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"A rough baIance sheet of what the E nwgonmenlal
‘Plenning and Assessment (amendment) Act | 985 has -
givenand taken by way of public particigation , is setout

-~ below: This bailence-shget is not exhaustive, butis . -

i ded to serve as a further explanstion to the

I.Ef(u ianation prepared by the Depar tment of

Y

Jvironment end- Planning, which highiights |
Dornmunlly involvement in'the amendment process
d.in thecontinued oper ation of the EPAACt, By wWay
Of. introduction, it ought 1o be pointed out that froin

: when the first Amendment Bill was mlraduued in.

April, 198'5 ‘aver 300 sibmissions were. receweﬂ

i the three monlhs period available for public

comrnent The final Amendrient Act was introduced

into Parliament in November 1985 and was not.
' avallable for ‘ejther pubitic mmment or even |

FU

BY PATRICIARYAN

informed perliamentary tebate. The Act took effect
in February, 1986, The first Biil covered. ©
approximately I separate matters ranging from -
major to minor importance.{ not including- _
amendmsnts censeguential on thess). The Amangment
Act dealt with at least double that number of matters,
-again ranging from the major to'the minor and not
including the conssquentisl smendments Of these,
only about 17 rlems remained the same or -

- substantial by the seme as thuse prupmed in the flrsi '
B1II

Thrcughuut the fol iuwmg :,ummary it is assumad that
-there may be some benefit in a more "efficient” _
adininistration of the Act, atthough readers may wish
to draw their own conclusions on that score.
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o “"Objector™ i redefined in 5.4 to make clear thal it
- onlyrefers 1o a person who objects to "designated.

s 148

development” and not 1o non- designated development
which is advertised under s.87. This narrow ”

megning is reinforced under 5. 101 to permit onlyan .

objector to "designaled development” or to.

."prohibited development” o demend an inguiry
-_.'u_ncbr_‘-_s.lo_l‘,-'-_ o

' The Environmental Planning and Advisory Committes
- under-8.21 isabolished, depriving the community of
-formal represeniation.to the Minister on the -
- -ajministration of the EPAACt, Although the
.~ Commitiee might not have functioned.in any -
- . significant sense, it.is worth asking why that was so.
‘A frank answer is not available here in view of the
- restrictjons on disclosure of information contained in

| DELEGATION
“The renge of persans to wham the Minister or the
-+ Direclor may delegate powers under the EPA Act is
-extended by 5.23( 1) teinclude an officer of servant - B

of a council or a Commissioner of Inquiry.

- “Pravided that persons acting with delegated powers

act in "good faith”, they are not'subject to legal ~

Habil.ity for any misuse of those powers as a result of
anew s.23(9). ' ' '
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: State Enwrunmental PIanmnq Pohmes (SEPPs)

N made clearer by s. .59(2)

o @_mngl E.nv_tr_gnmenta! PIans"( REPs) -

L._ :. '

PART 3 - EN?IRONMENTAL PLﬂNNINB
m,‘iTEUUENTS (EPIs)

The optmn of thie Mlmster‘ to exclude pubhc _
parhc:patwn inthe preparation of a draft S’:PP is

GAINS -
~-An REP may be sub- rugmnal under 3.40.

*Local Environments! Plans { -L.'E PSS}

 GAINS - - } :

© Council mayclearly rocover costa of
study from developer, but subject to-
the regutetions under 3.57(5).L -

A s.65 cerlifncate by the Director 1s
no ionger conditicnal on inconsistency
between the draft LEP and Stalear
~regional policies, but this could also” -
- negative any. parhcipatmn insuch -
pohmes -

 AsS65 certif_icale may be conditional’
~on amendment of adraft LEP before -

exhibition, but the benefit of this may
again depend on 8 particular balance af

confiicting community interests.

Prmr exhibltlon Uf stucb/ uncler

©5.42 dcictcd

-Prior public su'tzmissilun on stugdy

under 3.43 deleted.

. Prior consideration under 5.44
. of public submissions on study

- and-aims, elc. of- drartREP :

' deleted

Exhibition af-stuw'anu-araf.t” i
. REP is now simultaneous under
+5.47, enabling study to “justify”

the plan, aithough thecreticatly
a-study must still be prepared
prior toaplen under s.41,

LOSSES

Public notice of 'spcci_fimtians B
for study under 857¢37 deleted.

