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SCHEDULE OF SUBMISSIONS: PROPOSED HOLIDAY HOME (STANDARD) – NO. 3 (LOT 221) KNOWLES COURT, DENMARK  

Submission 
Number 

Name & Address Verbatim Submission  Planning Services Comment 

1 Mr & Mrs France 
7 Knowles Court 
Denmark 
 
Resident of 
Knowles Court. 

We are writing with regards to the proposal above. As long term residents of 
Knowles Court we would like to voice our concern at having a holiday 
accommodation in our midst. This is a quiet and private street and we feel it to be 
a huge concern for us and our neighbours that we could potentially have holiday 
makers coming and going. I have listed below some of our worries. 
 

 At present we are all very aware of who lives around us. If this proposal goes 
ahead we will have unknowns in our street i.e. will dog’s be allowed, parties 
etc. 

 Holiday makers are not going to have the same respect for an area as 
permanent residents do i.e. fire bans. This home has a large fire pit that has 
been of concern to us many times in the past 

 Extra traffic coming and going in a street that has a number of small children 
and dogs. All locals are aware of who lives here and drive appropriately, 
would visitors do the same? 

 This home has no official driveway into the property off of the road. Why? 
(We have seen our neighbours drive used when the grass is wet and 
slippery). 

 
Basically, what we want is for our concerns to be taken seriously and for it to be 
put on the record that we really do not want to share our quiet street and lifestyle 
with the unknown of many different holiday makers. 

 The proposal to use the property for holiday home 
purposes is a use able to be considered given the recent 
gazettal of Amendment No. 124. 

 The applicant will be made aware of their responsibilities 
associated with fire risk in the area. There is no evidence to 
support the perception that visitors to the Shire are more 
of a fire risk than residents. 

 Dwellings typically generate 10 vehicle movements per 
day. There is little evidence to suggest vehicle movements 
associated with a proposed holiday home, particularly one 
limited to no more than 6 people, generates any additional 
effects on the road network in terms of volumes beyond 
what could be reasonably expected/associated with a 
dwelling.  

 Driver behaviour is not a land use planning issue and there 
is nothing to suggest that holiday home occupiers will have 
disregard for local traffic conditions. 

 If approved, the applicant will be required to construct a 
vehicle crossover to Council specifications and provide two 
car parking spaces on site. 

 

2 
 
 

ID & B Sefton 
4 Knowles Court 
Denmark 
 
Resident of 
Knowles Court. 

With reference to holiday rental 3 Knowles Court, Denmark, being a resident since 
2005 we are not in favour of it being used as holiday rental as the Highland has 
always had a very safe and secure feeling. To have short term tenants come and 
go lends itself to neighbourhood insecurities with the possibilities young group 
bookings, parties and noise. The application states it has been a rental since 1999 
when in fact to our knowledge it was owned by three families and used 
alternatively. 
 
We do not agree with holiday rental in the Highland and as a ratepayer would be 
disappointed should the application be granted. 

 Notwithstanding advice from the applicant, Planning 
Services have no record of a Holiday Home having approval 
to operate from this address.  Whilst it may be difficult to 
screen potential holiday makers and there is always some 
risk associated with renting properties on a short stay basis 
to unknowns, however the manner in which these facilities 
tend to operate is self regulating to a certain degree. 
Owners of such properties have a vested interest to ensure 
that the operation does not generate legitimate 
complaints, as each approval is valid for a single year only.  

 Annual Registration of the premise to operate as a Holiday 
Home will only be issued where no legitimate complaints 
have been received and Planning Services and Health 
Services are satisfied the property is operating in 
accordance with any conditions of approval.  
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3 M & M Anderson 
1 Knowles Court 
Denmark 
 
Resident of 
Knowles Court. 

We are writing to object the recent proposal for the house number 3 Knowles 
Court to be used as commercial holiday accommodation. 
 
