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SCHEDULE OF SUBMISSIONS 

Submissions Received from Public – DA 2019/168 – Telecommunications Upgrade (Installation of x2 Lens Antennas) 

Ref 
No. 

Name & Address 
Details 

Verbatim Submission Planning Services Comment 

S1 Details omitted as 
per Council Policy. 

Thank you for your letter dated 15th January 2020, notifying me of NBN’s 
application to install two lens antennas on the existing NBN tower at No.26 
(Lot 150) Henwood street, Denmark. 

As the landowner (Lot 255) 11 Jamieson Heights, I wish to place on record 
my objection of the NBN proposal and I expect as a ratepayer since 2003 that 
the Council protects and supports my objections by refusing this application. 

In studying the Planning Report prepared for the proposed fixed wireless 
facility upgrade, dated 10 December 2019 (Planning Report), I provide the 
below comment for your review and consideration. 

“the upgrade works are designed to be appropriately positioned so as to 
MINIMISE visual impact on the immediate and surrounding area”.  

Historically the NBN tower was approved by the Council without notice to 
the adjacent land owners who became aware of the impending construction 
works only “after the event” and whilst the ground works had already been 
surveyed. 

At this time, I questioned the Shire Director of Planning & Sustainability Ms 
Annette Habron who advised me that the council did not have to notify 
ratepayers as the permit was automatically issued by the Commonwealth 
under the Telecommunications Act, as such planning approval was not 
required.   

After further research we found that several councils when faced with similar 
applications and objections from their rate payers successfully moved the 
towers to a suitable and low impact site to protect the health and land value 
of their rate paying community.  They also took into consideration that 
property values substantially diminished within the proximity of the towers.  

We then arranged for a meeting with the Shire CEO, President & Engineer to 
seek answers and to protest on their lack of support. We also reminded them 
of the Denmark roadside display on the south coast highway declaring that 

Although concerns regarding approval of the existing tower are noted, the 
current application before Council is required to be assessed on its merits 
and does not provide a mechanism by which to revisit or rescind approval of 
the existing tower.  

SPP 5.2 requires that assessment of the visual impact of development 
proposals be made on a case by case basis. In the context of the scale of the 
tower and the size and placement of the proposed antenna the installation 
will not generate significant visual amenity impacts.  

Concerns regarding cumulative visual impacts arising from the installation of 
multiple antennas are noted. This is not something that can be readily 
controlled through the development approval process noting that 
Commonwealth legislation otherwise exempts a variety of antennas from 
requiring development approval and further encourages the co-location of 
facilities on existing towers. Refusal of the current application by reason of 
cumulative impact would not necessarily limit the potential number of 
antennas and may be counterproductive given that lens antennas can take 
the place of multiple panel antennas.  

The fact that the lens antennas do not currently meet the definition of a ‘low 
impact facility’ does not imply that unacceptable visual amenity impacts or 
EME emissions would arise.  

SPP 5.2 and the Guidelines for the Location, Siting and Design of 
Telecommunications Infrastructure do not apply buffer requirements to the 
assessment of telecommunications infrastructure. Information provided by 
the applicant indicates that EME levels will be well within the acceptable 
limits. 

The potential to impact property value is not a valid planning consideration 
that can be taken into account as part of the development assessment 
process.  

17 M
arch 2020 - Attachm

ent 8.1.2c



Page 2 of 6 
 

Denmark is a World Health designated SAFE community - This initiative 
includes an injury prevention safety programme that covers the WHOLE 
community-all age groups, environments and all situations.  
 
Council conceded that they should have notified all affected land owners and 
apologised but we were too late and unable to stop the new NBN tower 
building process.  
 
In the Planning Report’s Introduction, the NBN state “the upgrade works are 
designed to be appropriately positioned so as to minimise visual impact on 
the immediate and surrounding area” We wholeheartedly disagree with this 
statement and I invite the officers from the Shire and the Council to view the 
visual impact the Towers have from Jamieson Heights. The towers are an 
“eye sore” in a natural landscape, bristling with LARGE aerials after several 
upgrades. We are also aware that future equipment will continue to be larger 
with an even greater visual impact upon the Jamieson Heights community as 
the local telecommunication demand grows. The officers of the Shire and 
Council should reflect on whether they would support towers of this 
magnitude built with visual and health impact in full view of their own homes.  
 
Furthermore, I draw your attention to provision 4(b) of State Planning Policy 
5.2: Telecommunications Infrastructure (SPP5.2) which requires proposals to 
“manage the environmental, cultural heritage, VISUAL AND SOCIAL 
IMPACTS” of development proposals for telecommunications infrastructure. 
SPP5.2 requires telecommunications to be located and design as to not 
compromise “Social and Visual Landscape Values”. As I understand the 
proposal is required to comply with the provisions of SPP5.2, I cannot 
understand how the current application could be considered for approval.  
 