'- Priop exh1b1hon of study under
_sSBdeleted S

. Prior public submissions an )
siudy under s. 59 deleted.

Preparaimn of draft LEP is no -

| ~longer dependent on prior.

preparation and exhibitionof

- study as a.result of deletion

of .60, but plan must stitl -

-~ have regard to study under s.61. -



A council may make alteratmns o an A 65 certificate bY the.

. .exhibited draft LEP .not relating o
public submissions made al a near!ng
" under 3.68. This would permit alter-

ations, for example, hased on

_- 1m’0rmation not supplledto the =

inquiry, but it could also negative

- public parhmpdtm..m the mqulrv '

The power of a cou_ncnl to make a.
“development control plan (OCP) is
- exiended by s.72 to inglude reference
- toadrafl LEP, presumably even if .
- thatdreft has not reached the
- exhibition stage mentioned in .90
- (1)(a)(ii). This could also have
'negatlve 1mphcat10ns for putlic

parllclpatwn

'_Psn omendmg EPI_ i3 no longer _
* restricled under 5.74( 1) to the =

land to which the amended EPI

" relates, (The definition of "land"” :

is also extended in 5.4). Note,

- however, that the need for an
- anvironmantal study for an
- amending EP stil is not -

automatic under .74 (2).

—— .: '

THE Sl oF coaee ]

Director i no longer conditional -

.on inconsistency belween the
draft LEP and.Siate er regional
policies, but this may also have

--mca] benefit

: Exh1b1hon of clraft LEP anid

study is now simuttaneous under
566, enabling the study, in
effect, tojushfy the plan.

Pubhc subm1ss1uns under 3, 6? may

" only be made on the draft p]an
not on the study: ¢f.5.43 (b)

re REPS

' I“Ialter‘s deferred from en exhibzted

draft LEP when 1t is submitted

" Ap the DEP under-s 68 need not

be publicly re-éxhibited

- when subsequent action is taken
.on the deferred matters, but

5.68(6) as amended sets ro time.

~limit for the teking of such
. subsequent sction.

_ The power of the M1mster under

3.70( 1) to aiter an exhibited

. draft LEP {3'extended 10 "any -

matter which in the opinicn of
the Minisler is of significance

. for State or regional-environ-

mental planning.” Such matler

- presumably need not be a matter-
- of prior pubtic knowTedge, -

guch a5 in a SEPP, REP ar 5. I 17 7
threcuion,

- There isa blanket retrospective
* validation of amending -

instruments which may have

_ breachied the former 5.74( 1),

witlhout provision for mdwmual
review of those EPIs.






PART 4 - DEVELOPMENT CONTROL,

- The sltuahon where an _
-occupier of Crown lands does not .

require ministerial consent for -

' adevelopment application (Dn)

is ncrrwcd undcr 5. ?? (2}.

.: The pure]u subjecﬁve decia_i_un
by a.develgper to supply envir-

ehmental impact information.
under .77 (3){c) withg
nn- deslgnated DA ia -
removed, but replaced. by

- . particulars to be pres-
©. eribed inthe regulations.

 Desiqnated DAs,
‘Notice of cesignated DAs

must goto public .

- authorities as wel a3
- 1o, persons’ prevmusly\prescrlbed -
g unﬂer 3. 84( 1.

' Matters for conmderat'ion'

o Additional considerations for

delermining a DA are spalt
oul'in s90( 1) (ml)and
ety

.The mgnt to cha!lenge the .
vahdity of an EP| under 5.35

- - 15 ade more restricled, in that-

the 3 month period applies
-trrespactive of the grounds on -
whitch znvandlty is alleged.

o itoperate; retrospectwely _
- except where legal proceedings -
had a!ready cornmPnced

LOSSES

o

Need for Iandowner 5 consent

Mo aDA by a public authority -

15 narmwed uncier 8. ?7( 2A).

Desmnated DAs B

The form and content of a

natice of designated cleveiupment
under 3.84 is left to he

' - prescribed by regulation and is |
~.ho longer gaverned !Jy the Act
1tbelf _

Df’t Deterrninaticln,

. The specific provision in s.91(5)

lhat development consents ere
viid for non- mmp‘mm.e with the
Actor an EP! js entirgly
removed and not timited to an _
amnendment consequential on the
Minister's power o approve

- "prohibiled deveiopmeni

'under 3.101 .