The applicants suggestion that this does not constitute a change of use is factually 
incorrect and quite misleading and we believe as such should be removed from 
the application. This house has never been approved for holiday accommodation 
and the fact that the previous residents occasionally allowed their friends come to 
stay is inconsequential. 
 
The Highland Park is a well established neighbourhood which comprises of mostly 
retired couples or families with young children. We know almost every household 
by face if not in fact by name. Even the neighbourhood pets are known by all. We 
have two young girls who frequently ride their bikes/scooters on the street and 
we are deeply concerned about the level of risk to their safety not to mention 
possible noise pollution that may arise from frequent usage by a variety of 
individuals. 
 
In particular we are concerned about a number of important factors: 

 We note that the application does not impose a maximum number of guests 
so potentially large groups of young adults could occupy the house. The house 
has only two bedrooms. However, the large back room and loft have been 
bunked with numerous beds. These rooms are labelled as storage on the 
building plans so people should not be allowed to sleep in these rooms. 

 Lack of designated and clear driveway, encourages strangers to use various 
paths to the house, which may mean that a car can emerge from any point of 
the block (this has occurred on numerous occasions with the previous 
owners). This again poses a safety risk to children including our two young 
girls. 

 Lack of fencing and clear delineation of property may mean that individuals 
could wander in and out of adjacent properties. This would be particularly of 
concern if dogs are permitted at the home. 

 Also permitting one house to become a commercial holiday accommodation 
would set a precedent for a number of other homes which are currently only 
private holiday homes to also follow suit. 

 We understand that it can be very difficult to get police to attend after-hours 
episodes of public disturbance in Denmark. As such, we are worried about 
who will keep the peace if loud parties and anti-social behaviour occur. 

 
We would like to sincerely request the shire council to consider the issues we have 
raised carefully. We are very aware that these are not our concerns alone, but a 
number of other neighbours have expressed their anxiety that their normally 
quiet, settled neighbourhood and street could become significantly impacted by 
the introduction of frequent holiday makers. 

 Notwithstanding advice from the applicant, Planning 
Services have no record of a Holiday Home having approval 
to operate from this address.   

 This proposal is the first such proposal in this vicinity. By 
approving the use there is the potential for precedence to 
be set; noting that a significant amount of the housing 
stock in Denmark is rental homes, holiday homes, or vacant 
and infrequently used by absentee owners. 

 Refer to comments provided in Submission 4. 

 Since advertising the proposal the applicant has advised 
the number of people being sought to be accommodated 
on site at any one time is six, meaning the proposal is 
classified as a Holiday Home (standard). This generally 
equates to a single family, or a small group of friends. 

 Refer to comments provided in Submission 1. 

 There are no relevant TPS No. 3 provisions relating to 
fencing. The applicant could construct a fence around the 
property, however this is generally discouraged in this area 
as it allows unrestricted wildlife access, particularly for the 
kangaroos in the vicinity. It is not recommended that 
fencing be provided; rather it would be more appropriate 
that should approval be forthcoming, a condition of 
approval prevents holiday makers from taking pets, such as 
dogs, with them. 

 Noted - this is generally a policing matter. Refer to 
comments provided in Submission 2.  



4 GK & AM Drake 
PO Box 234 
Denmark 
 
Resident of 
Knowles Court. 

Thank you for the notification and opportunity to comment regarding this 
planning application. Our concerns regarding the use of the house as short term 
holiday accommodation are listed below 
 
Although the brochure contained with the application was from the previous 
owners of the house, we had observed that over the past 2-3 years that the 
son/brother of the joint owners occupied the house as a residence with his 
children. Previous to that the vast majority of the occupied time was owner 
families/relatives/friends at school/public holidays/weekends. Several times over 
the year one family might stay for several weeks at a time. We were familiar with 
those people as occasional neighbours, knowing they had an emotional, social and 
monetary investment in our immediate neighbourhood. We ‘knew’ who our 
neighbours were which gives a sense of community, trust and stability to the living 
environment. 
 
