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SCHEDULE OF SUBMISSIONS 

Submitter Summary of Comments Assessing Officer Remarks Recommendation 

M LeRoy 

Lot 7 McLure 

Road 

 This draft Noise Management Plan developed by the 

Waroona Shire is a sound start to setting criteria that 

major fruit/intensive horticulture producers must 

comply with and reduce their noise impacts on their 

neighbours/community. I have some further comments 

to add for your consideration. 

 

1. Section 3 Open Lines of Communications 

There is reference to fruit farmers, but this needs 

to be broadened to include intensive horticulture 

practises, such as water melons, rock melons 

producers. By using fruit farmers this is too narrow 

and to me refers to fruit trees (apples, pears, 

cherries etc). 

I support the third sentence relating to fruit 

farmers/intensive horticulture practises informing 

residents/neighbours prior to the season 

commencing. 

2. Section 4 Council’s preferred methods of bird 

control 

I support the Council’s list of solutions for rural 

properties. I would like to see gas guns removed 

totally, but this may not be practical in some 

situations. Therefore controls on timing, position of 

guns (distance) and duration of blasts are needed. 

3. Section 5 Approval for the Use of Gas Guns 

Support the Council’s position that permission from 

the Shire must be sought to use gas guns. The 

criteria requested for the noise management plan 

with site locations of guns, closest neighbours and 

an acoustics report are all supported. 

4. Section 6 Minimum Separation Distances 

I support the distances listed in this section 

5. Section 7 Permitted Noise Management Operating 

Hours 

I support this section.  

 

 

 

 

 

 The intent is was for plan to cover any horticultural activity that may use 

bird scaring devices.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Preference for alternative means of bird control noted.  Studies have 

shown that a single method of bird control leads to birds becoming 

habituated and therefore do not tend to work as effectively as a range of 

different methods, particularly used in rotation.  A range of controls on gas 

guns when this option is used can help to minimise impacts on nearby 

residents. To maximise the effectiveness of bird scaring devices noise 

should be irregular and random.  The effectiveness needs to be monitored 

over time and once birds start to ignore a particular device it should be 

removed to ensure that birds do not begin to associate the noise with a 

good food source.   
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6. Sections 8-11 

I support the procedures and actions required. 

 I noted in version 1 of the draft that gas guns should be 

turned off between 11 – 3pm. As this is not a major 

feeding time for birds, this option should be considered. 

 I place another scenario to you. If a resident is located 

between two uses of gas guns, how do you maintain 

the 6 or 10 minute gap between blasts?   

 

 

 

 Times when gas guns are used should be focussed on periods of the day 

when birds are most likely to be feeding.   

 

 The wording could be simplified with a clear maximum number blast 

volleys per hour with a requirement to synchronise all guns on a farm.   

 

 

 

 

 Preclude the use of gas 

guns during the middle of 

the day. 

 

 Simplify to include a clear 

maximum number blast per 

hour. 

Joe Commisso  I think that gas guns should be banned entirely in the 

Shire of Waroona. As is stated in the draft there are 

other means available to scare off birds and they 

should be the only methods allowed.  I also have issues 

with crows eating my watermelon so I bought a replica 

hanging crow and put it up in amongst the crop and 

they haven't touch one since. They are totally 

frightened off when they see what they think is one of 

their species dead. This is another option. 

 Gas guns are so intrusive and impact on your life like 

you wouldn't believe. We get woken up at 5.30 in the 

morning by them and our dog is petrified to the point 

that we have to keep her inside the house 24/7 and turn 

the radio or TV on so she can't hear them inside. Yes 

even inside our house with doors and windows shut we 

can hear them. Unless you have had personal 

experience with your neighbours using gas guns for up 

to 14 hours a day nearly every day for months on end, 

you would have no idea of the torment that this creates. 

 There have been some days when the conditions are 

right, the gun is so loud that it seems like the gun is 

located at my back door. It really is like being subjected 

to mental torture in your own home. Because the land 

is so flat the noise travels uninterrupted for kilometres 

on end. I've spoken to people that live 10 km away and 

they can hear them. This is why I say they should be 

banned full stop. 

 However, having said that and if this doesn't happen 

then I would like to add the following: 

1 With regards to the open line of communication 

well I tried that with Bruno Capogreco for 5 years 

 Preference for alternative means of bird control noted.  Studies have 

shown that a single method of bird control leads to birds becoming 

habituated and therefore do not tend to work as effectively as a range of 

different methods, particularly used in rotation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Include limits on gas guns 

for early morning and 

middle of the day.  Include 

a requirement for a review 

after the season and 

investigation toward 

alternatives.  
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and it got me nowhere except for a very heated and 

ugly argument over the phone so I can safely say 

that this option is off the table for me as we haven't 

spoken since. 

2. I do not understand the logic used with regards to 

the minimum distances that you have suggested. 

Why should someone who lives on 5 acres have a 

500m spacing between them and a gas gun and 

me and my family because we live on more than 5 

acres only have a 300m spacing. 

Obviously being 200m closer means the blasts are 

going to be much louder so why the discrimination 

between landholders. Tracey and I pay our rates 

accordingly so why should we be penalised? We 

are all ratepayers so we should all be treated 

equally and fairly. We value our lifestyle as just as 

much as the person on 5 acres. 

3 In the noise management plans that Donnybrook 

and Denmark implemented they prohibited the use 

of the guns between the hours of 11am and 3pm 

because it was determined that the birds were not 

as active during that time. In the first draft that was 

released on the shire website this was also                   

applied but that was removed and replaced with 

another draft that did not contain this 

recommendation. Why?  At least that would give us 

some reprieve for a few hours each day. 12 hours 

a day non-stop day after day really does your head 

in. Also as the days get shorter they shouldn't be 

allowed to operate the guns before sunrise or after 

sunset. I don't know if you are aware but these 

guns operate for 5 or so months of the year from 

January through til about May. 

4. The 6 minute spacing's are far too close as we live 

in between Capogrecos and Fruitico and we cop it 

from both of them. Once Fruitico finishes 

developing their property on the south side of Buller 

Road they will be even closer to us. Please correct 

me if I am wrong and I would appreciate that you 

do clarify this point with me prior to the Shire 

implementing this policy. Now, as it stands with this 

 

 Improved information from farmers to impacted nearby residents does 

provide improved two way understanding and should be maintained.   

 

 

 

 This is agreed.  Separation distances should be maximised as far as 

possible with a uniform minimum. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Times when gas guns are used should be focussed on periods of the day 

when birds are most likely to be feeding.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 The wording could be simplified with a clear maximum number blast 

volleys per hour with a requirement to synchronise all guns on a farm.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Preclude the use of gas 

guns during the middle of 

the day. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Simplify to include a clear 

maximum number blast per 

hour. 
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draft, both of these businesses can operate 3 gas 

guns each and because their farms are so large 

they can actually situate them more than 500m 

apart so that would then entitle them to operate 

each one of these 6 guns (3 each) at 6-minute 

intervals, therefore on average, 6 guns going off 

every 6 minutes, 1 every minute, 60 every hour, 

720 a day. Do I need to go on? If it's deemed by 

Council that gas guns are permitted and I would be 

very disappointed if that's the case, I believe that 

we should not have to put up with any more than 4 

blasts per hour from both Capogrecos and Fruitico 

combined and anyone else for that matter who in 

the future may want to use a gas gun in the area. It 

needs to be capped at a maximum of 4 blasts per 

hour regardless of the number of people that are 

using them. 

6 Also there should be a 4-hour period (11 - 3) each 

day when the use of them is prohibited and the start 

and finish times should be brought closer together 

(8 - 6) as 12 hours of use per day is way too long. 

 Most of us in this area were here way before these two 

businesses started using gas guns and the serenity 

and peacefulness of the area was a significant 

attraction to living here, that has now been shattered. 