The NBN’s mind set is that a tower has existed pre 2003 (the year when we 
purchased the land), therefore the site was a logical location and cost 
effective for the second tower.  We do not consider this to be a valid 
argument particularly as upgrades and extensions are becoming a regular 
occurrence. At the time of our land purchase the first tower had a minimal 
number of ariels attached. Having done our due diligence there was no plans 
in council for further upgrades or developments at the time.  In fact, we 
bought this land due to the National Trust covenanted protected habitat 
placement on the adjacent land (Lot 150) to our property boundary. The 
visual impacts of the single tower in 2003 was very different to what is 
currently proposed and no doubt will continue to occur should this proposal 
be approved. 
 

Due to the height of the proposed antenna installation there is no practical 
means by which the facility can be screened in order to justify a requirement 
for additional landscaping. The Shire imposed a condition for landscape 
screening of the fenced compound as part of the development approval for 
the tower. It is evident that such landscaping does not accord with the 
landscape management plan approved at the time. Planning Services are 
following up separately with the nbn to ensure that additional landscaping/ 
remediation works are carried out in accordance with the original approval. 
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At no stage have the affected parties been offered any renumeration on their 
rates or compensation for the devaluing of properties, however it has been 
noted that the land owner where the towers are located receives a 
substantial rent from the NBN. 
 
I have noted that instillation of the additional equipment although within the 
safety margins (as claimed by the NBN) falls outside the regulatory types to 
qualify for a “low impact process” that does not have any ‘visual or social 
impacts’, and therefore I ask the Shire to consider the below prior to making 
a determination: 
 

1) The proposal has not considered the visual and social impacts to our 
property and provided no recommendation or strategy to manage 
these impacts. The proposal is not considered to be consistent with 
the requirements of SSP5.2 and as such we requested the proposal 
not be supported.   
 

2) My house is currently on the market with Ray White Denmark and 
we have been advised by the sales representative that prospective 
purchasers have bye passed the house due to the towers.  When I 
do sell and if the impediment of the towers diminishes the value of 
my property, I will consider making a compensation claim against 
the Council, the State or Commonwealth Government. 

 
3) The Council must consider the health and wellbeing of their rate 

payers and have responsibility to provide the best environment to 
their inhabitants. These towers were not to be located inside a 500 
metres buffer zone from a school or hospitals to help reduce the risk 
for vulnerable population. Under the Environmental Protection Act 
1986, hospitals and schools are considered a ‘sensitive use’ as is 
residential. These sensitive land uses have been identified due to 
their ‘sensitivity to emissions from industry and infrastructure’. As 
such, we question why the same 500m buffer standard has not be 
applied to our residential properties? 
 

4) As noted in our previous meetings with shire and council my 
husband has had cancer twice one resulting in the amputation of his 
leg. Our neighbours who will be directly affected by this upgrade 
have been fighting various health issues such as cancers and heart 
/pacemaker irregularities.  Additionally, a family with two young 
children have recently finished building their forever home and I am 
sure this upgrade will send alarm bells to the EMR’s their children 
will be forced to play under. 
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5) In our initial meeting with all Council members it was confirmed that 

substantial planting/screening would be provided and maintained 
at the base of the NBN tower in order to block out the visual impact 
from our bedroom window.  This has not taken place.  How then can 
we rely upon anything the NBN says? 
 

I came to the “Paradise” of Denmark with the intension of staying as have 
many other families, but in the last 5 years the arrival of Multi-National 
companies has eroded that dream for many. Surely there are other optional 
positions in Denmark that will not impact upon existing residents and 
therefore avoid future class actions.   
 
I await your advice.  
(See Attachment A)  

S2 Details omitted as 
per Council Policy. 

 

Whilst the NBN planned upgrade may be the most cost effective way for 

the NBN, it is not the most cost effective outcome for the residents as it 

has a devalue effect on house prices in the area 

Whilst I and numerous other residents in the vicinity have not been 

invited to comment on the planned upgrade to the telecommunications 

towers, and like them live in very close proximity of the towers, we are 

residents of the area and believe we have a right to have any objection 

to the proposal recorded for future reference. 

Whilst I accept that these towers may have minimal impact on some 

people's health, the impact on property value is horrendous. 

 
When I purchased and built in Jamieson Heights, there was one tower 

and no mention of a second tower, then over the next couple years 

additional antennas were added, then the second tower went up 

without any consultation with the residents of the area. 