Short term commercial holiday accommodation is a significantly different use. The 
focus is on a profit more than offsetting building and maintenance costs. It is 
noted the managers will be the managers of the Koorabup Motel. It indicates the 
ability to maintain a significant commercial profile and the likelihood of a frequent 
flow of short term tenants particularly at peak times when there is likely to be 
overflow accommodation required. Apart from the information on the previous 
owners pamphlet there is no indication of a minimum stay for this property. There 
is potential for changing tenants on a daily basis plus extra traffic for commercial 
cleaning of the premises.  It is unfair on surrounding residents who made a 
decision to buy into a quiet, less densely housed residential area and a cul-de-sac 
to be happy with what could be a significantly increased traffic flow and drivers 
who are unfamiliar with the neighbourhood. 
 
This special residential area initially was an area where there was to be no fences 
between properties. Although some people have installed fences (or partial fences 
as we have done, children and pets can (at times) have clear access to the road at 
the front of the proposed short term holiday property. This is particularly so for 
the neighbours on the inlet side who are permanent residents and the neighbours 
on the forest side who tend to visit more at school holiday times as there is no 
fence on any side of the proposed holiday house. Both those neighbours have 
young children and pets. We as residents are particularly careful when entering 
the road from driveways or alternately returning to houses along Knowles Court to 
be aware of children and animals as both at times are regularly to be seen on the 
road, either walking or playing. I have noticed other local drivers also being very 
cautious. This is a hazard that commercial holiday renters would not be aware of. 
Looking for the accommodation for the first time drivers are likely to be 
distracted. From a personal perspective we would like to know that visiting 
grandchildren would be walking and playing in a safe neighbourhood. Also, that if 

 The previous ownership arrangement is of little relevance 
to this application. From a planning perspective, whilst a 
sense of community is an important aspect of any 
residential area, the alternative could be that the property 
is permanently vacant and unused, which may be the 
preference of surrounding residents however as a Holiday 
Home is a use that is able to be considered in the zone, the 
applicant is able to make such an application.  

 Conditions of approval reference that a holiday maker can 
stay for up to three months in any one dwelling, available 
for holiday home purposes. The ownership arrangement of 
the property is not a planning issue, nor is how the owner 
chooses to let the premise. The assessment of and any 
conditions of approval should this be granted are 
consistently applied and have in the past proven to be 
effective in the management of Holiday Homes within the 
Shire. Holiday homes, by their very nature, often 
competing against one another are consistently maintained 
to a high standard in order to make them attractive to 
potential holiday makers. There is no evidence to suggest 
the maintenance schedule of a holiday home is any less 
than that associated with a standard residential dwelling. 
By having a manager living within the Shire, any issues can 
be almost immediately remedied.    

 It is acknowledged that some residents have specifically 
chosen to live in particular areas with a high percentage of 
permanent residents, noting the perceived security and 
community benefits of doing so. The recent amendment to 
the TPS No. 3 has concluded that whilst the operational 
effects of proposed holiday homes are minimal, the 
ownership arrangements within particular areas can be 
heavily influenced by the ability of people to let their 
dwellings for short periods.  

 Refer to comments provided in Submission 3. 

 There is no evidence to suggest wildlife is at risk from 
holiday makers. 

 Refer to comments provided in Submission 2. 

 There is no evidence to suggest excessive antisocial 
behaviour occur within holiday homes at levels above that 
associated with permanent dwellings.  

  Annual inspections of all properties within the Shire of 
Denmark ensure that the dwelling itself complies with the 
Annual Fire Regulation Notice. As part of the assessment 



our dog occasionally strays onto or across the road to visit the neighbour, it would 
be relatively safe as it has been until now. 
 
Native wildlife (kangaroos) are common and quite an attraction. We would be 
concerned about extra traffic being a risk as well as the potential for malicious 
injury particularly when people are in holiday mode and excess alcohol has been 
consumed. 
 
