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SCHEDULE OF SUBMISSIONS: PROPOSED KENNEL ESTABLISHMENT – NO. 194 (LOT 2) BOARD ROAD, PARRYVILLE (A9; 2015/131) 

Submission 
Number 

Name & Address Verbatim Submission  Planning Services Comment 

S1 Details omitted as 
per Council Policy. 
 
Submitter is a 
nearby landowner 
 

We are writing to you on the Proposed Development of Boarding and Dog 
Breeding Kennels on Board Road, Parryville. 
1. We object to this proposal. 
2. We have had dog issues in the past with dogs chasing our cattle and 

they have made them very jittery and hard to handle. 
3. We have heard dogs barking in the day and evening and have checked 

our cattle with concern dogs are chasing our stock. 
4. 25 dogs we feel are way too many to control and when taking dogs for a 

walk or a swim in her dam even though it may be a few at a time can 
become uncontrollable and roam away unnoticed. 

5. We have been to [name removed] on occasions and heard a 
considerable amount of noise of barking from [address removed] which 
upsets [name removed]. 

6. Why hasn’t she been prosecuted for operating an illegal dog pound 
without approval. 

 The areas proposed to be utilised by the dogs are 
fenced and the proponent has advised that when 
leaving the fenced area dogs will be on a 
leash/supervised at all times. In the instance that 
dogs do leave the property, the Shire’s Rangers 
can be contacted in the first instance. Should the 
kennel establishment not be managed 
appropriately and issues are made known to the 
Shire, there is the option to cancel the Kennel 
Licence. 

 In relation to barking, from a file review it is noted 
that there are no complaints listed against the 
property regarding noise issues in the past. It is 
considered that barking can be managed in this 
instance due to the owners living in close proximity 
to the dogs, whereby barking issues can be dealt 
with immediately. In the instance where excessive 
barking does become a nuisance, neighbours 
should notify the Shire whereby the Shire’s 
Rangers Services will attend the matter in the first 
instance, and, as above, should it be deemed that 
the kennel establishment is not being appropriately 
managed/non-compliant with relevant legislation, 
there is the option to cancel the Kennel Licence. 

 In accordance with the Planning & Development 
Act 2005, commencement of a development prior 
to obtaining approval is an offence.  When an 
offence is committed, the Shire has the option of 
pursuing such offence either by the issuance of a 
Penalty Infringement Notice (modified penalty – 
maximum $500) or via court proceedings 
(maximum penalty of $200,000 and $25,000 for 
each day the offence continues), or alternatively 
request the landowner to seek retrospective 
Development Approval (at which time the 
application fee is 3 x times the normal fee that 
would apply if the application was lodged prior to 
development commencing).  In this instance 
Planning Services considered the most appropriate 
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approach was for the landowners to seek 
retrospective Development Approval – with the 
applicable fees for such application being $441.  It 
should be noted that there is no obligation on 
Council to approve an application for retrospective 
Development Approval and/or applying appropriate 
conditions that would normally have applied should 
approval have been sought prior to the 
development commencing. 

S2 Details omitted as 
per Council Policy. 
 
Submitter is an 
adjoining 
landowner 

Thank you for your letter of 10 September 2015 concerning the above 
application and in reply we wish to advise that we have no objection to this 
proposal being approved. 

 Noted 

S3 Details omitted as 
per Council Policy. 
 
Submitter is an 
adjoining 
landowner 
 

I am writing to you regarding the proposed development of boarding and 
dog kennels at Board Road, Parryville, kennels that have already been in 
existence for a number of years. 
 
I strongly object to this proposal, as I did last time, without any response 
from yourselves!  I moved to Denmark for the beautiful peace and serenity 
of the area, not to have two dozen dogs barking and yapping only 100 
metres from my boundary. 
 
Last year I received a letter from you regarding this issue and I responded in 
the negative.  It appears to me that nothing was done about the situation 
then and it has been allowed to operate as a business for a long time now 
without Shire approval, why? 
 
There are already 6 permanent dogs on the property, plus any number of 
boarding dogs at various times – is this legal?  I know of people who are 
paying for their dogs to be boarded there after responding to ads in the local 
newspaper for “Doggy Day Care”.  It this long term breech of Shire 
regulations to be ignored? 
 