S’ ' B

' Public amenities contrlbutlon .

oondltlons

A wider basw for 3.94”
- contributiens topublic

“amenities or services is:

. provided, but the Minister rnoy
- meke specific or general -

-directions resuch
contr:butlons under s, 94 A '

A’ materlal pubhc bonef it"
may be required under 3.94 in
leu - of a dedication of land
or acash oontr'lbutton under _

- 8.94(2C), but is subject to

8.94A dlrectlons

- _ Prohlbltod devoloomont’

) The Mlmster rnoy grant consent
- winder s.101 to “prokibited °
. development” {as defined in

8.100A), notwithstanding the

" provisionsof an EPI: cf.8.90 -
-~ (X&)} This would benefit

a community-based development

~which was thwarted by local
_planning processes, but also has
. -negalive impiications for .

' community - based local p]ans

A" pr‘t}htbttad DA rnust ba -
available for public comment
under 8§01 (3) &5 if it was a

| “designated develepment”, but -

goes not necessarily require an

' EiS under 3.77 unlooa it 1s also

“designated”. 1n one sense, this

- right is no different from the .
- right 1o inspect a draft EP1 .
_intende’d for d'spot rezoning. - -

- Crown ljé'v'éilitfiﬁ't'&?tfﬁ

‘The pawwer of a rounc:] "

refuse or impose conditional

- consent for a.DA by the Crown )
- {or prescribed persons under ihe
- regulatinng) is made conditional

- by 5.91A on the written approval

of the Minister. Failure of 8
council to decide in accordance

= with the Minister's notification
.- means that unconditional consent
" is-deemed to have been given,

Whiist the soctlon does not -

| “specifically remove ob]eotor
© . rights re Crown' deve!opments

which are "designated” or ,
“profibiled”, the Court hearlng

. any third purty appl would be
.~ bound, like a council, by a
- 891A notification.

Puhhc amenities contrlbutton

: condlttons

The new 5.94 removes :the need
for an EP! to identify a demand .
for pubhc amenities or serwoes _

.. prior to a consent condition
- being impased for provision or

‘improvement of such amenities
or services. This removes

- plenning participation prior to

specific development control.

1t seems that 5 5,54 condition
lowards amenities.or services
provided prior to a particular

R development need not be -

“reasonanle” under 5.94( 28)

. Prohibied devslopment

' The Minister may grant consent.

under s.101 10 "prohibited
oevelopment” (as defined in
s. 100A); nolwithstanding the
provisions of an EPI: cf.5.90 _
{($){a)i). This could also have
some positiveaspects for public
involvement as mentioned under
‘GAINS' Irrespective of -
individual positive effects, -
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AN  WPLEVENTATONAND ) ENFORCEMENT
-:-,:ﬁ.’,;:_;g’f‘“‘i_“ " /')" w :g{’ S -~ Thepower of the Minister under s.117 ledirect &
“/ <">/.\‘\'\ % ///’? :fff - - _counci) in relation to the preparation of a draft LEp- is -
fd t};\ tyy j‘/‘[ - . - . nolonger limited io matters of State or régional . -
i if} - 5 ! I Sigmﬁcance -The power of the Minister under 5.4 18 1y

- replace a council by a planning administrator for the -
‘purposas of carrying out the EPA Act is no longer
conditional upon a hearingat council's request.
Inudantﬂ!iy the administralor need no 1onger be an
~ officar of the DEP but may be simply a * ‘person”.

F’UBLIC INOUIFHES

“Inquiry powers are exteended urider s | 19 to the
©administration and implemantation of any statute (not

- solely the EPA £§ ) administered by the l"hmster

S'\Iow-\' e_s.a,v---_‘az' '
pdSSWVV\

MISCELLANEOUS

' L L " Other amendments include essentially housekeemng
- Note that, although par ticipatory r !g_nts apply to-the _ amendments re Commissioners of Inquiry {s.13):
- EiS duties under -:‘5‘;&;2 agd tl “1"2;“‘;' legsl various nolifications between tocal councils and the:

- requirementsenforced under s, or a “praper” DEP under Part 3 (55.53(4), 68.(4)(d)(ii) and .
decision on a Part S Gevelopment are far more UF;I&IW . 70(7) end under Part'S (5.1 12(3)): iniroduction of
ended 12:3 ‘]J”S;; rF: tasr éo*d‘notig;}':ﬁ;e;:/hs:;ng SrL;aeriC - apower of entry (ss, (I !;!A and [-17B); settlement of -