General behaviour can change when groups get together and alcohol or drugs are 
involved. This is more likely to occur when on holiday, particularly for some 
population groups. Using this house as commercial holiday accommodation sets 
up the potential for at least disruptive, and at most threatening, unsafe behaviour 
from some guests. We have not seen any annoying, threatening or unsafe 
behaviour from any permanent neighbours or their guests. 
 
Fire is a very high risk in this area with forest adjacent to the house. We know that 
it is very easy to have a fire escape even though it is thought to be out. There is 
potential for holiday makers with less personal investment in the area to either 
take a risk and light a fire outdoors or be unaware of making sure it is safely 
extinguished before leaving. Either way, with the dry summer forest so close the 
risk is one, that as residents, we do not need. 
 
Potential for noise. As residents we are able to address neighbourly concerns in an 
atmosphere that looks for positive progress because we know one another. We 
are respectful of neighbours need for quiet – it is a large part of why many of us 
moved here. There is space between houses but sound carries very easily 
particularly in the evening. We don’t mind the occasional party on a weekend. 
With short term holiday accommodation there is increased potential for noise 
issues and not only on the weekend. We have heard (both personally and 
anecdotally) of local areas (e.g. Weedon Hill) where neighbours and little can be 
done. Police are reluctant to attend unless there is an emergency. We would find 
it very difficult and unsafe to address such concerns with people we are not noise 
does become an issue for familiar with and who have no personal link to the 
neighbourhood. 
 
Approval of this application sets a precedent for the possibility of more 
commercial short term holiday accommodation. There is no indicator of a limit 
being set in the council policy from discussion with council staff. We strongly 
recommend this area being kept as permanent or long term residential. As per the 
recent planning documents, there are already two preferred areas for short term 
holiday accommodation. This area is not one of them. 
 
Is there a limit on the number of guests at any one time?  How would this be 

process the applicant is expected to include fire safety 
information, including a fire evacuation plan, fire safety 
and responsibilities and legal requirements such as hard-
wired smoke alarms. 

 All activities associated with the dwelling will be required 
to be undertaken to comply with the Environmental 
Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997, which specify 
appropriate noise limits. In Weedon Hill, an area with a 
significant number of holiday homes, noise complaints are 
likely to be generated by the smaller residential lot sizes 
found in this area and the smaller separation distances 
between dwellings. It is noted few complaints have been 
received by the Shire, and should the Police fail to follow 
up on complaints received, this is a policing matter. There 
is no evidence to support a poor response or unwillingness 
to respond to complaints received.   

 Refer to comments provided in Submission 3. 

 The application will be limited to no more than six people 
at any one time.  

 Inspections by the Shire’s Principal Environmental Health 
Officer at time of licence renewal will be undertaken to 
ensure no more than six people are able to sleep in the 
dwelling at any one time (bed numbers etc). 

 The provision of window treatments is a matter for the 
applicant to address should they consider is required.  

 The owner of the property will manage the property.    



checked and enforced? The house plans indicate 2 bedrooms and some storage 
spaces. One storage space as indicated on the plan currently has 5-6 bunk beds 
that can be seen through the window. I believe this combined with loft and actual 
bedroom space could bring the number of guests to 10 or more. I find this number 
unacceptable. 
 
Privacy for guests and neighbours. There appear to be no window coverings for 
some of the living and bedroom areas. We do not wish to look straight into those 
rooms at night. Guests may also appreciate privacy window treatments. 
 
Houses in our street that have been used as non or less commercial holiday 
houses and occupied for a smaller percentage of the year have all been 
appropriately maintained with lawn cutting and outside maintenance from our 
observations. Neighbours have also looked out for each other and made contact 
with the owner if an issue has arisen. Having a middle agent can actually make 
some issues harder to address as there is less likelihood of personal contact with 
the owner. 
 
Thank you for considering these issues. There is potential for significant safety and 
neighbourhood issues to arise. We indicate our strong concern for maintaining the 
unique appeal of our residential neighbourhood which would be negatively 
impacted by approval for short term holiday accommodation. 