The proposed request is for 25 dogs to be on the property at one time.  If 
access to the property is not allowed by either potential clients, visitors (or 
shire Rangers??) who is going to police this kennel?  I would like to ask you 
one question – would you approve this proposal if it was next door to your 
residence? 
 
The “Dog Area” – 2.8m  x  12m  seems very small for 25 dogs ….. and 
humans to eat in.  Very crowded! 
 

 The letter referenced in the submission related to 
the initial application to keep 6 dogs, noting that 
that applicant was advised at the time to lodge an 
application for a Kennel Establishment – refer 
Officer Report for background on this. It is 
acknowledged that the submitter was advised in 
writing that they would receive advice of the 
outcome of that application, however as the matter 
was ongoing, with the application rolling over to the 
current application, this has not occurred to date. 
The submitter will be advised of the outcome 
pending Council’s determination of this application. 

 See response to Submission 1 relating to the 
retrospective application process. 

 Whilst the applicants have detailed that clients and 
visitors are not permitted without a prearranged 
appointment, Shire Rangers are authorised to enter 
the property to deal with complaints should the 
need arise. It is further noted that inspections are 
generally undertaken for Kennel Licence renewals. 

 



I quote “The Realm for Dogs is a NO BARKING zone”, …ha!  No comment 
required here!!  But I would appreciate some sort of comment or response 
from the Shire regarding the issues that I have addressed and your reasons 
for make the decision you arrive at. 

S4 Details omitted as 
per Council Policy. 
 
Submitter is a 
nearby landowner 
 

We have been overseas and just returned to find this request for comment 
so please accept this email for inclusion in your decision making process.  
 
We support this application as we have known the applicants for several 
years and have had no adverse impact whatsoever on their current 
operations.  Sam and David are committed professionals in the running of 
this type of operation and I know they have many happy repeat customers 
who appreciate their unique approach to dog handling/boarding. They are 
also an invaluable asset to our community in their roles on the fire brigade.  
 
Please let me know if you should have any questions on the above 
submission. 

 Noted  

S5 Details omitted as 
per Council Policy. 
 
Submitter is an 
adjoining 
landowner 
 

I write to express my opposition to the proposed kennel on Board Road, 
Parryville. 
 
Initially I am concerned that this application is retrospective.  This evidently 
indicates that business activity in the aforementioned enterprise has already 
commenced, without Shire approval.  The fact that four bloodhounds [plus 
pups] are already on the property is bewildering.  Although the shire of 
Denmark Dogs Local Law 3.2.2 is somewhat ambiguous, this population 
would seemingly be an inordinate number of dogs in a typical rural dwelling.   
 
I believe that an appropriate business plan would involve attaining Shire 
authorisation prior to kennel operation.  This lack of due diligence is 
disconcerting with respect to the proposed business structure and does not 
bode well for the actual implementation of the proposed plan. 
 
I have listed and described my other concerns subsequently. 
1. The proposed ’25 dogs maximum’ is ridiculous.  No matter how well 

administered, such a large canine population would produce barking 
noise.  Although the application suggests the kennel is a ‘no barking 
zone’, I am sceptical this assertion can be upheld.  We purchased our 
holding on Board Rd in 1989.  We were drawn to this property because 
of the tranquillity of the location.  The Board Road / Saggers Road 
quietness would be adversely affected by dog noise with the advent of 
the proposed kennel. 

2. Although the proposal indicates that dogs would be ‘picked up from 
home’ or ‘near the vets’ [what does this actually mean?], how would this 
procedure be monitored and enforced.  I believe that once established, 
the kennel would likely invite people to drop off/pick up their animals 

 See response to Submission 1 above in relation to 
barking. 

 In relation to concerns relating to traffic, the 
proponents have made it clear that their business 
model is based on clients not dropping off dogs 
direct to the property. As per the application 
documentation clients may from time to time visit 
the property by appointment. It is not considered 
that the proposal/current operations will or currently 
have an impact on traffic out of keeping with 
normal use. Should the details of the business 
operations significantly change over time such that 
customers are regularly coming and going from the 
property, an amended Development Approval will 
be required due to the use being inconsistent with 
the proposal, with further consideration being given 
to the traffic/road impact should this occur. 