At that particular time, there were a number of residents that had put 

forward a case for objection to the second tower with no impact on the 

shires thinking and which was totally ignored by the shire. 

 
Hence this time round I believe there will be very few residents that 

will make the effort to object as they have more experience of 

dealing with a negative shire that shows little or no concerns or 

commitment to their local residents. 

The potential to impact upon property values is not a valid planning 
consideration that can be taken into account as part of the development 
assessment process.   

 
The proposal was publicly advertised to the community for a period of 21 
days by way of an advertisement in the local paper (Denmark Bulletin) and 
letters to immediately adjoining properties. Submissions were not restricted 
to the immediately adjoining landowners who received direct 
correspondence. The scope of advertising undertaken is proportionate to 
the scale of the proposal and has taken into account the Shires notification 
protocol for works on the tower, including ‘Low Impact Facilities’ that may 
be exempt from development approval.  
 
Although concerns regarding approval of the existing nbn tower are noted, 
the current application before Council is required to be assessed on its 
merits and does not provide a mechanism by which to revisit or rescind 
approval of the tower.  
 
Concerns regarding cumulative visual impacts arising from the installation of 
multiple antennas are noted. This is not something that can be readily 
controlled through the development approval process noting that 
Commonwealth legislation otherwise exempts a variety of antennas from 
requiring development approval and further encourages the co-location of 
facilities on existing towers. Refusal of the current application by reason of 
cumulative impact would not necessarily limit the potential number of 
antennas and may be counterproductive given that lens antennas can take 
the place of multiple panel antennas.  
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Whilst people will hang off of a mobile phone for extended periods 

without any concerns of harm from the device, they react differently to 

the sight of towers in residential areas resulting in difficulties for anyone 

wanting to sell their properties. 

A current resident attempting to sell their house has been told by their 

agent that as soon as they approach the property with potential buyer 

and the towers come into view, the agent is instructed to drive-on. 

 
The owners of 21 Jamieson Heights have had numerous attempts at selling 
their property with the telephone towers having a negative impact on any 
potential sale.  
 

Other residents like 123 Peace street also have been unable to sell 

as the towers can be seen from the property, there are others who 

whilst attempting to sell also experience poor interest to the area 

due to the towers. 

Any additional add-on are only going to exaggerate the, problem. 
 
I do not believe enough effort is put into finding an alternative 

location that would meet everyone's needs. 

 
Whilst on past actions of the shire I presume this will be a lost cause but 

at least will serve as a record for any future claims of loss of resale value 

of my property. 

 
As of today, I do intend to make my elected state and federal 

members aware of these concerns by whatever means are 

available to me. 

 

S3 Details omitted as 
per Council Policy. 

 

Thank you for providing the Environmental EME Report and the relevant 

information for 10 Tysoe Close. 

After reading this information and the ARPANSA guide to the report I do not 

intend to submit any objections to the development proposal  A1154 

(2019/168). 

Your assistance in providing the additional information was greatly 

appreciated. 

Noted. 
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Attachments  

S1 – Attachment 1 



Our Reference: Denmark R02 
2nd March 2020 

Jasmine Tothill 
Senior Town Planner 
Shire of Denmark 
PO Box 183 
Denmark WA 6333 

Dear Jasmine, 

Development Application (DA 2019/168) for Proposed Upgrade to a Fixed Wireless – nbn 
(Telecommunications) Facility, at 26 Henwood Street, Denmark WA 6333. 

Thank you for your email which included details of the submissions received for the proposed upgrade to the 
telecommunications facilities at the above address.  We have reviewed the submissions and provide below a 
detailed response to the key issues. 

Visual Impact 
The planning report submitted for nbn refers to the introduction of the lens antennas which will have a minimal 
impact on the overall visual amenity. Like all radio communications, fixed wireless equipment needs to be 
elevated above their surroundings to achieve constant, reliable communications. For this reason, they cannot 
be entirely obscured.   

In the submissions received, it seems as though there are previous grievances regarding the initial construction 
of the tower. As this development application is only for the installation of two lens antennas, we would like to 
highlight the minor overall change to the entire facility. The addition of the antennas which measure no more 
than 1.4 metres (at their largest dimension) against a 50 metre high lattice tower represent a very minor 
inclusion to the overall bulk of the facility.    

Property Values 
The submissions raised impact on property values as grounds for objection. The issue of property value is an 
extremely complex one, with fluctuations in price being subject to a vast number of factors – many of which are 
subjective, such as the amount of light, access to services, the condition of the house, views, amenity of the local 
area and the availability of high quality services such as telecommunications. 