5 PE Liebrecht  
131 Peace Street 
Denmark 
 
Resident of 
Peace Street 

I hereby wish to register my strong objecting to the granting of the above 
application on the following grounds: 
 
Holiday rentals, by their very nature, have the potential to cause disturbances to 
quiet residential neighbourhoods. Late night partying, loud music and, alcohol 
induced, inappropriate behaviour are fairly common. Numerous letters to local 
newspapers in WA holiday destinations testify to this, and Denmark has certainly 
not been immune in the past.   
 
This is one of the few residential areas which enjoy an abundance of native 
wildlife. To many of the residents this contributes to the charm of the area, and 
enhances the enjoyment of our properties. Holiday makers often bring dogs which 
play havoc with the native wildlife.  
 
This particular venue has aspects of great concern to me. The plans show a two 
bedroomed house with a semi-separate double story building, labelled as a store. 
This “store” is roughly seventy square meters, and has a bathroom and a toilet. 
The lower “store” does not appear to have access for large objects such as boats 
or jet skis. The upper “store’s” only access is a ladder. This area while being rather 
impractical as a store, would certainly make a wonderful dormitory, with no end 
of room for great numbers of beds, stretchers or blow-up mattresses.   

 Refer to comments provided in Submission 4. 

 Refer to comments provided in Submission 3. 

 Refer to comments provided in Submission 3. 

 The applicant is responsible for ensuring on-going 
compliance with any conditions of approval. The approval 
is valid for a period of 12 months and should the holiday 
home be found to be operating outside the conditions of 
approval, a licence renewal will not be issued. The 
applicant is a Denmark resident and will be in a position to 
actively manage the premise. In addition inspections by the 
Shire’s Environmental Health Officer will ensure the correct 
number of bed etc are provided. 

 The vegetation is not protected. The use of the dwelling is 
not required to be screened. The effects of Holiday Homes 
have been proven to be similar to those associated with a 
Single House, and vegetative screening is not required. 
Given the position of the dwelling, situated well back from 
Knowles Court, it is not deemed that the visual impacts of 
using the dwelling for Holiday Home purposes are any 
different to those which currently exist.     



 
Numerous restrictions may be placed on holiday rentals, but in truth these are 
very seldom enforceable by either the absentee landlord, or the Shire. This is 
particularly true of “after hours” disturbances. Despite good intentions of the 
owner, renters are often economical with the truth regarding numbers, pets and 
activities in holiday rentals. 
 
Furthermore, it was not particularly confidence inspiring when the new owners 
immediately removed noise attenuating shrubbery that semi-screened the 
property from neighbours to the south and south-east. I would not be objecting to 
a B & B application, where the owners would be on site to exercise full-time 
control, and take responsibility for guest’s activities.  
   
In conclusion, it is to be hoped that the Council will not see fit to grant this 
application, and thus avoid a potential source of disturbance to a quiet 
neighbourhood with a rural ambiance.   

6 CE Liebrecht 
131 Peace Street 
DENMARK 
 
Resident of 
Peace Street 

I wish lodge an objection to the granting of holiday rental rights on the above 
property.  
What little screening existed on the property was recently removed. This would 
also affect the level of noise we experience.  
 
People on holiday are often less inhibited then they would be at home, and are 
often rowdy. Letters in this regards have often been published in the Denmark 
Bulletin. For irresponsible renters there are often no repercussions for 
inappropriate behaviour that impacts on neighbours. As no national register of 
holiday renters that cause disturbances exists, they just choose another venue for 
their next vacation. 
 
The home in question has ample room to accommodate large numbers of 
sleepover guests, and as such is too suited for use as a party venue, which would 
have a negative effect on the quality of life of the permanent residents in the area. 
 
We have in the past suffered nuisance, from irresponsible holiday makers dogs 
that are let loose and cause havoc amongst the local kangaroo population. 
 
I sincerely hope that the council will not accede to what could potentially be a 
threat to the quality of life, of the ratepayers in our neighbourhood. 

 Refer to comments provided in Submission 5.  