. sector develo - disputes under 5.121(3); constitution of
SEEF;&P : r??’f‘?ﬁg‘fgg};:ﬁ:t{3:;22?”;5:{%‘:‘??? fm_ﬁg dovelopment areas undsr 5.132(6)(b); assessment of
- unoer e " leancommitments under s.143; numerous
RN ol St el
o A : - LR Lo Parts proponent under 3.1-12_ J to receive reasons
- gevelopment consent. No appeal on merits is possmle | for refusal o Eﬂndilioml aporoval of an “activity” ard
for either a Part 5 of a3, 101 degision and a | aless specific obligation under 5. 149 1o issus s :
- 391A dec:smn is-for all intents unappeaiablu againg © certificate but subject to regulation. OF more

~ the Minister's notification, That anly Jeaves als 12 ?.3{‘_ particular note is the deletion of requirements under
- proceedings for the purposes of taking techinical poims bzl s concerning thepreparation and tab}ing

-on the legality of thesedecisions. Thiscouldmeanthal 4 o rpiament of an annual report, since doubts Tave
_the gefinition of “prohibited development” under - - recently been.expressed about the effectiveness of the
~ s.100A, for instance, could take on some imgortance in State's Aanual Reports legistation. Finally,

at Teast providing a public merits forum by way of 8= requlations may change any provisions contained
8.101 inqliry. The wey 5.100A is worded could 0PN . §rip, ar o oo ta ) with respect te transitional or
“the way for -arguing that some s:91A decisions L,Duld C ,EdVlngS arrangements -

L Oﬂl‘/ have been made under s.101. .. . - - cun.-,equentupun 1mplemehtatmn of the amendmems



' (

)

ic democratic
al‘iments -

. hsmft from planmng prmmp}e 10 ad hoc o
deve]npment decisicns, with - direct consequences for
the quality of public input which will be forced tobe

- mors reactionary than CUHStf‘UL-thE and
. forward—luokmg

3 Acuncentratmn of power mlhe Mlmster ,contrary

..\

" 2: Ashift from dtrect parhamenta{"y responsmlhiy to

gredler use of. regulctmns

“tothe object in 5:5(h) of shared central and Jocal”

~gavernient responsibility. -

T ymay well aod up to increased efficiency buta’ -'

very decided cost to the 5.5(c) object of increased

ubhc involvement and pariicipation in. -
ermronmentﬁl pianmng and assessment, 3mce ihe EPA
_Act i8.now very much an inter nal contradiction wlth
'Ihe 5.5 objects, one can ority wonderwhat varjous

_cominands in the Act and in SEPPs to have regard to the o

- 8. 5 Dbjer,ts wm mearl in DFdL.l et

P'er'r'_nabé;'_ﬁowever , ihe a‘m'endf'n'ent:_a at I'ea'st_win resu'i't
-in greatsr public vigilance than in the past for the

. various pubtic notifications which may be made under-

the At In this way, the object in s.5(a)(vi), lo
encourage the protection of the environment, might e
negalively reinforced We should. fﬂso be gr ateful of

. course, (hat

. Parliamenti neeg no more waste its time on special _
. slalutes exempling pdl"tlL.U]af' devempment proposdls N
from_'EEAﬂGLreﬁmremenls S

ln swnmdry the: ammdmgauu_g, suffers from three |

_1@@;@_[1 mwﬁ |

Senior Assessor Hanson has held in Anthony v Manly

* Mupicipal Coungil No. 10200 of 1985 4 September - .
1985 that the impact a proposed development wilt have
on the views currenily enjoyed by ad]mmng residents .
- i3 alegitimate consideration from the aspect of amenity.

of the neighbourhood. As such it is required to be

‘eonsicered by the Council in'determining a develﬂpmeut .

application along with the other matlers ins.90{1)of .
{he Environmental Planning and Assessment. 3
However , the mere fact that a development will

- diminish or eliminate views is not sufficient in itself

td deber consent 1o a deveiopment appiication. This was

. thesituation in Marusic v Manly Municipal
" Council Council No, 20104 of 1982, where the issue was

whether' extensmns reasonable in themselves, should -
be anowed in-order that a neighbour might contmue b’.l .

BH_IUV 8 view across the Marusic property.

In co_nlras{, in An;hony- 5.rase, therg we_re-othe_r _
“planning considerations which together with-the ioss of
" vi_ews_j.’usli_figd refusal of the development application.