 In terms of impact on local wildlife it is considered 
that this can be managed by confining the 
dogs/appropriate management, noting that should 
issues arise/dogs not be properly confined there 
are mechanisms to ensure that this is not repeated 
(see comment against submission 1 above). 

 Property values are not a planning consideration.  
 Market supply/demand is not a planning 

consideration. It is noted however that the proposal 
is unique to other kennel operations in the Shire 



from the property.  This would result in an increment in traffic on Board 
Road.  Board Road typifies a country lane – a narrow, winding, gravel 
road, clearly not designed for an enlarged traffic load.  Such a potential 
safety management issue concerns me greatly. 

3. We have phascogales, quenda, chuditch, echidna, kangaroo and a 
variety of endemic birds, reptiles and amphibians around the wetlands 
and forests on our property.  If dogs were to escape from the 
containment, I am concerned that these native animals would likely be 
harmed.  The possible environmental implications of the proposed 
kennel are serious. 

4. We run 20 breeding Angus cows and several sheep on our farm.  If dogs 
were to escape from the containment, I am seriously concerned that our 
stock may be attacked. 

5. Significantly, I am of the opinion that the establishment of a kennel would 
cause a serious devaluation of the value of our property.  My research 
indicates that there are two pre-existing kennels in the Denmark region.  
Surely this provides adequate kennelling facility for our shire’s needs. 

 
As a long term Board Road landholder, I oppose the kennel proposal in any 
form.  Like many, we moved to the Denmark Shire to enjoy a quiet country 
existence and the clean, serene environment.  I am most concerned that a 
proximal kennel will detract from our long established lifestyle. 

which may appeal to some dog owners. 
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Samantha Blythe and David Keel 
194 Board Road 
Parryville, 6333. 
Ph. 9840 8337 
 
 
RE: PLANNING APPLICATION No.2015/131 – APPLICATION FOR KENNEL LICENCE (RETROSPECTIVE) 
 
Dear Councillors, 
 

We are writing in response to the submissions made by adjoining and nearby landowners regarding our 
current application for a kennel license. 
 

We note there are 3 objections to our application and 2 in support. We appreciate the neighbours who 
have no objections, so will only respond to those who have objected, and address our response to each 
individual submission by their submission number. 
 

S1. – submitted by a nearby neighbour:  
 We appreciate that people in the area have had issues with dogs and stock, as we have also had 
concerns regarding this issue. We have on a number of occasions had stray dogs on our property. This 
has been of real concern, when entire males of dubious breeding have come to our dog fences in the 
hope to mix with our own dogs (2 breeding females; 2 spayed females; 2 female pups); we have picked 
up roaming dogs and returned them home on a number of occasions, requesting the owners to keep 
their dogs better contained, for the good of the entire neighbourhood. On one occasion when a repeat 
offender belonging to an adjoining neighbour was on our property the head ranger was contacted in the 
hope they would speak to the owners. The ranger insisted on confiscating the dog, leading to 
considerable cost to said neighbour. 
 

The submission also notes dogs barking in the day and evening. It is a fact that a considerable number of 
the people on Board and Saggers Roads do have dogs of their own. On many occasions we too have 
heard a barking dog in the evening, and have concluded it belongs to an adjoining neighbour, and 
appears to bark when the owners go out at night. Another dog often barks at length of a late 
afternoon/early evening when the property owners are working with their sheep. We have no issue with 
this other than the risk (which seems justified) that other neighbours may mistakenly conclude the noise 
is coming from our property.  
 

Regarding the hearing of barking noise directly from our property; there is only one time that barking is 
occasionally accepted at Drumgavney – that being when dogs are taken to the dam paddock for  a swim. 
Dogs taken to the dam are supervised constantly, and these sessions occur for around about 1 hour, 
between the hours of around 11.00 am – 3.00 pm. We suggest that local cattle make more noise (both 
day and night) than our dogs, even in full play. 
 