 This is a legitimate point, in that there is no national 
register for holiday makers. This being said, experience in 
the Denmark context confirms low incidence rates 
associated with Holiday Homes, previous complaints 
directed at the Denmark Bulletin have often been 
associated with proposals on smaller residential lots, often 
associated with the advertising phase of any assessment. 

 Refer to comments provided in Submission 3. 

 Refer to comments provided in Submission 3. 

7 PF & ML Nelson 
22 Jamieson 
Heights Denmark 
 
Resident of 
Jamieson 

It had come to our attention that a house adjacent to ours has recently made 
planning application to become a “Holiday Home”. This, I am told, comes as an 
unfortunate result of a recent approval by Council to allow Holiday Homes in 
residential areas; subject to Planning Approval. There are several good reason why 
this one should not be permitted.  
 

 Refer to comments provided in Submissions 2 and 3. 

 Refer to comments provided in Submission 4. 

 Refer to comments provided in Submission 4. 

 Refer to comments provided in Submission 4. 

 Amendment 124 has previously considered the general 
amenity effects of holiday homes in certain zones. 



Heights I don’t take lightly my objections to this commercial development, and thus 
wanted to be properly informed, so I visited the Shire offices and looked at all the 
documents.  
 
To begin, the applicant uses as part of her argument that the house was “in fact 
used this way since it was built in 1999”. Actually this is quite irrelevant. If the 
previous owner used the house as a Holiday Home, they did so without Planning 
Consent. This argument makes as much sense as my arguing that I should be 
allowed to put up a shed without Planning Consent, because others have also 
done so. If everyone thought like this, we would have chaos in our civil society. 
 
This house is actually a 2 bedroom home with what shows to be 2-storey “storage 
area” in the front. A recent inspection of this “storage area” reveals bunk-beds 
and leads me to suspect that this is in fact, a dormitory, for who knows how many 
tenants. 
 
The document the applicant has provided says that they propose to have as many 
as 10 occupants. This would amount to a Large Holiday Home. But this is also very 
hard to police. How many people are staying there; 6, 8, 10 or 12? Who’s “just 
visiting”? Who’s “just here for the party”? And when a Holiday Group is becoming 
a nuisance, “who do we call to tell them to turn the volume down?” Do we call 
Perth, to talk to the Owner; or maybe we call the Koorabup Motel. No point calling 
the police; they aren’t interested in noisy parties. 
 
This commercial venture is at the very top of the hill, and in the centre of our 
residential district. Sound, noise and what not carries up here.  Holiday revellers 
aren’t known for keeping quiet. 
 
The basic function of a Planning Department is to preserve the value of the 
ratepayer’s property. Allowing a “Holiday Home” in the middle of our residential 
estate will do just the opposite, and be a potential for future problems. Please do 
not give consent to this venture. 

Generally holiday homes operate without complaint and 
the number of complaints are few, and significantly less 
that those generated by permanent residents. The 
perception that holiday homes generate significant adverse 
amenity effects is untrue, and many holiday homes to 
operate in a manner that would not be obvious to local 
residents. Larger sized sites as found within the many 
special rural and special residential zones are deemed to be 
suitable for such a land use, noting the larger lot sizes, 
separation between dwellings etc. 

8 P & C Thompson  
 
Resident of 
Knowles Court 

We wish to voice our objection to the planning application for the holiday home at 
3 Knowles Court Denmark.  
 
The residents in this neighbourhood who are generally long term and include 
retirees and young families have paid a premium to live in an area that is close to 
town but is also quiet.  
 
A holiday home that is managed by the staff at the Koorabup Motel is a strong 
chance to disrupt this peaceful lifestyle that we enjoy on this quiet street. 
 
As we read the application it seems to us that this would not be just a 

 There is no evidence to link the management by Koorabup 
Hotel to unruly holiday makers..   

 The Holiday Home will be made available to anyone (or 
group not exceeding six persons). 

 Refer to comments provided in Submission 4. 