- -/O fd/ /)7 AR J/c@& 72



. Any pemon makmg a sub"m 55i0M)
~ona "prohibited” D.A. may
. demand en'inquiry under's. 101
{S) but the inquiry does not make

.. - ‘the final decision: cf g third
" party appeal under 5.98, whare the

Court may substitute its decision
for that of a consent auihorlty cf.

- tha more qualified right for 5

public tnquiry for spot rezoning
. under 3.68(1). (Whether 6 pro-
- hibited development cceurs through
s:101 or by.a spot rezoning, tnere
is no right of eppeal even tothe
developer) '

K _'Non confurmlng emstmg Uses

| Restmctmns on the.lawrul-_ -
contiriuance of uses prohibited ©

.- by an EPI are tightened under

8:107 by not allowing enlarge-
ment, expansions ar intensific-

* gtion of the existing use,

thereby en3UFing some great'er
consistency with EPI objects.

The right under s.109 10
continue an existing use which
" 'would require consent under an-
. EPE, without being prohibited '
as such, is brought into line

- wilh's.107 as emended. - -

- Loophotes regarding the law-
fulness of uses originally
commenced unlawfully, but
. subjequently deemed "lawful”
‘are closed by 5. 109A (1),

“Looplioles regarding the-
-continuation of a use unlaw- -
fullty commenced, but protected
by the definitionof :

develnpment under deemed
EPls ( requiring an actual
* change in land use}, are closed
" by 5.109A(2).

however , 1he amendment des‘(roy5

‘the integrily of trhe planning
‘system whereby planning ideally
precades specific devalopment

' demsmns

Consent rnomficcstmn

A cunsent may be mumfled under

's. 102 and nat:merely the “details
of" consent. Although the :
modification must relele to
substanhal]y the zame development
and "objectors” ( see 3.4) to the
original consent mustbe
considered, there is.no further
right of appeal by third parties

- -and the question of whether there
15 substantially the same:
X _development might go uncha]‘aeng&d

. Noncon{ormlnq emstmq use:s. '

Mteratluns in the s. 10? and 5.1 08

- - sense {o an existing use

prnmblted by an EPI are not

~ subject to the "axisting use”

- controls under the reguiations |
“if -a consent has already besn

- granted under 5.101 by the °

Hmlster

tisalsopossblethatthe
. Minister could uss as. 102 1o
~ alter as: 101 consent, ralher

‘thani re-use s, 101, so that there
would be na fresh rlght ta an

mquriy

Vahdﬂv chanenqa

5.1 04A mirrors the amended
5.35 in limiting alt chaliengas
- 1o the validily of a development
consent to a permd of 3 months.
N restriction at all ex1sted
: prevluur,ly '

R



' ng that rt 1S fiol enure}y clear what tne pusnmn is
for e;.tendmg the period in which a "prohibited o
' _development wath . 101 consent must be. commenwd

Under 5.99 and { l)(a)(l) and 5. 10] (9)(b) SUL.h
‘consent would lapse if not’ commenced in tme and would

- require fresh.s.10 1 action with attendant objection
rights. However, 5.99 (4) assumes an exiensionmay

" be granied by the Minister under 5.99 (3) even though.
from s. 101 itself it seems thal the Minister isnola -

- “consent authority” as such .but simply placed in the

'_ position of a consent authority. Simitarly it is not -

- ciear that the Minister acting under s.101 i3 a “consent

. authority™ for the: purposes of 3. 94 comrlbutmn

’ condltwns C

. T._hc: new déﬁmtion of
achiwty” under 8 110 has

potential for including any. -

- act, matier or thing covered
3 .'byan EPI under 5.26, provided -
it is prescribedin the :

regulations.