Finally, questioning why we have not been prosecuted for our operation? We submit that 2 factors are 
the sole reasons we have not been prosecuted; 

1. There have been no known complaints about our dogs or our boarding operation 
2. The rangers have been fully aware that we look after dogs for people in a safe and caring way, 

and also recognise Sam’s skills as a handler and trainer of dogs. 
 

S3. – submitted by an adjoining landowner 
Unfortunately we do not have a particularly good relationship with this adjoining neighbour. These 
difficulties began long before we had bloodhounds or commenced looking after other people’s dogs. 
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An example exists that has led to disharmony, and we suggest that if we had to put in an application to 
breathe it would also be strongly objected to by this individual. Example as follows; 
 

 Their dogs used to continually come onto our property; go though our rubbish and spread 
rubbish around; chase our horses and did put them through fences more than once. They no 
longer have dogs to our knowledge. But the issues which arose around the time have led to the 
current situation, where we simply have nothing to do with this individual, and when they often 
appear at our nearest boundary, we call all dogs in to allow them to go about their business 
undisturbed.  

We are also planting hedgerows on the adjoining boundary fence to cut sight lines, and reduce noise 
impacts from his activities at our nearest boundary. 
 

We also assert that at no time have we advertised “doggy day care” in the local newspaper, as claimed 
by the individual in S3. We also note that neither have we advertised a boarding service in the local or 
any newspaper. The only Advertised dog service that has been advertised in the newspaper has been for 
fully authorised dog training classes held in Denmark Township. 
 

S5. - Submitted by an adjoining landowner 
 

This was a lengthy objection requiring some length in response; 
This neighbour initially expresses “bewildering” concern about 4 bloodhounds (plus pups) on our 
property. We note the current application comes as a result of our initial application for a 6 dog license; 
unlike some others we believe in having our dogs registered, and after keeping 2 pups from a litter we 
sought to have all our dogs licensed (we already have 3 registered for life with Denmark Shire). All our 
bloodhounds are working Search dogs; trained to find missing or lost people. This is a free service 
available to this area of extensive bushland and high tourism. We take this responsibility seriously and 
put countless hours into the training and handling of our dogs – all for the time when they have been, 
and will be needed.  
 

This submission appears to be comprised mostly of supposition on the part of the author, who suggests 
that our proposed maximum number of dogs as “ridiculous” and unlikely to be manageable without 
constant barking noise from dogs. We have a “NO BARKING” policy for a number of reasons; apart from 
not wanting to bother our neighbours, we absolutely can’t stand the noise of any dog barking 
repeatedly –it’s like fingernails down a blackboard to us both. To this end any dog that barks is brought 
in and contained separately from the other dogs for a short period to reinforce that barking is not 
acceptable. If it repeats the barking this process is repeated. Dogs in our care learn quickly that if they 
want to mix with other dogs, they can do so quietly. 
 

Further, we do not expect or want to have 25 dogs on the premises on a constant basis; rather this 
number allows for the peak periods such as Christmas and Easter, when a large number of people have 
reason to travel and cannot take their dogs with them, as well as allowing for bloodhound pups who 
may be sold overseas. These pups cannot travel before 9 months of age, and therefore need approval to 
stay beyond 3 months of age. When the Shire officers attended for inspection they could see for 
themselves that with good management, which we provide, dogs of various size, shape, and breed could 
all interact well and with a minimum of noise or fuss. 
 

With regard to the monitoring and enforcing of our stated pick up and drop off service, it is for our own 
sake and the dogs’ well being that we provide this service. Dogs do not cope well with watching their 
owners drive away without them. However, they are not stressed by having their owners hand them 



  
Page 3 

 
  

over to someone competent from home or a pre-determined point, to be then taken back to 
Drumgavney where they are introduced with care to the other residents individually. 
 

On this point, most dogs alert to any car entering its space. If a car pulls into the driveway, a dog will 
most likely alert (unless trained not to). At Drumgavney we do not encourage visitors of any sort, and 
refer anyone (in fact everyone) to the sign on our gate which states in no uncertain terms “NO ENTRY 
WITHOUT APPOINTMENT”. To this end we maintain our privacy, the dogs’ relaxed and comfortable 
surrounds, and quite selfishly our own sanity. As such we don’t expect or plan to impact on the traffic 
flow on Board Road in any way more than the current flow. We also note we do not use dirt or quad 
bikes on the road; we do not use heavy equipment on the road, such as trucks, and tractors, etc. Many 
of our neighbours do use the road in these ways, and we have no great objections to them (except the 
dirt bikes making a racket and ripping up the road). 
 