 Refer to comments provided in Submission 2. 

 Refer to comments provided in Submission 1. 
 



continuation of a few friends staying but a full on commercial enterprise open to 
whoever wants to pay to stay there. 
 
Having read of the problems at Weedon Hill in the past we have no desire to have 
these same issues bought here to our doorstep. 
 
There is no guarantee that it would only be quiet families who would stay there 
but the very nature of renting a holiday home (the more people in, the less cost 
per person) lends us to be concerned about groups of young people and football 
clubs etc. 
 
Another concern we have regarding this residence is the fact that there is no 
driveway leading off the road onto the premise which adds an element of danger 
when driving or walking past as you don’t know exactly where the vehicles will 
come out from. I cannot understand how this was originally allowed and I can only 
believe that extra traffic will only add to the danger of a child being collected by a 
car that just comes shooting out through the trees on the grassed area. 
 
So to sum up we would ask that you please respect the wishes of the people who 
live here and deny this application. We thank you for taking the time to read this 
letter. 

9 S & B Mee  
PO Box 482 
Denmark 
 
Resident of 
Peace Street. 

We wish to register our opposition to the above-mentioned development. Our 
concerns are outlined below. 
 
When we purchased our block of land in the Highlands estate, it was on the 
understanding that the area was zoned residential. We expected to live in a quiet 
location where we would get to know and trust neighbours with similar 
aspirations. Holiday-makers do not necessarily share these aspirations. They may 
be considerate neighbours in their own homes, but may behave quite differently 
away from home (late nights, loud music, noisy parties). We are concerned about 
the potential lack of consideration for local residents, particularly children and 
older people. 
 
We are also concerned about the increased traffic generated by large groups with 
multiple are coming and going during the day and night. Increased traffic per se is 
not the issue – we expect that traffic will increase as new houses are built in the 
area. However, most local residents adjust to the conditions (ie children, pets, 
unfenced properties, kangaroos). We are also happy to see tourists driving by, as 
they tend to drive slowly through the area, taking in the views and looking out for 
kangaroos. 
 
Our concern is that the turnover of large groups of short term holiday-makers 
creates a different type of traffic risk and inconvenience to residents, associated 

 This is a consideration for Council, as previously stated this 
is the first application of its type since the amendment to 
the TPS No.3 was gazetted. The application has the ability 
to set precedence for future similar applications. The 
submitters would have bought knowing at that time that 
such a use was not permissible. Whilst there is no evidence 
to suggest such a land use devalued surrounding residential 
properties in terms of monetary value (which is not a 
planning issue) the change in land use permissibility of 
Holiday Homes in the Special Residential zone has the 
potential to change ownership and use patterns markedly. 

 Refer to comments provided in Submission 3.   

 It is generally expected that no more than two vehicles will 
be associated with the use of this dwelling, occasionally 
this may extend to three should three couples use the 
property, however in general the number of vehicles 
accessing and parking on the property will be consistent 
with the numbers associated with residential dwellings.   

 Refer to comments provided in Submission 3. 

 Refer to comments provided in Submission 3. 

 Refer to comments provided in Submission 8. 

 Refer to comments provided in Submission 3. 



with higher speed, increased alcohol consumption, and general lack of 
consideration. We are also concerned about the welfare of our resident kangaroos 
that have a rightful sense of ownership of the local roads and verges, but no road 
sense whatsoever. 
 
We have been told that the proposed development application is for up to 10 
people; this number alone has the potential to create serious disturbance for 
neighbours. The layout of the proposed holiday house could accommodate even 
large numbers. It is likely that restrictions on numbers would be very difficult to 
monitor or enforce. Reports of problems in other areas of Denmark indicate that it 
is difficult to control noise levels and general antisocial behaviour of holiday-
makers. 
 
We have been informed that proposed bookings for the holiday accommodation 
would be made through the Koorabup Motel. This would suggest that bookings 
would not be limited to unknown friends and family, but rather to larger groups of 
“unknowns”, making it an extension of the Koorabup Motel business. 
 