The definition of "activity” i

© no fonger in terms of specific -
- purposes, and might mean that
. .. @ multi-faceted dsvelopment -
- couidbe brokendown into . -

companent parts under buth

Part 4 and Parl 5

A definition of ‘approval™ is.

now 1nciumdms 1 10

The removal of the- need fur a

- "final decision” to be reached

under $.112 sheuld make both -

. the operation and Aon-operation
-of that section clearer. '

~ The nomiination ufu nominaled

© PARI 5'-.E'ﬁv|a,dun£'umL ASSESSMENT
. AINS LOSSES

“The definition of “activity"

under 5.1.10 is rarrowed similar

~ tothe meaning of “development” -
~ins.4 with a consequantial -
- narrowing: of the duty to prepare -

an £1S under 5.112. Although

- the. gener'ai duty of £IA under
5111 does not appear 1o be

affected, no formal partlmpatory

Tights apply tos IRER

getermining authority™ under _
3:110A relieves other determining

" authorities {rom being concerried

with the uperatmn of35.112 and

1143, but not witlis. 111,

 The cefinition of "activity” now
- specifically excludes matters
- prohibited under an'EPL, giving

rise-10 a possibitity of somé

. development requiring neither
Part 4 nor Part 5 assessment ina_ :
‘stluation such as occurred in

Eﬁaaunn_my_l_m_vﬂecimﬂu

- Commission of N.5.W. { I%S]

3 MW LR 262,



'Name__

o -Address ' o
PH. .
' Regular : . $30.00 perapnum
.. -Concession $15.00 perannum

- Groups ~ $100.00per annum _

Penation - . $100[) s$eo0) - - . ¢
S R $500[] $1,000[] o
- Lheque enclosed for... :
§ *‘-‘Iease forward 10; _

_The Enwronmenlal Defenders thce

- Brdfleor :

- 142 .CIarence--St,- _
Sydney NSW 2000 - -
-Teleptione 298154

. _Reierred by, Name

Address....';'...,._ ..... . e T

- bl make a Tax Deduchblle Donation through the ACF
_Please make your cheque payable. to. the Australian
. Conservation Foundatlon 'sign the statement of preferance

.. below and post this form to the Australian Conservation |

‘Foundation,67b Glenferrie Road, Hawthorn,3122.

. "l prefer that 1h|s donatlon be spent for the purpose.s of the.

"ERO. . .
- Signed_ |

" Name_

. Address . :
S Cheque enclosen. for $_

© EHEE_HOLIDAY TO

INGHEDIBLE ERASER

- ISLAND _ o c
~ The E.D.O is offering-as a prize to Friends of the EDO, a two

week Trekaway holiday to Fraser Island in Queensland. AN
you have lo do is win the prize is to be the person who signs
the greatest number of new Friends of the EDO and you -
could be on your way. Conclmons of the compelutlon are set -

“out below:
‘THE HOLIDAY.

Fraser Island, or Great Sand'y as it was originally called, is the

) biggest sand Island on -earth.lt has been the centre of a
- prolonged conservation campalgn(mcludmg the High Court

case of Murphylores Inc.Pty.Ltd.v The Commonwealth and

" Others(1976)50 ALJR 570).and it's magnificent potential
‘World Heritage area.The trip focuses on exploring this world of
-coloured sands, iresh-water lakes and rain forest. En route
you will explore other interesting national parks such as
‘Bundjalung, Cooloola, Lammgton Yuraygir, Crowdy Bay, and

Myall Lakes _ u_/))

This fantastic hohday. valued at $790 (ex Sydney) Has been

: kindly donated by Tekaway Pty. Ltd. an experience company

offering exploration hotidays 16 Auslralia’s most scenic dreas.
A full programme of Trekaway hohdays will appear in 1he next

.newsletter . _-

1. Entrants must be currenlly a Fnend of the EDO .
. 2. Belore an entrant will be considered- eI|g|ble for the

competilion-, he or she must have signed up at least three
mdwlduals(at $30 Oﬂeach ) or one orgamsatton (al $1OO 00

‘gach).
3. TheTrekaway hohday musl be taken personally and is not

relundable for cash. .

_ 4. The Trekaway hollday must be taken either on the 241h of

August through to 6th September, 1886, or on the 12ih of

- Qctober through 1o 25th October, 1986,
. 5. The compelition commences Spm. 2nd of May 1986 and

closes 5pm-,4th of July 1986. No entries after that date w:F"‘/
considered for the competition. . . Ryuiiy
6. The judges decision is flnal and no oorrespondence w;ll be
enlered into! :

- Trekaway Pty Ltd. has donated this. hoilday because it
* believes in what we are doing and wants to see:the EDO
" continue helping members of the publlc o protecl Australia's

enwronment

We are askmg people to show their support by parﬂéipalino in’
this competition. Use the forms in this Newsletter Iqr people’ !e

- sign.Additional forms are available from lhe ECQ,

T Hemember to insert your name in the space. prowded so we ’

know who to credit .| Good luckl



