under SEPP 1&, any further MOs would be approved ON THEIR
MERIT, and in line with strict planning criteria.

Pan Com is calling for Council to prepare a new response to the
draft SEPP 15, this time with community consultation.

ok kk
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for further information contact :

. Graham lrvine  ph: 891 666
Tony Belton ph: 891 424

Da\nd Klng . ph: 880 192

PANCOIVI SPOKESPERSON BILL KIDD, WILL SPEAK AT TUESDAY'S
COUNCIL MEFTIRT AND WL BE AVAILABLE FOR COMMENT.



school or may have their roots in the organisation of the junior school. There may be
numerous other long term Improvement issues,

Just some of the issues you may wish to-explore include:

What are the subject counselling processes currently in place in the school? How
effective are these? Some schools are much more successful in getting students to enrol
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_3AISMORE CITY COUNCIL - Meeting held January 28, 1997

Subject/File No; DRAFT SEPP NO 15 - MULTIPLE QCCUPANCY OF RURAL [ A
(N MUK S5233)
Prepared By: Group Manager Plarmng and Development - Nick Juradowiich
RHeason: To briet Council on the form and content of 1 Oraft SEPP proposing the te

wtrod.ctivn of multiple occupaney

Ubjective: Council endorsement of 2 subrmussion to the Depariment of Lrban Affarrs
and Plannung

Management Plan Activity; Strareew. Plan:one

Backgrounid:

Councuiors may reca. that the orevious State Government repealed SEPP No 15 Mulnipte
QOccupancy pnmariy on the grourds that the ther Government believed that mult ple oceLpancy was
a iocal rather than a $S1zte plarmiry issue The mcemung Minsster for Plannng, Craig Knowles,
however. expressed a contrary - »~d indicated that he was corsidenry reintreducuon of a SEPP
or m - ple uccuparcy

Last vear Councni considered the implications of a remtroduction of SEPP No 15 and resolved that
the Minster be advised that Coural did no! supront the remtroduciion of SEPP No 'S (see
Annexure | copy ot letter 1o the Mirsster attached o thus report aad dated March 20 1996)
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Draft SEPP No. 15 - Multiple Occupancy of Rural Land

The Proposed Draft SEPP

A copy of the Draft SEP? No. 15 - Multiple Occupancy is attached separately as Annexure 2 for Ihe,,w
mformation of Councillors. 1t differs only minimally from the previously pazetted SEPP No 13,

The aims and objectives (Clause 2) definitions (Clause 4), muliple occupancy specifications (Clause
7). density (Clause 11), subdivision prohibition (Clause 12), application monitering (Clause 13) and
suspension of certain laws (Clause 14) are virtually a2 word for word reproduction of the previous
SEPP.

The only significant differences between the previous and proposed SEPP's are summarised as
follows:

(a) The proposed SEFP includes references to the repeal of SEPP No. 42 which was the SEPP
which repealed the original multiple occupancy SEPP No. i3,

(b) Some Councils (Byron, Hastings, Nambucca) have been deleted from the LGA hist of Councils
in the proposed SEPP but which were included in the original SEPP No. 15 and some Councils
have been added (Cowra and Wingecarribbee).

(¢) The designated de'.relopment' advertising provisions apply 10 all muliiple occupancy DA's and
not just those for 4 or more dwellings as previously applied.

{d) The previous SEPP included 2 list of maiters o be mcluded in 2 sile analysis for DA’s
involving 4 or more dwellings. This requiremen: has been extended io include multiple
occupancies with the required minimum number of dwellings (3) and the number of issues
which must be considered in the site analysis has been significantly increased (see Schedule 3
of the Draft SEPP, Interestingly, Schedule 3 does not require any consideration of potentially
conflicting landuses on surrounding landholdings  This is 2 sigruficant flaw in the proposed
policy, aithough the Depariment does indicate it 1s proposing to produce guidelines on the
SEPP which will address issues such as landuse conflicts and waste management,

(2) A new clause has been added requiring a management plan 10 be submitied with the DA This
plan is to address issues such as bushfire management, noxious weeds and provision and
mainienance of intzral services {eg roads, water supply, eic).

