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SCHEDULE OF SUBMISSIONS: MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT WITH “R40” DENSITY CODING  
NO. 3 (LOT 200) STRICKLAND STREET, DENMARK (A1483; 2015/216)  

 

Submission 
Number 

Name & Address Verbatim Submission  Planning Services Comment 

S1 Details omitted as 
per Council Policy. 
 
Submitter is an 
adjoining 
landowner. 

Please find below some viewpoints regarding the proposed Mixed Used Development 
on 3 Strickland Street: 
 
 Lot 200 Development Project is too densely planned to the detriment of 

neighbouring lot 201 where the existing house is just inches from the boundary. 
From a density of R25 allocated in the Scheme map, later upgraded to R30. Now 
the developer of the Project proposed R40 allocating them to build 8 dwellings 
instead of 5. 

 The setback required at the rear is 6 m but the proposal has it at 4.4 m. Again this 
is not meeting the requirement and is detrimental to tranquility as the noise of such 
a densely dwellings and office/cafe will be extensive. The incursion is a balcony 
where typically people will assemble and partying. Balcony may also be used as 
clothing drying area despite internal clothes drying facilities in the proposal. 

 There is insufficient car parking provided in accordance to the standard in the 
proposal. As a result cars will be parked constantly on the street and likely in front 
of Lot 201. In particular offices will typically need more car park than the allocated 
car bays in the proposal. 

 Visual privacy will certainly be an issue particularly if the requirement of external 
wall height exceed that of the R40 coding by 1.5 m. 

 The proposal mention potential offices or cafe/restaurants. Restaurant/cafes 
normally have high rubbish storage requirement. Without the rubbish facility 
adequately designed it is likely that rubbish will spill out outside the contained 
rubbish bin. Smell is likely to distort the air in the surroundings. 

 
In a nutshell the proposal does not take into account that there is an existing dwelling 
rather close to the boundary. There is also no mentioning how and if the boundary is 
going to be fenced up. 

 Refer comments in officer report regarding 
density coding. 

 Refer comments in officer report regarding 
rear setback. 

 Refer comments in officer report regarding 
car parking shortfall. 

 Refer comments in officer report regarding 
visual privacy setback. 

 The current proposal does not entail a 
restaurant/café – if proposed this would 
need to be the subject of a separate 
development application to the Shire and 
matters such as rubbish storage facilities 
associated with such use (given different to 
that of an office development) would be 
assessed at that time. 

 Boundary fencing is not a planning 
consideration with this proposal and 
generally is not a planning matter unless 
required as a condition of development 
approval – this is governed by the Dividing 
Fences Act and the Shire’s Local Laws 
Relating to Fencing. 
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Response to advertising on Lot 200 Strickland Street, Denmark‘ 

Lot 201 North Street Denmark is owned by a KL resident Mr Edward Demisima 

who is holding the property as a rental while waiting for a development 

opportunity. I had arranged with him, through his agent John Ricketts, that if 

the market was strong enough I would include his land in the development by 

the exchange of two finished units in consideration for his land content while I 

took the responsibility for the development of both sites.  

There is a right of way separating the two properties and the chance of noise 

effecting his tenants from the owner occupiers on our development is remote. 

So far as the clothes drying is concerned it is understandable from a KL 

resident where this is the norm which is not the case in Denmark and is against 

the zoning bylaws. 

There is abundant parking in the vicinity and the chance of car parking in North 

Street effecting his rental tenants would be minimal. The effect on his visual 

amenity from the development on Lot 200 could not be compared with the 

visibility across his rear boundary from the public carpark behind the liquor 

store which is 2 metres higher than the yard on Lot 201. 

The eight owners of the new development will be acutely aware of any 

overflow rubbish problems (and have them remedied) long before it would 

affect Mr Demasimas tenants in Lot 201. 

In a nutshell, this seems to be sour grapes because the development on Lot 

200 is preceding without including Lot 201 in the overall planning. However, I 

would be in favour of a two metre high wall along the boundary if it will 

resolve my neighbours concerns. 

ea
Typewritten Text
12 April 2016 - Attachment 8.1.3c	



ea
Typewritten Text
12 April 2016 - Attachment 8.1.3d



ea
Typewritten Text
12 April 2016 - Attachment 8.1.3e


	Attachment A
	Attachment B - Schedule of Submissions
	Attachment C - Applicant's Response to Submission
	Attachment D - Table 4 of the R-Codes
	Attachment E - marked up plan