Since the mid 1990’s there have been thousands of telecommunications facilities developed throughout 
Australian metropolitan and regional areas. During this period, property values across the board have continued 
to increase, showing no sign of deterioration as a result of specific factors such as the location of 
telecommunications base stations. The improvements to broadband connectivity resulting from access to the 
nbn™ are likely to be very significant, which will in turn support business, health, education and a range of other 
sectors. 

Notwithstanding, nbn is not aware of any credible evidence that directly links the siting of a telecommunications 
facility to either an increase or a decrease in property prices. 

EME Health 
With regards to health and safety, we acknowledge the personal concern re the safety of our network, and the 
history of family illness mentioned in one submission that underscores this anxiety. We regret causing these 
members of the community any additional stress. 

nbn at all times upholds its environmental, social and ethical obligations with regards to public health and safety. 
We respectfully assert that complying radio antennas will not pose a threat to people’s health.  
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We do want to highlight some aspects of the public health and safety standards that we hope give residents at 
Denmark greater peace of mind. 

Firstly, licensed radio frequency transmitters, including the nbn™ fixed wireless communications facilities and 
commercial radio and TV broadcast towers, are regulated to protect all people in all environments at all times 
including vulnerable members of the community (people who are ill, children and the elderly), 24-hours a day, 
7-days a week. 

Australia has adopted the safety regulations recommended by the World Health Organisation (WHO). These 
regulations also have a significant safety margin, or precautionary approach built into them. We also highlight 
that by operating the fixed wireless network at signal strengths significantly below that safety standard nbn has 
additionally applied a precautionary approach to the operation of its network. 

Secondly, we highlight that the national safety regulations protect the public by placing a limit on the strength 
of the signal that any licensed radio facility may transmit. They do not impose any general public distance-based 
restrictions. Consequently, radio facilities are found in all environments. For example, the Australian 
Communications and Media Authority’s (ACMA) Register of Licensed Radio Communications shows that 
nationally, there are more than 68 licensed radio facilities (including mobile network facilities) located within 
high schools; more than 335 licensed radio facilities located within university campuses, and more than 800 
licensed radio facilities located within hospitals across Australia. 
 
If there are further concerns regarding the EME of the proposed upgrade, we urge you to contact ARPANSA 
directly on 1800 022 333 for independent advice regarding the safety and regulation of radio communications 
networks. 
 
 
Conclusion 
We consider that the proposed upgrade offers reasonable planning solutions that both minimise visual impacts 
and provide significant improvements to broadband connectivity and service in Denmark.  
 
We would like to further highlight that there is an existing facility providing fixed wireless service to the Denmark 
Community, and that this development application is purely for the addition of the lens antenna which will 
provide for additional capacity and improved user experience for those in the Denmark community relying on 
this fixed wireless service. Without it, the site will face congestion and Council will be facing escalations from 
this community as a consequence. Additionally, the increase in EME as a result of adding this lens antenna is still 
well below the Australian Standard. 
 
Based upon a review of the submissions received by Council, we do not consider that there is any compelling 
planning rationale to refuse the development application.  
 
Should you have any further queries please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
Steven Bishop 
Town Planner (Visionstream) 

http://www.visionstream.com.au/


Our Reference: Denmark R02 
4th March 2020 

Jasmine Tothill 
Senior Town Planner 
Shire of Denmark 
PO Box 183 
Denmark WA 6333 

Dear Jasmine, 

Development Application (DA 2019/168) for Proposed Upgrade to a Fixed Wireless – nbn 
(Telecommunications) Facility, at 26 Henwood Street, Denmark WA 6333. 

Further to our response to the submissions received, sent to Council on 2nd March 2020, we would like to address 
the vegetation screening issue that has been brought to the attention of nbn through the submissions process.  

nbn understands that the conditions set out in the original permit should be adhered to and agrees that the 
current state of the vegetation intended for screening does not currently meet the expectations of what was 
set out in the initial landscaping plan.  

Whilst this development application is for equipment that would not benefit from further vegetation 
screening, nbn understands that for local residents there is a continuum between the past applications for this 
telecommunications facility and the present application.  

nbn is committed to the maintenance of existing facilities including that of vegetation that was included to 
mitigate the visual impact of facilities such as the site at Denmark.  

For this reason, nbn will undertake to reinstate the vegetation to that of the original landscaping management 
plan as part of this proposed upgrade works, and to maintain this vegetation per requirement. 

We hope that this will aid in limiting the overall visual impact of the existing facility. 

Should you have any further queries please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Yours sincerely, 

Steven Bishop 
Town Planner (Visionstream) 
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LOCATION PLAN 

PROPOSED TELECOMMUNCIATIONS UPGRADE (INSTALLATION OF X2 LENS ANTENNAS) – 
No.26 (Lot 150) Henwood Street, Denmark 
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