We should not have to put up with these gas guns when 

there are alternate methods available that do not 

impact on other peoples lives. I believe these other 

methods should be explored by both Capogrecos and 

Fruitico and hopefully they can make them work so we 

can go back to our peaceful lives and they can continue 

their successful businesses. 

 I do have a few questions before I finish: 

1 Who is going to police this whole policy if 

implemented with regards to distances, times, 

timing, number of guns and noise levels?  

2 Are we going to get to see the final draft that is 

going to be put before council prior to it going to 

council and if not why not? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Times when gas guns are used should be focussed on periods of the day 

when birds are most likely to be feeding.   

 

 Preference for alternative means of bird control noted.  Studies have 

shown that a single method of bird control leads to birds becoming 

habituated and therefore do not tend to work as effectively as a range of 

different methods, particularly used in rotation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 The implementation of the plan should be monitored by Shire officers. 

 

 

 The final draft will be available for viewing on the Shire website prior to the 

Council meeting.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Update to preclude the use 

of gas guns during the 

middle of the day. 

 

 Include a requirement for a 

review after the season and 

investigation toward 

alternatives.  
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Melina, Tanya 

lerace & Ryan 

Duyvestein 

3A McKay Avenue 

Waroona 

 Noise pollution causes wildlife disruption outside of 

property boundary. In particular, the disturbance of 

local populations of the critically endangered red-tailed 

cockatoo, which have been sighted in the area. 

 Noise nuisance for neighbouring properties 

 Night shift workers from local properties impacted by 

noise during their day-sleep cycle.  

 Noise spooks nearby newly agisted cattle in 

neighbouring properties 

 Fire hazard due to combustion process. The risks being 

malfunction of the device - over build-up of acetylene 

gas from Calcium carbide & water reaction. Failed 

combustion would create a hazardous situation 

 Gas guns to deter/scare birds are ineffective in the long 

term as birds get "use to" the noise 

 Being primary producers, we have experienced that 

birds do not attack non-ripened fruit 

 There should be an expectation of an acceptance of 

losses with mass production where native wildlife is 

concerned. 

 Noise impacts are noted with a balanced approach taken in the policy to 

assist with effectively managing noise and using gas guns in conjunction 

with other methods.   

 

 

 

 

 Fire hazard has not been demonstrated to be a significant risk. 

 

 

 This is agreed and gas guns should only be sed in conjunction with a 

range of other methods.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Include a requirement for a 

review after the season and 

investigation toward 

alternatives.  

 

Vince and Sharon 

Piscioneri 

268 Buller Road 

Waroona 

 We oppose the use of gas guns even as a least 

preferred option because they are in use now and will 

continue to be used even with rules and guidelines in 

place. The use of gas guns in the Shire is a recent 

development both the big growers were operating 

without them for quite a few years. As a horticultural 

farmer myself for over 50 years I have not had to resort 

to gas guns in the past. This area has been a large 

vegetable growing area over the years. There is a large 

melon grower close to town who does not use gas 

guns. Imagine if this grower started to use gas guns. I 

am sure the townspeople would be up in arms. 

 We purchased this property in 1988 and it’s been 

peaceful until the gas guns came into use.  Now we 

have gas guns hammering at us from three sides of the 

farm, hardly a peaceful rural setting. We have horses 

on the property and the noise of the gas guns upsets 

them, we have had horses run into fences and injure 

themselves.  We can do without the vet bills. In the draft 

the 7pm time does not work as come April/ May its dark 

and people are sitting down to tea and some peace and 

 Preference for alternative means of bird control noted.  Studies have 

shown that a single method of bird control leads to birds becoming 

habituated and therefore do not tend to work as effectively as a range of 

different methods, particularly used in rotation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 The hours included in the policy were chosen as they are consistent with 

the day time noise hours included under the Environmental Protection 

(Noise) Regulations. 

 Include a requirement for a 

review after the season and 

investigation toward 

alternatives.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Preclude the use of gas 

guns during the middle of 

the day. 
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quiet not listen to gas guns which can be heard quite 

clearly inside the house. 

 Who is going to monitor the decibels, self-monitoring 

does not work, Alcoa is a good example that. Also the 

draft states that we should speak to the farm managers 

first to resolve issues, firsthand experience has shown 

us that this does not work, all that happened was gas 

gun usage was ramped up with the guns even being 

placed on our boundary fence. There needs to be a 

time frame to resolve issues or all that will happen is an 

exercise in deny, deny, delay, delay until the season is 

over. So a time frame needs to be in place for actions 

to be taken i.e. first action one week. Second action 

one-week etc with a resolution to be reached within a 

month. The other solutions for bird scaring that were 

listed in the draft are not as problematic as the gas 

guns. 

 

 

 If the use of gas guns is not undertaken in accordance with an approved 

management plan then noise monitoring can be undertaken by Shire 

officers and compliance action commenced.  Prompt attention to any 

compliance action is supported.   

 

 

 

Robert Deleo 

203 Buller Rd 

Hamel 

 While I appreciate that my family property is situated in 

a commercial agricultural area and certain agricultural 

activities need to be implemented to keep the viability 

of the farms going, there are still lifestyle property's in 

the vicinity. 

 I feel some restrictions need to be in place for Noise 

management especially the use of Bird Scaring 

Devices. 

 

1 they should only be used between the hours of 

7am and 7pm during weekdays, and 8am to 6pm 

on weekends. 

 

2 they should not discharge at a rate more 

frequently than every 5 minutes. 

 

 

 

 

 

3 they should not face neighbouring properties 

when discharging. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 The times stated in the policy were chosen as they are consistent with the 

day time noise hours included under the Environmental Protection (Noise) 

Regulations. 

 

 The wording of section 8 of the policy could be simplified with a clear 

maximum number of blast volleys per hour with a requirement to 

synchronise all guns on a farm.   

 

 

 It is agreed that gas guns ought to as far as possible be oriented away 

from the closest dwellings. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Update to simplify and 

include a clear maximum 

number blasts per hour. 

 Update to provide for gas 

guns to as far as possible 

oriented away from the 

closest dwellings. 

 Update to specify the nature 

and type of information that 
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4 all neighbouring properties should be informed of 

the days when the devices are going to be used. 

 I am aware that these commercial farms are vital to 

Waroona's economy and employ numerous people, so 

I feel a fair and viable outcome for both parties in vital. 

 

 There was provision in the policy for such communication however this 

could be improved by specifying the nature and extent of communication.  

 

should be provided to nearby 

residents.   

 

Department of 

Primary Industries 

and Regional 

Development 

Does not object however provides the following comments: 

• Applications for the use of gas guns should be approved 

ahead of the fruitgrowing season as to avoid damage 

while waiting on approval. 

 

• The Draft Shire of Waroona Noise Management Plan 

should allow for the temporary approval to increase the 

frequency of gas gun usage if bird numbers are 

abnormally high. 

 

 The policy will be considered by Council in December, allowing for 

application to be considered over the following months prior to the fruit 

growing season.  Noting that individual applications may need to be 

determined under delegated authority to achieve this timing.   

 

 This is something that can be incorporated in individual farm noise 

management plans. 

 

Department of 

Planning Lands 

and Heritage - 

Land 

Management 

Metropolitan & 

Peel 

No comments. Noted.  

Department of 

Planning Lands 

and Heritage - 

Land Use 

Planning 

No comments. Noted.  
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1. Introduction 
 

The purpose of this Noise Management Plan is to provide guidelines and set out 

acceptable bird deterring/scaring practices. The Shire acknowledges the usage of bird 

scaring/deterring practices are necessary techniques at controlling the impacts of 

cockatoos and other birds to farming, however recognizes the need to control and 

minimize their acoustic disruption to nearby residents. 

 

This Noise Management Plan has considered the best practice principles, guidelines 

and local laws in Western Australia and other parts of Australia where farming and 

residential areas operate and exist within close proximity of each other.  