We too have all the wildlife described by the objector. We too, take great pride in the natural diversity 
of our area. More importantly to us, our own dogs are a rare and endangered breed which are of a 
similar value to anyone’s prize bull. They are contained in yards from which they cannot escape. 
Similarly, any dog entrusted to our care is a responsibility which we take very seriously, and do not 
enable to simply wander, chase stock or wildlife. The dogs remain in our care and control for the 
duration of their stay. For our bloodhounds, that is for life. We treat all the dogs in our care as members 
of the family; and we raised our children to be upright, law abiding, rule following members of society. 
We also have had and do have responsibility and care for; cows, Free range chooks, geese, and horses. 
We also own 2 registered cats. No dog is allowed to bark, follow, chase, harass or interfere with any of 
this stock, which often walks right past the dog yards; because any stay at Drumgavney is also a non-
stop training session. 
 

With regard to the claim of a devaluing of property as a result of this application; this is inappropriate 
and unlikely. Because of the way Drumgavney operates, we will not be seeking signage from the 
highway; we will not be erecting a “bunker” to contain 25 dogs, and as seen by the shire officers on 
inspection, our yards and dog areas are landscaped to present to us (as the primary viewers) as lawn 
and garden areas which we too can enjoy in our time spent with dogs. It has also always been our 
intention to ensure that in the event we were to die, or leave the area, our property would never 
contain the infrastructure which would enable it to be sold as a “kennel”. Our reasoning for this is to be 
certain that not just ‘anybody’ could purchase the property and operate a kennel, because dogs do 
deserve better than just anybody. 
 

Finally, the objector notes there are 2 pre-existing kennels in the Denmark region and claims this is 
enough. However, these kennels are caged facilities where all dogs are separated for the majority of the 
time; they are locked down at night and left to their own devices. It takes only one anxious dog, crying 
or barking in the night to start a chain reaction of noise that by morning will and does result in a whole 
shed full of dogs that are distressed, fearful and uncertain. Dogs express these emotions through 
barking and whining; one of the main concerns raised by objectors. Those who have used, and want to 
keep using our facilities refuse outright to put their dogs under that degree of stress, placed in cages for 
some person’s ease of management; and a number have stated that they simply could not go away if we 
did not provide the service as it is. Others have used the existing kennels and were not satisfied enough 
to want to use them again. People from Albany, Walpole, Katanning choose to use the service we 
provide, and on a number of occasions people from Perth have driven their dog to stay with us before 
driving back to catch a flight from Perth. One person recently flew their dog from Roebourne to Perth 
and hired a car to then drive the dog to stay with us, before driving back to catch a fight out of Australia. 
There appears to be a need for the service we provide. 
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In a concluding statement, we would like to assert that it was never our direct intention to operate a 
boarding facility for dogs; rather, the situation ‘grew’ from providing foster care for the Denmark Animal 
Carers; to assisting the Denmark Vet with long-term nursing and/or rehabilitation of dogs in their care. 
From there Sam Blythe was being approached by people who experienced medical or family 
emergencies seeking assistance to care for their dogs in a time of need. That she cared for their dogs so 
well that they told others of this “service”, seems to have developed into an ongoing flow of dogs 
bringing variety, often joy, and sometimes a lot of day and night downright work, into our lives. We do 
not profit from the fees we charge, and have no expectation that we ever will. However, we believe the 
number of letters of support for our application is a real indicator that the service we provide to 
Denmark is valued and appreciated. It is for these residents and their canine family members that we 
operate, and seek approval now to do so. 
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Attachment 8.1.1e – Site Photos 

‘backyard’ area as marked on site plan 

 

‘verandah’ as marked on site plan 
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Connection between backyard and ‘night yard’ 

 

Laundry facilities connected to night yard 

 



 

 

Some of the sleeping area in the night yard 



 

 

‘front yard’ fenced area, dam beyond fence line 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Additional Images provided by applicant
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