The draft policy 1s a slight improvemeni on the previous policy, but still represenis a rather heavy
handed approach to achieving the State Government's objective of reintroducing muliiple
occupancy. [t certainly should not be gazetted until supporting guidelines are prepared.

Is A Multiple Occupancy SEPP Necessary

Multiple occupancy has been a controversial ianduse planning issue in Lismore, notwithstanding that
it constitutes a legitimate form of rural settlement. Essentially the only major difference beiween
multiple occupancy and other more traditional forms of rural residential settlement is the manner in
which title is held, ie MO's reguire a single common iitle rather than individual titles for each
dwelling site

]

One musi quesiton whether multiple occupancies are of such significance o the State that tney
should be the subject of a State Planning Policy. Some 90% of MO’s are located within one regicn,
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the North Coast, and the bulk of these are located within half a dozen LGA’s  On this bazsis ary
multiple occupancy provisions should be part of the North Coast Regional Environmental Plan ratke-
than an SEPP.

It could be argued that a SEPP is necessary because of the failure of local governments to
incorporate MO provisions within their LEP’s. There 1s some merit in this argument. By way of
comparison, the failure of many Councils in Sydney to open up more residentially zoned land to
medium density housing prompted the previous State Government to introduce an REP which
appiied to the metropolitan area and permitied dual occupancy subdivision. This plan was very
coniroversial and was the subject of considerable objection from Sydney Councils

Irordically it is the preseni Siate Government which repealed the Sydney dual occupancy subdivision
provisions on the grounds thai such an approach was considered to be too heavy handed. The
current Government direcied Sydney Councils to introduce residential development policies which
provided for more medium densitv housing, Councils which did this were exempted from State
imposed medium density planning controls.

A similar approach shou'd be taken with multipie occupancy The draft SEPP if proceeded with,
should not come into force until say July 1, 1998, This would provide sufficient time for Councils io
introduce MO provisions within their LEP's in order to qualify for an exemption from the State
Policy. The SEPP should be converted to an amendment to the North Coast Regional
Environmental Plan as it is only a significant planning issue on the North Coast -

Multiple Occupancy and Rural Settlement Strategies
The State Government now requires thet North Coast Councils prepare rural settlement strategies
consisient wiih the Depariment of Planning and Urban Affairs Guidelines on rural settlement, berore
introducing 2ny changes to existing rural settlement planning conirols. The introduction of an MO
SEPP seems 10 run counier 10 this planning requirement.

\With re-gazettal of an MO SEPP as much as 30% - 0% of rural settlement in the Lismore LGA
could comprise muliiple occupancy dwellings. This constitutes a major impact on Lismore’s rural
area and should only be considered in the context of an agreed rural settlement strategy.

Council may recall thai the detached rural dual occupancy provisions in Clause 135 of the LEP were
removed from the LEP as part of the repeal of the provisions dealing with rural residentiel
subdivision in 1(2) zones. This was necessary as the two planning inutiatives were integrated within
the one LEP clause, 1i was intended to promptly rzintroduce rural detached dual occupancy by way
of a separate clause.

The Depaniment of Urban Affairs and Planning has by letier dated December 16, 1996, advised that
it will not consider reintroduction of detached rural dual occupancy until Council has a rural
setilement strategy in place  Inits letter the Department states:

“The (exhibiion) ceriificate requires the removal of those sections of ihe drafi instrument wiich
deal with dual occupancy provisions in rural areas. These sections are inconsisient with clauses 20
and 22 of the North Coast Regional Environmental Plan 1988, the Guidelines on Rural Settlement
on the North Coast of NSW. and the conditions noted in the letter of April 19, 1996, from tiw
Depariment o Council cn this issue (copy of letter attacked). Inconsistency with clause 22 could
be justified but only if the prowisions were pert of Council's Rural Residennal Strategy and
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complied with the Guidehines on Rural Settlement or the North Coast of NSW. It is suggested thut
Council should defer ihis part of ihe amendment until the Siraiegy issve is resolved.”