 

This Noise Management Plan applies to all areas within the Shire. Perception to “noise” 

is subjective and consequently people react to noise in different ways. Noise in the 

environment can create nuisance to some persons but does not create nuisance to other 

persons. This Noise Management Plan recognises this fact. The level of “sound” can be 

objectively measured and quantified by a sound level meter and can be assessed 

against the Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997. 

 

Council has discretion in the enforcement of the Environmental Protection (Noise) 

Regulations 1997 (the Regulations), and will hereby consider this plan as the principal 

legislative policy document to control gas guns within the Shire. 

 

2. Protected Bird Species 
 

Any current or future farmer within the Shire must understand this Noise Management 

Plan does not provide their staff or guests license or authority to control protected birds 

in ways that contradict the Department of Biodiversity Conservation and Attractions 

Guidelines or the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act.  

 

There are three species of black cockatoo native to Western Australia and each species 
is classed as threatened and therefore protected; two are known to enter fruit crops. 

 
The Shire recommends farmers contact the Department of Biodiversity Conservation 

and Attractions directly for further information on protected bird species that may exist 

within the area.  

 

3. Open Lines of Communication 
 

Given the potential for birds to damage crops and therefore farm yields, the need for 

farmers to use bird deterring devices is understood and to a certain degree, noise 

associated with working farms is to be expected.  

 

Experience on this issue has shown open communication between fruit farmers and 

residents is an important tool to improve the level of good will and co-operation and 

therefore minimise complaints. 
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In this regard there is an expectation on fruit farmers informing residents of operational 

matters with gas guns prior to the season when fruit damage by birds is likely to occur. 

If complaints do arise they should first be directed to the farm manager.  If the compliant 

cannot be solved at that level, they should then be directed to the Shire. 

 

 

4. Councils preferred methods of Bird Control 
 

a) Tree and Orchard Netting  

 

The total netting of fruit farming is Council’s preferred solution on rural properties. 

This is because complaints are much less likely than when gas guns or manual 

firing of shot guns are used as the primary means of deterrent.  

 

b) Laser Pointers 

 

Laser pointers control birds from 100 metres to 1 kilometre away, they use electronic 

laser pointers which scare the birds without hurting them and are the least intrusive 

in terms of noise pollution to adjoining properties.  

 

c) Electronic Bird Scarers 

 

Electronic bird scarers use predator and distressed bird sounds, bells and sirens to 

interrupt and deter bird feeding. This form of bird control is less intrusive than gas 

guns.  

 

d) Gas Guns 

 

The use of gas guns is the Shire’s least preferred method of bird control.  

 

5. Approval for the use of Gas Guns 
 

The use of a gas gun(s) will require prior Council approval.   

 

Gas guns should only be used for scaring birds and where justified as needed.  The 

following documentation is required to be submitted with the application for approval: 

 

 Evidence that birds are threatening orchards. 

 Noise Management Plan, providing details of the following: 

o Days and times of operation of the bird scaring devices; 

o Operating rate of the bird scaring devices; 

o Orientation and rotation of the devices; 

o Timing, amount and method of notification of operating times provided to 

neighbours; 

o Complaint response procedure, including contact details for the farm manager 

for use as a first complaint contact point; and 

o Commitment to a strategy to reduce the impact of the bird scaring devices 

over time. 
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 Site plan drawn to scale and indicating the following: 

o Location of gas guns. 

o Distance of gas guns to the nearby residential dwellings. 

 An acoustics report prepared by a suitably qualified Acoustics Engineer confirming 

the sound levels projected at nearby dwellings and other noise sensitive premises 

and the means used to minimize noise impacts.  

 

6. Minimum Separation Distances  
 

The greater the separation between the gas gun and the nearest residence, the greater 

the noise level reduction. Noise level will reduce noticeably for each doubling of this 

distance.   

 

 Gas gun located a minimum of 300m from a residence in a ‘Rural 2 – Irrigated 

Agriculture’ zone (or similar), and must be orientated away from the residence. 

 Gas gun located a minimum of 500m from a residence located in a residential and 

/ or rural small holding zone (or similar), and must be orientated away from any 

residence. 

 

The above distances are the absolute minimum and may need to be extended 

dependent on maximum noise levels projected by the Acoustic Report. . 

 

7. Permitted Noise Management Operating Hours.  
 

Bird management devices i.e. gas guns and lasers, can only be used during the following 

hours: 

 

Mondays to Saturdays: 7:00am - 7:00pm. 

Sundays and Public Holidays: 9:00am - 7:00pm. 

 

8. Calibration of Gas Guns 
 

A gas gun must be set to not emit more than the number of blasts set out below.  

 

• When a gas gun is used in isolation in the case of a single blast gas gun, time 

between blasts is no less than six (6) minutes. 

• When a gas gun is used in conjunction and/or within 500 metres from another gas 

gun, in the case of a single blast gas gun, time between blasts to be no less than 

ten (10) minutes for all gas guns.  

• In the case of double blast gas gun, time between blast sequences apply as per 

above.  

 

9. Number of Gas Guns 
 

The number of gas guns in use at any one time on a property is as follows: 

• Where the area under crop is three hectares or less – one gas gun;  
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• Where the area under crop is more than three hectares and less than eight hectares 

– two gas guns;  

• Where the area under crop is eight hectares or more - a maximum of three gas 

guns.  

 

10. Management of Noise 
 

Noise complaints or any issues regarding the use of gas guns are to be directed to 

Council, in writing, if issues cannot be resolved between each party.  

 

11. Failure to comply with Noise Management Plan 
 

Failure to comply with the Noise Management Plan may result in the local government 

enforcing the requirements of the Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997 

which carries the following penalties.  

 

•  Seizure of equipment, or any part of the equipment which is emitting, or contributing 

to the making of unreasonable noise under Section 81A or 99A of the Act;  

  

•  An Infringement Notice may be served under Section 99K of the Act, which carries 

a penalty of $250.00 for the first offence and $500.00 for the second and subsequent 

offences;  

  

• A Noise Abatement Direction may be served directing members of the premises to 

cease making or contributing to the making of unreasonable noise (maximum 

penalty $25,000);  

  

•  An Environmental Protection Notice specifying the action to be taken to abate the 

nuisance may be served.  An Environmental Protection Notice while it exists, binds 

the occupiers upon whom it is served (maximum penalty $62,500). 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

Morsby Blues has commissioned Herring Storer Acoustics to carry out an acoustic assessment of 
the proposed Dog Breeding Facility located at 21 Drake Road, Waroona. 
 
It is understood that the dog breeding facility could contain up to 12 dogs at any time.  
 
This report contains the results of noise levels calculated at neighbouring highly noise sensitive 
premises for a day and night operating scenario.  
 
The proposed facility  is to be a new purpose‐built housing. The design of the facility has been 
carefully considered to provide a practical environment to suit the housing of dogs, as well as 
attenuating  noise  from dogs  barking.  The  design  allows  for  the  kennels  to  be  constructed  of 
double brick walls with a metal deck roof. Internal acoustic treatments are to be applied to further 
reduce noise  levels when dogs are contained  internally. The facility comprises a main housing 
which has individual exercise areas surrounded on all sides by an enclosed (colour bond) fence. 
The management of animals will ensure that dogs are to be housed inside the internal facility 
during the night period and will be able to access the external exercise area only during the day. 
This ensures maximum attenuation of noise from dogs barking during the most critical night time 
period. A layout plan showing the kennel design is contained in Appendix A. 
 
Results  have  been  assessed  for  compliance  against  the  Environmental  Protection  (Noise) 
Regulations 1997 and will also be used for comparison against noise levels at the same locations, 
if future monitoring is required. 
 
 

2. SUMMARY 
 
The objective of this assessment was to establish noise levels attributable to the proposed Morsby 
Blue breeding facility and assess against the regulatory criteria. 
 