Finally, granting approval for one holiday accommodation business would set the 
precedent for applications from existing and future property owners. There are 
still many vacant blocks in the Highlands and neighbouring estates and we would 
not wish to see these being bought or developed for the purpose of setting up 
holiday accommodation businesses. 
 
We thank you for the opportunity to express our concerns and trust that you will 
give them serious consideration. 

  
 

10 J Davey & S 
Lehmann  
PO Box 649 
Denmark 
 
Resident of 
Knowles Court.  

We are writing with our objection to the proposed holiday home accommodation. 
 
The applicant claims that the house has been used as a holiday rental. If so it was 
illegal, as only due to a recent amendment in zoning are applications as a holiday 
rental possible. When looking to buy property in this zone we were notified that 
holiday rentals were not possible and this informed our purchase choice. Any 
claim that a pre-existing holiday rental situation exists should be treated as void. 
 
The house is large and the applicants brochure claims 10 people can stay, possibly 
more. This would classify it as a ‘Large Holiday Home’ and would attract large 
groups, which often leads to noise and disturbance in the neighbourhood. 
 
Given that the applicant is already an owner of significant accommodation in the 
area, we would expect the property to be heavily advertised and used. The claim 
that the property would be used more as a home than a holiday rental cannot be 
enforced by the shire, and therefore cannot be considered to favour the 
application. 

 Refer to comments provided in Submission 2. 

 Refer to comments provided in Submission 3. 

 Should approval be granted the dwelling can effectively be 
rented on a short stay basis all year round. The Shire can 
enforce any relevant conditions of approval and should the 
premises be found to be unsatisfactorily managed or 
operating outside of its conditions of approval the premises 
will not be licensed at the time of licence renewal.   

 Refer to comments provided in Submission 4. 
 



 
We selected the location for the quiet, and suitability of raising our children. We 
expect them to be able to feel secure and visit friends on foot or bike. Visitors 
often have little regard for local conditions, and could pose a risk to the children’s 
safety. 
 
The area is largely populated with families and retirees, with whom a community 
is established, and reasonable degree of peace is expected. If there are problems 
with a holiday home there is little or no accountability on the part of the landlord 
or the visitor. 
 
For all the above reason we strongly object to the approval of the application. We 
hope that our concerns and those of nearby residents will be heard. 

11 D Williamson  
PO Box 974 
Denmark 
 
Resident of 
Tame Close. 

Referring to the above reference for proposed development of holiday home 
accommodation, would like to lodge our comment against this proposal, due to it 
being in a residential area with permanent residents in close proximity.  

Refer to comments provided in Submission 1.  

12 L Taylor 
26 Reflection 
Mews Safety Bay 
 
Owner of 
property in 
Knowles Court 

We wish to express our objection to the proposed development at 3 Knowles Crt, 
Denmark.  
 
We are concerned for the safety and security of our dwelling if the proposed 
application is approved. Our house is adjacent to the forest, effectively 
surrounded by trees on three sides (the forest being the main reason we initially 
chose to build in Denmark). All the residents of the area are acutely aware of the 
need for extreme care with regard to fire safety. We are concerned that itinerant 
holiday-makers may not have the same awareness or concern and therefore may 
place our house and other residences in the area in danger.  
 
As a holiday home, our house is often unattended. This has never caused us 
concern before as we have known all our neighbours and the residents in the 
surrounding area keep an eye on our property and contact us if they feel the need. 
This situation will obviously change if the proposed application is approved and we 
are concerned for the safety and security of our property.  
 
We appreciate the opportunity to lodge this submission and hope our concerns 
will be given serious consideration. 

 Refer to comments provided in Submission 4. 

 It is considered unlikely that holiday makers, staying in such 
a premise would be of such a nature to commit offences, 
noting their details are required for bookings; the applicant 
is required to maintain a register of visitors to the premise 
making identification of any visitors who break the law 
relatively simple.    

 