Multiple occupancy provisions like their dual occupancy counterparts, should not be reintroduced
into Lismore until Council has completed a rural settlement strategy which zddresses the following
155Ues. .

(i)  the preferred locations and form of multiple occupancy.

(i) a release strategy which manages the number of dwelling entitlements approved per annum
(averaged over a 5 year penod).

(i) key plansung criteria which need to be met

Gazetial of the SEPP without a rural setilement strategy will result in a different set of rules for one
form of rural settlemen:.

Planning Criteria in the Draft SEPP

The SEPP does not provide sufficient direction as 1o appropriate locations for MO's and fails to
address compatibility issues with respect to neighbouring landuses and communities. Council
discovered with its previous rural residential planning controls that there needs to be extensive prior
community consultation as part of the pracess of identifinng suitable locations for rural settlement

The SEPP provides for MQ's 10 be located virtually anywhere where land sunability and service
availability meet the necessary standards. No provisions are included with respect to compatibility
with adjoining landuses or commurnuty expectations and values. There are locauons in Lismore
which are suitable for MO's and can be identified within a rural settiemen: strategy which is prepared
in consuliation with the community. The imposition of an SEPP 15 an overkill in the extreme, more
akin 10 using nuclear weapons to resolve a domestic dispute.

Many of the standards in the SEPP are inappropriate for Lismore. Experience has shown that the
density provisions are 100 high. Do 3 or 4 dwellings really consutute an MO? Maybe a 20 hectare
mirimum with a density of 1 dwelling per 4 heciares is more appropriate Would a 10 hectare
mintmum area result in further fragmentation of rural landholdings? Is a single lane poor queality
grave] road sufficient public vehicular access to an MO allotment with 20 houses? MOQ's are
frequently locaied in 1solated areas with very poor access road infrastructure  Pressure is then
brought 1o bare on Council 1o redirect voad expenditure to improve the quality of road access to
newly established MO s.

Planning and development standards need io be developed 2t the local leve! through Council’s
exjsting LEP and a revision of its Multiple Occupancy DCP. The LEP should also identify accessible
land deemed suitable for multiple occupancy This will provide greater certainty for the community
and the proponents of multiple occupancy development  The incidence of appeals to the Land and
Envirormment Court will then be sigmficantly reduced.

Other Comments

The comments on the draft SEPP have bezn confined to planming issues  Concerns regarding, for
example, the manner in which MO's are rated or the lifestvle choices made by prospeciive MQ's
residents are not really relevant to a discussion of the SEPP. These issues need 1o be addressed
separately, eg by seeking changes (o the way in which rates are levied.
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Finance Mapager's Cominents Nat required

Other Group Comments  Not required

Conclusion

Council should seek an exsmption from the SEPP or 2s a mizimum require that the SEPP no: come
into force unil at least July 1, 1998 with Council agreeing 0 include 1ts own muitiple occupansy
plannung comirsis upon compistion of the rural settlement strategy being prepared in 1997  Courcil
aas aiready previcusly resolved that nultiple occupancy be considered as part of the rural setzlement
strategy. The jusiification for an SEPP for multiple occupaney cannot be suSsianuated It is 2t best
a matier or inclusion in the North Coast REP

Recommendation (PLAG)

t

That Counci: mare 2 scbmissior 10 1ne Deparimert of Urban Affairs and Planung seesing
either an exempuion from the proposed SEPP No 15 Mukiple Occupancy or deferrat of the
coming nic torce of the dreft SEPP until at least July i, 1995, on the basis that Counci! wi'l
agree to snclude mulliple occupancy plarning provisions within its LEP, introduced witrin the
contert of an agreed nurai settiement strategy.

That the submession outhnie (he points ¢i concern as detalsd 1 the repont 0 s Couneit
Meetng bv the Qroup Manager-Planning and Development, acd in paite “ar that the
introduction of a SEPP is inappropriate in view of the essantialiv inzal re at =ost regiona’
implicatisns of multiple occupane:
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