Assessable noise levels at the neighbouring residential premises during the night period for dogs 
housed inside the kennels, results in noise level at the worst case neighbouring residence of 20 
dB(A).  At  this  level,  noise  emissions  attributable  to  dogs  barking  would  comply  with  the 
requirements of the Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997. Additionally, at a noise 
level of 20 dB(A), it is unlikely that noise emissions attributable to dogs barking would be audible 
at the neighbouring residences. 
 
As  identified  in  the  assessment,  the  critical  noise  emissions  are  during  times where  dogs  are 
present outside in the exercise area. Modelling indicates that with 6 dogs (half of the dogs barking 
at the same time) in the outside area(s) results in a LA01 noise level of 49 dB(A) at the neighbouring 
residence would achieve compliance during the day time period, including the day period on a 
Sunday or Public Holiday (ie 0900 to 1900 hours).  
 
Recommendations have been made in Section 7 – Compliance of this report to ensure compliance 
with the regulatory criteria for both day and night periods.  
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3. CRITERIA 
 
The  allowable  noise  level  at  the  surrounding  locales  is  prescribed  by  the  Environmental 
Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997.  Regulations 7 & 8 stipulate maximum allowable external 
noise  levels. For residential premises,  this  is determined by  the calculation of an  influencing 
factor, which is then added to the base levels shown below.  The influencing factor is calculated 
for the usage of land within two circles, having radii of 100m and 450m from the premises of 
concern. 

 
TABLE 3.1 ‐ BASELINE ASSIGNED OUTDOOR NOISE LEVEL 

Premises Receiving 
Noise 

Time of Day 
Assigned Level (dB) 

LA10  LA1  LAmax 

Noise sensitive 
premises : highly 
sensitive area 

0700 ‐ 1900 hours Monday to Saturday  45 + IF  55 + IF  65 + IF 

0900 ‐ 1900 hours Sunday and Public Holidays  40 + IF  50 + IF  65 + IF 

1900 ‐ 2200 hours all days  40 + IF  50 + IF  55 + IF 

2200 hours on any day to 0700 hours Monday to Saturday 
and 0900 hours Sunday and Public Holidays 

35 + IF  45 + IF  55 + IF 

Industrial boundary  All times  65  80  90 

Note:  LA10 is the noise level exceeded for 10% of the time. 
LA1 is the noise level exceeded for 1% of the time. 
LAmax is the maximum noise level. 
IF is the influencing factor. 

 
It is a requirement that received noise be free of annoying characteristics (tonality, modulation 
and impulsiveness), defined below as per Regulation 9. 

 
“impulsiveness”   means  a  variation  in  the  emission  of  a  noise  where  the  difference 

between LApeak and LAmaxSlow is more than 15 dB when determined for a 
single representative event; 

 
“modulation”   means a variation in the emission of noise that – 

 
(a) is more than 3 dB LA Fast or is more than 3 dB LA Fast in any one‐

third octave band; 
(b) is  present  for  more  at  least  10%  of  the  representative 

assessment period; and 
(c) is regular, cyclic and audible; 

 
“tonality”  means  the  presence  in  the  noise  emission  of  tonal  characteristics  where  the 

difference between – 
 

(a) the A‐weighted sound pressure level in any one‐third octave 
band; and 

(b) the  arithmetic  average  of  the  A‐weighted  sound  pressure 
levels in the 2 adjacent one‐third octave bands, 

 
is greater than 3dB when the sound pressure levels are determined as 
LAeq,T  levels  where  the  time  period  T  is  greater  than  10%  of  the 
representative  assessment  period,  or  greater  than  8dB  at  any  time 
when the sound pressure levels are determined as LA Slow levels. 

 
Where the noise emission is not music, if the above characteristics exist and cannot be practicably 
removed, then any measured level is adjusted according to Table 3.2 below. 
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TABLE 3.2 ‐ ADJUSTMENTS TO MEASURED LEVELS 

Where tonality is present  Where modulation is present  Where impulsiveness is present 

+5 dB(A)  +5 dB(A)  +10 dB(A) 

Note: These adjustments are cumulative to a maximum of 15 dB. 
 

The influencing factor for the nearest residential premises has been assessed as 2 dB based on a 
major road (Southwest Highway) in the outer circle. Therefore, the assigned noise levels for the 
nearest noise sensitive premises are contained in Table 3.3, with Figure 3.1 detailing an area map. 
 

TABLE 3.3 ‐ ASSIGNED OUTDOOR NOISE LEVEL 
Premises Receiving 

Noise 
Time of Day 

Assigned Level (dB) 

LA10  LA1  LAmax 

Noise sensitive 
premises  

0700 ‐ 1900 hours Monday to Saturday  47  57  67 

0900 ‐ 1900 hours Sunday and Public Holidays  42  52  67 

1900 ‐ 2200 hours all days  42  52  57 

2200 hours on any day to 0700 hours Monday to Saturday 
and 0900 hours Sunday and Public Holidays 

37  47  57 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FIGURE 3.1 – NOISE SENSITIVE RECEIVERS  

 
 

   

Proposed Facility 
21 Drake Road 
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4. MODELLING 
 
Noise  immissions1  at  the  neighbouring  residential  premises,  due  to  noise  associated with  the 
proposed facility, were modelled with the computer programme SoundPlan. Sound power levels 
used for the calculations are based on measured sound pressure levels of a medium sized dog 
(Labrador / Collie) which is likely to be conservative, as the breed of dogs are smaller in stature. 
 
The modelling of noise levels has been based on noise sources and sound power levels shown in 
Table 4.1. 
 

TABLE 4.1 – SOUND POWER LEVEL ‐ NOISE SOURCES 

Element name  Unit 
125 
Hz 

250 
Hz 

500 
Hz 

1 
kHz 

2 
kHz 

4 
kHz 

8 
kHz 

Sum 
dB(A) 

Medium Sized Dog Barking  dB 

66  71  83  99  86  71  60 

101 68  70  96  88  83  73  60 

72  80  92  81  81  72  59 

 
Based  on  noise  emissions2  from  the  above  dog  barking,  two  operating  scenarios  have  been 
developed. These scenarios represent period of worst case noise emissions for the operations.  
 
Scenario 1 (Night) contains 12 dogs to be housed at the site inside the facility. To be conservative, 
we allowed for 50% (6 dogs) to be barking at the same time. This represents periods of night time 
activities, where any dogs kept at the facility will be housed inside. Dogs will not be able to access 
the outside exercise areas.  
 
Scenario 2 (Day) contains 12 dogs in the outdoor exercise areas. This scenario allows for 6 of the 12 
dogs to be barking however, dure to the  implementation of a management plan to control dog 
barking, the noise would be present for less than 10% of the time, hence assessable under the LA01 
criteria. 
 
The above  scenarios would be  representative of  the maximum noise  levels associated with  the 
proposed dog kennel. 
 
The following input data was used in the calculations: 
 

a) Locality plans, shown in Appendix A. 
 

b) Sound Power Levels listed in Table 4.1. 
 

Weather conditions for modelling were as stipulated in the Environmental Protection Authority’s 
“Draft Guidance for Assessment of Environmental Factors No. 8 ‐ Environmental Noise” and for the 
day and night periods are as listed in Table 4.2. 
 

TABLE 4.2 – WEATHER CONDITIONS 

Condition  Day  Night 

Temperature  20°C  15°C 

Relative humidity  50%  50% 

Pasquil Stability Class  E  F 

Wind speed  4 m/s*  3 m/s* 

* From sources, towards receivers. 
 

 
1 Immissions – noise received at a source 
2 Emissions – noise emanating from a source and / or location 
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Predictive noise modelling employed for this assessment utilised “inside to outside” calculations, 
based on the building material proposed for the construction of the dog breeding facility. Based on 
these calculations, the minimum transmission loss for each wall was an Rw of 50. The minimum 
transmission loss for the roof structure was an Rw of 27. This calculation was based on a conservative 
construction of a Colourbond/ steel roof, with Anticon and the walls being constructed of double 
brick. The internal surface area is to be treated with a surface coating (Envirospray 300). It is noted 
that this is a deemed to satisfy construction, with other alternative being acceptable provided they 
meet the required Rw.  

 

Additional to the above modelling, there is a requirement to provide some attenuation of noise 
levels for dogs in the outdoor exercise area. In discussions with the client, the most practical barrier 
is a colour bond fence. This has been included in the modelling, Figure 4.1 shows the 3D plot from 
the modelling to detail the barrier positioning. It is noted that this is not to scale, and is a mock up 
of the proposed facility for acoustic purposes. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FIGURE 4.1 – PROPOSED KENNEL AND BARRIER 
 

 

5. RESULTS 
 

Calculated results have been summarised for ease of reporting, with the single receiver locations 
shown in Table 5.1 below.  
 

TABLE 5.1 CALCULATE NOISE LEVEL RESULTS dB(A) 

Receiver 
Calculated Noise Level, dB(A) 

Night Time Scenario 1  
12 Dogs Inside  

Day Time Scenario 2  
12 Dogs Outside in Exercise Areas 

Rec A  8  27 

Rec B 11  30 

Rec C 19  38 

Rec D 20  39 

Rec E 18  37 

 
  

Kennel 

Barrier (Solid 
Fencing) 
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6. ASSESSMENT 
 
Based on  the  calculated noise  levels  it was  determined  that  noise  emissions  from  the  facility 
would  not  contain  annoying  characteristics  (such  as  tonality)  for  the  night  period,  given  the 
calculated noise level. However, for the day period as the dogs are able to access the outdoor 
exercise area, it is likely due to the short sharp noise that the noise levels may be considered as 
impulsive, hence the +10 dB(A) penalty for impulsiveness has been applied. 
 
Therefore,  the  following Table  (6.1) summarises  the applicable adjustments, and  the resulting 
assessable noise level for the worst‐case operating scenario.  
 

TABLE 6.1 – APPLICABLE ADJUSTMENTS AND ASSESSABLE LEVEL OF NOISE EMISSIONS, dB(A) 
DAY OPERATIONS 

Noise Measurement Location 
Calculated 
Noise Level 

Applicable Adjustments to Measured Noise 
Levels, Characteristics  Assessable 

Noise Level  Where Noise Emission is NOT music 

Tonality  Modulation  Impulsiveness 

A. Ind West (Unoccupied)  27  ‐  ‐  10  37 

B. Ind North (Unoccupied)  30  ‐  ‐  10  40 

C. Ind East  38  ‐  ‐  10  48 

D. Ind South (Unoccupied)  39  ‐  ‐  10  49 

E. Residence (Future)  37  ‐  ‐  10  47 

 
Hence  Table  6.2  summaries  the  applicable  Assigned  Noise  Levels  and  assessable  noise  level 
emissions for the worst‐case noise condition. 
 

TABLE 6.2 – ASSESSMENT OF NOISE LEVELS 

Scenario  Description  Receiver 
Assessable 
Noise Level, 

dB(A) 

Applicable 
Times of Day 

Applicable LA01 
Assigned Noise 

Level (dB) 

Exceedance to 
Assigned Noise 

Level (dB) 

Night Time 
Scenario 1 

12 Dogs  
Inside in Facility 

Rec A  8 

Night  47 

Complies

Rec B 11  Complies 

Rec C 19  Complies 

Rec D 20  Complies 
Rec E 18  Complies 

Day Time 
Scenario 2 

12 Dogs  
Outside in 
Exercise area 

Rec A  37 

Day 
(Sunday 09:00 

to 19:00) 
 

52 

Complies

Rec B 40  Complies 

Rec C 48  Complies 

Rec D 49  Complies 
Rec E 47  Complies 

 
Well‐managed kennels that have adequate practices in place will limit noise emissions from dogs 
barking. That being the case, dog barking is restricted and is present for less than 10% of the time.  
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7. CONCLUSION 
 
The  objective  of  this  assessment  was  to  establish  noise  levels  attributable  to  a  proposed  dog 
breeding facility and assess against the regulatory criteria. 
 

Assessable noise levels at the neighbouring residential premises during the night period for dogs 
housed inside the kennels, results in noise level at the worst case neighbouring residence of 20 
dB(A).  At  this  level,  noise  emissions  attributable  to  dogs  barking  would  comply  with  the 
requirements of the Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997. Additionally, at a noise 
level of 20 dB(A), it is unlikely that noise emissions attributable to dogs barking would be audible 
at the neighbouring residences. 
 

As identified in the assessment, the critical noise emissions are during times where dogs are present 
outside in the exercise area. Modelling indicates that 12 dogs in the outside area results in a noise 
level of 39 dB(A) at the neighbouring residence. Due to the management of the breeding facility, there 
will be adequate practices in place which will limit noise emissions from dogs barking. That being 
the case, dog barking  is restricted and is present for  less than 10% of the time, hence would be 
assessable under the LA01 criteria. Additionally, as dog barking has the potential to be impulsive in 
nature, a +10 dB penalty has been allowed for. Therefore, the assessable noise level would be 49 
dB(A) for periods of dogs exercising in the outdoor area. This can be compared to the allowable 
noise level of 52 dB(A) for the Sunday and public holiday period.  
 

 

To ensure compliance is maintained, the following is required: 
 

 Noting that the night period on Sundays and Public Holidays extends to 9:00am, on Sundays 
and Public Holidays dogs are NOT to be exercised in the outdoor areas before 09:00am. 

 

 A fence is required to a height of 1.8m on the sides of the outside exercise area. 
 

 Internal fences are required within the outdoor exercise areas as noted in Figure 2. 
 

 Orientation of the facility is that the outdoor exercise area is to the west of the main facility, 
therefore providing a barrier to the nearest noise sensitive premises on the west. 

 

 No outside exercising of dogs is allowed during the night period, on any day. 
 

 Dogs  to  be  housed  internally  during  the  night  period,  22:00  to  07:00  from Monday  to 
Saturday and 22:00 to 09:00 on Sundays and Public Holidays. 

 

Note:   The  above  recommendations  are  based  on  “dogs  barking”  situations.  If  there  are 
  personnel  in  attendance  at  the  facility  and  dogs  can  be  managed  as  to  their  barking, 
  then the exercise area could be used to the discretion of the manager. 
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FIGURE 1 LOCATION PLAN 
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Application for Development Approval (Ref: TP2186) – Proposed Animal Establishment on Lot 13 (HN 21) Drake Road Waroona 

SCHEDULE OF PUBLIC SUBMISSIONS ON PROPOSAL 

Submission 
# 

Key Issues raised in Submissions Applicant Response 

 

Assessing Officer Remarks Recommendation 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Objects to the proposal for the 
following reasons: 
 
(i) Surrounding area comprises 

lifestyle properties close to the 
town of Waroona, with 
minimal noise intrusion from 
activities;  

 
(ii) Considers the barking of dogs 

day or night will be 
unavoidable;   

 
(iii) Considers that the noise 

assessment only 
demonstrates that the barking 
of the dogs may not 
necessarily damage a 
person’s hearing but won’t 
prevent dogs from being 
heard; and 

 
(iv) Acknowledges that on 

occasions a local dog barks 
all night long but doesn’t 
complain about this in the 
interest of maintaining 
neighbour harmony.   

 

 

 

(i) No comprise as dogs are pets 
and trained not to bark without 
reason. Someone attends the 
property the dog on any 
premises would bark to 
acknowledge person/persons 
entering property; 

 
(ii) Current owner of drake and 

surrounding houses 
throughout Waroona have 
pets and guard dogs that bark, 
however since there is a 
sound proof (double brick and 
insulated animal 
establishment built to noses 
standards if they were to bark, 
it would not be heard) 
 
The kennel establishment 
management is to restrict dog 
noise from 7pm-7am Monday 
to Saturday and 7pm to 9am 
Sundays and public holidays; 
this is achieved by safely 
securing dogs in the sound 
secure animal establishment.  
 
Links back to (I) the animal 
establishment will be built as 
its primary purpose out of 
double brick to keep noise 
intrusions low.  

 
(iii) Submitter has misinterpreted 

the acoustic read, they do not 
measuring read on affecting 
hearing or damaging hearing, 
reading is to measure total 
sound noise level, so this is 
not an issue and has be 

 

 

(i) Noted 
 
 
 
 
 

(ii) Noted 
 
 
 
(iii) Noted – The Shire 

environmental health officers 
have raised a number of 
concerns with the acoustic 
assessment including the 
number of assumptions the 
assessment makes. In 
addition it does not measure 
or address the impact of the 
effect annoying dog barking 

– this is difficult to measure or 
assess as it appears that 
there are no metrics or 
accepted processes to 
measure, assess and evaluate 
the impact of noise annoyance 
from dog barking. 

 
(iv) Noted 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Receive and note submission 

APPENDIX 11.2.2C 
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SCHEDULE OF PUBLIC SUBMISSIONS ON PROPOSAL (continued) 
 

 

 

1 

(continued) 

understood what an acoustic 
reading measures 

 
(iv) Whether it be 1 dog or 12 

dogs on occasion they will 
bark, which we don’t disagree, 
but this is why we will build an 
animal establishment to 
prevent sound pollution. If it 
were a dog that lived on 
property, or roomed around 
property, or an open kennel 
the noise would travel. Which 
normal in any household 
owning a pet, we not only 
work from home, but the 
animal establishment will be 
sound proof.  

2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Objects to the proposal for the 
following reasons: 

 
(i) As for 1 (I) above; 
 
(ii) The proposal will 

exponentially increase the 
noise in the locality—
considers there already is a 
barely acceptable level of dog 
barking within the locality; 

 
(iii) This issue of dog barking is 

exacerbated when dog 
owners go away and leave 
their dogs in the care of 
others (which often results in 
minimal and less continuous 
attention to the dogs); 

 
(iv) Considers the proposal (if 

allowed) will result in the 
submitter’s property being 
devalued and the possibility of 
resale will be significantly 
diminished; and 

 

 

(i) Same as above, I believe the 
noise complaint would be 
valued if the request was to 
house 12 dogs on the 
premises WITHOUT a suitable 
noise restrictive building 
/kennel establishment.  

 
I believe the judgement and 
worry of animal establishment 
stops at the idea of 12 dogs, 
instead of thinking about the 
facility we are building will 
reduce noise pollution and 
apply with the requirements’ of 
the environmental protection 
regulations 1997.noise levels 
at the neighbouring residential 
premises during the night 
period for dogs housed inside 
the kennels, results in noise 
level at the worst case 
neighbouring residence of 20 

 

 

(i) Noted 
 
(ii) The submitter has provided no 

evidence that the proposal will 
exponentially increase the 
noise in the locality but with 
the addition of 12 dogs upon 
the subject land it is 
reasonable to expect that dog 
barking within the locality will 
increase on occasions, or 
perhaps occur more frequently 
and in intensity 

 
(iii) The applicant has advised that 

they will more or less provide 
full time care of the dogs  

 
(iv) The submitter has provided no 

evidence that the proposal – if 
approved - will result in a 
devaluation of surrounding 
properties. 

Receive and note submission 
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(v) Considers that there are other 

more appropriate locations 
within the Shire where such a 
facility can be provided. 

 

dB (A). At this level, noise 
emissions attributable to dogs 
barking would comply with the 
requirements of the 
Environmental Protection 
(Noise) Regulations 1997. 
Additionally, at a noise level of 
20 dB (A), it is unlikely that 
noise emissions attributable to 
dogs barking would be audible 
at the neighbouring 
residences. 
As identified in the 
assessment, the critical noise 
emissions are during times 
where dogs are present 
outside in the exercise area. 
Modelling indicates that 12 
dogs in the outside area 
results in a noise level of 39 
dB (A) at the neighbouring 
residence. Due to the 
management of the breeding 
facility, there will be adequate 
practices in place, which will 
limit noise emissions from 
dogs barking. That being the 
case, dog barking is restricted 
and is present for less than 
10% of the time, hence would 
be assessable under the LA01 
criteria. Additionally, as dog 
barking has the potential to be 
impulsive in nature, a +10 dB 
penalty has been allowed for. 
Therefore, the assessable 
noise level would be 49 dB (A) 
for periods of dogs exercising 
in the outdoor area. This can 
be compared to the allowable 
noise level of 52 dB (A) for the 
Sunday and public holiday 
period. 
 

 
Additionally, this is not a valid 
planning consideration. 
 

(v) Animal establishments are a 
discretionary use in the 
Shire’s General Farming 
(Rural 1), Irrigated Agriculture 
(rural 2), Coastal (Rural 3A), 
Coastal Highway (Rural 3B, 
and Darling Range (Rural 5) 
zones.   

 
In all other zones they are a 
prohibited use. 
 
Being a discretionary use in 
the aforementioned zones, 
does not necessary follow that 
the use will be permitted. 
 
An application for approval to 
permit a discretionary use 
needs to clearly demonstrate 
deemed compliance or accord 
with applicable standards, 
controls, policies etc of the 
prevailing planning framework 
applying to the subject land 
and have no or minimal 
adverse impacts.  
 
Only where an application 
clearly and reasonably 
demonstrates compliance or 
accord with applicable 
standards etc then the 
decision-making authority is 
obliged (or ought to be 
obliged) to approve the 
application. 
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We have sought professional 
planners to help combat noise, 
hence the reason we are 
building an animal 
establishment to secure 
animals at all times and to 
emlinate noise pollution 

 

(ii) the animal establishment is 
made of brick and colourbond, 
The appearance will not 
appear to be animal 
establishment and will look 
like the house (cream in 
colour) I’m sure anyone 
purchasing nearly a million 
dollar property would not slap 
a eye saw on the property, so 
appearance wise there will be 
no devalue. If they are 
referring to a ‘kennel’ as 
mentioned the animal 
establishment not only will not 
look like a dog house, with all 
the building protcols in place 
their will be no noise pollution. 
And once again, there are 
horse breeders and ‘backyard’ 
dog breeders in the town 
currently not affecting house 
prices.  

 

(iii) the zoning (irrigated 
agriculture) deems animal 
establishment use 
appropriate.  

 
There is a bus business from 
home, a horse breeder and 
boarding kennel near by, what 
makes those business more 
appropriate or different to 
ours? 
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Objects to the proposal for the 
following reasons: 

 
(i) As per reasons given in 1 (I) 

and 2 (iv) and (v); 
 
(ii) The Acoustic Assessment 

lists in Table 6.1 the 
submitter’s property as 
‘unoccupied’ – four adults live 
at the property; 

 
(iii) Contends that the predictive 

noise modelling in the 
acoustic assessment ought to 
have considered as a worst-
case scenario all of the 12 
dogs proposed to be kept at 
the premises barking all at 
once—also contends that 
once one dog starts barking 
the rest follow in a chain 
reaction; 

 
(iv) The dogs will not be locked 

inside their kennels before 
10.00pm each night—
contends that any barking at 
night up to this time will be 
clearly audible to 
neighbouring properties; and 

 

(v) The acoustic assessment was 
prepared for David and 
Lauren Ramsden, which are 
different to the name of the 
applicants being David and 
Lauren Lindau—queries if 
these are the same people. 

 

 

 

 
 
 
(ii) Verification – this is 

inaccurate, firstly I believe 
everyone in the shire of 
Waroona is aware of the 
family that currently live at 21 
Drake St, 3 adults (as of 
nearly a year ago) so this is a 
irrelevant comment, AND IF IT 
IS REGARDING NEW 
OWNERS. Our names are on 
application acoustic and it is 2 
names, so 2 adults. 

 
(iii) The acoustic reading clearly 

states worst case scenario of 
12 dogs OUTSIDE (VERY 
WORST CASE, as mentioned 
not all 12 will be outside) only 
drawing 39 db, then adding 
penalty of 10db, still equates 
to 49db still below limit of 
noise emissions. Also we have 
stated that the animals will live 
INSIDE, animal 
establishments and only a 
couple will be out in the 
outdoor area at separate times 
of the day, which most people 
would be at work and 
unaffected if there was to be a 
bark or two. Not to mention, 
concerns about not being on 
premises, the dogs have to be 
let in and out of outside area, 
so will not be unattended 

 

(iv) Offcourse this is the same 
people. This is obviously an 

 

 

 

 

(ii) The submitter was referring 
to its own property as being 
incorrectly identified as 
‘unoccupied’ – not Lot 13 
(the subject land)  

 
(iii) The 2 scenarios modelled in 

the acoustic assessment 
was based on 50% (6 dogs) 
barking at the same time. 
 
The assessment did not 
model all of the 12 dogs 
barking at the same time. 
 

 
 
 
(iv) The applicant has advised 

that the dogs will be locked 
in their kennels each night at 
7.00 pm despite the baseline 
modelling including provision 
for the dogs not being 
locked up until 10.00 pm 
each night. 

 

(v) Noted. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(vi) It would have been 
preferable for the applicant 
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error and does not affect the 
concern as we are discussing 
animal establishment at 21 
Drake sty, not the names of 
the applicants. But for 
validation to submitter 
Ramsden is my maiden name. 
Married name is Lindau 

to ensure consistency and 
accuracy of information 
being provided in the 
application documents. 

4 Objects to the proposal for the 
following reasons: 
 
(i) As per reasons given in 1 (I), 

2 (iv), and 3 (iii) and (iv); and 
 
(ii) Also contends that allowing 

this type of use will set a 
precedent for other kennels to 
be established within the 
locality to the detriment of the 
current semi-rural lifestyle. 

 

 
(i) As above describe  

 
(ii) I believe the great concern is 

elevated by prior ‘kennel’ 
properties’ however I believe 
each situation/application for 
mutli use properties should be 
judge as an individual case in 
the 20th century.  

 
Semi rural lifestyle allows 
other animals on properties 
such as sheep, horses, 
roosters, machinery, home 
business, bus business etc. all 
equating to that semi rural 
living, which the town currently 
has multiple properties 
functioning with these uses.  

 
(i) Noted 
 
(ii) Each application for 

development approval is 
required to be considered on its 
merits but also within the realm 
of relevant contextual factors. 
 
Thus, approval of a use of land 
does not necessarily set a 
precedent for that type of use to 
occur in the future in the same 
locality/area.  Where precedents 
occur is where there is the 
absence of any policy or 
planning framework and/or 
specific development controls 
that will subsequently preclude 
or limit the type of uses not 
desired by the affected 
community. 
  

Receive and note submission 

5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Objects to the proposal for the 
following reasons: 
 
(i) As per reasons given in 4 (I) 

and (ii) above - is a similar 
submission to 4 above but 
adds the following issues in 
(ii) and (iii) following 

 
(ii) Is concerned about the odour 

emanating from 12 dogs 
urinating and defecating 
(especially during the summer 

 
 
 
(i) Assessable noise levels at the 

neighbouring residential 
premises during the night 
period for dogs housed inside 
the kennels, results in noise 
level at the worst case 
neighbouring residence of 20 
dB (A). At this level, noise 
emissions attributable to dogs 
barking would comply with the 
requirements of the 

 

 

(i) Noted 

 

 

 

(ii) If approved, the kennel facility 
will be required to comply with 
applicable statutory provisions 
governing animal waste and 
hygiene. 
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months), and the potential 
breeding of flies as a 
consequence, regardless of 
how well the kennels might be 
cleaned; and 

 

(iii) The potential for the dogs to 
escape and create a nuisance 
to, or be aggressive towards, 
other people and traffic within 
the locality (the submitter 
operates a school bus service 
where school children and 
adults will often congregate at 
the property to board the bus). 

 

Environmental Protection 
(Noise) Regulations 1997. 
Additionally, at a noise level of 
20 dB (A), it is unlikely that 
noise emissions attributable to 
dogs barking would be audible 
at the neighbouring 
residences. 
As identified in the 
assessment, the critical noise 
emissions are during times 
where dogs are present 
outside in the exercise area. 
Modelling indicates that 12 
dogs in the outside area 
results in a noise level of 39 
dB (A) at the neighbouring 
residence. Due to the 
management of the breeding 
facility, there will be adequate 
practices in place, which will 
limit noise emissions from 
dogs barking. That being the 
case, dog barking is restricted 
and is present for less than 
10% of the time, hence would 
be assessable under the LA01 
criteria. Additionally, as dog 
barking has the potential to be 
impulsive in nature, a +10 dB 
penalty has been allowed for. 
Therefore, the assessable 
noise level would be 49 dB (A) 
for periods of dogs exercising 
in the outdoor area. This can 
be compared to the allowable 
noise level of 52 dB (A) for the 
Sunday and public holiday 
period. 

 
To ensure compliance is 
maintained, the following is 
required: 
 

 

 

 

 

 

(iii) If approved, the kennel facility 
will be required to comply with 
applicable statutory provisions 
governing security of the 
premises etc. 
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 Noting that the night period 
on Sundays and Public 
Holidays extends to 
9:00am, on Sundays and 
Public Holidays dogs are 
NOT to be exercised in the 
outdoor areas before 
09:00am. 
 

 A fence is required to a 
height of 1.8m on the sides 
of the outside exercise 
area. 
 

 Internal fences are 

required within the outdoor 
exercise areas as noted in 
Figure 2. 
 

 Orientation of the facility is 
that the outdoor exercise 
area is to the west of the 
main facility, therefore 
providing a barrier to the 
nearest noise sensitive 
premises on the west. 
 

 No outside exercising of 
dogs is allowed during the 
night period, on any day. 
 

 Dogs to be housed 

internally during the night 
period, 22:00 to 07:00 from 
Monday to Saturday and 
22:00 to 09:00 on Sundays 
and Public Holidays. 

 
PLEASE NOT EVEN 
THOUGH THE 
REGULATIONS 
DEMONSTRATE 10PM AND 
9PM NOISE REGUALTION, 
as to our management plans, 
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we will have them inside the 
establishment between 7pm-
7am 

 
(ii) Odour, two house down from 

21 drake sty, breed horses at 
their semi rural property, horse 
are in paddocks on this 
property and many others and 
the odour does not seem to 
travel or affect the town and a 
horse feseese is much large 
and has a much more pungent 
smell (especially in summer) 
and I believe no on collects up 
after horses daily. 
However as we have 
submitted to our draftsmen 
and site plan, as per shire law 
we require a separate sceptic 
tank, drains in the kennels and 
a waste mangement for poo. 
Which we are using a worm 
farm or other waste scheme 
advised.  
There is no difference to dog’s 
delifacting on this property 
then anyone else’s property as 
family pets or along roads, 
verges and anywhere else in 
town.  
However we scrub kennels 
with animal safe cleaning 
products daily and collect any 
wee and poo, as we do not 
want our animals in a dirty 
environment anyway. 

 
(iii) I believe the submitter is not 

directly neighbouring and our 
dogs would have to travel far 
to get to the congregated 
children mentioned in the 
submission. However, the 
animal establishment is made 
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from cement, concrete and 
brick, and colour bond and 
wood panelling and its escape 
proof as the colorbond 
partisans will be cemented 
into ground and be to high 
(1.8m) for any escape. 

 
Also the submitter having two 
staffies of their own would 
know aggression is not linked 
to the breed as a whole and if 
they are raised an trained 
properly they are friendly and 
great family pets 
 

6 Objects to the proposal because of 
the noise that will be generated by 
it. 

 

As above Noted Receive and note submission 
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Objects to the proposal for the 
following reasons: 
 
(i) As per reasons given in 1 (I), 

2 (iv) and (v), 3 (iii), and 4 (ii); 
 

(ii) Contends that as a breeding 
kennel there will occasionally 
be more than 12 dogs kept at 
the premises (by virtue of the 
presence of litters) leading to 
potential increase in noise 
from barking dogs; and 

 

(iii) Contends that colorbond 
fencing proposed for the 
kennels is unsuitable for noise 
reduction because it doesn’t 
have the required minimum 
density. 

 

 
 
 

(i) As above 
 
 
(ii) The litters leave at the age of 

8 weeks, they can barely run, 
walk, play let alone bark. 
Secondly these are expensive 
pedigree puppies, which will 
not be near other dogs or 
aloud outside as they will not 
have had all the vaccinations. 
Should we allow the puppies 
in our back yard, it is for a very 
brief time and 100 percent 
supervised by a 
person/persons at all times. 

 
(iii) The submitter has miss 

interrupted the infrestruciton of 
animal establishment, as the 
colourbond is only for the 

 
 
 
(i) Noted 
 
 
(ii) Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(iii) It is understood that in 

referring to the fencing of the 
kennels the submitter is 
referring to the fencing of the 
adjunct exercise yards. 

 
This type of fencing will result 
in any barking of dogs being 
clearly more audible than any 
barking occurring within the 

Receive and note submission 
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outside area, and the building 
is made on double brick and 
insulation  

double-brick construction of 
the kennel itself. 

8 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Objects to the proposal for the 
following reasons: 
 
(i) As per reasons given in 1 (ii), 

3 (iv), and 5 (ii) and (iii); 
 
(ii) In relation to 5 (ii) the 

submitter queries as to 
whether a waste plan has 
been prepared to manage the 
impact of odour from the 
kennels upon neighbouring 
properties and the 
surrounding environment; 

 

(iii) In relation to 5 (iii) the 
submitter is concerned about 
the breed of dogs at the 
premises and whether they 
will be suitably restrained if 
allowed out in public; and 

 

(iv) Notwithstanding that the area 
might be regarded as semi-
rural, contends that with the 
closeness of abutting, 
adjacent and surrounding 
existing dwellings, the 
proposed use is incompatible 
with the existing surrounding 
development and ought to 
consider establishing in 
locations where this type of 
use is specifically designated 
(e.g. Nambeelup)  

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
(ii) The submitter only needs to 

know that yes a waste 
management plan is in place 
and we have to have that in 
place for shire to approve the 
building before it is even built, 
including a separate sceptic 
tank. The details of this 
information should and is only 
relevant between Owners, 
draftsman, building and town 
planning 

 
(iii) OFFCOARSE DOGS WILL 

BE WALKED ON A LEAD. Is it 
is ilegal to walk a dog off lead  
unless in designated areas?  

 
(iv) There is NO and will NOT BE 

ANY restricted dog breed on 
these premises or in our 
breeding program, with the 
exercise yard an anit social 
dog would be exercised 
without being in public.  

 
The breed (which is an unfair 
generalisation of staffies) may 
only be anti social to other 
dogs, which causes human 
error and injury; these 
‘personalities’ are subjective to 
individual dogs and not a 
breed. Us as ethical breeders 
would never take a dog like 

 
 
 
 
 
 
(ii) The requirement for a waste 

management plan can be 
imposed as a condition of 
development approval (if 
granted) 

 
 
 
 
(iii) The walking of the dogs in 

public will require adherence 
to applicable restraining 
requirements. 

 
(iv) The proposed animal 

establishment can be 
considered incompatible with 
the surrounding development 
because the nature, scale and 
operation of the proposed use  
has the potential to adversely 
impact the amenity of the 
locality in which it seeks to 
locate. 

 

LPS 7 has not designated nor 
targeted the locality as a 
desirable place for kennels, 
hence the provision for such a 
use to be permitted at 
Council’s discretion.  
 
Exercising discretion in this 
matter involves weighing up 
competing values and 

Receive and note submission 
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this in public or put us or any 
one else in arms way.  
 
Not to mention it is not 12 
stafiies, we have English and 
American and French, british 
bulldogs, not only are none of 
these restricted breeds they 
are gentle in nature. Unless 
threatened like any animal. 

 
We do not have aggressive 
dogs, and on 5 ARCES, with a 
hundred thousands dollar 
facility the dogs are exercised, 
trained, raised well, not to 
mention family pets.  
 
The zoning of the land is 
irrigated agriculture so 
requesting an animal 
establishment is not 
incompatible as it is “A” the 
existing surrounding 
developments hold similar 
facilities. 

  
Kellies south west boards 
dogs, neighbouring properties 
breed horses, there is a large 
home bus depot (which 
creates admission and noise 
daily) and so many more semi 
rural business, including 
neighbouring property with 
large commercial machinery, 
all added to daily noise 
admissions. Which does not 
seem to inpact town.  

considerations, including 
community expectations as to 
the nature and character of 
their locality. 
 
  

 



 

 

 

 

Lot 191 Coronation Road (Reserve 22912) 
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POLICY COM010 – VOLUNTEER RANGER LIAISON 
OFFICERS 

 
Related Management Practice 
Yes 
 
Relevant Delegation 
No 

 

 
POLICY INTENTION: 
 
This policy sets out conditions of appointment of a person to act in the capacity of a “Volunteer 
Ranger Liaison Officer” within the locality of Preston Beach. 
 
POLICY: 
 
The Council will conduct a voluntary ranger liaison scheme within the Preston Beach locality. 
 
Voluntary rangers [restricted to a maximum of five (5) at any one time] will be required to nominate 
on the official form and be approved by the Chief Executive Officer prior to the issue of an 
identification certificate. 
 
The Council retains the right to reject an individual nomination or terminate the services of any 
registered volunteer. 
 
The Council retains the right to suspend the operation of the scheme. 
 
Appointment conditions and criteria are as follows: 
 

 Volunteer Ranger Liaison Officers (VRLOs) will have an initial appointment period of one (1) 
year, renewable as appropriate. 

 VRLOs will be issued with an official Identity Card, identifying shirt and cap which should be worn 
when carrying out VRLOs organised activities. 

 VRLOs are volunteers of the community. 

 Insurance will be provided to cover VRLOs for public liability and personal accident while on 
duty. 

 VRLOs will need to attend a briefing session by Council Staff prior to undertaking activities, and 
other briefing sessions as considered appropriate. 

 VRLOs may be required to assist in research programs by gathering data and other information 
as required when in the field. 

 VRLOs may be asked to devote some time (minimal) to working with others on other structured 
community education campaigns, for example: 
o Joint litter campaigns; 
o Beach patrols with Ranger. 

 Personal or private use of Council vehicles is not permitted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Policy Administration 
Division: Community 
Contact Officer Position: Chief Executive Officer 
Parent Legislation: Internal  
Other Relevant Documents: Nil 
Date Adopted: 18 December 2018    OCM18/12/126 
Reviews/Amendments: Nil 
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POLICY COM010 – VOLUNTEER RANGER LIAISON 
OFFICERS 

Related Management Practice 
Yes 

Relevant Delegation 
No 

POLICY INTENTION: 

To outline Council’s broad support for a Volunteer Ranger Liaison Officer (VRLO) program to operate 
on Preston Beach. 

POLICY: 

Council acknowledges that Preston Beach is important to the local and broader community and to 
support ongoing access, minimise environmental impacts and ensure public safety an effective 
VRLO program is fully supported 

The Chief Executive Officer is directly responsible for the overall VRLO program including but not 
limited to appointments, determining functions and responsibilities, developing effective 
management framework and operational plans. 

Council may at any time cease to support the program. 

Policy Administration 
Division: Community 
Contact Officer Position: Chief Executive Officer 
Parent Legislation: Internal  
Other Relevant Documents: Nil 
Date Adopted: 18 December 2018 OCM18/12/126 
Reviews/Amendments: 
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